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Abstract 

Although the gender gap in populist radical right electoral support has been 

examined extensively over the last decades, little scholarly attention has been paid to the 

role that gender – as opposed to sex – plays in shaping political attitudes and behaviour. 

Concurrently with the gendered element of populist radical right support being heavily 

undertheorized, the gender ideology of the party family is frequently disregarded. 

Importantly, this renders the expression and propagation of masculinity by populist radical 

right parties and their supporters virtually invisible, omitting a crucial factor that might 

contribute to understanding the gender gap. Consequently, this author proposes to use the 

concept of ‘protective masculinity’ as an analytical tool explaining the gender gap. 

Moreover, it is suggested that the two mechanisms of mediation – men and women differ 

on the attitude of ‘protective masculinity’ that predicts populist radical right support – and 

moderation – men and women differ on the effects of the ‘protective masculinity’ attitude 

that predicts populist radical right support – might be at play. This research is conducted 

through employing a multilevel logistic regression where ‘protective masculinity’ is 

operationalized as the interaction variable of both anti-Muslim attitudes and low gender 

egalitarian attitudes. Using the 2017 wave of the European Values Study on 25,967 

individuals nested in 24 European countries, this author finds that ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes indeed are related to populist radical right support. Yet, although men are slightly 

more likely than women to hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, these attitudes are 

unable to explain the gender gap, as only a small partial mediation and no significant 

moderation effect has been found.     
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1. Introduction  

While not a new phenomenon, populist radical right (PRR) parties have been re-

appearing since the late 1980s, establishing themselves as the most successful ‘novel’ party 

family in decades, increasingly cementing their presence in politics through power-sharing 

agreements in numerous national parliaments across Europe (Akkerman, 2015; de Lange 

and Mügge, 2015; Spierings et al., 2015). Concurrently with their rising electoral 

importance, scholars have paid renewed attention to the electoral base of PRR parties, 

finding PRR voters to be distinguishable by their strong anti-immigrant attitudes, and – more 

notably – disproportionate maleness, compared to other voters (Lubbers, Gijsberts and 

Scheepers, 2002; Mudde, 2007; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015; Spierings, 2020). Despite 

observing this often termed  ‘gender gap’ for decades, research has presented itself to be 

unable to produce conclusive explanations for men’s overproportionate PRR electoral 

support, as both sexes have been shown to equally exhibit nativist and authoritarian 

attitudes as well as political discontent, stances commonly argued to predict right-wing 

support (Harteveld et al., 2015).  

 

Yet, it must be noted that although called ‘gender gap’, what is routinely studied are 

factually differences in the average of each sex, rather than examining differences related to 

gender1 (Harteveld et al., 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015). This emphasis on simply 

analysing distinctions between the attitudes and political behaviour of men and women is 

striking, as it neglects the gendered aspects of forming attitudes that are inherent in one’s 

political opinion and, subsequently, vote choice (Spierings and Zaslove, 2015; Ralph-

Morrow, 2022). It moreover generally disregards the importance of gender as a core marker 

of one’s social identity within society, leading to an inconclusive research perspective, 

evident in PRR parties rarely being studied in regards to their discourse and relation to 

gender in their ideology (Spierings, 2020)2. Although the voters of PRR parties are 

overwhelmingly male, emphasis is given to the aversion of women to vote for the PRR, 

rather than examining men’s sustained electoral support (Ralph-Morrow, 2022). This 

 
1 ‘Sex’ hereby relates to the biological categories of female and male, while ‘gender’ is a social construct that 
deems certain characteristics and behaviour to be ‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’. The literature commonly focuses 
on sex in operationalising the ‘gender gap’, and is therefore not really about gender as such (Harteveld et al., 
2015).  
2 A notable exception to this are the studies by Akkerman (2015) and de Lange and Mügge (2015). 



 

 2 

negligence of political scientists disregards both the role of supporters’ masculinity as well 

as the expression and propagation of masculinity by the party family itself (Ralph-Morrow, 

2022).  

 

1.2. Aim 

Attempting to fill this gap, and following the lead of Ralph-Morrow (2022), this thesis 

utilizes masculinity as an analytical tool in political science research on PRR electoral 

support. By proposing a new variable to the investigation of PRR electoral support, the 

author hopes to provide novel explanations for the existence of the gender gap and thereby 

contribute to the literature. Hence examined in this thesis will be the effect of a specific 

form of masculinity on PRR support – namely ‘protective masculinity’ – that so far has never 

been studied quantitatively. ‘Protective masculinity’ refers to a form of masculinity that 

aims at protecting supposedly weak and vulnerable (native) women that are required for 

the reproduction of the nation state from the clutches of allegedly patriarchal, sexually 

deviant and dangerous (Muslim) migrant men (Ralph-Morrow, 2020, 2022; Sauer, 2020; 

Wojnicka and Nowicka, 2021). Although ‘protective masculinity’ can exist independently of 

the PRR, it is utilized and heavily propagated by the party family throughout their ideology, 

which makes an interrogation of the link between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and PRR 

support crucial. Given that ‘protective masculinity’ revolves around the domination of men 

over women – as men’s physical power is utilized as a source of protection to wield 

dominance (Wojnicka and Nowicka, 2021) – there is reason to believe that gender might 

influence the relationship between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and PRR support, 

ultimately explaining the gender gap.  

  

At the heart of this paper is thus the following research question: to what extent can 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes explain PRR support, and, if there is a gender gap in this 

relationship, how can this gap be explained by processes of mediation and moderation? 

Based on previous research and the aforementioned considerations, several hypotheses are 

constructed to answer this question. To test these hypotheses, the cross-national European 

Values Study (EVS) dataset of 2017 will be used in running different multilevel logistic 

regression models. ‘Protective masculinity’ attitudes will thereby be operationalized as 



 

 3 

consisting of both anti-immigration attitudes and low gender egalitarian attitudes. Since the 

geographical focus of this study is Europe, the individual-level data of 24 countries that are 

included in the EVS and either belong to the European Union (EU) or European Free Trade 

Association (EFTA) will be analysed. Not only does the application of the theoretical 

framework of this study to a large sample of 25,967 individuals nested in 24 countries 

enable the author to better assess the robustness of her findings, but also does this allow 

scholars to gain an understanding of the relationship between ‘protective masculinity’ and 

PRR support across the peculiarities of individual European countries.  

 

2. Literature Review 

This section sets out to provide an overview of the existing literature, starting with 

the conceptualisation of PRR parties, followed by a provision of possible reasons given by 

scholars for PRR parties’ success, both on the demand- and the supply-side. The adjacent 

section will then be dedicated to examining research about the gender gap in party 

leadership, membership, and – most importantly – the electorate. Moreover, different 

voting behaviour models attempting to explain the electoral gender gap will be presented. 

Given that scholars often disregard the gender ideology of PRR parties when examining their 

electoral appeal, the subsequent section will shed light on the discourse by PRR parties 

surrounding gender. This will be followed by a section which is dedicated to interrogating 

masculinity as such, as well as the so-called ‘political masculinities’ and their connection to 

the PRR.  

 

2.1. Conceptualisation of PRR Parties 

Since the successful electoral re-appearance of PRR parties starting in the late 1980s, 

an abundance of research has been dedicated to mapping these parties. Although PRR 

parties across Europe deviate in the compositional details of their ideology, research 

suggests the individual parties to belong to a larger, single party family, bound by common 

features (Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012). Based on the influential work of Mudde (2007), PRR 

parties are frequently said to incorporate three core party characteristics, namely populism, 

nativism and authoritarianism. It is important to note that populism is hereby understood to 



 

 4 

be an ideological feature, rather than a mere political style of organization or leadership 

(Mudde, 2007). Accordingly, populism is characterised as the ideological normative 

distinction between two antagonistic and homogeneous groups: the ‘corrupt elite’ and the 

morally superior ‘pure people’ – deserving of political representation, their ‘volonté 

générale’3 heard (Mudde, 2004). Importantly, the concept of ‘the people’ is artificially 

constructed, representing an imagined community, a sub-set of the whole population 

without differences in will or opinion (Mudde, 2004). Their antagonist, the ‘corrupt elite’ is 

easier to conceptualise, often being identified as the established parties, their political 

leaders as well as numerous cultural and economic elites. Notably, populism is hereby only a 

‘thin-centred ideology’ which can be enriched by other thin and full ideologies like 

communism, socialism or nationalism (Mudde, 2004).  

 

The second ideological feature shared across PRR parties is authoritarianism, the 

belief in a society strictly adhering to law-and-order policies, ordered by the ‘natural’ 

differences existing in society, where violations of authority are severely punished (Mudde, 

2007; Golder, 2016). The third common ideological feature of PRR parties is nativism which 

gives natives the exclusive rights of inhabitation of the nation, holding non-native elements 

– be it persons or ideas – as a threat to the homogeneous state (Mudde, 2007). Nativism is 

therefore a combination of both nationalism and xenophobia. Although scholars commonly 

agree on the three characteristics to be defining the party family, it has to be noted that the 

interpretation and strength of these ideological features varies considerably across 

European PRR parties (Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015).  

 

2.2. What makes PRR Parties successful? 

With growing electoral importance of PRR parties, scholars increasingly examined 

possible reasons for their electoral success, commonly distinguishing between individual-

level demand-side explanations and structural-level supply-side explanations.  

 

 
3 Translation: general will. 
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2.2.1. Demand-Side Explanations 

 Demand-side explanations hereby address voter characteristics – both structural and 

attitudinal –, thus involving individual attitudes as well as the larger socio-economic context 

in which the individual’s position and attitudes are placed in (Spierings, Lubbers and Zaslove, 

2017). In regards to structural, socio-economic factors, the occupational position of voters is 

frequently highlighted, as manual workers, those being self-employed or unemployed are 

found to be more likely to vote for PRR parties (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; 

Arzheimer, 2017). Education and religiosity are furthermore emphasized, as those less 

educated and less religious are shown to prefer the PRR, especially in Western European 

contexts (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012). With 

respect to attitudinal factors, multiple studies have demonstrated nativist, anti-immigration 

attitudes to be the most important predictor of PRR vote, distinguishing PRR voters from 

other voters (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015; 

Spierings, Lubbers and Zaslove, 2017; Spierings, 2020). Thus, the more anti-immigrant a 

person, the higher the likelihood of voting for the PRR, relative to any other party, including 

the centre-right (Spierings and Zaslove, 2015).  

 

 But why does this certain kind of voter hold such strong anti-immigrant attitudes and 

why do these attitudes make PRR parties so appealing? The literature routinely answers this 

question with the concept of grievances, namely economic and cultural grievances (Golder, 

2016). Economic grievances are based on realistic conflict theory4, which argues that in 

times of crises, different social groups compete over scarce resources (Golder, 2016). 

Followingly, members of the in-group of natives perceive the outgroup – including migrants 

– as jeopardising the material resources and the dominant culture, leading to PRR support, 

given the PRR is successful in linking minorities to economic hardship (Golder, 2016; 

Spierings, Lubbers and Zaslove, 2017). This theory is given support by findings implying – 

both real or perceived – competition with migrants as well as individual perceptions of 

economic threat to be linked with stronger anti-immigrant attitudes, and in turn, PRR 

support (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012; Golder, 

2016).  

 
4 For further reading see Campbell (1965). 
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Secondly, cultural grievances are linked to PRR success. This is commonly done in the 

context of social identity theory5, which reasons individuals sharing similar cultural traits to 

have a natural tendency to group together, perceiving their ingroup as superior compared 

to other culturally distinct outgroups (Golder, 2016; Shehaj, Shin and Inglehart, 2021). 

Inflows of migration can influence a native society’s cultural norms and traditions, which 

might trigger nostalgic counter-reactions (Shehaj, Shin and Inglehart, 2021). PRR parties can 

subsequently exploit the native voters’ feeling of apprehension by stressing the apparent 

incompatibility between the native population and immigrants’ behavioural and cultural 

norms (Golder, 2016; Shehaj, Shin and Inglehart, 2021). The presence of – as culturally 

different perceived – immigrants might hence invoke xenophobia and strong in-group 

solidarity, which can encourage PRR vote support (Shehaj, Shin and Inglehart, 2021). 

Another theory connecting cultural grievances to PRR success comes in the form of the 

cultural backlash theory (Norris and Inglehart, 2019). According to Norris and Inglehart 

(2019), the balance of public opinion in post-industrial societies has been strikingly 

transformed: while in the mid-twentieth century, citizens endorsing social conservativism 

constituted the norm, in today’s population – especially in the younger cohorts who grew up 

under more secure conditions than their elders – socially liberal norms and post-materialist 

values are more common. This generational replacement – accelerated by rising educational 

levels, growing gender equality, diversity and urbanisation – leads to social conservatives 

losing their hegemonic status as a majority group in the population, which makes them 

especially susceptible to PRR parties who respond to their cultural grievances by blaming 

the erosion of traditional values on liberal elites, women, (racial) minorities and immigrants 

(Norris and Inglehart, 2019). Immigrants are thereby especially singled out as scapegoats, 

seen as threatening social conservatives’ traditional values, social conformity and notions of 

order, “reinforcing the[ir] impression that one no longer lives in the society in which one 

was born” (Norris and Inglehart, 2019, p. 47).  

 

While anti-immigrant attitudes can result from both economic and cultural 

grievances, research has shown alleged cultural threats to be a stronger predictor of PRR 

 
5 For further reading see Tajfel and Turner (1979). 
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support compared to economic threats, thus lending support to the cultural grievance 

theory (Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012; Golder, 2016).  

 

2.2.2. Supply-Side Explanations 

 Importantly, PRR support can not only be explained by individual-level demand-side 

explanations. Rather, supply-side explanations – both internal and external – also have to be 

taken into account (Spierings, Lubbers and Zaslove, 2017). In regards to internal factors, 

party characteristics are especially noteworthy, as for instance the existence of a 

charismatic leader as well as an organized party structure with active members can be 

detrimental to PRR electoral success (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002). With respect 

to external supply side factors, the political opportunity structure – shaped by the electoral 

system, party competition, a political cleavage structure and the media – is notable, since it 

establishes the scope to which a political system is favourable to new political 

entrepreneurs (Golder, 2016).  

 

 Therefore, it can be concluded that cross-national differences in PRR support can 

partially be explained by differences in both anti-immigrant attitudes – resulting from 

economic and cultural grievances – as well as the particularities of the national political 

party systems and the party characteristics of the PRR parties in question (Lubbers, Gijsberts 

and Scheepers, 2002). Considerable are moreover external factors – such as a stark increase 

in immigration –  which might increase issue salience for topics on which the PRR enjoys 

issue ownership, and in turn, lead to a higher PRR electoral support (Dennison, 2020). 

 

2.3. The Gender Gap in PRR Parties 

While the previous section presented important findings about the causes for PRR 

electoral success on both the individual and systemic level, it neglected the gender gap in 

the PRR electorate for reasons of simplicity. Wanting to shed light on this phenomenon, the 

ensuing two sections will be dedicated to presenting common findings about the nature of 

the gender gap and possible explanations for its persistence. It must be noted that, given 

the prevalence of the term ‘gender gap’ in the literature for both research analysing sex as 
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well as gender differences, this paper will follow suit, using the term ‘gender gap’ also for 

those occurrences more accurately described as ‘sex gap’.   

 

2.3.1. The Gender Gap in Leadership and Membership 

 Across multiple studies, scholars have shown PRR parties to have a leadership 

predominantly consisting of men (Norris, 2005; Mudde, 2007). Yet, while the low number of 

female party leaders is considerable, non-PRR parties do not fare much better in this regard. 

Striking though is the number of leading female politicians in the PRR party family who are 

directly related to male leaders, be it as wives, partners, daughters or sisters, as in the case 

of Marine Le Pen, the daughter of Front National (FN) – now Rassemblement National (RN) 

–  founder Jean-Marie Le Pen (Mudde, 2007). In respect to female representatives of PRR 

parties in parliament, women are furthermore underrepresented in the parliamentary 

factions, especially compared to left-wing party families (Mudde, 2007). Similar findings are 

apparent in PRR parties’ membership, as women clearly constitute a minority (Mudde, 

2007; Mulinari and Neergaard, 2014). Yet, despite their underrepresentation, many PRR 

parties have suborganizations specifically founded by and aimed at women.  

 

2.3.2. The Gender Gap in the Electorate 

 Although the gender gap in leadership and membership has received scholarly 

attention, the gender gap in the electorate has been of particular importance to 

researchers. Since the re-emergence of PRR parties in the 1980s, scholars have consistently 

observed men to be overrepresented in the electoral base of the PRR (Betz, 1994; Kitschelt 

and McGann, 1995; Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Norris, 2005; Lucassen and 

Lubbers, 2012; Harteveld et al., 2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015; Spierings et 

al., 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 2017). Despite men voting more often for PRR parties than 

women, this gap should not be exaggerated, as PRR parties still repeatedly receive more 

than 40% of their vote share from women (Spierings and Zaslove, 2015, 2017). Moreover, 

the gender gap appears to decline in certain contexts, as seen in the case of France in the 

2012 presidential elections where female voters supported Marine Le Pen – then, the new 

leader of the Front National – to almost the same extent as male voters (Mayer, 2015). On a 

general level however, the gender gap of PRR parties can still be considered a striking 

phenomenon: while non-PRR parties receive approximately as many votes from men as they 
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do from women, PRR parties – with a handful of exceptions – consistently receive more 

votes from men than women (Spierings and Zaslove, 2015), leading to PRR parties being 

termed ‘Männerparteien’6 by a number of authors (Mudde, 2007). Taking into account the 

gender gap’s implications for representative democracy, it therefore deserves special 

attention.  

 

2.4. Explanations for the Gender Gap in the Literature 

 Accordingly, this section will present different voting behaviour models and theories 

offered by scholars in order to explain the gender gap in PRR electoral support. Importantly, 

a distinction between models has to be made. While some justify the gender gap on mere 

accounts of differences in the average of each sex – a classification of persons as ‘females’ 

or ‘males’ based on socially agreed upon biological criteria (West and Zimmerman, 1987) – 

other models provide explanations by also taking gender – the act of performance according 

to normative conceptions of activities and attitudes deemed appropriate for one’s sex 

category (West and Zimmerman, 1987) – and its possible effects on political attitude and 

vote choice into account. 

 

2.4.1. Sex Differences in Voting Behaviour 

 When analysing the gender gap in PRR electoral support based on sex differences 

between men and women, two different mechanisms – namely mediation and moderation 

– might be at play. According to the concept of mediation, men and women are theorized to 

differ in key attitudes and characteristics that correlate with voting for PRR parties, for 

instance labour force participation (Harteveld et al., 2015). While mediation is often 

scholarly examined, the mechanism of moderation has been largely neglected when 

analysing the gender gap in academia. Moderation hereby argues that – even if men and 

women have similar characteristics and attitudes – they evaluate whether to vote for PRR 

parties based on different considerations, leading to differences in their electoral support 

(Harteveld et al., 2015). Importantly, both mechanisms have been shown to be of similar 

importance in influencing vote choice (Harteveld et al., 2015).  

 

 
6 Translation: men’s parties. 
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 The literature commonly presents three models – namely the socio-structural model, 

the discontent model as well as the policy-vote model – in attempting to explain the gender 

gap. The socio-structural model hereby argues the social position of voters – including their 

level of education, occupational position and class – to serve as a determinant of vote 

choice (Harteveld et al., 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015). As previously mentioned, PRR 

parties are theorized to be especially successful among those voters with high levels of job 

insecurity, feeling threatened by globalization processes and migration. Given the larger 

share of women in public sector employment, making them less threatened by 

deindustrialisation, this process of mediation can indeed partially explain the gender gap 

(Harteveld et al., 2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 

2017). Yet, the gender gap still remains substantial after having controlled for sex 

differences in employment status, occupational type and education (Immerzeel, Coffé and 

van der Lippe, 2015). Notably, the mechanism of moderation does not offer any remedy, as 

socio-economic characteristics have been shown to be of similar importance for men and 

women when making a vote choice (Harteveld et al., 2015). 

 

 Another voting behaviour model offered by scholars is the discontent model which 

presumes voters to support PRR parties primarily as a way to express their discontent with 

the political system. Indeed, studies demonstrated PRR voters to have higher levels of 

distrust and dissatisfaction with the political status quo (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 

2002; Harteveld et al., 2015). However, men are not inherently predisposed to have higher 

levels of discontent than women, rendering the process of mediation unsuitable in 

explaining the gender gap in the discontent model (Harteveld et al., 2015). Yet, it is evident 

that moderation plays a role: although discontent is equally present among both women 

and men, it has a stronger effect on men regarding their vote choice for PRR parties 

(Harteveld et al., 2015).  

 

 The last model focused on sex differences between men and women is the policy 

vote model which expects voters to elect a party they agree with most based on the issues 

they consider to be of importance (Harteveld et al., 2015). As previously demonstrated, 

research gives credibility for this model as policy preferences of voters in regards to 

migration have been shown to be the strongest determinant of PRR electoral support 
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(Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015; Spierings, Lubbers and 

Zaslove, 2017; Spierings, 2020). Although men are often assumed to be more nativist and 

authoritarian – based on their overproportionate employment in the low-skilled labour 

market, making them threatened by migration – the nativist attitudinal difference between 

men and women is negligible (Mudde, 2007; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015). 

Indeed, women are at least as nativist and authoritarian as men, making mediation unlikely 

to explain the gender gap (Harteveld et al., 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015). The 

mechanism of moderation is noteworthy though, as nativist and authoritarian attitudes 

have a stronger effect on men’s support for PRR parties than on women’s (Harteveld et al., 

2015). This might be due to men assigning more importance to issues such as crime, with 

women giving more weight to education and health, areas commonly secondary to the PRR 

(Harteveld et al., 2015).  

 

 Albeit important contributions in their own right, the three presented models 

neglect gender as such in explaining the divergence between men and women in their 

support for PRR parties. Correspondingly, models taking gender into account will be 

discussed in the following section.  

 

2.4.2. Gender Differences in Voting Behaviour 

 As previously mentioned, those theories explaining the gender gap based on gender 

differences in voting behaviour emphasise how the act of performing once’s gender in line 

with one’s sex category according to normative conceptions of activities and attitudes 

deemed ‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’ might influence political attitudes and vote choice. Three 

voting theories are hereby particularly noteworthy and will be discussed in the following. 

The fact that men are overproportionate in the electorate of PRR parties, although both 

sexes have similar attitudes corresponding to PRR parties’ ideology, is the focus of Mudde’s 

(2007) low efficacy theory. He explains women’s underrepresentation by their lesser 

interest and knowledge in politics, which is importantly presumed to be a product of 

socialisation. As those having lower efficacy are more influenced by general perceptions 

among the population, women are more likely to follow the norm and vote for mainstream, 

established parties, instead of giving their vote to ‘newer’, and as more extreme perceived 

parties (Mudde, 2007; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015; Spierings, 2020). Yet, this 
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is subject to change once PRR parties are part of the accepted political culture (Mudde, 

2007). 

 

 Similar to Mudde, Spierings and Zaslove (2017) argue for gender to play a role in the 

disproportionate nature of men’s PRR electoral support. They theorize populism, rather 

than the attaching ideology to be at the heart of the gendered nature of PRR support: some 

of the ways in which men are socialised relate to populist attitudes – especially in regards to 

the ‘we’ against ‘them’ mentality – as men are for instance found to be more prone to 

conflictual politics, while women are socialised to be less aggressive, more friendly and 

consensus-seeking (Spierings and Zaslove, 2017). Correspondingly, Spierings and Zaslove 

(2017) expect men to hold more populist attitudes than women, in turn translating into 

voting for populist parties. Indeed, women are slightly less populist than men, resulting in 

women turning away from PRR parties, partially explaining the gender gap (Spierings and 

Zaslove, 2017).  

 

 Lastly, the different socialisation of men and women is also argued to lead to 

gendered differences in the motivation to control prejudice against immigrants, offering an 

explanation for why women vote to a lesser extent for the PRR, although both sexes have 

similar levels of anti-immigrant attitudes (Harteveld and Ivarsflaten, 2018). As Western 

societies are characterised by a social norm against prejudice, citizens are internally 

motivated to control stereotypes and negative biases. Yet, this motivation is not distributed 

equally among men and women as – due to socialisation – women are more likely to be 

motivated to control their prejudice, preventing some from voting for PRR parties, even if 

they agree with their proposed anti-immigrant policies (Harteveld and Ivarsflaten, 2018).  

 

Although the presented literature somewhat explains men’s overproportionate 

support for PRR parties – by both providing models emphasizing gendered and sex 

differences between women and men in their voting behaviour – it neglects to take the 

gender ideology of PRR parties into account when examining their electoral support base. 

Correspondingly, the discourse by PRR parties on gender requires an analysis. 
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2.5. The Gender Ideology of PRR Parties 

 Based on both the definition of Gerring (1997) and Duerst-Lahti (2008), this thesis 

conceptualises gender ideology as a type of political thinking, a set of structured beliefs and 

values determining how power should be arranged according to the social constructs linked 

to sexed bodies. Following the resurgence of PRR parties, much scholarly debate has 

surrounded the centrality of gender ideology, coexisting with nativism, authoritarianism and 

populism to possibly constitute a core feature of PRR parties. Though some scholars – most 

notably Kitschelt and McGann (1995) – theorize the gender ideology of the party family to 

be of essential nature for both their universal ideology and electoral appeal, most authors 

regard it not to be a core characteristic. Rather, it is argued that gender relations are 

secondary to the PRR, although they nonetheless play an important role, being 

instrumentalized to serve the PRR’s nativist, authoritarian and populist ideology (Mudde, 

2007; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015; Sauer, 2020; Spierings, 2020).  

 

While PRR parties often accept first and second wave feminism, they denounce third 

wave feminism that concerns itself with the specific needs of women and sexual minorities 

(Spierings, 2020). Correspondingly, the party family routinely rejects gender quotas and 

other affirmative action policies, arguing positive discrimination to also constitute some 

form of discrimination (Mudde, 2007; de Lange and Mügge, 2015; Spierings, 2020). 

Moreover, they render affirmative action to be equivalent with authoritarian politics, 

mandated by a ‘corrupt elite’ conspiring against the ‘pure people’ (Löffler, Luyt and Starck, 

2020). Several PRR parties in addition have essentialist perceptions of gender, 

understanding it to be determined by sex. Their opposition of gender studies thus has to be 

seen as their fight against a threat to the ‘natural’ division of sexes (Löffler, Luyt and Starck, 

2020). Based on the notion of populism present in PRR parties, the ‘pure people’ know what 

is right, making a questioning of gender norms and the status quo redundant (Spierings, 

2020). Attempts by populist radial right parties like the German Alternative für Deutschland 

(Alternative for Germany, AfD), and the Hungarian Fidesz (Hungarian Civic Alliance) to cut 

funding for gender studies or ban them altogether follow this line of argumentation (Kováts, 

2021). Yet, this ‘gender traditionalism’ exhibited by PRR parties is somewhat undermined by 

the existence of female leaders in the party family, who – on many accounts – live different 
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lives than they themselves as well as their parties promote (Mudde, 2007; Löffler, Luyt and 

Starck, 2020). The lives of Marine Le Pen (France), Alice Weidel (Germany) and Siv Jens 

(Norway) serve as a case in point, all having an unconventional CV, being single, divorced or 

even in a queer marriage with children (Dietze, 2018). 

 

2.5.1. The Family and the PRR 

As exemplified, PRR parties are without doubt more conservative than mainstream 

parties, even compared to those on the centre-right spectrum (Akkerman, 2015). Yet, it 

must be noted that PRR parties have no single position on topics of sexuality, gender 

equality and family relations, as their views vary between parties and over time, a finding 

often disregarded in academic discourse (Mudde, 2007; de Lange and Mügge, 2015; 

Spierings, 2020). Having said this, the party family can generally be distinguished according 

to their gender ideology in two large blocks, namely those parties following a ‘(neo)-

traditional’ perspective versus those holding a ‘modern traditional’ view. Parties following 

the ‘(neo)-traditional’ view paint women solely as mothers and housewives, opposing 

policies like childcare provisions which are intended to support women to take up work in 

the labour market (Mudde, 2007). Instead, they promote initiatives fostering traditional 

gender roles in the realm of the family, e.g. through salaries for housewives or tax breaks for 

(large) families (Mudde, 2007; de Lange and Mügge, 2015). Characteristic elements of this 

ideology are moreover the opposition of same-sex marriage and abortion as well as the 

promotion of the (heterosexual) family as a cornerstone of society, and even the homeland 

(Akkerman, 2015). Accordingly, some policy proposals aim to reach an increase in the birth 

rate, something seen as the key to survival of the native culture (Akkerman, 2015). Examples 

of ‘(neo)-traditional’ PRR parties include the Rassemblement National as well as the 

Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs (Freedom Party of Austria, FPÖ).  

 

‘Modern traditional’ parties, on the other hand, acquiesce women’s participation in 

the labour market, contingent on women still adhering to their traditional role as the 

primary responsible for the home and the family (Mudde, 2007; Akkerman, 2015). 

Nevertheless, there is strong divergence of how much PRR parties encourage women to 

work: while some simply do not oppose women’s wishes to work, others demand an 

increase in state-supported facilities in order to help women combine careers with children 
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(Mudde, 2007). Parties that can be characterised as ‘modern traditional’ include the Dansk 

Folkeparti (Danish People’s Party, DF), the Vlaams Belang (Flemish Interest, VB) as well as 

the Schweizerische Volkspartei (Swiss People’s Party, SVP) (Akkerman, 2015; de Lange and 

Mügge, 2015).  

 

2.5.2. Gender, Islam and the PRR 

It must be noted that PRR parties not only have an ideological stance towards gender 

in relation to the domain of the family, but also in regards to another topic frequently 

brought up in the party family: Islam. Over the course of the last two decades, PRR parties – 

both ‘(neo)-traditional’ and ‘modern traditional’ types – have increasingly utilized discourses 

about gender to justify their anti-immigration appeals. With nativism being a core 

characteristic of PRR parties, it is no surprise that the key issues propagated by the party 

family revolve around both immigration and integration (Akkerman, 2015). It is notable that 

the anti-immigrant – and specifically the anti-Islamic – arguments applied in this context by 

Western European PRR parties resemble those used by American nativists in the nineteenth 

and early twentieth century, although then directed primarily against Catholic immigrants, 

depicted as a threat to the social cohesion of the United States (Betz and Meret, 2009). In 

the PRR’s eye, immigration from predominantly Muslim countries is perceived as a 

fundamental challenge to Western contemporary civilizational order, based on the absent 

willingness of Muslims to assimilate, as well as the assumed incompatibility of Islam with 

Western cultures and values (Akkerman and Hagelund, 2007; Betz and Meret, 2009). Worth 

mentioning is hereby the equation of Islam with radical ‘Islamism’ or ‘Islamization’, 

commonly perpetrated by Western European PRR parties, especially after the events of 

9/11, which provided justifications for this assertion and – in many ways – proved to be a 

catalyst for PRR’s islamophobia (Betz and Meret, 2009). This framing of Islam as a threat to 

liberal values has paved the way for even the most radical PRR parties to present 

themselves as defenders of liberal democracy (Betz and Meret, 2009).  

 

Increasingly, integration and immigration discourses emphasize the role and status 

of native – and especially – immigrant women (Akkerman and Hagelund, 2007; Akkerman, 

2015). In justifying anti-immigration appeals by highlighting ‘harmful cultural practices’ like 

honour killings, forced marriages, female genital mutilation, as well as the wearing of 
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headscarves, anti-immigrant politics by PRR parties have explicitly become gendered (de 

Lange and Mügge, 2015). More so, PRR parties have succeeded in appropriating the 

increased prominence and salience of topics revolving around gender for their own gain, 

emphasizing their support of liberal divorce laws and women’s financial and legal 

independence, following heightened immigration from – as misogynist, authoritarian and 

patriarchal painted – Muslim countries (Akkerman and Hagelund, 2007; Akkerman, 2015; 

Spierings, 2020). The PRR’s opposition to – and outright hate of – Islam is thus framed in 

liberal terms, consisting of the self-proclaimed defence of female autonomy and gender 

equality of (Muslim) migrant women (Akkerman and Hagelund, 2007; Betz and Meret, 2009; 

Akkerman, 2015).  

 

Notably though, the notion that  – overwhelmingly male – PRR parties are the only 

ones able to defend female autonomy presupposes (Muslim) women themselves not to be 

independent, determined actors, but rather bystanders of their own fate, in need of 

protection (de Lange and Mügge, 2015). This reticence to see women as active and 

empower them to become self-reliant is deliberate, evident in the policy proposals brought 

forward by the party family. Rather than concretely improving the position of immigrant 

women through education and self-organization, most proposals emphasize restriction, be it 

of the veil, the headscarf or family reunification (Akkerman and Hagelund, 2007; Akkerman, 

2015; Spierings, 2020). This implies PRR parties to be simply rhetorical in their commitment 

to (migrant) female autonomy and gender equality, wielding it as a mere tool in their fight 

against Islam(ization) (Akkerman, 2015; Spierings, 2020). 

 

It can thus be concluded that although gender relations are secondary to the PRR, 

they are strategically instrumentalized to serve their nativist, populist and authoritarian 

ideology, making the topic of gender an ideal frame for PRR parties to showcase the core 

elements of their ideology (Spierings, 2020). It allows them to blame the ‘corrupt elite’ for 

overdoing emancipation via affirmative action policies, enables them to pay a compliment 

to the ‘pure people’ for being morally just in their expression of gender and gender roles, 

while blaming the ‘corrupt elite’ for not defending the ‘pure people’ as well as immigrant 

women from the threats of male Muslim outsiders (Spierings, 2020). Values like freedom of 

choice and gender equality are hence highlighted in discourses about immigration, while 
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being shunned in the domain of the (native) family, enacted through opposition of female 

labour market participation, state-supported childcare or abortion (Akkerman, 2015; Sauer, 

2020). 

 

2.6. Politics and the Norm of Masculinity 

 The previous section has demonstrated the gender ideology of PRR parties, 

presenting their conservativism in relations to the family, while stressing their defence of 

(migrant) women’s freedom in the domain of immigration. The following section will take a 

look at the so-called ‘political masculinities’ in order to interrogate how masculinity is not 

only abundant in politics, but also normative, as well as how these ‘political masculinities’ 

intertwine with the gender ideology of PRR parties.   

 

2.6.1. ‘Political Masculinities’ 

Within multiple contexts and environments, masculinity has been found to be 

invisible, commonly assumed to be not only normal, but also normative, leading to the 

othering of the feminine and rendering the masculine unmarked (Starck and Sauer, 2014). 

This is especially striking in the domain of politics, an area that has consistently been treated 

to function in a gender-neutral way, purely guided by logic and rationality (Starck and Sauer, 

2014; Löffler, Luyt and Starck, 2020). Although masculinity has long operated as a concealed 

norm structuring politics, it is only recently that masculinity has been made visible in the 

context of politics, thanks to increased scholarly attention to ‘political masculinities’ (Starck 

and Sauer, 2014). Based on the prevalent definition by Starck and Sauer (2014, p. 6), the 

term ‘political masculinity’ encompasses any masculinity that is “constructed around, 

ascribed to and/or claimed by ‘political players’”. Importantly, the term political player 

hereby refers to both individuals as well as groups of persons who are – directly or indirectly 

– associated with or part of the political domain. ‘Political masculinities’ hence emerge in 

different levels of society with varying degrees of intensity: they are more overt in 

professional politicians, but can also be found in citizens’ activities or attitudes in instances 

when they interact with the state, e.g. during elections (Starck and Luyt, 2019).  
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‘Political masculinities’ are notably not merely a fixed configuration of gender 

practices, but rather consist of a fluctuating, constantly contested composition of 

masculinity that is “negotiated in the political field” (Löffler, 2020, p. 11). The ‘political 

masculinities’ created by this process of competition importantly include very diverse 

masculinities, as long as these ‘new’ types ensure the reproduction of patriarchy (Starck and 

Luyt, 2019). The struggle for the dominance of one kind of ‘political masculinity’ is 

particularly stark during times of crises or social transition, when the dominance of one type 

of masculinity over other subordinated forms of masculinity, as well as over women as such, 

is questioned (Starck and Luyt, 2019). Accordingly, it is especially fruitful to analyse ‘political 

masculinities’ in instances where “power is explicitly either being (re)produced or 

challenged” (Starck and Luyt, 2019, p. 435). Examples include the process of nation building 

or the founding of new political parties in response to crises.  

 

The re-emergence of PRR parties – and especially their public appeal to the 

grievances of male supporters – can thus be seen as an instance of social transition where 

‘new’ political masculinities arise, in order to safeguard the (re)production of patriarchal 

power relations. This will be more thoroughly discussed in the following section.  

 

2.6.2. ‘Political Masculinities’ and the PRR: Masculinity in Crisis 

 The last 30 years have seen rapidly expanding neoliberal transformations in the form 

of restructuring and financializing capitalism (Sauer, 2020). These fundamental changes to 

the social and economic order have resulted in deregulations of labour, social welfare cuts 

and social insecurity (Sauer, 2020). Concurrently, these developments were accompanied by 

a growing inclusion of women in the labour market, bringing about increased competition 

between men and women in the labour market. The neoliberal transformations since the 

late 1980s hence rendered male labour more precarious and resulted in a declining family 

income earned by the breadwinner (Sauer, 2020). They moreover helped spur a wide-

ranging transition from traditional to egalitarian gender roles, causing an erosion of male 

dominance in both the private and public sphere, ultimately presenting a challenge to 

masculine hegemony (Sauer, 2020; Graf and Wojnicka, 2021).  
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 The successful re-emergence of PRR parties beginning in the late 1980s can hence be 

linked to the abovementioned grievances created by neoliberal transformation. Importantly 

though – keeping in mind the PRR’s gender ideology – the triumph of PRR parties must be 

not only understood as a mere outcry against increasing precarization of labour, but also as 

an answer to the social transition towards more egalitarian gender regimes (Sauer, 2020). In 

recognizing the challenge to masculine dominance, the PRR commonly politicizes neoliberal 

transformations, proclaiming a ‘crisis of masculinity’ of working- and middle-class men 

(Sauer, 2020). This ‘crisis’ is frequently blamed on female labour market integration, 

affirmative action policies, as well as too ‘generous’ migration policies (Sauer, 2020).  

 

It is hereby noteworthy that according to academic consensus, ‘crisis of masculinity’ 

is not a scientific concept. Although the term is usually invoked by populist actors raging 

against societal changes that seem to counteract the patriarchal order, it is challenged by 

scholars for a number of reasons (Starck and Luyt, 2019; Wojnicka, 2021). Noteworthy is 

especially the criticism of Starck and Luyt (2019) who remark that a power struggle is 

inherent in patriarchy. They hence deem masculinity to be consistently challenged and ‘in 

crisis’, making the term ‘crisis of masculinity’ redundant and scientifically unspecific due to 

its cyclical nature.  

 

Notwithstanding this scholarly debate, the PRR commonly refers to a ‘crisis of 

masculinity’ when lamenting social transformations brought about by neoliberalism. This is 

evident in a speech by Björn Höcke – the chairman of the regional Alternative für 

Deutschland branch in Thuringia – who called for a “restoration of masculinity” in response 

to an “atrophied male self-confidence” (Björn Höcke über Männlichkeit NewEraNow, 2016; 

Havertz, 2021, p. 130). Furthermore, he complains about “80 percent” of men in Germany 

who have become a “pansy”, thereby demonstrating that according to him, masculinity is in 

crisis and can only be recovered again once men built their masculinity around their ability 

to defend themselves and others (Havertz, 2021, p. 130). 

 

The PRR hence demonstrates ‘political masculinities’ in an instance where male 

dominance in public and private is challenged. Especially recognizing the grievances of male 

supporters, the PRR promises to compensate the losses by appealing to ‘traditional’ notions 
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of masculinity, which consist of men being the supporters and defenders of their family. 

Notable are hereby particularly the concepts of ‘femonationalism’ as well as ‘protective 

masculinity’, which will serve as the author’s main theoretical framework and will be 

discussed in further detail below. 

 

3. Theoretical Framework 

The former sections have aimed at providing the reader with an overview of the 

existing literature on PRR parties, their gender ideology as well as ‘political masculinity’. 

Although important contributions in their own right, it has become clear that previous 

studies analysing PRR parties and their – overwhelmingly male – electorate have often 

disregarded the role of masculinity in shaping the ideology and appeal of the party family. 

Hence, the expression of masculinity by PRR supporters, as well as that of the party family 

as such has often been neglected in political science (Ralph-Morrow, 2022). This is glaring, 

given that interrogating masculinity is a worthwhile endeavour as it might play a crucial role 

in understanding the gender gap. Wanting to contribute to this research gap, this paper 

aims at understanding the link between the expression of a certain type of masculinity and 

PRR support. Of particular importance to this study will henceforth be the three interrelated 

concepts of ‘hegemonic masculinity’, ‘femonationalism’ and ‘protective masculinity’.  

Although all phenomena are conceptually related and the difference between them is not 

always clear-cut, the author opts to primarily apply the concept of ‘protective masculinity’, 

as she believes this to be best suited for the underlying study. 

 

3.1. Men and Gender Transgressions  

According to West and Zimmerman (1987), gender has to be understood not merely 

as a set of traits, nor a role, but rather as the product of some sort of social performance. 

Correspondingly, one has to actively ‘do gender’ by constructing differences between boys 

and girls as well as men and women that are neither essential nor biological in nature7, 

which are then utilized to reinforce gender. Therefore, someone classified as ‘male’ 

 
7 This is evident in how public bathrooms across Europe are commonly segregated by sex – underlying the 
implication that this is due to fundamental biological reasons – although both men and women are similar in 
regard to the human waste they leave behind (West and Zimmerman, 1987). 
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according to their sex has to display attitudes and activities deemed appropriate for the sex 

category of ‘male’, (West and Zimmerman, 1987). Although both genders are under 

pressure to conform to the behaviour expected of them, men are more heavily and more 

often punished if failing to live up to the societal expectations (Sirin, McCreary and Mahalik, 

2004; Kane, 2006). Starting in early childhood, research has shown mothers and fathers 

embracing gender transgressions in their daughters, while being more reluctant to 

encourage the same behaviour in their boys (Kane, 2006). Moreover, the acceptance of 

boys’ gender transgressions in some areas is conditioned by efforts to approximate ideals of 

masculinity in other areas. Studies have reported similar findings in adulthood, as men 

engaging in ‘feminine behaviour’ are judged more negatively than female gender role 

transgressors, resulting in men avoiding to engage in what society deems to be feminine-

typed gender role characteristics or feminine behaviour (Sirin, McCreary and Mahalik, 

2004). Men have thus much to lose from engaging in activities and behaviour judged to be 

not ‘masculine enough’. In explaining the reasons behind this, one has to look at the 

concept of hegemonic masculinity. 

 

3.2. ‘Hegemonic Masculinity’  

 The term ‘hegemonic masculinity’ was first coined by Connell in 1987 and has since 

become a foundational concept for explaining men’s positions in the hierarchy of power. 

‘Hegemonic masculinity’ is hereby understood to be a concept that captures the pattern of 

activities that ensure men’s continued domination over women (Connell and 

Messerschmidt, 2005). Most importantly, the concept recognizes the plurality and interplay 

of different kinds of masculinities. While some types of masculinity are more socially 

accepted and charged with power, others – mostly nonhegemonic masculinities – are 

subordinated, therefore creating a hierarchy of masculinities ordered according to the 

norms of class, citizenship status, race, sexuality and gender expression (Connell and 

Messerschmidt, 2005; Scheibelhofer, 2017). Although only a small number of men can 

actually perform ‘hegemonic masculinity’, the aspirations to reach ‘hegemonic masculinity’ 

are high, as it is portrayed as the “most honored way of being a man” (Connell and 

Messerschmidt, 2005, p. 832), based on widespread fantasies, ideals and desires. Apart 

from being very respectable, ‘hegemonic masculinity’ is closely tied to social power, making 
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its performance highly profitable. Yet, in order to maintain power, those men exhibiting 

‘hegemonic masculinity’ must enact a dehumanization of othered, subordinate 

masculinities, as well as a submission of women (Connell and Messerschmidt, 2005). This is 

evident in the concept of ‘protective masculinity’, and to a lesser extent ‘femonationalism’.  

 

3.3. ‘Femonationalism’ 

 Scholars commonly agree that PRR parties increasingly rest their anti-Islam agenda 

on a supposed defence of women’s rights (Akkerman and Hagelund, 2007; Betz and Meret, 

2009; Akkerman, 2015; de Lange and Mügge, 2015; Farris, 2017). However, PRR parties are 

not the only ones co-opting feminist ideals, as recognized by Farris (2012, 2017) who coined 

the concept of ‘femonationalism’, which refers to the contemporary mobilization of PRR 

parties, neoliberal governments and some feminists in the stigmatization of Muslim men 

under the banner of gender equality. The concept moreover captures how seemingly 

opposed forces of PRR parties and feminists share a belief in the supremacy of Western 

values, especially in comparison to the Global South (Farris, 2017). Underlying this feeling of 

supremacy is the understanding of Muslim men as patriarchal, dangerous beings, which 

constitute a threat to Western society on grounds of their supposed oppression towards 

Muslim women. Sexism and patriarchy are then presented as the exclusive domains of the 

male Muslim Other (Farris, 2017; Sager and Mulinari, 2018). Muslim women, on the other 

hand, are assigned the role of the agentless victim, in need of (male) Western ‘saviours’ to 

protect against non-western male violence (Farris, 2017). The concept of ‘femonationalism’ 

hence describes how feminist ideas of gender equality and non-violence are appropriated to 

demonise migrant men as the sexually threatening ‘Other’. Although not only – but 

overwhelmingly – utilized by PRR parties, this paper will solely focus on ‘femonationalism’ in 

connection to PRR parties. Henceforth, the concept will be particularly useful in 

understanding why the stigmatization of Muslim men is so appealing to PRR parties and 

their supporters: because it allows them to bolster their ‘goodness’ as natives, engaged in 

safeguarding women and the national cultural values of gender equality. 
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3.4. ‘Othering’ in the Name of Protection 

 Conceptually related to ‘femonationalism’ is the notion of ‘protective masculinity’, 

which will be discussed in the following. This will be succeeded by a section on ‘foreign 

masculinity’ which is intimately linked to the triggering of ‘protective masculinity’. 

 

3.4.1. ‘Protective Masculinity’ 

 Johnson (2013) is commonly credited with introducing the term ‘protective 

masculinity’ to the scholarly debate (Wojnicka, 2022). According to her, the concept 

describes a specific type of masculinity which is based on notions of strength and toughness 

exhibited by men in their protection of women and children from various threats to their 

security (Johnson, 2013). Toughness and strength are hence regarded as desirable features 

enhancing one’s masculinity (Johnson, 2013). Since its introduction to academia, the 

concept of ‘protective masculinity’ has been further developed, most notably by Wojnicka 

(2022) as well as Graf and Wojnicka (2021). According to both scholars, much can be learned 

from understanding ‘protective masculinity’ as a particular form of ‘hegemonic masculinity’, 

since it is constituted around men’s domination of women, children and other individuals, 

much like ‘hegemonic masculinity’. This domination is importantly centred around the 

power, control and physical strength of men whose main role is seen as providing 

protection – both in financial and physical terms – to women and children (Graf and 

Wojnicka, 2021; Wojnicka and Nowicka, 2021; Wojnicka, 2022). Although providing 

protection is often seen as something courageous – the “ultimate sacrifice” (Wojnicka, 

2021, p. 3, 2022, p. 5) to give – no mistakes should be made in seeing it for what it really is: 

a tool “utilized by men in order to protect their power and privilege” (Wojnicka and 

Nowicka, 2021, p. 13). Inherent in the male protector role is the notion of men as strong and 

tough, which implies women to be weak and agentless, further reproducing the power 

hierarchies intrinsic to masculine hegemony (Wojnicka and Nowicka, 2021; Wojnicka, 2022). 

Underlying the self-proclaimed protection is importantly a subordination of the – mostly 

female – protected subjects to the male protector, who requires recognition and 

acceptance of his authority as some sort of ‘payment’ (Wojnicka, 2021, 2022). The 

proclaimed protection hence comes at the price of rendering agency – even if women did 

not ask for protection – or otherwise is at risk of being denied (Wojnicka, 2022).  
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‘Protective masculinity’ is exhibited in a number of contexts. However, the way 

‘protective masculinity’ is utilized by both supporters and party actors in relation to PRR 

parties deserves special attention. The manner in which notions of ‘protective masculinity’ 

are employed by PRR parties commonly alludes to the idea that women are in need of 

protection from the clutches of powerful and patriarchal Muslim men (Scheibelhofer, 2017). 

Consequently, physical protection is chivalrously provided by native men to native women, 

who are required for the reproduction of (white) heterosexual families and, hence, the 

nation at large (Sauer, 2020). Engaging in notions of ‘protective masculinity’ thus allows 

native men to reinforce their belief that women need their protection, enables them to 

affirm their own ‘virtuous’ masculinity by providing protection and facilitates them 

subordinating the ‘deviant’ masculinity of Muslim men (Ralph-Morrow, 2022). To conclude, 

the ‘protective masculinity’ exhibited by PRR parties helps native men to affirm their own 

gender identity by providing protection to the vulnerable in society (Ralph-Morrow, 2022).  

 

Engaging in ‘protective masculinity’ can be especially desirable for those native men, 

who – imagined or real – fall short on the ideals set by ‘hegemonic masculinity’. This 

includes the norms of class and occupational status, as demonstrated by Ralph-Morrow 

(2020, 2022) in her study on the English Defence League, a radical right, anti-Muslim protest 

organization united in a belief of Muslim men being sexually threatening against English 

women and girls. More than a quarter of EDL’s male participants tend to be unemployed or 

employed in low-paying industries (Pilkington, 2016; Ralph-Morrow, 2020, 2022). Given the 

importance of employment, income and occupational status for men as a tool to exert 

control and subordinate women (Schrock and Schwalbe, 2009), Ralph-Morrow (2022, 2022) 

concludes that some men might display ‘protective masculinity’ in order to overcome their 

economic marginalisation and retain male dominance through physical power. This is in line 

with Schrock and Schwalbe (2009, p. 285) who state that “lacking one kind of resource for 

eliciting deference often leads to [men] employing another kind of resource in exaggerated 

fashion”.  

 

As demonstrated, the concept of ‘protective masculinity’ can be understood as a 

particular type of ‘hegemonic masculinity’, associated with traditionally masculine traits of 

dominance and aggression, as well as paired with (benevolent) sexism (Wojnicka, 2022). The 
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type of ‘protective masculinity’ exhibited in the context of PRR parties is furthermore based 

on the marginalisation of the masculinity of Muslim men. In this thesis, ‘protective 

masculinity’ will therefore be conceptualized as consisting of both anti-immigrant –

specifically anti-Muslim – attitudes, as well as low gender egalitarian attitudes. As noted, 

‘protective masculinity’ depends on the existence of a ‘dangerous’ counterpart, whose role 

is commonly assigned to Muslim men. This construction of ‘foreign masculinity’ will be 

subsequently analysed in detail.  

 

3.4.2. ‘Foreign Masculinity’: Creating the Masculine ‘Other’  

 ‘Foreign masculinity’ hereby refers to a ‘problematic’ version of masculinity 

constructed by PRR parties and instrumentalized to depict male Muslim immigrants as a 

threat to Western values and society (Scheibelhofer, 2017). This ‘foreign masculinity’ is 

hence marginalised, characterised as an ‘abnormal’ type of masculinity that is deemed 

dangerous, standing in direct opposition to Western normative ideals of manhood 

(Scheibelhofer, 2017). The construction of ‘foreign masculinity’ thus follows the rules of 

‘hegemonic masculinity’: in the processes enacted to retain power, masculine countertypes 

are created, problematized and ultimately dehumanized, resulting in social exclusion, 

discrimination and even violence against subordinated types of masculinity (Connell and 

Messerschmidt, 2005; Scheibelhofer, 2017). This is evident in the depiction and treatment 

of male immigrants by PRR parties. 

 

 While the early days of the migration crisis in 2015 were characterised by 

considerable displays of solidarity in both politics and civil society across Europe, a 

transformation of discourse was gradually taking place, moving from a humanitarian frame 

to an emphasis on security issues (Scheibelhofer, 2017). Accordingly, young male Muslim 

immigrants have been increasingly perceived as representatives of a foreign, less tolerant 

and egalitarian culture that is incompatible with European culture (Wojnicka and Nowicka, 

2021). Following the events of 2015’s New Year’s Eve in Cologne where hundreds of cases of 

sexual assault have been reported to be committed by men suspected to have Arab or 

Northern African origin, ‘foreign masculinity’ has furthermore become sexualized, conveying 

images of a powerful, sexually deviant, patriarchal Muslim man (Scheibelhofer, 2017). 

Muslim male sexuality is consequently framed by PRR parties as an uncivilized force, 
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constantly on the brink of violent eruption, thus requiring taming and regulation by 

superordinate masculinities and the society at large (Scheibelhofer, 2017). The perceived 

‘backwardness’ and aggression of the othered masculinities is hereby presented as 

oppressing Muslim women specifically, as well as threatening the allegedly achieved 

emancipation of women in general (Betz and Meret, 2009; Dietze, 2018; Wojnicka and 

Nowicka, 2021). This framing subsequently gives rise to growing calls for the protection of 

‘our’ women by native men and leads to the formation of ‘protective masculinity’.  

 

3.5. Hypotheses  

 The puzzle at the heart of this research revolves around the question of why more 

men than women support and vote for PRR parties. Although this gender gap has been 

extensively interrogated over the last decades, no conclusive explanations for its existence 

have been found. The present studies moreover have failed to investigate not only the 

sexed, but also the gendered element of people’s attitudes and their subsequent vote 

choice. This has rendered the masculinity of PRR parties and their supporters invisible, 

which is glaring as this might explain the gender gap. Wanting to contribute to the 

literature, this author hence proposes to utilize the concept of ‘protective masculinity’ – 

which has previously been confounded mostly to gender studies and sociology literature – 

in political science in order to provide novel explanations for the gender gap. This is 

executed through the testing of four different hypotheses which will be discussed in detail 

below.  

 

As previously mentioned, ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes consist of both strong 

anti-Muslim and low gender egalitarian attitudes, since ‘protective masculinity’ is based on 

the domination of men by subordinating women to be in need of protection from the 

dangerous ‘foreign masculinity’ of Muslim men. Based on the policy vote model, it can be 

argued that those individuals both giving much importance to, and holding ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes themselves are more likely to support a party which shares the same 

values. As has been shown, ‘protective masculinity’ is inherent in the (gender) ideology of 

PRR parties and has been heavily propagated by the party family as well. This leads the 

author to expect the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 1: The more a person holds ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, the more likely they 

are to support a PRR party.  

 

This author believes 'protective masculinity’ attitudes to not only predict PRR 

support but also to be able to (partially) explain the gender gap in PRR support. In order to 

investigate such statement, an examination of gender and its impact on both ‘protective 

masculinity’ and PRR support is in order. Hence, while the first hypothesis is focused on 

interrogating the link between PRR support and ‘protective masculinity’, the second 

hypothesis is introducing the new variable gender to the equation. Given that men are more 

strongly punished for transgressing gender norms by both men and women (Sirin, McCreary 

and Mahalik, 2004; Kane, 2006), they have a high incentive to approximate the ideals of 

hegemonic masculinity. Notably, these ideals are based on the domination of women, as 

well as the subordination of nonhegemonic masculinities (Connell and Messerschmidt, 

2005). Accordingly, men are more likely to hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes than 

women, as ‘protective masculinity’ is closely related to the performance of ‘hegemonic 

masculinity’ and allows them to affirm to traditional gender norms, shielding them from 

social punishment. This culminates in the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Men are more likely than women to hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. 

 

While the aforementioned hypothesis might give important information about the 

differences in the distribution of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes by gender, it does not 

interrogate how these differences might come to affect PRR support. In order to examine 

such puzzle, the literature commonly studies the process of mediation (Harteveld et al., 

2015). This author follows suit by analysing how ‘protective masculinity’ might mediate the 

relation between gender and PRR support. It is hereby assumed that taking ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes into account decreases the direct effect of gender on PRR support, as 

gender heavily influences the existence of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes  – with men 

hypothesized to be more likely to have ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes – which then 

influences PRR support. Similar to Hypothesis 2a, Hypothesis 2b hence has gender as the 

independent variable. But while Hypothesis 2a theorizes gender to have an effect on 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, Hypothesis 2b presumes the effect of gender on PRR 
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support to be mediated by ‘protective masculinity’. The accompanying hypothesis is then 

the following: 

 

Hypothesis 2b: The effect of gender on PRR support is (partially) mediated by ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes. 

 

Although the process of mediation is crucial in understanding the gender gap, the 

mechanism of moderation should not be overlooked. As noted by Harteveld et al (2015), 

moderation is of similar importance to mediation in influencing PRR support. Hence, this 

author proposes to examine moderation in Hypothesis 3. Importantly, moderation hereby 

assumes that – even if both men and women have similar ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes 

which predict PRR support – they evaluate differently whether to take these attitudes into 

account in their vote choice, resulting in differences in their PRR support. There are 

theoretical reasons to believe such a process of moderation to influence the relation 

between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and PRR support: even if women have ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes, they are less likely to base their vote choice considerations on these 

attitudes, simply because they have less to gain from supporting politics driven by 

‘protective masculinity’ compared to men. Men, on the other hand might be more likely to 

base their vote choice more strongly on their ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, since 

engaging in and politically backing these attitudes by supporting PRR parties helps them to 

affirm their own gender identity and approximate the ‘hegemonic’ ideals of manhood. It is 

therefore assumed that women are less likely to support the PRR, even if they agree with 

the ‘protective masculinity’ ideology of the party family. Hypothesis 3 then is the following:    

 

Hypothesis 3: The effect of holding ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes on PRR support is 

stronger for men than for women.  

 

The abovementioned hypotheses and their variables of interest are visualized in 

detail in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Visualisation of all Hypotheses 
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4. Data and Method 

4.1. Data Selection 

 To test the hypotheses presented in the previous section, this thesis makes use of 

the European Values Study (EVS), a large scale, cross-national dataset that surveys a wide 

range of values among the population, for instance in regard to family, work, politics and 

society. It is noteworthy that quantitative research on the topic of the gender gap is 

commonly based on the data of the European Social Survey (ESS) – see for instance 

Spierings & Zaslove (2015) – as the ESS provides the reported voting behaviour of its 

respondents, instead of just the mere propensity to support a specific party, as the EVS 

does. Basing research on support propensity can notably limit the applicability of the 

research, as respondents might covertly support PRR parties but effectively vote for 

established, less radical parties due to social pressure (Spierings and Zaslove, 2015). 

Nonetheless, following Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe (2015), an active choice was 

made to use EVS in this study, since it includes far more survey items relating to the main 

concept of interest of ‘protective masculinity’. The European Values Study spans from 1981 

to 2020, with the most recent wave of 2020 being published in collaboration with the World 

Values Survey (WVS). This thesis utilizes the 5th wave of the EVS from 2017, which includes 

data from 37 participating countries in Europe and Asia. Instead of making use of the most 

recent dataset from 2020, the integrated dataset from 2017 was chosen since it was 

conducted in the wake of the migration crisis 2015/16, which gave salience to the topic of 

Muslim male-dominated migration as well as PRR parties and their ideology across Europe. 

Given that the geographical focus of this thesis is Europe, the author decided to drop all 

those countries that have neither been part of the European Union nor the European Free 

Trade Association (EFTA), as of 2017. As the exit of the United Kingdom (UK) from the EU 

following the referendum in 2016 was only formalised in January 2020, the United Kingdom 

– or more specifically, Great Britain (GB) – is still included in this study. Notably though, 

some countries that are members of the EU or EFTA have not been part of the 5th wave of 

the European Values Study. This leaves the author with 40,846 observations from 24 

countries, namely Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 

Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and Great Britain. After manually 
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dropping all those observations with missing values in one of the variables of interest in 

order to make sure that each model is computed based on the same observations, the 

author is left with 25,967 observations. 

 

4.1.1. Dependent Variable  

The dependent variable in this study dichotomously measures respondent’s PRR 

support. This is based on a manually created and coded variable which expresses whether or 

not a party named by a respondent in the survey question Q49: ‘Which (political) party 

appeals to you most?’ is part of the PRR party family8. In order to establish which party 

belongs to the PRR, the author made use of The PopuList, which lists all parties across 

Europe that have been classified as populist, far right, far left or Eurosceptic, spanning from 

1989 to today (Rooduijn et al., 2020). Utilizing The PopuList for identifying European PRR 

parties is well established in the literature9. Importantly, the author decided to also include 

those parties as part of the PRR party family that have been marked as borderline cases in 

The Populist as their party characteristics only approximate far-right attitudes or populism. 

After researching about each individual case, the author nonetheless decided to include the 

parties in question as she still believed them to be well suited for the underlying study. It 

must be noted that although unlikely, this might have implication for this thesis as 

supporters of parties that belong to the PRR and supporters of parties that only 

approximate the characteristics of a PRR party are treated as a homogeneous group, 

negating possible differences in support and voting behaviour between these two party 

types. It is also noteworthy that the Spanish PRR party Vox is not included in this study, 

since at the time of the EVS in 2017 – with Vox still being a fringe party – less than 1% of 

respondents reported being appealed by them, leading to Vox not being included as an 

 
8 The author hereby made a conscious choice not to use the variable V174_LR which is included in the EVS 
dataset and categorizes the political party a respondent answered with in Q49 according to a left/right scale. 
This was done for a number of reasons: First, V174_LR only classifies parties as (radical) right but neglects an 
exploration of their populistic characteristics. This is glaring, given that the party family of interest in this study 
distinguishes itself not only by its radical right stance, but also by its populism. Moreover, the theoretical 
considerations underlying the positioning of parties as left or right are not provided by the European Value 
Study, making its coding untransparent. Apart from being opaque, the coding is also hard to comprehend: for 
instance, V174_LR deems the Conservatives, a centre-right party in Great Britain, to have the same position on 
the left/right scale as the Alternative for Germany (AfD), a German radical-right party. Hence, the author 
decided to forgo using V174_LR, and instead manually create a variable which states whether or not a 
respondent supports the PRR. 
9 See for instance Schwörer and Romero-Vidal (2020) or Berlingozzi and Piccolino (2019). 
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answer category for Q49. This left the author with 34 PRR parties10 from 21 countries, as 

neither Iceland, Lithuania nor Spain had a PRR party that was recognised as an official 

answer category of Q49 in the 5th wave of EVS. Notably, the countries of Croatia, Portugal 

and Romania also all have less than 20 respondents in total who were appealed by the 

national PRR parties in question, which might make the estimation for these countries 

imprecise due to a lack of observations. Taking these considerations into account, the 

author generated the dependent variable PRRsupport and coded it as a dichotomous 

variable where the outcomes are either 0= ‘no PRR support’ or 1= ‘PRR support’. 

Importantly, those respondents (11,078 observations) who did not state a specific party 

they were appealed by or otherwise had missing values were excluded.  

 

4.1.2. Independent Variables 

 In line with the theoretical framework of this study, the author created the 

dichotomous independent variable Protmasc, which measures whether or not respondents 

hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. As previously noted, ‘protective masculinity’ is 

operationalized as consisting of both low gender egalitarian attitudes, as well as anti-Muslim 

sentiments. To establish whether respondents hold low gender egalitarian attitudes, the 

categorical variable v75 was employed. This variable assesses how strongly respondents 

(dis)agree to the following statement “A man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job is to 

look after the home and family”. According to the EVS, the answers are coded so that 1= 

‘agree strongly’, 2= ‘agree’, 3=’disagree’ and 4=’disagree strongly’11, where higher values 

thus equal more gender egalitarian attitudes. Since this study is primarily interested in those 

respondents having low gender egalitarian attitudes, the author created the dummy 

variable lowgenegal, where all those having answered with ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ in v75 

are assigned the value ‘1’, and those (strongly) disagreeing to v75 are coded as having the 

 
10 A list of all PRR parties in this study as well as their number of supporters among the respondents of EVS are 
included in the Appendix. 
11 It is noteworthy, that more survey items relate to gender roles – for instance v73, which assesses 
respondents (dis)agreement to the statement “A job is alright but what most women really want is a home and 
children”. Nonetheless, v75 was chosen to assess low gender egalitarian attitudes. This is based on McDaniel 
(2008, p. 59) who defined gender egalitarianism as the belief “that men and women should attain a certain 
degree of equality within both public and private realms of society, and that women’s status should not 
depend on their reproductive behavior”. Given that v75 assesses respondents’ beliefs in regard to equality in 
both the public sphere (labour market integration) and the private sphere (caretaker role), as well as their 
belief that women’s role in society is inherently linked to their reproductive behaviour, v75 was evaluated to 
be most suited to examine respondent’s gender egalitarian attitudes. 
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value ‘0’. Importantly, this variable excludes all those respondents (653 observations) who 

answered with ‘don’t know’ or otherwise had missing values. 

 

 Yet, as previously noted ‘protective masculinity’ is not only comprised of low gender 

egalitarian attitudes, but also of anti-Muslim attitudes. In order to measure anti-Muslim 

sentiments, the variable v28 was employed, which reports whether respondents mentioned 

“Muslims” when asked the following question “On this list are various groups of people. 

Could you identify any that you would not like to have as neighbours?”. Notably, this survey 

item does not specifically capture that respondents perceive (male) Muslims to be a strong 

cultural, and – more importantly – sexual threat. Nonetheless, given that the item does not 

relate to respondents’ views about immigrants in society in general12, but rather assesses 

their attitudes towards Muslims in close personal proximity, it is a suitable approximation 

for measuring how respondents perceive Muslims to be a sexual and/or cultural threat, 

given the assumption that respondents do not want to live close to those they presume to 

be such a threat. Based on v28, the dummy variable antimusl is hence created. This variable 

excludes missing values (1,493 observations) and is coded in such a way that 1= ’mentioned 

Muslims’ and 0= ’not mentioned Muslims’.   

  

In order to create the independent variable Protmasc, which measures whether 

respondents hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, an interaction variable from the 

variables lowgenegal and antimusl is constructed. Protmasc is thereby assigned the value ‘1’ 

if both the variable animusl and lowgenegal are coded as ‘1’.  

 

The second independent variable in this study that is interrogated in Hypothesis 2a 

and Hypothesis 2b is gender. gender has hereby been based on v225 from the EVS dataset 

where ‘1’ = men and ‘2’ = women. In order to make it consistent with the dichotomous 

coding of the other variables, the author created the dummy variable gender which is 

recoded so that men are the reference category with them being assigned the value ‘0’ and 

women being coded as ‘1’. A negative coefficient hence denotes that women are less likely 

to support the PRR or have ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. The size of this coefficient 

 
12 See for instance the survey item v186: “Immigrants make crime problems worse”. 
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moreover indicates the difference between men and women in their support of the PRR/ 

their likelihood of having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. As Harteveld et al. (2015) note, 

there might be the possibility that women underreport their support for the PRR party 

family due to social desirability, which would render the gender gap to be a purely 

methodological gap. Given that the gender gap has been observed time and time again 

within various methodological frameworks, this author however believes the gender gap to 

exist beyond possible underreporting. 

 

4.1.3. Control Variables 

Apart from independent and dependent variables, this study also introduces such 

variables that are meant to control for factors that have been previously established in the 

literature as influencing either PRR support or ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. 

 

Scholars have consistently shown age to be a factor affecting PRR support, as 

younger people are more likely to vote for the PRR (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; 

Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012; Harteveld et al., 2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 

2015)13. Some scholars explain this with the theory of social disintegration which believes 

those individuals somewhat unintegrated in society to be more likely to support PRR parties 

as these claim to offer substitute intermediary structures within their nationalistic 

programmes which include those nationals otherwise unintegrated (Lubbers, Gijsberts and 

Scheepers, 2002). Accordingly, this scholar expects PRR support to decrease as the age of 

the respondents increases. Contrary to that, this study predicts the second dependent 

variable of ‘protective masculinity’ in Hypothesis 2a to increase with age, as younger 

generations might be less conservative due to their growing up in a more globalized and 

heterogeneous world, making them less likely to have ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. 

Due to the importance of age, the control variable age was included which measures 

respondents’ age within six intervals from the age ‘15’ to ‘65 and more years’.  

 
13 Importantly, cultural backlash theory – most prominently purported by Norris and Inglehart (2019) – states 
the opposite, as older people are theorized to feel threatened by the loss of their social conservativism 
majority status within society which is argued to turn them towards PRR parties opposing liberalism. Yet, the 
cultural backlash theory by Norris and Inglehart has also been scrutinized recently on grounds of conceptual 
and empirical problems in their 2019 book of the same name. Schäfer (2021), for instance, replicates many of 
the analyses done by Norris’ and Inglehart’ and finds – in line with the authors mentioned above – older 
cohorts to be less likely to vote for PRR parties.  
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Apart from age, education has been found by multiple scholars to influence PRR 

support as those individuals having lower levels of education are more likely to support the 

PRR (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012; Harteveld et al., 

2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015). This is commonly explained by relating 

education to job insecurity: the skillset of those with lower levels of education is more often 

in competition with immigrants, which can trigger the feeling of economic threats within 

natives and lead to a higher preference for PRR parties (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 

2002; Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012). Correspondingly, this author expects PRR support to 

decrease with growing levels of education. The same is true for ‘protective masculinity’, as 

this study expects those with higher levels of education to be less conservative, more 

gender egalitarian as well as tolerant, leading to ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes to 

decrease with the level of education. The control variable of education hereby denotes the 

level of education with values from 0 to 8, where 0 = ‘less than primary’ and 8 = ‘Doctoral or 

equivalent’. 

 

The occupational status of respondents is also demonstrated to have an impact on 

PRR vote, as manual workers, the self-employed and the unemployed are more likely to 

vote for the party family (Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Lucassen and Lubbers, 

2012; Harteveld et al., 2015). Due to globalisation and modernisation processes, particularly 

blue-collar sectors and manual workers face job insecurity and higher competition with 

immigrants, which make them more susceptible to PRR support, especially if the PRR party 

in question combines its nativist ideology with a centrist or centre-left economic policy 

(Harteveld et al., 2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015). Hence, it can be 

expected that PRR support is higher for those individuals with a low occupational status. 

Similar hypothesis can be made for ‘protective masculinity’ which is theorized to decrease 

as the occupational status of an individual increases. The variable socioecstatus is included 

in this study as controlling for the occupational status of an individual. socioecstatus is 

hereby based on the International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI) by 

Ganzeboom, De Graaf and Treiman (1992) which ranges in this study from 11 to 88, with 

higher values denoting a higher occupational status.  
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Another control variable frequently brought up in the literature is Christian religion. 

Lower levels of religiosity are hereby found to be a strong indicator for PRR voting (Lubbers, 

Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012; Harteveld et al., 2015; 

Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015). Churchgoers, on the other hand, are believed to 

be less likely to support the party family due to their strong ties to Christian democratic and 

traditionally conservative parties (Harteveld et al., 2015). Hence, it can be expected that PRR 

support decreases as religiosity increases. Regarding religiosity and ‘protective masculinity’, 

no clear expectation can be made: while churchgoers might have less anti-Muslim attitudes 

due to their contact with brotherly love as preached in the bible, they might also be more 

conservative in regards to gender equality, leading to them having low gender egalitarian 

attitudes. In fact, it might be possible that both factors cancel each other out, resulting in 

religiosity having no effect on the existence of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. In this 

study, religiosity ranges from 1 to 8 and is operationalized in such a way that higher 

numbers reflect individuals who attend religious services more often. 

 

The last control variable incorporated in this study relates not to the individual, but 

to the country level and specifies whether a specific country in which a respondent is living 

in is a post-communist country. This is important since the different historical experiences in 

post-communist countries might have resulted in different political and social dynamics of 

importance for this study, as observed by Harteveld et al. (2015) who found post-

communist countries to have higher levels of PRR support, compared to other European 

countries. Importantly though, since the time of this study, PRR parties have also become 

increasingly successful in Western-European countries, making the expectations about the 

relation between post-communism and PRR support somewhat ambiguous. The situation 

seems more clear for ‘protective masculinity’ though, as this author expects those 

individuals living in post-communist countries to be more likely to have ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes due to the social conservativism observed in post-communist 

countries. In order to control for a post-communist country, this author included the 

dichotomous variable postcommunist which assigns the value 0 to all those countries not 
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being post-communist and 1 to all post-communist countries, notably Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia14.  

 

4.2. Method 

 In deciding which method to use, both the sampling design of the EVS data, as well 

as the characteristics of the dependent and independent variables studied here need to be 

consulted.  

 

 As previously mentioned, the EVS 2017 dataset is a cross-national dataset that 

surveys individual’s values and attitudes across a number of European countries. 

Importantly, the design of the EVS is that of a two-stage sample as the interrogated 

respondents are nested in bigger clusters, namely countries. Such hierarchical data 

structure is routinely studied in the literature by utilizing multilevel models (MLM), as this 

allows scholars to assess whether effects on the individual level vary across countries and 

whether these variations might be explained by cross-level interactions (Lubbers, Gijsberts 

and Scheepers, 2002). Although the hypotheses interrogated in this study only regard micro-

level propositions  – all dependent and independent variables of interest are on the 

individual level – the use of a multilevel analysis is still called for (Snijders and Bosker, 2012). 

Failing to take account of the multistage sampling process by rejecting the usage of a MLM 

might otherwise result in employing statistical procedures which wrongly assume the 

observations at the micro-level to be independent, leading to erroneous inferences (Snijders 

and Bosker, 2012). Apart from these theoretical considerations, the intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC) calculated in this study furthermore warrants the use of a multilevel model. 

The ICC states the proportion of the total variance of the dependent variable that is 

accounted for by the country-level (Snijders and Bosker, 2012). Based on Table A2 in the 

Appendix, two people randomly drawn from the same country are expected to have a 

correlation of 61.7% in their PRR support. A similar picture emerges for the second 

 
14 It must be noted that East Germany – although sharing a communist history with the other European 
countries mentioned above –  is not included here. This is due to the fact that EVS does not distinguish 
between East and West Germany but only classifies respondents as living in Germany. Marking Germany as a 
post-communist country hence would list not only East Germany but also West Germany as a post-communist 
country. Given that East Germany is much smaller proportionately than West Germany in regard to both 
population and size, the author hence decided to not include Germany as a post-communist country.  
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dependent variable Protmasc, as 26.6% of the variation in ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes 

between individuals can be explained by the country-level, as seen in Table A3 in the 

Appendix. Given that both ICCs are much higher than 5% – the threshold commonly stated 

for employing MLM – this author proceeds to utilize multilevel modelling in her study.  

 

 Notably, there are a number of multilevel models that might be used for any given 

study. The choice for a specific model is hereby conditioned by the characteristics of the 

dependent variable (Snijders and Bosker, 2012). Given that both the dependent variables 

PRRsupport and Protmasc are binary – supporting the PRR/ having ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes versus not supporting the party family/ not having those attitudes – multilevel 

logistic regression models were chosen (Snijders and Bosker, 2012)15. Furthermore, the 

author decided to employ the STATA option vce(cluster countries) in her model to cluster 

standard errors at the country level. This accounts for the fact that the observations in this 

study are not independent at the individual level within a cluster, i.e. within a country 

(StataCorp, 2021). Importantly, she also included a sampling weight in each model to 

counterbalance the probability that a given observation is included simply because of the 

sampling design (StataCorp, 2021). The specific weight chosen for this purpose is gweight, 

which is included in the EVS dataset and is meant to adjust some socio-demographic 

characteristics in the sample population to the distribution of the target population.  

 

Lastly, the author conducted Likelihood Ratio (LR) tests for each hypothesis to 

examine whether a fixed slope, random intercept or random slope, random intercept model 

has the best model fit. The easier fixed slope, random intercept model hereby assumes that 

all countries examined can have different intercepts but all the same, fixed slope. The 

theoretical foundation behind this is the following: there might be instances where all 

 
15 It must be noted that employing logistic regression in instances of “rare events data” might result in 
underestimating the predicted probability of such rare events, as pointed out by King and Zeng (2001, p. 137). 
Given that only a small number of observations in this study equal 1 on the dependent variable PRRsupport 
and Protmasc respectively – for further detail see Figure 2: Histogram of PRR Support and Figure 5: Histogram 
of ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes –, the usage of logistic regression might affect the analysis statistically by 
underestimating the predicted probability of respondents supporting the PRR/ having ‘protective masculinity’ 
attitudes. Nonetheless, the author decided to utilize logistic regression following the example of previous 
authors, for instance Lucassen and Lubbers (2012), Spierings and Zaslove (2015) and Harteveld et al. (2015) 
who employed logistic regression in their analyses of PRR support with similar distributions of the dependent 
variable.  
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respondents in all of the inspected countries are affected in the exact same way by 

individual-level variables, which results in the slopes of individuals between the dependent 

and the independent variables in the different countries to be the same for all individuals.  

 

In order to determine whether the fixed slope, random intercept or the random 

slope, random intercept model has the best model fit, a LR test is performed for each 

hypothesis. The Likelihood Ratio Test thereby examines two different hypotheses, with the 

null hypothesis H0 being that both models are the same, and the alternative hypothesis H1 

being that both models are significantly different. For Hypotheses 1-3, the p-values equal 

0.000, meaning that H0 has to be rejected, lending support to H1. Hence, it has to be 

assumed that the random slope, random intercept model has a better model fit than the 

simpler fixed slope, random intercept model for all hypotheses. Nonetheless, the author 

decided to continue with the fixed slope, random intercept model for two reasons. First, 

using the random slope, random intercept model requires the building of a model too 

computationally sophisticated and demanding. Secondly, there is no theoretical foundation 

behind such choice: based on the theoretical considerations previously specified, this author 

assumes the relationship between Protmasc and PRRsupport in Hypothesis 1 and 3 to be the 

same for each individual in each country, as there is no reason to believe those having 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes in some countries to be more or less likely to support the 

PRR than those individuals having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes in other countries. In 

regard to Hypothesis 2a, this scholar also argues for the relation between gender and 

Protmasc to be the same in nature across countries as she theorises men to be more likely 

than women to hold Protmasc attitudes, no matter their country of residence. The same can 

be said for Hypothesis 2b as she reasons the nature of the relationship between gender and 

PRRsupport to not be fundamentally different for individuals residing in one, rather than in 

another European country. It is for that reason that the models calculated for all four 

hypotheses are fixed slope, random intercept models16.  

 

 
16 This author hereby acknowledges that choosing a fixed slope, random intercept model in instances where a 
random slope, random intercept model has the better model fit might result in “anti-conservative standard 
errors” where the estimated standard errors are smaller than they actually are (Bell, Fairbrother and Jones, 
2019, p. 1051). Such a choice might therefore lead to an overestimation of the statistical significance of 
effects. Despite these implications, it was decided that a fixed slope, random intercept model is best suited for 
the underlying study due to the abovementioned reasons.  
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In regard to Hypothesis 2b, the methodology for the mediation analysis also has to 

be discussed. If ‘protective masculinity’ indeed (partially) functions as a mediator of the 

relation between gender and PRR support, then the direct effect of gender on PRR support 

is to decrease or become insignificant once ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes are included. 

However, in order to accurately detect mediation, not only a simple MLM logistic 

regression, but also the Causal Mediation Analysis – based on Hicks and Tingley (2011) – will 

be run. This analysis is designed to estimate the average mediation effect as well as the 

direct effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable. The Causal Mediation 

Analysis importantly also functions for models with binary variables, which is why this 

specific analysis has been chosen in this study. 

 

While the author believes the abovementioned methodological choices to be well 

suited for this thesis, it must nonetheless be noted that this study design has some 

limitations: First, the data employed in this thesis through the usage of EVS is importantly 

only observational, which renders the assessing of causal claims impossible. Instead, only 

correlations can be detected. Moreover, it is worth mentioning that social desirability bias 

might lead to respondents underreporting their support for PRR parties, their conservative 

ideology and policies. Lastly, the EVS wave chosen for this study was conducted in 2017/18 

in the wake of the refugee crisis which brought salience to the topic of male-dominated 

Muslim migration and in turn ‘protective masculinity’. This time period is therefore very 

particular, as ‘protective masculinity’ might have been more rampant compared to other 

periods, limiting the generalizability of this study’s results.  

 

5. Results 

5.1. Descriptive Statistics 

Before testing Hypotheses 1 to 4, the distribution of the crucial characteristics and 

values among women and men first needs to be provided and analysed. In line with this, the 

author provides summary statistics for all variables of importance in this study, that is, the 

independent and dependent variables, the control variables as well as the variables that 

together form Protmasc. These descriptive statistics can be observed in Table A4 in the 
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Appendix. Apart from summary statistics, this author also provides the correlation 

coefficients of all of her variables, as this allows to make important inferences about the 

strength and the direction of association between all of the regressed variables. Similar to 

the summary statistics, the correlation coefficients of the main variables can also be found 

in the Appendix.  

 

The next step is to visualise the distribution of the main dependent variable 

PRRsupport in Figure 2. Figure 2 hereby demonstrates the percentage of respondents across 

all countries who indicated that they are appealed by their national PRR party. As can be 

observed, approximately 14.1 % of all respondents support a PRR party in their country.  

 

Figure 2: Histogram of PRR Support 

 

   

 In regard to the main independent variable Protmasc, three graphs were constructed 

in order to visualise the distributions of both the individual variables that constitute 

Protmasc, as well as Protmasc itself. According to Figure 3, approximately 22.25% of all 

respondents agreed that it is the man’s job to earn money, while it a woman’s job to look 

after the home and the family. 21.48% of all respondents additionally had anti-Muslim 

attitudes as they did not wish Muslims to be their neighbours, as can be observed in Figure 

4. As previously stated, ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes are constructed from both low 

gender egalitarian attitudes as well as anti-Muslim attitudes. The distribution of 

respondents having these ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes is visualised in Figure 5. 

Although nearly a quarter of respondents had either low gender egalitarian attitudes or 
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anti-Muslim attitudes, the proportion of respondents having both attitudes is considerably 

lower: only 8.37% of respondents are reported to have ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. 

While this might appear like a small proportion of the total population, it must be noted 

that this group is still sizable in regards to the potential number of supporters it offers for 

PRR parties, especially in multiparty systems  (Spierings, Lubbers and Zaslove, 2017) 

 

Figure 3: Histogram of Low Gender Egalitarian Attitudes 

 

Figure 4: Histogram of Anti-Muslim Attitudes 

     

 

 . 
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Figure 5: Histogram of ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes 

 

  

Given that this research is interested in examining the relationship between 

Protmasc and PRRsupport, this author computed Figure 6, a bar graph that denotes the 

mean PRR support for both men and women in two categories: for those having no 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and for those having Protmasc attitudes. As can be seen, 

there is a relationship between ‘protective masculinity’ and PRR support as the mean of 

PRRsupport – irrespective of gender – increases for those respondents having Protmasc 

attitudes. This indicates support for Hypothesis 1 and motivates further testing via a 

regression analysis. It can moreover be said that there is a difference between men and 

women in regard to both their PRRsupport and their Protmasc attitudes as men have a 

higher mean of PRR support both with and without ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. This 

points to the existence of a gender gap not only in regard to PRR support but also in regard 

to having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes.  

 

To further examine the relation between gender and ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes of Hypothesis 2a, this author also created Figure 7, which visualises the mean of 

having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes for both men and women. As demonstrated, both 

men and women have Protmasc attitudes. Yet, it can be seen that men have a slightly higher 

mean of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, lending initial support to Hypothesis 2a 
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Figure 6: PRR Support over ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes and Gender 

 

 

Figure 7: ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes over Gender 
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Although both Figure 6 and Figure 7 underpin Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2a, these 

insights are not enough to accept the hypotheses since the differences between men and 

women seem rather small, the graphs do not provide information about the statistical 

significance of the effects and control variables are not taken into account. The figures are 

moreover unable to provide sound inferences about the mechanisms of mediation and 

moderation, as well as their effects on PRR support. Thus, a further testing of these 

hypotheses via multilevel logistic regression models is in order.  

 

5.2. Multilevel Logistic Regressions 

5.2.1. Hypothesis 1 

 Table 1 demonstrates two models: a fixed slope, random intercept model where 

only the dependent and the independent variable are included, as well as Model 2, a fixed 

slope, random intercept model where all of the other control variables are specified as well, 

which might account for alternative explanations for PRR support. Across both Model 1 and 

Model 2, ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes are positive and statistically significant (p-value < 

0.01). These results indicate that having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes indeed increases 

the logged odds of supporting the PRR by 0.811 in Model 1 and 0.661 in Model 2 

respectively, as predicted by Hypothesis 1. Notably, it can be seen that the strength of this 

relationship slightly decreases once all control variables are introduced, but it nonetheless 

remains positive and statistically significant (p-value < 0.01). Model 2 moreover reports 

statistical significance for a number of control variables (p-value < 0.01). As was expected, 

the introduction of gender decreases the logged odds of PRR support: once gender 

increases from 0 (men) to 1 (women), the relationship between Protmasc attitudes and 

PRRsupport decreases, as seen in the negative coefficient of -0.294. Education and 

occupational status moreover are negative and statistically significant, in line with 

expectations.  
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Table 1: Multilevel Logistic Regression Hypothesis 1. Dependent Variable: PRR support  

 

Independent variables Model 1 Model 2 

 

Protective Masculinity 0.811*** 0.661*** 

 (0.21)  (0.20)  

Gender   -0.294*** 

  (0.07)  

Age  -0.057  

  (0.03)  

Education   -0.157*** 

  (0.03)  

Occupational status  -0.009*** 

  (0.00)  

Religiosity   -0.046  

  (0.04)  

Post-communist country  0.108  

  (0.98)  

Constant  -2.891*** -1.525* 

 (0.50)  (0.62)  

 

Random Intercept Variance 5.645* 5.859* 

 (2.80)  (2.83)  

 

N  25967 25967 

 

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1. 

 

It must be noted that the interpretation of the abovementioned table is made 

harder by the fact that the model design is that of a logistic regression. In order to help 

facilitate an intuitive interpretation, the author calculated the margins of Model 2. Multiple 

things can be observed in such a margins table below. First, it can be said that those 

individuals without ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes have the probability of 16.4% of 

supporting the PRR. Those with Protmasc attitudes on the other hand have a probability of 

22.3%. This represents a difference of 5.9 percentage points in predicted probability, or a 

difference of 26.4%, and the difference is statistically significant (p-value: 0.000). Those 

individuals having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes therefore have a predicted probability 

of supporting the party family that is 5.9 percentage points higher than that of those 

without ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. Such relation can also be observed in the margins 
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plot in Figure 8. Consequently, these results support Hypothesis 1 that the more a person 

holds ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, the more likely they are to support a PRR party.  

 

Table 2: Margins Table Hypothesis 1. Dependent Variable: PRR support  

  Margin Standard error z P > |z| [95% confidence interval] 

Without Protmasc 0.164 0.025 6.660 0.000 0.116 0.212 

With Protmasc 0.223 0.035 6.400 0.000 0.155 0.291 

 

 

Figure 8: Margins Plot Hypothesis 1. Dependent Variable: PRR support 

 

5.2.2. Hypothesis 2a 

 In order to examine whether Hypothesis 2a has to be accepted or rejected, two 

models are calculated. Model 1 hereby only denotes the relationship between gender and 

‘protective masculinity’, while Model 2 also includes all of the control variables that might 

influence ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. As can be seen in Model 1, there is a negative 

and statistically significant relationship between gender and ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes at a p-value smaller than 0.01. This indicates that women are less likely to have 

Protmasc attitudes compared to men. This negative relationship even slightly increases once 

all control variables are accounted for, as the coefficient changes from -0.352 to -0.398 (p-

value < 0.01). Thus, with all control variables introduced, being a woman instead of a man 

decreases the logged odds of having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes by -0.398, hence 

lending support for Hypothesis 2a. Table 3 also allows inferences about a number of control 
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variables: first, it can be said that, in line with expectations, age is positively correlated with 

Protmasc attitudes: increasing age by one unit – one interval of 9 years – increases the 

logged odds of having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes by 0.141 at the 99% level of 

statistical significance. The opposite can be observed for education and occupational status: 

Increasing each variable by one unit decreases the logged odds of having Protmasc attitudes 

by -0.192 and -0.008 respectively, in line with expectations. Although the relation between 

occupational status and having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes is statistically significant (p-

value < 0.05), it must nonetheless be noted that the strength of the relationship is very 

small. With regard to religiosity, Model 2 does not support the previously voiced predictions 

of the author, as religiosity was expected to have no effect on Protmasc. Yet, as can be 

observed religiosity has a significant – albeit small – positive effect on ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes, indicating that as religiosity increases, Protmasc follows suit. Lastly, 

postcommunist was found to have a strong positive effect on Protmasc attitudes, in line 

with predictions: in countries that can be characterised as post-communist, the logged odds 

of having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes increase by 1.799 (p-value < 0.01), the strongest 

effect of all the variables included in Model 2.   

 

 In order to make the interpretation of the main relationship between gender and 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes in Hypothesis 2a better understandable, the author chose 

to also provide a margins table, as well as a margins plot of Model 2. As can be seen in the 

margins plot in Figure 9, there is a clear link between gender and ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes, as Protmasc decreases, once gender increases. This is even more apparent in 

Table 4: while men have a predicted probability of 9.7% to have ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes, women only have a predicted probability of 7.1%. This represents a difference of 

2.6 percentage points, or 26.8%, with this difference being statistically significant as well (p-

value: 0.000). This supports Hypothesis 2a that men are more likely than women to hold 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes.  
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Table 3: Multilevel Logistic Regression Hypothesis 2a. Dependent Variable: ‘Protective 

Masculinity’ Attitudes 

 

Independent Variables Model 1  Model 2  

 

Gender  -0.352*** -0.398*** 

 (0.05)  (0.06)  

Age  0.141*** 

  (0.03)  

Education   -0.192*** 

  (0.03)  

Occupational status  -0.008** 

  (0.00)  

Religiosity   0.064*** 

  (0.02)  

Post-communist country  1.799*** 

  (0.30)  

Constant  -2.465*** -3.036*** 

 (0.23)  (0.23)  

 

Random Intercept Variance  1.331*** 0.459*** 

 (0.27)  (0.10)  

 

N  25967 25967 

    
Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1. 

 

 

Table 4: Margins Table Hypothesis 2a. Dependent Variable: ‘Protective Masculinity’ 

Attitudes 

  Margin Standard error z P > |z| [95% confidence interval] 

Protmasc for Men   0.097 0.012 8.430 0.000 0.075 0.120 

Protmasc for Women 0.071 0.010 6.920 0.000 0.051 0.091 
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Figure 9: Margins Plot Hypothesis 2a. Dependent Variable: ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes 

 

 

5.2.3. Hypothesis 2b 

 After having tested and found support for Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2a, the next 

step is to make inferences about Hypothesis 2b which predicts that the effect of gender on 

PRR support is (partially) mediated by ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. In order to test this, 

three models are created. Model 1 hereby only consists of a simple multivariate logistic 

regression between the independent variable gender and the dependent variable PRR 

support. The obtained coefficient gives notice of the effect of being a man versus being a 

woman on PRR support. Subsequently, the explanatory variable of Protmasc is added, as 

demonstrated in Model 2, since there is reason to believe that this variable acts as a 

mediator of the relationship between gender and PRR support. Lastly, the other control 

variables are included to construct Model 3.  

 

If mediation is indeed to be found and Hypothesis 2b is to be accepted, the 

regressions must yield the following result: the effect of gender has to be indirect, 

channelled (primarily) through the variable Protmasc. Consequently, the direct effect of the 

gender dummy on PRR support from Model 1 must decrease – or even become insignificant 

– once the mediating variable Protmasc is included in Model 2 and Model 3. Furthermore, 

the average mediation effect reported by the Causal Mediation Analysis from Hicks and 

Tingley (2011) must be statistically significant.  
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As demonstrated in Table 5, there is a negative and statistically significant relation 

between gender and PRR support (p-value < 0.01) in Model 1. This indicates that gender has 

a direct effect on PRR support, as women are less likely than men to support the party 

family, pointing towards the existence of the much discussed gender gap in this study as 

well. This gender gap in PRR support is furthermore visible in the margins plot in Figure 10 

as well as in Table 6 which states that men have a predicted probability of 18.1% of 

supporting the PRR, while women have a predicted probability of 15.7% to support the PRR. 

Although this gender gap is rather small with a difference of 2.4 percentage points, or 13%, 

it is statistically significant (p-value < 0.01).  

 

Apart from inferences about the gender gap, Table 5 also allows for conclusions 

about the mediation effect of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. As can be seen in Model 2, 

there is a positive and statistically significant effect of Protmasc on PRRsupport (p-value < 

0.01). Importantly, the inclusion of Protmasc indeed results in the decrease of the direct 

effect of the gender dummy on PRR support in Model 2, as predicted. Yet, this decrease is 

very marginal, as the coefficient is only reduced by 0.021 logged odds from -0.337 to -0.316. 

Moreover, the gender dummy is still statistically significant at the highest statistical level, 

even after introducing Protmasc. These points indicate that ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes fail to act as a mediator as gender is only marginally channelled through Protmasc 

and the direct effect of gender on PRR support still remains statistically significant and large. 

This is true also in Model 3, where multiple other control variables are introduced. While 

the coefficient of gender decreases again from Model 2 to Model 3, this is primarily caused 

by the introduction of the control variables, rather than because of Protmasc per se.  

 

Model 3 in addition provides important information about some control variables. As 

can be observed in Table 5, the two variables of education and occupational status are of 

statistical significance (p-value < 0.01). Both have been found to be negatively correlated 

with PRR support, with negative coefficients of 0.157 and 0.009 respectively. The same 

could be observed in Table 1 in Hypothesis 1. Hence, while also age, religiosity and post-

communism have been expected to correlate with PRR support, this study only finds 
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education and occupational status to be negatively correlated, with the effect of education 

to be considerably stronger than that of occupational status.  

 

Table 5: Multilevel Logistic Regression Hypothesis 2b. Dependent Variable: PRR Support, 

Mediator: ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes 

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1. 

 

Table 6: Margins Table Hypothesis 2b. Dependent Variable: PRR Support 

 Margin Standard error z P > |z| [95% confidence interval] 

PRR support  Men   0.181 0.025 7.280 0.000 0.132 0.230 

PRR support Women 0.157 0.025 6.170 0.000 0.107 0.207 

 

 

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2  Model 3  

 

Gender  -0.337*** -0.316*** -0.294*** 

 (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.07)  

Protective Masculinity  0.786*** 0.661*** 

  (0.21)  (0.20)  

Age    -0.057  

   (0.03)  

Education    -0.157*** 

   (0.03)  

Occupational Status    -0.009*** 

   (0.00)  

Religiosity    -0.046  

   (0.04)  

Post-communist Country   0.108  

   (0.98)  

Constant  -2.632*** -2.741*** -1.525* 

 (0.50)  (0.50)  (0.62)  

 

Random Intercept Variance  5.648* 5.662* 5.859* 

 (2.79)  (2.80)  (2.83)  

 

N  25967 25967 25967 
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Figure 10: Margins Plot Hypothesis 2b. Dependent Variable: PRR Support 

 

 

 While Table 5 allows for some inferences to be made about the existence of 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes as a mediator, these indications are not enough to reject 

Hypothesis 2b. Instead, the Causal Mediation Analysis will additionally be run in order to 

calculate whether mediation is indeed at play. The results of such analysis are presented in 

Table 7. It becomes apparent that the average effect of gender on PRR support that 

operates through the mediator ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes is -0.002. The direct effect 

of gender on PRR support, on the other hand, is -0.032. Hence, although gender is not 

primarily channelled through ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, a small statistically 

significant partial mediation effect can still be found, as the total mediation effect of 

Protmasc is 7%. The mediating effect of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes on the relation 

between gender and PRR support might therefore be small, but it is still statistically 

significant17. This analysis therefore lends some cautious support to Hypothesis 2b. 

  

 
17 In order to accurately conduct the Causal Mediation Analysis, a sensitivity analysis that investigates the 
robustness of the results is in order. However, as Hicks and Tingley (2011) note, such sensitivity analysis is only 
possible for models that include a continuous mediator and outcome, a continuous mediator and a binary 
outcome or a binary mediator and continuous outcome. The model in this thesis includes both a binary 
mediator and binary outcome variable though, which does not permit the usage of a sensitivity analysis in 
STATA. The author hereby acknowledges this shortcoming.  
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Table 7: Causal Mediation Analysis Hypothesis 2b. Mediator: ‘Protective Masculinity’ 

Attitudes 

Effect                   Mean [95% Confidence Interval] 

ACME1                      -0.002    -0.005    -0.001 

ACME0                      -0.003    -0.005    -0.001 

Direct Effect 1            -0.032    -0.050    -0.017 

Direct Effect 0            -0.032    -0.050    -0.017 

Total Effect               -0.035    -0.054    -0.018 

% of Total via ACME1        0.066     0.042     0.124 

% of Total via ACME0        0.075     0.048     0.141 

Average Mediation          -0.002    -0.005    -0.001 

Average Direct Effect      -0.032    -0.050    -0.017 

% of Total Effect mediated       0.070     0.045     0.133 

 

5.2.4. Hypothesis 3 

 The last hypothesis tested in this thesis is Hypothesis 3 which examines moderation 

and expects the effect of holding ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes on PRR support to be 

stronger for men than for women. In order to test for moderation, an interaction variable 

between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and gender has to be introduced. If men and 

women indeed vary in the considerations they place on their ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes in their party choice, the strength of the effect of Protmasc on PRRsupport should 

differ between both genders18. Hence, if Hypothesis 3 is to be accepted, one must find a 

significant interaction effect between the gender dummy and ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes. Table 8 displays the regression models accompanying the testing of Hypothesis 3. 

Model 1 hereby demonstrates the relation between Protmasc and PRRsupport as 

interrogated in Hypothesis 1, while Model 2 includes the gender dummy, as warranted for 

Hypothesis 2b. Model 3, on the other hand, displays the relation between ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes and PRR support with gender as the moderator. Model 4 furthermore 

introduces control variables to the relation in Model 3. All those variables whose coefficient 

equated zero are not displayed in Table 8.  

 

 

  

 
18 For a similar procedure, see Harteveld et al. (2015).  
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Table 8: Multilevel Logistic Regression Hypothesis 3. Dependent Variable: PRR Support, 

Moderator: Gender 

 

Independent Variables Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  

 

Protective Masculinity 0.811*** 0.786***   

 (0.21)  (0.21)    

Gender   -0.316***   

  (0.07)    

Protective Masculinity   0.793** 0.685** 

   (0.25)  (0.25)  

Women    -0.314*** -0.288*** 

   (0.06)  (0.07)  

Protective Masculinity # Women   -0.017  -0.060  

   (0.18)  (0.20)  

Age    -0.056  

    (0.03)  

Education     -0.157*** 

    (0.03)  

Occupational Status    -0.009*** 

    (0.00)  

Religiosity     -0.046  

    (0.04)  

Post-communist Country    0.108  

    (0.98)  

Constant  -2.891*** -2.741*** -2.742*** -1.529* 

 (0.50)  (0.50)  (0.50)  (0.61)  

 

Random Intercept Variance  5.645* 5.662* 5.662* 5.859* 

 (2.80)  (2.80)  (2.80)  (2.83)  

 

N  25967 25967 25967 25967 

 

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1. 

 

Model 1 and Model 2 have already been discussed in detail when examining 

Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2b. Therefore, the following analysis will only regard Model 3 

and 4. Model 3 allows inferences about the moderation effect of gender on the link 

between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and PRR support: it suggests the moderation 

effect to be not statistically significant, even at the 10% significance level. The same can be 

observed in Model 4, which also includes control variables. While education and 
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occupational status are again shown to be negatively correlated with PRR support (p-value < 

0.01), the interaction effect between Protmasc and gender remains statistically insignificant. 

Although the results in Table 8 show that there is no significant moderation effect of 

gender, a tendency for gender to moderate the relationship between Protmasc and 

PRRsupport can be observed, as is also visible in the margins table in Table 9: While men 

without ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes have a predicted probability of supporting the PRR 

of 17.7%, which increases by 26.25% to a predicted probability of 24% of supporting the PRR 

for those men with ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes in 

women ‘only’ increases their predicted probability for supporting the PRR by 25.9%. Hence, 

the effect of ‘protective masculinity’ on PRR support is marginally stronger for men than for 

women, evident in the slope for men in Figure 11 being slightly steeper than the slope of 

women. Nonetheless, it must be noted that this observed tendency could be completely at 

random and does not serve as evidence for a moderation effect of gender. Given that the 

interaction effect between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and gender is not statistically 

significant, Hypothesis 3 therefore has to be rejected. 

 

Table 9: Margins Table Hypothesis 3. Dependent Variable: PRR Support 

 Margin SE z P > |z| [95% confidence interval] 

Men without Protmasc attitudes 0.177 0.024 7.330 0.000 0.130 0.224 

Women without Protmasc attitudes 0.151 0.026 5.890 0.000 0.101 0.201 

Men with Protmasc attitudes 0.240 0.040 5.960 0.000 0.161 0.320 

Women with Protmasc attitudes 0.204 0.032 6.450 0.000 0.142 0.266 
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Figure 11: Margins Plot Hypothesis 3. Dependent Variable: PRR Support 

 

 

5.3. Robustness Check and Regression Diagnostics 

 In order to rule out the possibility that the results discussed above are biased due to 

the certain model specifications the author decided on, a robustness check is being 

conducted. This is implemented in the following way: Instead of testing Hypothesis 1-3 with 

multilevel logistic regression, the robustness check envisages to test these hypotheses 

rather with a simple logistic regression model, checking for possible differences in the 

results. The regression models of the robustness check are displayed in the Appendix. As can 

be seen in Table A6, including country dummy variables for each country – except a 

reference category – instead of running a multilevel model did only slightly alter the results. 

Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2a are still to be accepted, as observable in Model 1 and 

Model 2, while Hypothesis 2b and Hypothesis 3 are to be rejected, as apparent in Model 3.1, 

Model 3.2 and Model 419. Hence, this author is confident about the robustness of her 

inferences provided in this study.  

 
19 Ideally, this author would have rerun the Causal Mediation Analysis in the Appendix as well, but the STATA 
command does not allow her to treat the variable country as a dummy variable. Hence, it is not possible for 
her to replicate Table 7: Causal Mediation Analysis Hypothesis 2b with a simple regression model. Importantly, 
for both the simple regression and multilevel logistic regression analysis, gender seems to only be marginally 
channelled through ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes as the effect of gender on PRR support is still large and 
statistically significant. The findings obtained in this study therefore seem to be robust. But because the author 
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Apart from running a robustness check, it is of additional importance to test the 

assumptions underlying the multilevel logistic regression models. The first step is hereby to 

evaluate the normality of the residuals for each model, as STATA bases each model 

calculation on the assumption of the residuals to be normally distributed. The residuals and 

their resemblance to a standard normal distribution are provided in the Appendix. As can be 

seen in Figure A1 and A2 however, the residuals do not approximate a standard normal 

distribution. Furthermore, comparing the residuals to predicted fitted values indicates a lack 

of homoscedasticity. Homoscedasticity requires the variance for each observation in the 

underlying population to be the same. This would be violated if PRR support for some 

countries would be harder to predict for the model than for other countries (Kellstedt and 

Whitten, 2018). As can be observed in Figure A3, this assumption is indeed violated as an 

equal error variance cannot be identified, demonstrating heteroscedasticity. In order to 

account for heteroscedasticity, a re-estimation of the regressions with a heteroscedasticity-

robust standard error has been conducted. As can be seen in Table A7 the Appendix, the 

results however are indistinguishable from the models estimated in Table 1, 3, 5 and 8. This 

might be explained by the choice of the author to already cluster the standard errors of her 

models at the country level in Table 1, 3, 5 and 8, as explained in the Methods section. 

Clustering the standard errors with the STATA option vce(robust), as utilized in the Appendix 

hence does not change the results of the models. In terms of heteroscedasticity, the 

inferences drawn from Table 1, 3, 5 and 8 are therefore robust. 

 

 Another assumption that has to be tested is that of linearity, as the multilevel logistic 

regression model is based on the assumption of linearity between its main variables X and Y. 

Since three relations between different dependent and independent variables are tested in 

this study, linearity has to be examined for each main relationship as well. The first 

correlation of interest is hereby that between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and PRR 

support, as investigated by Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 3. As can be clearly observed in 

Figure A4, there is indeed a (positive) linear relationship between the two main variables X 

and Y. Figure A5 in addition depicts a scatter plot between gender and ‘protective 

 
is not able to replicate the Causal Mediation Analysis for a simple regression, Hypothesis 2b has to be rejected 
based on the Appendix, while it gained cautious support in the main part of this thesis. 
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masculinity’ attitudes, the variables of interest in Hypothesis 2a. This scatter plot is evidence 

of the clear (negative) linear relationship between gender and Protmasc. Lastly, the scatter 

plot in Figure A6 depicts the link between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and PRR 

support, again illustrating a clear (negative) linear relationship between the dependent and 

the independent variable. The observed linearity in all three scatter plots for Hypothesis 1 to 

Hypothesis 3 notably increases the confidence in the regression analysis provided above.  

 

The last assumption to be tested is that of multicollinearity. Multicollinearity hereby 

implies that two or more variables are a close linear combination of each other (UCLA 

Statistical Consulting Institute, 2021). Given the fact that the variables included in the 

models measure clearly distinct concepts, multicollinearity is of no issue to this study. This 

can furthermore be collaborated by a statistical Variance inflation factor (VIF) test. As can be 

seen in Table A8 in the Appendix, multicollinearity is indeed not present in this thesis, since 

every variable reported in the test has a value smaller than 10, the common cut-off line for 

determining multicollinearity (UCLA Statistical Consulting Institute, 2021). Correspondingly, 

it can be concluded that most of the assumptions underlying a multilevel logistic regression 

have been met, as well as a robustness check implemented, which gives high credence to 

the findings unearthed in this study. 

 

6. Discussion 

 Although the results of the multilevel logistic regressions provided in this study do 

not suggest support for all hypotheses, they provide crucial inferences that make an 

important contribution to the literature on PRR support, ‘protective masculinity’ and the 

gender gap.  

 

6.1. ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes and PRR Support 

 Based on the policy vote model – which assumes individuals to vote for the party 

they agree with most on the issues they give the biggest importance to – this author 

expected those individuals holding ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes to be more likely to 

support PRR parties, a party family known for propagating ‘protective masculinity’ within 
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their (gender) ideology. As the results of Hypothesis 1 show, there is a positive link between 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and supporting the PRR: having ‘protective masculinity’ 

attitudes increases the predicted probability of supporting the party family by 5.9 

percentage points. Since this study only emphasized the effect of Protmasc on PRRsupport, 

it offered no explanations for why individuals have ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. It is 

therefore up to future research to establish how ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes are 

formed and what the individuals holding these attitudes might hope to gain from supporting 

the PRR.  

 

6.2. Gender and ‘Protective Masculinity’ Attitudes 

Since this author believed ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes to not only be able to 

predict PRR support, but also to (partially) account for the gender gap, she further examined 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes as such. Since men are more strongly punished for gender 

transgressions than women, it was hypothesized that men are more likely to hold 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, as this might allow them to affirm to traditional gender 

norms and approximate ideals of ‘hegemonic masculinity’. The regression analysis in 

Hypothesis 2a clearly depicts support for this hypothesis, as the gender dummy has been 

found to be negatively correlated to ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes across both models 

with and without control variables. Although all of the control variables introduced in Model 

2 furthermore influenced ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, it must be noted that gender 

had by far the biggest effect of all individual-level variables. This indicates that whether or 

not an individual holds ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes is not so much determined by 

factors like education, age or religion, but rather by whether or not that person is a man. As 

regards country-level factors, post-communism however seems to be an even bigger factor 

than gender in predicting ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. Future research is therefore 

required in order to examine differences in ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes between 

(male) individuals residing in non-post-communist versus post-communist European states. 

 

6.3. Mediation, Moderation and the Gender Gap 

In wanting to comprehend the gender gap in PRR support, the literature commonly 

examines processes of both mediation and moderation (Harteveld et al., 2015). Although 
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multiple different variables have been introduced as partially explaining the gender gap 

(Harteveld et al., 2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 

2015), no conclusive results have been found so far. In wanting to contribute to the 

literature, this author proposed ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes to (partially) being able to 

shed new light on the gender gap. In line with this, mediation as well as moderation has 

been interrogated. Correspondingly, Hypothesis 2b theorised the effect of gender on PRR 

support to (partially) being mediated by ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, since gender has 

been hypothesized to heavily influence the existence of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, in 

turn also affecting PRR support. Although gender has been found to not be primarily 

channelled through ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, this study observed a small statistical 

partial mediation effect. Therefore, this analysis provided cautious support for Hypothesis 

2b. This thesis was moreover able to provide support to a long-found finding: the gender 

gap itself. In line with multiple authors across numerous studies and decades (Betz, 1994; 

Kitschelt and McGann, 1995; Lubbers, Gijsberts and Scheepers, 2002; Norris, 2005; Lucassen 

and Lubbers, 2012; Harteveld et al., 2015; Immerzeel, Coffé and van der Lippe, 2015; 

Spierings et al., 2015; Spierings and Zaslove, 2017), this author also demonstrated the 

existence of a gender gap in PRR support, as women have been found to be less likely than 

men to support the party family. Unlike in earlier studies (Betz, 1994; Lubbers, Gijsberts and 

Scheepers, 2002), this thesis illustrated the gap to be rather small, possibly pointing towards 

a decline of the gender gap, as remarked by other scholars (Mayer, 2015).   

 

 Apart from mediation, this thesis also examined moderation. The corresponding 

Hypothesis 3 predicted the effect of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes on PRR support to be 

stronger for men than for women. It was therefore assumed that women are less likely to 

support the PRR, even if they hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. Importantly though, no 

such inference can be made, as no statistically significant moderation has been found. 

Hence, Hypothesis 3 had to be rejected, indicating that the positive effect on PRR support of 

holding ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes is similar among women and men.  

 

 Both the results of Hypothesis 2b and especially that of Hypothesis 3 therefore point 

towards the following: those holding ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes share a 

disproportionate tendency to support the PRR compared to those without ‘protective 
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masculinity’ attitudes. Importantly, the gender of the respondent only matters slightly in 

this regard. It seems that women with conservative views do not differ much from 

conservative men with regard to their support for the PRR party family. This is in line with 

research such as that of Spierings and Zalsove (2015) which indicates men and women who 

hold high authoritarian views to be similarly inclined to support the PRR.  

 

7. Conclusion 

 Since the re-appearance of PRR parties, researchers have consistently shown men to 

be overproportionate in the electorate of the party family, raising questions about the 

causes of this gender gap. The literature has offered many diverging theories for this gender 

gap, ranging from models emphasising sex differences – for instance the socio-structural 

model, the discontent model, as well as the policy-vote model – to those interrogating 

gender differences in voting behaviour. Yet, no conclusive explanations for the existence of 

the gender gap have been found, as both men and women have been shown to equally hold 

authoritarian and nativist attitudes as well as political discontent, characteristics commonly 

argued to influence PRR support.  

 

Political scientists have long overlooked the role masculinity plays in politics, be it in 

the form of supporters of the PRR, or in the ideology of the party family itself. This is glaring, 

given that masculinity might serve as an analytical tool helping to explain the gender gap. 

Aiming to contribute to this research gap, this author hence proposed to utilize masculinity 

in PRR research, offering a new explanatory variable for both PRR support in general as well 

as the gender gap in specific. In line with this, one research question was asked.   

 

The first part of the question pertained to the extent to which ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes – composed of low gender egalitarian and anti-Muslim sentiments – 

explain PRR support. As the results of the multilevel logistic regression analysis show, this 

research found a positive effect of holding ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes on supporting 

the PRR. Those individuals with ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes are therefore more likely 

to support the party family, compared to such individuals not holding these attitudes. The 

aim of the second part of the research question was to interrogate whether the gender gap 
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can (partially) be explained by ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. To this effect, the linkage 

between gender and ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes, as well as processes of mediation 

and moderation were examined. Importantly, this author detected a gender gap in holding 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes. Moreover, in line with earlier research, men were 

demonstrated to be more likely to support the PRR party family. As expected, ‘protective 

masculinity’ attitudes were also found to mediate the relationship between gender and PRR 

support, although only a small partial effect was demonstrated. Contrary to expectations, 

gender was not found to moderate the link between ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and 

PRR support. While this research was able to introduce a new explanatory variable for PRR 

support in the form of ‘protective masculinity’, it was only partially able to explain the 

existence of the gender gap.   

 

The results provided in this paper point towards several new avenues for future 

research. To the author’s knowledge, this is the first study quantitatively examining the role 

of ‘protective masculinity’ in PRR support. Although ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes did 

not suffice to explain the gender gap, including masculinity as an analytical tool in political 

science nonetheless proved fruitful, especially in understanding why an individual chooses 

to support the PRR. Yet, much still remains to be learned: Why are men more likely to hold 

‘protective masculinity’ attitudes than women? Why are individuals residing in post-

communist countries more likely to hold ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes? What can 

individuals gain from having ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes and voting accordingly? And 

lastly, can the support of ‘protective masculinity’ attitudes be explained by individual 

feelings of status loss? It is up to future research to examine these questions. 
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Appendix 

Table A1: PRR Parties included in This Study, Their Code and Number of Supporters 

Countries PRR parties PRR party 

code in EVS 

Supporters per 

party in EVS 

Austria Freedom Party of Austria 4003 268 

Bulgaria Attack 10004 15 

 VMRO – Bulgarian National Movement 10007 59 

 Political Party VOLYA 10008 30 

 National Front for the Salvation of Bulgaria 10015 1 

Croatia Croatian democratic alliance of Slavonia and Baranja 19108 2 

Czechia SPD (Freedom and Direct Democracy – Tomio Okamura) 20308 99 

 Úsvit-NK (Dawn – National Coalition) 20311 5 

Denmark Danish Peoples Party 20805 378 

 The New Right 20806 35 

Estonia Estonian Conservative Peoples party 23306 114 

Finland Finns Party 24608 90 

France France Arise 25013 26 

 National Front [since 2018: National Ralley] 25014 143 

Germany Alternative for Germany 27606 108 

Hungary Fidesz 34802 536 

 Movement for a Better Hungary 34804 128 

Italy League 38013 266 

 Brothers of Italy 38014 49 

The Netherlands Party for Freedom 52802 173 

 Forum for Democracy 52813 96 

Norway Progress Party 57803 91 

Poland Law and Justice 61601 424 

 Kukiz’15 61603 88 

Portugal Enough 62011 14 

Romania Great Romania Party 64205 11 

Slovakia Slovak National Party 70308 74 

 We are Family – Boris Kollár 70309 65 

Slovenia SDS – Slovenian democratic party 70502 113 

 SNS – Slovenian national party 70510 12 

Sweden Sweden democrats 75203 80 

Switzerland Swiss People’s Party 75604 524 

 Ticino League 75613 18 

Great Britain UK Independence Party 82607 58 
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Table A2: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient for PRRsupport 

Intraclass correlation coefficient Standard error [95% confidence interval] 

    0.617     0.108     0.398     0.797 

 

Table A3: Intraclass Correlation Coefficient for Protmasc 

Intraclass correlation coefficient Standard error [95% confidence interval] 

    0.266     0.040     0.195     0.352 

 

Table A4: Summary Statistics of the Main Variables 

Variable  Obs  Mean  SD  Min  Max 

 PRRsupport 25967 .141 .348 0 1 

 Protmasc 25967 .084 .277 0 1 

 lowgenegal 25967 .223 .416 0 1 

 antimusl 25967 .215 .411 0 1 

 gender 25967 .53 .499 0 1 

 agecontrol 25967 4.188 1.573 1 6 

 education 25967 4.006 1.912 0 8 

 socioecstatus 25967 46.278 21.86 11 88 

 religiosity 25967 2.872 1.852 1 7 

 postcommunist 25967 .293 .455 0 1 

 

 

Table A5: Correlation Coefficient of the Main Variables, using Pearson’s R 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

(1) PRRsupport 1.000        

(2) Protmasc 0.111* 1.000       

(3) gender -0.052* -0.028* 1.000      

(4) agecontrol -0.017* 0.077* 0.001 1.000     

(5) education -0.118* -0.123* 0.006 -0.172* 1.000    

(6) socioecstatus -0.117* -0.135* 0.006 -0.024* 0.622* 1.000   

(7) religiosity 0.024* 0.098* 0.096* 0.130* -0.059* -0.079* 1.000  

(8) postcommunist 0.111* 0.268* 0.058* 0.033* -0.064* -0.146* 0.188* 1.000 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A6: Robustness Check: Logistic Regression Models Hypothesis 1-3 

 

 
Independent Variables 

Model 1  Model 2  Model 3.1  Model 3.2  Model 4 

 Hypothesis 1  Hypothesis 2a  Hypothesis 2b  Hypothesis 2b  Hypothesis 3  

 
DV: 
PRRsupport 

DV: Protmasc 
DV: 
PRRsupport 

DV: 
PRRsupport 

DV: 
PRRsupport 

 

Protective Masculinity 0.827***   0.799***  

 (0.07)    (0.07)   

gender   -0.376*** -0.346*** -0.323***  

  (0.05)  (0.04)  (0.04)   

Protective Masculinity     0.835*** 
     (0.09)  

women      -0.314*** 
     (0.04)  

no Protective Masculinity # men     0.000  
     (.)  

no Protective Masculinity # 
women 

    0.000  

     (.)  

Protective Masculinity # men     0.000  
     (.)  

Protective Masculinity # women     -0.081  
     (0.12)  

Constant  -1.459*** -1.939*** -1.174*** -1.288*** -1.293*** 
 (0.08)  (0.10)  (0.08)  (0.08)  (0.08)  

 

N  22607  25967 22607 22607 22607 

 
Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.  

This table includes the variable ‘country’ as a dummy variable. This assumption is present in all models presented here. 
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Figure A1: Histogram of the Residuals

 

 

 

Figure A2: Q-plot of the Residuals 
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Figure A3: Scatter Plot Fitted Values Versus Residuals 
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Table A7: Robustness Check: Robust Standard Error Full Models Hypothesis 1-3 

 

  H1 H1 H2a H2a H2b H2b H3 H3 

 Model 1 
Model 1 
robust 

Model 2 
Model 2 
robust 

Model  3 
Model 3 
robust 

Model 4 
Model 4 
robust 

 

Protective 
Masculinity 

0.661*** 0.661***   0.661*** 0.661***   

 (0.20)  (0.20)    (0.20)  (0.20)    

Gender  -0.294*** -0.294*** -0.398*** -0.398*** -0.294*** -0.294***   

 (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.06)  (0.06)  (0.07)  (0.07)    

Age -0.057  -0.057  0.141*** 0.141*** -0.057  -0.057  -0.056  -0.056  

 (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  

Education  -0.157*** -0.157*** -0.192*** -0.192*** -0.157*** -0.157*** -0.157*** -0.157*** 

 (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  

Occup. status -0.009*** -0.009*** -0.008** -0.008** -0.009*** -0.009*** -0.009*** -0.009*** 

 (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  

Religiosity  -0.046  -0.046  0.064*** 0.064*** -0.046  -0.046  -0.046  -0.046  

 (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  

Postcommunist  0.108  0.108  1.799*** 1.799*** 0.108  0.108  0.108  0.108  

 (0.98)  (0.98)  (0.30)  (0.30)  (0.98)  (0.98)  (0.98)  (0.98)  

Protective 
Masculinity 

      0.685** 0.685** 

       (0.25)  (0.25)  

Women        -0.288*** -0.288*** 

       (0.07)  (0.07)  

Protective 
Masculinity # 
Women 

      -0.060  -0.060  

       (0.20)  (0.20)  

Constant  -1.525* -1.525* -3.036*** -3.036*** -1.525* -1.525* -1.529* -1.529* 

 (0.62)  (0.62)  (0.23)  (0.23)  (0.62)  (0.62)  (0.61)  (0.61)  
 

Random Intercept 
Variance 

5.859* 5.859* 0.459*** 0.459*** 5.859* 5.859* 5.859* 5.859* 

(2.83)  (2.83)  (0.10)  (0.10)  (2.83)  (2.83)  (2.83)  (2.83)  
 

N  25967.000  25967.000  25967.000  25967.000  25967.000  25967.000  25967.000  25967.000 

Note: Standard errors in parenthesis. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1. 
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Table A8: Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for PRR Support 

     VIF   1/VIF 

Education 1.707 .586 

Occupational  Status 1.69 .592 

Post-communist Country 1.128 .887 

Protective Masculinity 1.1 .909 

Religiosity 1.066 .938 

Age 1.063 .941 

Gender 1.014 .986 

Mean VIF 1.253 . 

 

 

Figure A4: Linearity Hypothesis 1 and 3 – Scatter Plot PRRsupport and Protmasc 
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Figure A5: Linearity Hypothesis 2a – Scatter Plot Protmasc and Gender

 

 

 

Figure A6: Linearity Hypothesis 2b – Scatter Plot PRRsupport and Gender 
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