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ABSTRACT 

The radical right is held together as a party family by their positions on sociocultural issues 

like immigration and law and order, while displaying a relatively large variation over time and 

across countries on socioeconomic issues. Since it is becoming more and more common for 

radical right parties in Western Europe to take part in government, it is however important to 

know what to expect from them in all policy areas and not just those that are at the core of 

their ideology. One factor that has been found to explain the variation in welfare positions of 

radical right parties is the degree to which redistribution is salient to them. The aim of this 

thesis is to investigate if welfare salience at the societal level is also able to explain the 

welfare positions of radical right parties. The theoretical idea that is proposed is that radical 

right parties vote-seek by adopting left-leaning welfare positions when welfare issues are 

salient. When welfare issues are not salient however, they are able to office-seek as a 

secondary strategy by adopting right-leaning welfare positions without having to fear 

significant vote losses. This relationship is investigated through a statistical analysis of the 

welfare positions in the election manifestos of radical right parties in Western Europe from 

1970 up until today and the salience of welfare issues in the corresponding elections. The 

results show that when the salience of welfare issues is higher, radical right parties do adopt 

more left-leaning welfare positions.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Radical right parties are taking part in government, either formally or informally, in an 

increasing number of countries in Western Europe. By 2014 radical right parties had taken 

part in government in nine Western European countries (Chueri 2021; Henley 2023). 

Currently, radical right parties are governing in Italy and Finland, providing support for the 

government in Sweden (Ibid) and going into the government formation process as the largest 

party with the goal of getting the prime minister post in the Netherlands (Boztas & Jones 

2023). When radical right parties take part in government, we know what to expect from them 

when it comes to immigration – they will strive for less of it. We know what to expect in 

regard to law and order – they will want harsher punishments. But what kind of policies will 

they propagate for in the area of welfare? If we follow politics closely in our own country we 

might be able to predict the welfare position of that specific radical right party, but looking at 

Western European radical right parties as a group it is not obvious what kind of welfare 

stances we can expect from them. 

This is not surprising considering that there is a relatively large variation over time and across 

countries on socioeconomic issues within the radical right party family (Rydgren 2018). It is 

instead this party groups’ stances on sociocultural issues, like national identity, law and order, 

immigration policy and abortion, that holds the group together and is the reason it is 

considered right-wing (Ibid). As part of governing coalitions, however, radical right parties do 

not only influence policies on their core sociocultural issues, but also have an impact on 

economic and social policies. Right-wing governments in which the radical right participates 

have, for example, been shown to be less inclined to retrench welfare benefits than right-wing 

governments without the radical right (Röth, Afonso & Spies 2017). To understand what can 

be expected of radical right parties in government, a phenomenon that is becoming more and 

more common, we must therefore also understand their socioeconomic positioning, of which 

their welfare position is a central part.  

Previous research has identified a leftwards shift of the economic position of radical right 

parties since the late 1990s (Eger & Valdez 2015), with their welfare position going from 

being anti-welfare to one more supportive of welfare expansion (Schumacher & van 

Kersbergen 2016; Afonso & Rennwald 2018). Other studies, however, question the relevancy 

of even classifying the economic position of radical right parties, as they argue that radical 

right parties make them blurry on purpose in order to attract voters from a broad segment of 
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the electorate (Rovny 2013; Rovny & Polk 2020). A third perspective that appears in previous 

literature is that even though it might not be useful to look for a common radical right 

economic agenda, it is pertinent to explore the factors that explain the variation of economic 

positions that exists within the party family (Afonso & Rennwald 2018). It is this third 

standpoint that forms the basis for the question that is being posed in this study.  

One of the factors that has been explored as something that explains the variation of welfare 

positions of radical right parties is the salience of welfare issues, with radical right parties 

being found to be more pro-welfare when redistribution is more salient for them (Afonso & 

Rennwald 2018). The salience of welfare issues is also something that has been proposed as a 

valuable avenue for future research when it comes to understanding the economic policy 

reform agenda of the radical right (Röth et al. 2017). The aim of this bachelor’s thesis is 

therefore to further our understanding of what determines the socioeconomic positions of 

radical right parties by investigating the importance of salience for explaining their welfare 

positions. The specific contribution of this study will be to examine the effect of different 

levels of welfare salience in the run-up to an election on the welfare positions that radical 

right parties adopt. The question that I seek to answer is To what extent does the salience of 

welfare issues explain Western European radical right parties’ positioning on welfare issues? 

The rest of the thesis will be structured as follows. First, an overview will be given of the 

previous research on radical right parties and welfare, followed by a presentation of the 

theoretical framework and hypotheses. Thereafter, the operationalisations, case selection and 

statistical method will be introduced. The thesis will be finished off by sections on the results 

of the empirical analysis and the conclusions that are derived from these. 
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2. PREVIOUS RESEARCH AND THEORY 

This section will start with a definition of radical right parties. After that a literature review 

follows, with a focus on previous studies of the welfare position of the radical right, the 

welfare opinions of the electorate of the radical right and the effect on welfare of government 

participation of radical right parties. Finally, the theoretical framework will be explained and 

the hypotheses that are to be tested will be presented.  

2.1 What defines radical right parties?  

Radical right parties, which have seen a resurgence of support in Europe during the past 

decades, are a group of parties with an ideological core that consists of ethnonationalist 

xenophobia and, for most parties, anti-establishment populism. This ideology results in 

political programmes that are built upon the claim that national majorities have the right to 

protect their cultural identity. Their programmes thus strive to make the nation more 

ethnically homogeneous and, in most cases, return to traditional values with the purpose of 

strengthening the nation. The biggest threat to the ethnically homogeneous nation, and to the 

identity of the nation, is seen to be immigration (Rydgren 2018). 

This definition does not include any mention of welfare, or even economic issues, which is 

unsurprising considering that such issues are of secondary importance to the radical right 

(Rydgren 2018). Some welfare positions, however, follow from the definition above, although 

they do not result in an obvious placement on a left-right economic scale. Because of radical 

right parties’ view of immigrants as the biggest threat to the nation, they are usually against 

measures that serve to reduce inequalities based on ethnicity or immigration status. This has 

led to political programmes that aim to maintain inequalities as they are, or even increase 

inequalities in favour of the “natives” (Ibid). 

2.2 Previous research on the radical right and the welfare state 

2.2.1 The welfare position of the radical right  

During the first couple of decades after their popular emergence, radical right parties were the 

most economically right-wing party family in Western Europe (Eger & Valdez 2015). Since 

the late 1990s, however, their economic position has moved to the centre (Ibid), and radical 

right parties have gone from being anti-welfare to being more supportive of welfare expansion 
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(Schumacher & van Kersbergen 2016; Afonso & Rennwald 2018). When comparing the more 

left-leaning welfare position of the radical right since the 1990s to the position of other party 

families, the radical right is classified as having a centrist economic position (De Lange 

2007), similar to party families considered to be economically centrist like the Christian 

democratic party family (Mudde 2007; Eger & Valdez 2015).  

There are, however, studies that question the relevance of classifying the economic position of 

radical right parties at all. This strand of literature argues that radical right parties’ economic 

positions should be seen as blurry, considering that voters and experts are significantly more 

uncertain about the economic placement of radical right parties compared to the placement of 

other parties, and compared to the placement of the radical right on the non-economic issue 

dimension (Rovny 2013; Rovny & Polk 2020). The same pattern is observed when looking 

specifically at redistribution. Experts are more uncertain about the redistribution position of 

radical right parties than of the position of the other four party families under study (Rovny & 

Polk 2020). The argument that is made in these studies is that the radical right consciously 

adopts an opaque position on economic issues in order to attract voters from a broader 

segment of the electorate that have diverse economic interests (Rovny 2013). 

Another empirical observation that is presented as proof of position blurring is the fact that 

radical right parties appear to change their positions on economic issues to a much larger 

extent than major parties, while not differing significantly from major parties on non-

economic issues (Rovny 2013). This study argues that these larger positional shifts of the 

radical right should not be interpreted as true movements in the economic position of the 

radical right. Instead, it should be seen as something that is a result of the uncertainty around 

how to classify the economic position of the radical right.  

Afonso and Rennwald (2018) agree with the general idea behind the position blurring studies, 

namely that it is not useful to look for a common economic agenda amongst radical right 

parties. However, they argue that the diversity of economic positions within the radical right 

party group, and the factors that explain that variation, is pertinent to explore. For example, 

they point to the fact that the recent electoral success of the Front National in France has been 

ascribed to the renewed attention it has given to redistribution and national sovereignty in 

economic and monetary policy. Following Afonso and Rennwald, the assumption that the 

variation across time and across parties of the economic position of radical right parties is a 

valuable research subject forms the basis for this thesis.  
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To my knowledge, Afonso and Rennwald’s (2018) book chapter is the only study to this date 

that has explored the determinants of the welfare positions of radical right parties across 

parties and across time. They investigate three different determinants in three separate 

analyses – the class composition of the electorate, the position of other parties in the party 

system and the salience of redistribution in the agenda of the party. Firstly, they find no 

automatic relationship between the class composition of the radical right parties and their 

welfare position. Secondly, they find a strong correlation between the welfare position of 

radical right parties and conservative parties, as well as a weaker correlation between the 

welfare position of radical right parties and liberal parties. Lastly, and most interestingly for 

this thesis, they find a strong link between the salience of redistribution and the welfare 

position of the radical right, which is a relationship that is present for left-wing parties but not 

for other right-wing parties. 

2.2.2 The welfare opinions of the radical right’s electorate  

In the same time period during which some studies observe a leftwards turn on welfare issues 

by the radical right (Eger & Valdez 2015; Schumacher & van Kersbergen 2016; Afonso & 

Rennwald 2018), there has also been a change in the composition of its electorate. From the 

1980s to the beginning of the 2000nds a proletarianisation of the radical right’s electorate has 

occurred, meaning that the propensity of workers to vote for radical right parties has risen 

significantly over that period (Arzheimer 2012). This trend has continued into the 2000nds 

with the radical right being strongly dependent on the working-class vote, considering that 

half of its voters are either production or service workers. This should be compared with the 

working class only making up a third of the left’s electorate and a quarter of the centre-right’s 

electorate. The other group that disproportionately supports the radical right is small business 

owners, although they are less important than the working class and make up only 12 percent 

of the radical right’s electorate (Oesch & Rennwald 2018).  

The increased presence of the working class in the electorate of the radical right does, 

however, not automatically mean that the radical right’s electorate increasingly has left-

leaning opinions on welfare issues. The picture that appears when looking at the welfare 

positions of radical right voters is instead one with a lot of variation. There is a larger variance 

of economic positions among voters for radical right parties than among voters for major right 

and major left parties (Rovny 2013), and support for or opposition to an expansive welfare is 

not related to the probability of voting for the radical right in a statistically significant way 
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(Attewell 2021). Seeing benefit recipients as undeserving, however, does predict voting for a 

radical right party (Ibid). 

It does, however, seem as if there is electoral ground to gain for radical right parties by 

moving leftwards on economic issues, of which welfare is a central part. Voters that hold left-

wing views on economic issues and an authoritarian sociocultural position are a consistent 

presence of considerable size across Western Europe and rarely have a party that they agree 

with on both ideological dimensions (Lefkofridi, Wagner & Willmann 2014; Harteveld 2016). 

The party preferences of the, so called, left-authoritarians are determined by whether they are 

more concerned about the economy or immigration, with those concerned about the economy 

voting for parties that they agree with on the economic issue dimension and those concerned 

about immigration voting for parties that hold a similar position on sociocultural issues 

(Lefkofridi et al. 2014). In general, left-authoritarians prioritise economic over sociocultural 

congruence, which means that there should be a significant group of voters that do not vote 

for the radical right but could if radical right parties were to take a clearer left-leaning position 

on economic issues (Ibid). 

Harteveld (2016) delves deeper into the concept of the left-authoritarian voter by combining it 

with class. He shows that holding left-authoritarian views is the most common combination of 

positions on the economic and sociocultural issue dimension among workers, no matter their 

skill-level. The same pattern emerges when looking at self-perceived class. Furthermore, none 

of the other three possible positions are as clearly class-concentrated as the left-authoritarian 

one. Considering the class distribution of left-authoritarians, it is unsurprising that Harteveld 

finds that radical right parties with centrist or centre-left socioeconomic positions attract 

significantly more voters with lower socioeconomic statuses than radical right parties that 

hold neoliberal positions. 

2.2.3 The effect of the government participation of the radical right on welfare policy 

As radical right parties have entered parliament and grown in an increasing number of 

countries, they have also started to be included in governments, either formally as an official 

member of government or informally as a party giving key parliamentary support in exchange 

for policy influence. So far, radical right parties in Western Europe have almost exclusively 

taken part in governments with the market-liberal mainstream parties of the centre-right (Röth 
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et al. 2017), with the only exception being the Finnish Rural Party that governed together with 

the Social Democrats in the 1980s (Döring et al. 2023). 

Only a few studies exist on the influence of radical right government participation on welfare 

policies, and those that do exist present contradictory results. One study finds that while 

centre-right governments without radical right parties systematically reduce welfare 

generosity, when they instead include radical right parties these retrenchments efforts are 

significantly restrained (Röth et al. 2017). Another study however finds that, compared to 

right-wing governments without radical right parties, right-wing governments with radical 

right participation are associated with a reduction in total public social expenditure (Chueri 

2021). Because the number of cases in which radical right parties have taken part in 

government is so small, it is possible that the differences in results between these two studies 

is due to differences in case selection, as the occurrences of radical right government 

participation that are considered are not identical even for the time periods that are included in 

both studies.  

2.3 Theoretical framework 

2.3.1 Prioritising votes or office? 

The purpose of this thesis is to further our understanding of when and why radical right 

parties adopt different positions on welfare issues. In order to understand what determines the 

welfare positions of radical right parties, Strom’s (1990) model of party competition will be 

utilised. This model considers parties’ objectives to consist of three goals: votes, office, and 

policy. Since these goals can conflict with one another, a clearer look at the dynamic between 

them can be helpful for understanding when which of these goals is prioritised. For this thesis 

it is mainly the objectives of vote-seeking and office-seeking that are of relevance, following 

the assumption by Afonso (2015) that radical right parties’ policy goals in the area of welfare 

are subordinate to vote- and office-seeking strategies. Regarding the conflict between vote-

seeking and office-seeking, Strom (1990) emphasises that votes have no intrinsic value to 

party leaders and are only a means, although a very important one, towards office or policy 

benefits. When this model is applied to the specific situation of the welfare positions of the 

radical right in Western Europe, the conflict between vote-seeking and office-seeking is clear. 

If radical right parties are to prioritise votes they need to adopt a welfare position that enables 

them to acquire new voters, without alienating them from their current voter base. When it 
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comes to their current voters, there is a lot of variation in the welfare position of those that 

vote for the radical right (Rovny 2013; Attewell 2021), which is why certain studies have 

argued that it is rational for the radical right to take on a consciously blurry position on 

welfare issues (Rovny 2013; Rovny & Polk 2020). On the other hand, Afonso (2015) finds 

that if radical right parties in government are to vote-seek they should block the retrenchment 

of welfare programmes, which he argues is because welfare retrenchment harms the economic 

interests of the core working class electorate of the radical right. However, Afonso’s analysis 

only covers three occurrences of radical right government participation and is therefore not 

necessarily applicable to all Western European radical right parties. Taking all of these 

previous studies into account, this thesis cannot make any clear assumption about what kind 

of welfare position radical right parties should adopt in order to maintain their current voters. 

With regards to acquiring new voters, there is the group of left-authoritarian voters that vote 

in accordance with their economic preferences that would potentially vote for the radical right 

to a larger extent if it adopted more left-wing economic positions (Lefkofridi et al. 2014). 

Holding left-authoritarian views is the most common combination of positions on these two 

issue dimensions among the working class (Harteveld 2016). Therefore, the idea that there is 

electoral ground to gain for the radical right by moving to the left on economic issues is 

further supported by the finding that radical right parties with socioeconomic positions that 

are centrist or centre-left get more voters that have lower socioeconomic statuses than radical 

right parties with neoliberal positions (Ibid). A consequence of moving to the left is however 

also the loss of some voters with higher socioeconomic statuses, although Harteveld (2016) 

poses that moving to the left might be a net vote-winning strategy. Accordingly, this thesis 

assumes that radical right parties should adopt a pro-welfare position in order to attract new 

voters, and that even though this might mean losing some voters, the total effect on their vote 

share is positive. Thus, if radical right parties are to vote-seek they should adopt a left-leaning 

welfare position. 

If radical right parties, on the other hand, are to prioritise office they should adopt welfare 

positions that minimise their policy differences with the parties that constitute their primary 

potential coalition partners (Afonso 2015). So far, radical right parties in Western Europe have 

almost exclusively governed together with right-wing parties (Röth et al. 2017). The only 

exception is the Finnish Rural Party, which governed together with the Social Democrats in 

the 1980s (Döring et al. 2023). In general, right-wing parties have market-liberal economic 

positions that include being in favour of welfare state retrenchment (Röth et al. 2017). Of 
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course, right-wing parties can be interested in collaborating with radical right parties even 

though their economic positions do not align, but as this has been shown to create conflict and 

even break up government coalitions (Afonso 2015), aligning themselves with their potential 

right-wing collaborators should be preferred. To accommodate their potential coalition 

partners, radical right parties should thus adopt a more right-leaning welfare position. 

How radical right parties handle the conflict between vote- and office-seeking when it comes 

to welfare issues has so far only been studied in the context of radical right parties 

participating in government. These studies have found that there is an internal tension 

between the welfare preferences of the voters of radical right parties and the welfare policies 

that these parties have to stand behind while being in office, although in the end vote-seeking 

strategies are in general emphasised more (Afonso 2015). Similarly, the Austrian radical right 

party FPÖ was found to support the welfare retrenchment efforts of their coalition partner, 

until they recognised that it was causing them electoral damage which made them seek to curb 

the retrenchment that their coalition partner was striving for (Röth et al. 2017). 

2.3.2 Testing the explanatory power of the salience of welfare issues 

The conflict between vote-seeking and office-seeking has now been established. To properly 

understand what determines the welfare positions of radical right parties, however, we must 

also understand when these strategies are pursued. The proposition of this thesis is that radical 

right parties will always have vote-seeking as their main priority, but that they will engage in 

office-seeking in the way that they position themselves on welfare issues as a secondary 

strategy when they are able to do so without experiencing too much electoral loss. By adding 

the salience of welfare issues to the analysis, it is possible to explain in which situations 

radical right parties can pursue office goals in their welfare positioning without substantially 

losing votes. The idea is that when welfare issues are salient radical right parties will use their 

welfare position to vote-seek by moving their position to the left, and when welfare issues are 

not salient, they will use their welfare position to office-seek by moving it to the right. 

Economic issues, of which welfare is a central one, are of secondary importance to radical 

right parties (Rydgren 2018). Those that vote for the radical right also primarily do so because 

they prioritise other issues above the economic dimension (Ivarsflaten 2005; Oesch 2008). 

This means that radical right parties in general have more room to manoeuvre when it comes 

to their welfare position than parties for whom welfare issues are closer to the party’s 
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ideological core. If welfare issues are salient, however, this room to manoeuvre can be 

expected to shrink.  

When welfare issues are salient in the run-up to an election, the welfare positions of radical 

right parties will become more relevant and visible than they would have been otherwise, 

since welfare issues will receive a lot of public attention in the election campaign. This will 

cause radical right parties to only pursue vote-seeking by adopting a left-leaning welfare 

position, because the electoral cost of not doing so will probably be high. When the salience 

of welfare issues is high, not adopting a left-leaning position would mean that radical right 

parties risk losing a lot of the left-authoritarian voters that choose which party they vote for 

based on which issue dimension they find to be most important (Lefkofridi et al. 2014). 

Because when welfare issues are salient, more of those voters will probably prioritise voting 

for a party that they agree with on the economic dimension, and if radical right parties do not 

move to the left, they will not be that party. This prediction finds some tentative support in the 

finding that when economic salience increases for radical right parties, congruence between 

the redistribution position of the party and that of the voter starts to play a modest role in 

predicting people’s propensity to vote for the radical right (Rovny & Polk 2020). The 

implication of this finding is that when economic issues are emphasised, it becomes more 

important for those that vote for radical right parties to also agree with the party on economic 

issues.  

When welfare issues are not salient in the run-up to an election, radical right parties will be 

able to focus on other issues that are more central to them when campaigning. This enables 

them to not give their welfare position much public attention, thereby maintaining their 

aforementioned room to manoeuvre on welfare issues. In such a situation, the electoral 

punishment for not adopting a left-leaning welfare position can be expected to be small, 

especially since voters do not place much importance on the economic dimension when 

voting for radical right parties to begin with (Ivarsflaten 2005; Oesch 2008). Because votes 

only have instrumental value (Strom 1990), radical right parties will want to pursue office-

seeking in their welfare positioning on top of their primary vote-seeking goal when they can 

do so without it entailing too much of an electoral risk. Therefore, radical right parties can be 

expected to pursue office-seeking as a secondary strategy by aligning their welfare position 

with potential coalition partners when welfare issues are not salient, because in that situation 

adopting an office-seeking welfare position only constitutes a small threat to their primary 

vote-seeking ambition. The relevance of this prediction is supported by the fact that Afonso 
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and Rennwald (2018) found a correlation between the welfare position of radical right parties 

and the welfare position of conservative parties, but not with the welfare position of social 

democratic parties. 

All these predictions bring forth the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 1: The higher that the salience of welfare issues is in an election, the more to the 

left radical right parties will position themselves on welfare issues.  

2.3.3 Cordon sanitaire as an interaction 

A confirmation of this first hypothesis, although interesting, does not say very much about if 

the reason for this relationship between welfare salience and the welfare position of radical 

right parties is the result of the mechanisms that have been laid out in this section. To further 

probe this relationship a second hypothesis is thus added, which has the purpose of providing 

some support for the suggested mechanisms. For the second hypothesis, the concept of a 

cordon sanitaire is utilised.  

A cordon sanitaire, also sometimes called ostracism, is when established parties 

systematically refuse to cooperate politically with another party in any way (van Spanje 

2017). This not only entails leaving the party out of the formation of coalition governments, 

but also means excluding it from all types of political cooperation like joint press releases and 

joint legislative activities (Ibid). There are, or have been, cordon sanitaires erected against 

radical right parties in a number of countries in Western Europe (Ibid), and because a cordon 

sanitaire affects a party’s governing prospects, the occurrence of one can be expected to affect 

the theorised relationship between welfare salience and the welfare position of radical right 

parties. When a party knows that no other party will want to govern together with it, adopting 

an office-seeking strategy seems quite useless. Therefore, the effect of cordon sanitaire on the 

main relationship under study is hypothesised to be as follows.  

Hypothesis 2: The effect of the salience of welfare issues on the welfare position of radical 

right parties is weaker for the radical right parties that are under cordon sanitaire.  

If this hypothesis is confirmed that will provide a first (but not sufficient) proof that the 

mechanisms connecting welfare salience and the welfare position of radical right parties are 

the ones that are suggested in this thesis.   
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3. METHOD 

This methodological section will start by presenting the operationalisation of all the variables, 

followed by an introduction of the case selection. To finish off, the methodological choices 

involved in the statistical analysis will be described.  

3.1 Operationalisations 

3.1.1 The welfare position of radical right parties 

There are several options for measuring the positions of political parties on different issues, 

including expert and voter surveys. For the purposes of this thesis, however, election 

manifestos are the most suitable source from which to derive the welfare positions of parties, 

as manifestos are a product of the strategic considerations of party elites and provide good 

opportunity to measure issue positions over time. Furthermore, the different purposes that 

manifestos can have include appealing to voters, either directly or through interest groups or 

the media, and using manifestos as a tool for building and running coalition governments 

(Harmel 2018). The different strategies that this thesis expects parties to pursue as the salience 

of welfare issues varies, which were laid out in the previous section, can thus be expected to 

affect the contents of election manifestos.  

To enable a large-scale cross-country comparison of the welfare positions of radical right 

parties, data from the Manifesto Research on Political Representation (MARPOR) (Lehmann 

et al. 2023) will be used. In the MARPOR-data set the contents of party manifestos have been 

coded into different categories at the level of quasi-sentences, including sentences pertaining 

to welfare like welfare state expansion, welfare state limitation and equality.  

As with all data sources, there are some issues with the MARPOR data. These will be taken 

into consideration to the extent that it is possible, but apart from that these issues will be seen 

as acceptable as there is no other source of party position data that enables the kind of cross-

country and cross-temporal comparison that this thesis seeks to do. The critiques that are 

relevant for the way the data is used in this thesis are those that pertain to document selection 

and coding reliability. Regarding document selection, Gemenis (2013) points out that not all 

of the documents that are coded for the MARPOR data are election programmes, since proxy 

documents are used when election manifestos are not available and sometimes when no proxy 
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document is available the values are based on estimates. This issue will be mitigated by 

conducting the analyses with estimates excluded as a robustness check.  

The second issue that Gemenis (2013) points out which is of relevance here is the sometimes 

questionable coder reliability that the MARPOR data has been found to have. However, the 

reliability has been found to be substantially different for different coding categories. An 

assessment of the validity of the coding of the categories of welfare state expansion and 

equality found that these items measure what they are supposed to measure with few 

miscodings and little systematic error (Horn et al. 2017), which would suggest that the 

welfare categories are among those where the probability of misclassification is smaller.  

To compute the welfare position measurement, the method suggested by Lowe et al. (2011) 

will be used. In this method the number of statements that are in favour of a certain topic is 

log-transformed and subtracted by the log-transformed number of statements that are against 

that topic. The log-transformations mitigate the problem that comes with a simple subtraction, 

in which one more sentence written in favour of the topic implies a similar positional shift no 

matter if the number of sentences in favour goes from 1 to 2 or from 10 to 11. With this 

method the marginal effect of adding one more sentence decreases as the number of 

statements on the topic increases.  

For the categories that are going to be included in the positional measure, inspiration will be 

taken from Schumacher and van Kersbergen (2016). For positive mentions of welfare issues, 

the categories welfare state expansion and equality will be used. The category of welfare state 

limitation will count for negative mentions of welfare issues.  

3.1.2 Salience of welfare issues 

The relationship between welfare salience and the welfare positions of radical right parties has 

already been studied by Afonso and Rennwald (2018). The contribution of this thesis will 

therefore be to operationalise the salience of welfare issues differently than they did, in a way 

which I argue is more theoretically relevant. While Afonso and Rennwald operationalised 

welfare salience through expert surveys that classified the salience of redistribution for each 

individual party, I find it more valuable to measure issue salience at the election level rather 

than at the individual party level. It is with salience at the election level in mind that the 

theoretical argument in the previous section was developed. Furthermore, the question of 

interest is how external changes in the salience of welfare issues affect how radical right 



 17 

parties position themselves on this issue and therefore the salience of welfare issues should be 

measured outside of the party of interest. 

In the section on the theoretical framework, I argued that the reason that a higher salience of 

welfare issues causes radical right parties to change their welfare position, is that welfare 

issues in such a case were given a lot of public attention in the run-up to the election. To 

operationalise the salience of welfare before the election, the average amount of attention 

given to welfare issues by all parties, except the radical right, in their election manifestos will 

be used. This is not the same as the amount that welfare is given public attention in the run-up 

to the election but should however be a suitable proxy for it. Parties can be expected to be 

responsive to which topics are receiving public attention at the moment when deciding on 

how much space to allocate to different issues in their election manifesto. Of course, parties 

give space to topics for other reasons than that they are salient on the public agenda, but since 

the measure does not only look at one party but at the average for all parties except the radical 

right, that should diminish the effect of if one party chooses to make welfare their topic in an 

election. If all parties decide to give a lot of attention to welfare issues, on the other hand, it 

seems very likely that this is because the issue is highly salient amongst the public at that 

moment.1 

To compute the welfare salience values, data from the MARPOR data set will be used, just 

like for the welfare position variable. A log-transformation was used for the welfare position 

measure, following the suggestion by Lowe et al. (2011), and they suggest a similar approach 

for measuring salience. Abou-Chadi, Green-Pedersen, and Mortensen (2020), however, 

question this approach for saliency measures, as they argue that the marginal effect of adding 

one more sentence does not decrease when it is saliency that we are talking about. Since 

saliency “is about the attention parties are willing to pay to an issue, which is captured 

directly by the number of (quasi-)sentences they are willing to devote to it” (p.756), they 

employ a straightforward additive measure. Following Abou-Chadi et al., for the welfare 

salience measure the mean percentage of space that is taken up by statements relating to 

welfare state expansion, equality, and welfare state limitation in the election manifestos of 

parties other than the radical right parties is computed for every election. 

 
1 This measure does not capture how salient welfare is during the election campaign, as election manifestos are 
usually set before campaigning begins. However, since the welfare position measure is also based on the 
contents of election manifestos, the same pre-campaigning welfare salience context is present for both measures 
and it is thus appropriate to study the relationship between them.  
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3.1.3 Cordon sanitaire 

The operationalisation of whether or not mainstream parties have erected a cordon sanitaire 

against the radical right is based on information from the literature. For around two third of 

the cases this information comes from van Spanje (2017) and Krause, Cohen and Abou-Chadi 

(2022) who provide information about whether or not a cordon sanitaire is present for a 

number of parties over time. For the handful of cases over which they disagreed, a 

conservative approach was followed, and precedence was given to the source that stated that 

there was no cordon sanitaire.  

For the last third of parties and election years, information was gathered from other academic 

sources, mainly election reviews but also some more general articles about the parties and 

their history (see source list in the appendix). Cordon sanitaires are a big thing and if one is in 

place, it can be expected that it would be mentioned in the kind of sources which were 

searched. Therefore, a conservative approach was taken where it was only coded as a cordon 

sanitaire if there was explicit mention of a systematic ruling out of collaboration with the 

radical right party by all mainstream parties. If there was no mention of such a thing, it was 

coded as no cordon sanitaire. 

3.1.4 Control variables  

There are five factors which will be controlled for in this analysis, three of which are at the 

party level and two of which are at the societal level. All control variables except party size 

are inspired by Abou-Chadi et al. (2020), since they also investigate the effect of issue 

salience on party positions on welfare amongst other issues. 

The first control variable is party size. The reason for including this variable is that the size of 

a party can be expected to influence the kind of strategic considerations that parties have to 

keep in mind. For example, a party that just managed to get seats in parliament will probably 

not have the same approach to office-seeking as a party that got fifteen percent of the votes. 

This control variable is operationalised as the percentage of votes that the party had in the 

previous election, which for most cases is information that is included in the MARPOR data 

set. For the cases where the previous election results are not in that data set, the information 

was gathered manually from the internet. 



 19 

The second control variable is vote loss at the previous election. The idea here is that if a 

party loses votes in the previous election, they are more inclined to change their strategy in 

this election (Abou-Chadi et al. 2020). For example, if a radical right party lost a lot of votes 

in the previous election, they might want to adopt a vote-seeking strategy with their welfare 

positioning independent of how salient welfare issues are. This variable is operationalised by 

taking the percentage of votes the party got in the previous election and subtracting the 

percentage of votes the party got two elections ago from it. The data is the same as for the 

party size control variable.  

The third control variable is whether or not the party was in government or in opposition 

before the election. Similarly to party size, this factor might influence the strategic decisions 

that a party makes when writing an election manifesto (Abou-Chadi et al. 2020). For example, 

a party that is in government might not want to be too critical of policies that it has taken part 

in enacting which restricts it in the issue positions that it can take. The information for this 

variable is gathered from the ParlGov data set, which among other things contains 

information about which parties are in government and between what dates (Döring et al. 

2023). A party is only counted as being in government if it was in government right before the 

election, as it is only then that a party should feel the need to take responsibility for the 

decisions of the government. Caretaker governments are not included, so if there is a 

caretaker government right before the election the government before that is the one that is 

counted.  

The fourth and fifth control variable are both supposed to capture how the economy is doing 

in the election year, but in two different ways. The idea is that attitudes towards the welfare 

state should be more prone to promoting welfare expansion when the economic times are 

good (Abou-Chadi et al. 2020). The first way that the state of the economy in the election year 

is measured is through the annual growth rate in percentage of real GDP, information which is 

gathered from OECD. The second way is through the unemployment rate in the election year, 

for which the World Bank is the data source.  

3.2 Case selection 

The selection of parties that are included in this study is based on the classification of parties 

into different party families that is part of the MARPOR data set. All parties that are put into 

the party family called Nationalist and radical right parties are included, since the definition 
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of this party family nicely overlaps with the definition of radical right parties that was given 

in a previous section of this thesis. Both definitions include cultural conservatism in the form 

of xenophobia and anti-immigration, but do not specify a specific economic position that is 

common to all parties in the party family (Rydgren 2018; Lehmann, Jovicic & van Rinsum 

2022). 

The case selection is limited to parties in Western European countries. This is because the 

previous research that the theory is built on consists of studies of Western Europe and 

therefore contain some assumptions based on conditions that are unique to this region. Since 

the structure of political conflict is different in Eastern Europe compared to Western Europe 

(Rovny & Edwards 2012), it is not possible to make the same assumptions about competition 

over certain voter groups and potential collaboration with specific party families for radical 

right parties in all of Europe. 

For the time frame of the analysis, inspiration is taken from Eger and Valdez (2015) who look 

at the development of the economic position of radical right parties over time. They start their 

analysis from 1970 and the same will be done in this study. As the number of radical right 

parties in Western Europe in the MARPOR data set went from four before 1970 to nine when 

the 1970s had come to an end, and as more radical right parties have emerged in every decade 

since then, it seems appropriate to see the 1970s as the start of the current wave of Western 

European radical right parties.  

In the MARPOR data set, election programmes are coded for all parties that have won one 

seat in the national elections to the lower house, as well as the manifestos of parties that used 

to be relevant actors but that did not manage to win a seat in the lower house because of 

dramatic vote losses (Volkens et al 2020). Given the selection of party family, countries, and 

time frame we end up with a case selection consisting of 28 parties in 13 countries (see Table 

A1 in the appendix for the full list of parties). The total number of cases amounts to 156. 

3.3 Statistical analysis 

When it comes to the statistical analysis, a couple of methodological choices need to be 

explained. Firstly, because the data is both cross-sectional and over time, it is appropriate to 

conduct a panel regression. With a panel regression the two main options are to use a fixed 

effects or a random effects model. In this case it does not make sense to use fixed effects, 

since such a model would mean it would only be possible to investigate the variation within 
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parties (Mehmetoglu & Jakobsen 2022). Here, the variation of interest is not only the 

variation within parties but also between parties. If welfare is systematically more salient in 

one country and the radical right party there consequently has a systematically more left-

leaning welfare position than in other countries, that is still something that is of interest for 

this analysis and that should therefore be captured by the model that is used. Furthermore, for 

some parties there are very few elections and the within party comparison is thus quite 

irrelevant for those parties. Therefore, a fixed effects model is deemed to be unsuitable. A 

random effects model is what will be used instead, as it allows analysis of both variation 

within parties and between parties (Ibid). 

The other methodological choice that needs clarification is the use of clustered standard 

errors. Not all of the cases in the data set make up independent observations, since a lot of 

them are cases of the same party being observed at different points in time. This implies that 

there might be an issue of heteroskedasticity, which means that the standard deviations of the 

dependent variable do not have a constant variance but rather might be different for different 

parties. To take this issue into account clustered standard errors at the party level will be used, 

as this results in standard error estimates that are robust for data that is heteroskedastic 

(Hoechle 2007). 
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4. RESULTS 

This section will begin by presenting the results of the empirical evaluation of the first 

hypothesis, followed by the empirical evaluation of the second hypothesis. The section is then 

finished off by a description of the robustness tests that have been conducted.  

4.1 Testing the hypotheses 

4.1.1 The explanatory power of welfare salience  

The first analysis is of the correlation between the two main variables, namely the welfare 

position of radical right parties and the mean salience of welfare issues for all other parties at 

the same election. This analysis, of which we can see the results in Model 1 in Table 1 shows 

that there is a statistically significant correlation between the independent and the dependent 

variable. Another way of describing the results is that when the mean salience of welfare 

issues increases by one percent, the welfare position of radical right parties shifts to the left by 

0.0638 units. 

Table 1. The effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties  

 Model 1 Model 2 
Welfare salience 0.0638* 0.0995*** 
 (0.0311) (0.0261) 

Vote share  -0.0294 
  (0.0437) 

Vote loss  -0.0379 
  (0.0219) 

Government participation  0.838** 
  (0.286) 

Annual growth rate of real GDP  -0.0237 
  (0.0467) 

Unemployment  -0.0771 
  (0.0656) 

Constant 0.997 1.026* 
 (0.520) (0.476) 

N 155 149 
Panel regression with clustered standard errors. Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Turning now to the second model, we can see that the result is still statistically significant and 

that the effect size of welfare salience has increased. In this model all of the control variables 

are included, which means that vote share in the previous election, vote loss at the previous 

election, government participation before the election, the annual growth rate of real GDP, 

and the unemployment levels in the election year, is controlled for. When controlling for all of 

these factors, a one percent increase in the mean salience of welfare issues corresponds with a 

shift to the left of the welfare position of radical right parties by 0.0995 units.  

Because of the way that the welfare position variable is constructed, with the log-

transformations of the number of positive and negative statements of which the difference is 

then calculated, the interpretation of the values of the dependent variable is not very intuitive. 

We thus need something to compare this 0.0995 units shift to in order to contextualise it. One 

way to do this is by looking at the standard deviations of the variables (see Table A2 in the 

appendix for the standard deviations of all variables). An increase of one standard deviation of 

welfare salience (5.560) is associated with a leftwards shift in the welfare position of radical 

right parties of 0.5532 units, which corresponds to a third of that variable’s standard deviation. 

This indicates that the effect size is notable.  

Another way to contextualise the effect size is to look at the welfare positions of other party 

families. Table 2 shows the mean welfare position for the two biggest party families in 

Western Europe for the countries and time period that are under study in this thesis. The mean 

welfare position of the conservative party family is 2.785 units, which can be interpreted as a 

substantial but not extreme right-leaning welfare position. Conversely, the social democratic 

mean welfare position of 4.278 units should be seen as a substantial but not extreme left-

leaning welfare position. The difference between the mean welfare position of the 

conservative party family and the social democratic party family, which is 1.493 units, should 

help give an indication of what a substantial welfare position shift is.  

Table 2. Mean welfare positions 

Party family Mean welfare position Standard deviation 
Social democratic 4.278 1.621 

Conservative 2.785 1.735 

Nationalist and radical right 1.97896 1.708 
Mean welfare position for the countries and time period under study in this thesis. 
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With this new context, we now return to the 0.0995 units effect on the welfare position of 

radical right parties from Model 2. A one percent increase in the salience-measure is not very 

substantial in practice, so let’s instead take an increase by the standard deviation of the 

variable, which is around five percent (see Table A2 in the appendix). When the salience of 

welfare issues increases by five percent, the welfare position of radical right parties shifts to 

the left by 0.4975 units. This increase corresponds to a third of the difference between the 

means of the conservative and social democratic party families and can therefore be 

interpreted as a substantial shift in welfare position. Another way of looking at it is that it 

requires an increase in welfare salience of 15 percent for a radical right party to go from the 

mean welfare position of the conservative party family to the mean welfare position of the 

social democratic party family. This is quite a big increase in welfare salience, but in no way 

an impossible one. All in all, the first hypothesis, which predicts that when the salience of 

welfare issues is higher the welfare position of radical right parties will be more left-leaning, 

is confirmed. 

To finish off, it is worth noting that, of the five control variables in this model, the effects of 

vote share, vote loss, real GDP growth rate and unemployment on the welfare position of 

radical right parties are all statistically insignificant. Only the government participation 

control is statistically significant, showing that radical right parties that were in government 

before the election have more left-leaning welfare positions than those parties that were not. 

4.1.2 The cordon sanitaire interaction  

Moving on to the built-out analysis with the cordon sanitaire interaction, Figure 1 shows a 

scatterplot of a simple bivariate regression divided by if there is a cordon sanitaire or not. For 

both of the groups there is a positive relationship between the salience of welfare issues in the 

election and the welfare position of radical right parties. The slope of the no cordon sanitaire-

group is marginally steeper than the one of the cordon sanitaire-group. 

To evaluate whether or not this difference in slope is statistically significant a proper 

interaction analysis must be conducted, the results of which can be seen in Table 3. To get the 

effect size for the group of parties which are not under cordon sanitaire (which have a cordon 

sanitaire value of 0) we look at the value of the welfare salience variable. For the group of 

parties that are not under cordon sanitaire, an increase in welfare salience of one percent thus 

corresponds to a leftwards shift in welfare position of 0.103 units. The effect of welfare 
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salience on welfare position of the radical right parties that are not under cordon sanitaire is 

thus stronger than for all the parties combined as the effect size there was 0.0995 units (see 

Table 1). 

Figure 1. Regression analysis divided by occurrence of cordon sanitaire 

 
For the effect size for the group of parties that are under cordon sanitaire (which have a 

cordon sanitaire value of 1), the value of the interaction variable (Welfare salience * Cordon 

sanitaire) must be added to the value of the welfare salience variable. The effect of welfare 

salience on the welfare position of the radical right parties that are under cordon sanitaire is 

thus 0.0670 units.  

This means that just like in the scatterplot there is a stronger effect of welfare salience on 

welfare position for the group of parties that are not under cordon sanitaire than for those that 

are. The difference in effect between these two groups, also called the interaction effect, is 

however not statistically significant. Thus, although the interaction effect goes in the direction 

that was theoretically expected, since the interaction effect is not statistically significant the 

second hypothesis cannot be confirmed. 
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Table 3. The effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties with a 
cordon sanitaire interaction  
 Model 3 
Welfare salience 0.103*** 
 (0.0287) 

Cordon sanitaire 0.867 
 (0.501) 

Welfare salience * Cordon sanitaire -0.0363 
 (0.0445) 

Vote share -0.0301 
 (0.0447)   

Vote loss -0.0390 
 (0.0226) 

Government participation  0.868** 
 (0.287)   

Annual growth rate of real GDP -0.0242 
 (0.0469) 

Unemployment -0.0778 
 (0.0680) 

Constant 0.901 
 (0.508) 
N 149 

Panel regression with clustered standard errors. Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

4.3 Robustness checks 

In order to evaluate the robustness of these results two additional analyses have been 

conducted, which address some of the methodological concerns one might have with the 

above analysis.  

Firstly, there is the issue of document collection with the MARPOR data, which was 

mentioned in the method section. Following the suggestion by Gemenis (2013), all of the data 

that have the programme type “estimates” are excluded from the analysis as these are 

“essentially copy/pasted frequencies from the adjacent cells” (p.19). The results from the 

analyses for which estimates have been excluded can be seen in Table A3 and A4 in the 

appendix. There is a statistically significant relationship between welfare salience and the 
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welfare position of radical right parties when all the other variables are controlled for with an 

effect size that is only slightly smaller than in the main analysis. In the interaction analysis, 

the interaction term is still negative but remains not statistically significant. This means that 

hypothesis 1 is still confirmed and hypothesis 2 is still not. 

Secondly, as this thesis deals with changes in welfare positions over time it might be 

appropriate to use a dynamic modelling approach, instead of the static model that was 

employed in the main analyses. In this additional analysis, the static welfare position and 

welfare salience values have been replaced by data which show the change in welfare position 

and welfare salience from the previous election. The idea is that it might be more valuable to 

look at changes in welfare position than the absolute position, as what is relevant in order to 

confirm the theoretical expectations of this thesis is that the change in welfare position from 

one election to another goes in the same direction as the change in the salience of welfare 

issues. Furthermore, this takes into account that a party’s welfare position in one election is 

likely to be in some way related to their welfare position in the previous election.  

The results of the analyses which use dynamic modelling, as is shown in Table A5 and A6 in 

the appendix, do not change the conclusions that can be drawn from this data. The size of the 

effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties when all other 

variables are controlled for is smaller than in the main analysis, but not by enough to question 

whether or not the effect is still substantial. The interaction term is negative in this analysis as 

well, but still not statistically significant. So, the conclusion of confirming hypothesis 1 and 

not being able to confirm hypothesis 2 remains. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this thesis has been to investigate to what degree the salience of welfare issues 

in an election explains the welfare position of radical right parties in Western Europe from 

1970 up until today. Based on the results of the statistical analysis, it is possible to conclude 

that the higher that the salience of welfare issues is, the more left-leaning is the welfare 

position that radical right parties adopt. This outcome is in line with the results of Afonso and 

Rennwald (2018), who found a relationship between the salience of redistribution at the 

individual party level and the welfare position of radical right parties.  

Furthermore, this result reaffirms the idea that even though it might not be useful to look for a 

common economic agenda of radical right parties, it is very much relevant to explore the 

factors that explain the variety of economic positions that exist within the radical right party 

family (Afonso & Rennwald 2018). When future studies probe further into the determinants 

of the welfare positions of radical right parties, the result of this study indicates that the 

salience of welfare issues should definitely continue to be a part of that investigation. 

This thesis has suggested that the reason for the observed relationship between welfare 

salience and the welfare position of radical right parties is that radical right parties vote-seek 

by adopting a left-leaning welfare position when the salience of welfare issues is high. When 

the salience of welfare issues is low, on the other hand, not much attention is brought to the 

welfare positions of radical right parties and they can thus choose a more right-leaning 

welfare position that allows them to office-seek with their welfare position without 

endangering their primary vote-seeking ambitions.  

If the suggested theoretical explanation is correct the effect of welfare salience on the welfare 

position of radical right parties should be stronger when parties are not under cordon sanitaire 

than when they are. This difference in effect was not possible to confirm in this study. I would 

however argue that that does not mean that the suggested theoretical mechanisms need to be 

discarded. The cordon sanitaire analysis only constituted a first tentative attempt at 

confirming the theory, and it is very much possible that the theory is still accurate despite this 

analysis not providing proof for it, considering that there is a lot more nuance to the situation 

than the cordon sanitaire analysis made room for. One example of something a more complex 

look at the office-seeking strategies of radical right parties could take into account is cases 

where radical parties have chosen to isolate themselves, like the Progress Party in Denmark 
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until the mid 1980s and the Northern League in Italy until 1993 (van Spanje 2017). The 

presence of a cordon sanitaire is thus not the only situation when radical right parties cannot 

be expected to pursue an office-seeking strategy. A confirmation or disconfirmation of the 

theory should thus depend on more than the insufficient cordon sanitaire analysis in this 

thesis. Future research needs to continue to empirically evaluate the relevancy of the dynamic 

between office- and vote-seeking that has been suggested in this thesis, to hopefully be able to 

confirm to causal claims that are made here. 

If we move away from the suggestions for future research that follow closely from the results 

of this thesis, I also have two slightly broader suggestions of research areas that could benefit 

from including the concept of welfare salience into their studies. Firstly, it would be 

interesting to add welfare salience to studies that employ a more nuanced operationalisation of 

welfare. Previous studies have already gotten illuminating results by disaggregating welfare 

into different welfare programmes. They have, for example, found differences between 

different kinds of welfare programmes in regard to which radical right parties prioritise 

(Enggist & Pinggera 2022), as well as which they target when appealing to restrict 

immigrants’ access (Ennser-Jedenastik 2018). The question for these kinds of studies when 

welfare salience is added into the mix, would be if and how welfare salience affects which 

welfare programmes radical right parties focus on in their manifestos. 

Secondly, future research should look into the increasing number of cases when radical right 

parties have taken part in government and study how the welfare positions that they take in 

their election manifestos compare to the welfare policies that they take part in enacting while 

in office, as well as how this interacts with changes in welfare salience. This could provide an 

interesting investigation of how the dynamic between vote-seeking and office-seeking and the 

salience of welfare issues that has been theorised in the context of election campaigns in this 

thesis, plays out in the context of being in government. 

All in all, the results of this thesis point to the relevance of taking the societal context in 

which the welfare position of a radical right party is adopted into account when evaluating 

that position. If there is a general focus on welfare in society when a position is adopted, 

maybe the commitments that a radical right party makes on welfare issues should not be taken 

at face value since the radical right party might not be inclined to stick up very strongly for 

that commitment at a later point when public attention to the issue has subsided. The welfare 

positions that radical right parties adopt should thus not be interpreted in the same way as 
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their positions on core issues like immigration and law and order. The implications of this are 

relevant for citizens, for whom the welfare positions of radical right parties matter since they 

are a part of the political life of society, as well as for scholars that strive to understand the 

policy positions of radical right parties on different issues.  
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Party Number of elections 

Austria 18 
Alliance for the Future of Austria (2006-2008) 2 
Austrian Freedom Party (1970-2019) 16 
Belgium 13 
Flemish Bloc (1978-2003) 8 
Flemish Interest (2007-2019) 4 
People's Party (2014) 1 
Denmark 19 
Danish People’s Party (1998-2019 7 
Progress Party (1973-1998) 11 
The New Right (2019) 1 
Finland 14 
True Finns/Finnish Rural Party (1970-2019) 14 
France 8 
National Front (1986-2019) 8 
Germany 3 
Alternative for Germany (2013-2021) 3 
Italy 18 
National Alliance/Italian Social Movement-
National Right (1972-2006) 10 
Northern League/League (1992-2018) 8 
Netherlands 13 
Centre Democrats (1989-1994) 2 
Centre Party (1982) 1 
Forum for Democracy (2017-2021) 2 
List Pim Fortuyn (2002-2003) 2 
Party of Freedom (2006-2021) 5 
Right Answer 21 (2021) 1 
Norway 12 
Progress Party (1973-2017) 12 
Portugal 5 
Enough (2019) 1 
Popular Monarchist Party (1976-1983) 4 
Spain 2 
Voice (2019) 2 
Sweden 3 
Sweden Democrats (2010-2018) 3 
Switzerland 28 
Federal Democratic Union (1991-2019) 6 
Swiss Democrats/National Action… (1971-2003) 9 
Swiss People's Party (1971-2019) 13 
Total number of elections 156 
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Table A2. Descriptive statistics 

Variable Obs Mean 
Standard 
deviation Min  Max  

Welfare position 155 1.979 1.708 -2.708 5.687 

Welfare salience 156 14.690 5.560 5.150 27.927 

Cordon sanitaire  156 0.218 0.414 0 1 

Vote share 156 8.007 7.112 0 29.386 

Vote loss 156 1.374 4.443 -16.9 17 

Government participation 156 0.173 0.380 0 1 

Annual growth rate of real GDP  155 2.107 2.297 -7.283 7.600 

Unemployment 151 5.929 3.283 0.3 17 
      

 

Table A3. The effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties  

 Model 4 Model 5 
Welfare salience 0.0526 0.0920** 
 (0.0335) (0.0307) 

Vote share  -0.0290 
  (0.0430) 

Vote loss  -0.0276 
  (0.0230) 

Government participation  0.756** 
  (0.292) 

Annual growth rate of real GDP  -0.0312 
  (0.0548) 

Unemployment  -0.118* 
  (0.0493) 

Constant 1.157* 1.396** 
 (0.554) (0.539) 

N 133 128 
Panel regression with clustered standard errors, excluding estimates. Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table A4. The effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties with a 
cordon sanitaire interaction 
 Model 6 
Welfare salience 0.100*** 
 (0.0296) 

Cordon sanitaire 3.600 
 (1.950) 

Welfare salience * Cordon sanitaire -0.173 
 (0.110) 

Vote share -0.0274 
 (0.0442) 

Vote loss -0.0288 
 (0.0243) 

Government participation  0.809** 
 (0.290) 

Annual growth rate of real GDP -0.0253 
 (0.0575) 

Unemployment -0.117* 
 (0.0505) 

Constant 1.057 
 (0.554) 
N 128 

Panel regression with clustered standard errors, excluding estimates. Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table A5. The effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties  

 Model 7 Model 8 
Welfare salience change 0.0813** 0.0840** 
 (0.0274) (0.0278) 

Vote share  0.0107 
  (0.0160) 

Vote loss  -0.0315 
  (0.0265) 

Government participation  0.124 
  (0.419) 

Annual growth rate of real GDP  0.000292 
  (0.0517) 

Unemployment  0.0328 
  (0.0273) 

Constant 0.0111 -0.282 
 (0.0884)   (0.245) 

N 126 124 
Panel regression with clustered standard errors, dynamic modelling. Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table A6. The effect of welfare salience on the welfare position of radical right parties with a 
cordon sanitaire interaction  
 Model 9 
Welfare salience change 0.0887** 
 (0.0295) 

Cordon sanitaire 0.183 
 (0.280) 

Welfare salience * Cordon sanitaire -0.0590 
 (0.0707) 

Vote share 0.0143 
 (0.0172) 

Vote loss -0.0351 
 (0.0278)   

Government participation  0.254 
 (0.451) 

Annual growth rate of real GDP 0.0117 
 (0.0516) 

Unemployment 0.0284 
 (0.0270) 

Constant -0.346 
 (0.304) 
N 124 

Panel regression with clustered standard errors, dynamic modelling. Standard errors in parentheses. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 


