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Explaining Intolerance in an Integrated Europe

Razbes da intolerancia na europa integrada

Raisons de l'intolérance dans I'europe intégrée

Ana Paula Tostes

ABSTRACT

The article contends that Euroscepticism is a foretdal variable for a good understanding of the
support for new extreme right-wing party platfornms national elections among all Western
European countries. Based on voting data for gadlgned with the new far right in European
national elections, the article maps the growthextreme right parties and tests the correlation
between the support for intolerance and variablegaming to economic and social issues,
perceptions, and representations. The findings igeoempirical evidence to confirm that the
preference for intolerance is not based on materigconomic dissatisfaction, sinckentity is the
main focus of concerns and claims in the new palitcleavage that supports the new extreme
right.
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RESUME

Dans cet article, on affirme que l'attitude euregimjue est une variable fondamentale pour la
réflexion sur la préférence que les électeurs @@ occidentaux montrent envers des
programmes de partis d'extréme droite lors de lélgstions nationales. A partir des données
recueillies concernant les votes en faveur dedspqui suivent la nouvelle idéologie d'extréme
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droite lors des élections nationales européennesjresse la carte de la croissance des partis
d'extréme droite sur ce continent et on pose laélaion entre le soutien donné a l'intolérance,

d'une part, et les variables économiques et sacidke perception et de représentation, de l'autre.
Les résultats viennent confirmer empiriquement lgyaréférence pour l'intolérance ne se fonde pas
sur des insatisfactions de nature matérielle et@oique, puisque la principale source d'inquiétude

et de revendications issue du nouveau clivageigaditsur lequel s'appuie la nouvelle extréme

droite c'estiidentité.

Mots-clé: Union Européenne; extréme droite; euro-scepticigieetions nationales européennes

INTRODUCTION

One of the consequences of the European Union éad)its complex Eurobureaucracy was the
internalization of relationships between countf@snerly managed according to the dynamics of
international diplomacy. Thus, initiatives of coog@n or conflict resolution previously settled in
the realm of foreign relations among European state now being negotiated in Council of
Ministers or the European Parliament. Regionalitutgdns are new actors as well in the national
politics of European countries involved in the @eg of integration. In the context of a highly
complex political process, as is the European dhseaftershocks of regional politics are reflected
in voter preferences in national elections. Itduls that the ideological profile of political padi
and how they position themselves with regard toessrelated to regional politics are taken into
consideration not only in European elections buiomestic elections in EU member countries as
well. The perception of a shift as to the negatgtand decision-making arenas in the dynamics of
European politics entails consequences in theegfiatalculations of electoral preferences made by
political parties in all realms of electoral compen. Given this new scenario, local and national
elections must also be observed in order to deterriie success of party agendas that are clearly
favorable or contrary to the process of politicgkegration. The hypothesis this article develops is
that support for Europe’s new extreme right is ligareliant upon opposition to the process of
integration and the deepening of policies and ruleh includes citizens of different nationalities
in a single category of European citizens. Thus heying performances of political parties
radically opposed to the EU must be understooché dontext of the development of regional
integration, taking into account aspects whichuefice the behavior of voters that go beyond the
perceived economical benefits brought about bygnaigon.

European voters are well aware that the actiorthef chiefs of state and ministers are no longer
restricted within the realm of domestic politicsy Bie same token, their autonomy to implement
policies has ceased to be absolute, for now Eulioip® and regional interests create restraints.
This is because regional European institutionsnawe new actors as well in the national politics of
European countries involved in the integration pesc Likewise, political parties have become
actors representing the interests of groups whotifgemore or less with the project of integration
and all its consequences. Indeed, the ideologioafil@ of political parties and its positioning
relative to regional subjects are taken into actown only in European elections, but in national
elections as well.

European integration is an inevitable subject i@ #8gendas of European political parties and in
electoral platforms in competition at all levelscal, national and European. Countless surveys
have investigated the positioning of political pestwith respect to integration, but little attemnti
has been given to eventual interrelations betwikempaositioning of political parties as to integoati
and their performande local and national elections. The agendas ol@énance and xenophobia of



several parties are incompatible with the regi@halturopean agenda. However, amidst non-
systemic variation of voter preference for rightagji center-right and center-left parties, there has
been an observable comeback of the old far rightwai the core of the development of integration.
These parties have been enjoying timid yet contisumcrease of support from the European
electorate.

This article seeks to charter the increase of vdoesparties displaying extreme right wing
ideologies in Western European countries indiviguaind in the region at large. Firstly, the
chartering of the actual growth of votes for faghtist parties in Western Europe shows gradual,
slow and unwavering increase of support for agemdaatolerance incompatible with European
integration. Furthermore, country-to-country anelydlows identification of the countries in which
the support for these agendas is more or lessgdarom this context, it is important to emphasize
the distinction between a new generation of extregtg wing parties (ERPs) and those identified
as belonging to the traditional far right. Thedatare strongly linked to fascism, whereas the &rm
represent a new political divide — the outcome d&past-industrial society” (Betx, 1994; Ignazi,
2003). The academic literature on this subjeciféswith performance comparisons between right
wing parties from different countries, between speparties or in specific European or national
elections (Ignazi, 2003; Kitschelt, 1995; TaggdQ98; Veugelers and Magnan, 2005; Veugelers
and Chiarini, 2002). However, there is no broadealysis of the published data on electoral
support of all ERPs in all Western European coasatdovering the entire existence of such parties.
With the goal of filling this void, this investigah gathered research data from all Western
European members of the European Union (EU15) efidkt 28 yearSwith a minimum of five
parliamentary elections per country, and testecrasy of economic, social, and representational
variables so as to further contribute to the réifbecsurrounding regional factors which determine
support of intolerant agendas.

Some findings indicates that, contrary to what nalysis based on the political propositions and
discourses of extreme right wing leaders could ssfyjghe presence of immigrants, violence rates
or the level of economic development are not thet bmeans to understand increased voter
preference in Western European countries for gavtl@ch defend reform that is less inclusive, non
pluralist and that reflect Euroscepticism. Socgeteho have supported ERPs consider themselves
to be more well-informed about the EU, and are fimesumably more aware of the consequences
of integration on domestic politics. What is mdieese societies have displayed positive economic
performance and levels of income distribution; amaence rates in these societies have dropped
more significantly than in those that do not sup®Ps.

EUROSCEPTICS AND EURO-OPTIMISTS

Some scholars have focused their recent resear¢heotransformation of the European political
party system, and specifically, in the positionwigpolitical parties in relation to the process of
regional integration which has been under way farenthan half a century in Europe (Marks,
Wilson and Ray, 2002; Markst alii, 2006; Taggart, 1998). De Master and Roy (2008)or&y
others, investigated the cultural factors influegcsupport for integration, as well as the chamges
attitudes towards foreigners and immigrants. Howeveis wrong to deduce that a greater
contir;gent of immigrants explains stronger supgort xenophobic political agendas and vice-
versa.

Stronger resistance to social integration has lgidagen singled out in the surge of a wave of
extreme right neo-populism which gained momenturthéx1980s. Those who fiercely oppose the
process of integration currently are also those s§rmapathize with the “new extreme right” and



regularly vote for ERPs. The novelty feature ofhtigving radicalism is anchored, essentially,
according to Betz (1994), to the mutation of indastcapitalism into post-industrial capitalism.
Structural economic and social transformationspating to this outlook, generated the appearance
and resurgence of identity and culturally-basednda As a result, the problem of collective
identity has been acquiring new dimensions and awoatin contemporary debates concerning
political claims and loyalties.

Different explanations attempt to describe the @t and motivations which led the
authoritarian rhetoric of the extreme right wingutedergo the profound changes which set apart the
traditional right wing, notorious for its fascisent (1945-1980), as mentioned earlier, and the new
extreme right, distinguished for its support of gghobic attitudes and the defense of anti-
immigration policies after the 1980s (Ignazi, 192803; Kitschelt, 1988; 1994; 1995; Mudde,
1996; 2007; Taggart, 1998; Veuglers and ChiarifZ Veuglers and Magnan, 2005). Clearly,
events such as European integration, as well dmligation, simultaneously contribute towards the
development of demands foon economi@ublic policies. These currents strengthened theevod
politicization of new issues, such as immigratiowl adentity, at the same time the call to protect
values and beliefs, and the concern with subjaath s culture, sovereignty, and security started
figuring prominently in the political agendas oktlate twentieth century. Ignazi (1996; 2003) and
Kitschelt (1995), in presenting their theories ba emergence of a new extreme-right, linked it to
the great transformations of the political spectramcertain European countries. In other words,
the ERPs are identified as a byproduct of poststrihl societies and classified as “antisystemic
parties” (Kitschelt, 1995; Ignazi, 1996; 2003; Potge and Scarrow, 1996).

ANTISYSTEMIC PARTIES

Marks, Wilson and Ray (2002) classified contempprauropean political parties according to
social divides among interests groups who suppartypideological families. Furthermore, the
authors of this study point out that the strategpasties adopt according to their support or
resistance to European integration run along tweedsions: a political one and an economic one.



Chart 1
Political Parties, Attitudes towards the EU and Patical Divides

Christian Democrats| Strongly favorable Church/State
(strongly in favor of economic and (support market economies, supranational
political integration) powers of the Catholic, conservative values)
Liberals Strongly favorable Urban/rural (UK, Germany)and Church/State|
(strongly in favor of economic and (Holland, France, Italy, Spain)
political) (opposed to clericalism and any kind of
aristocracy, support political and economic
freedom)
Social Democrats Moderately to strongly favorable Class
(moderately in favor of economic (moderate leftist position concerning
integration and strongly against political| regulation, the market, welfare, economic
integration) equality)
Regionalists Moderately to strongly favorablgtrongly | Center/periphery
in favor of economic integration and (defense of ethnic-territorial minorities against
moderately in favor of political centralized power/demand for political
integration) autonomy)
Conservatives Moderately favorable Class

(strongly in favor of economic integration (support of market, minimal state intervention
and strongly against political integration) and national community)

Agrarians Moderately against Center/peripherfScandinavian countries,
(moderately against economic and Switzerland, defense of farmers and periphery)
political integration)

Greens Moderately against New political divide

(moderately against economic integratior(protection of environment, minority rights)
and mixed feeling as to the effects of
political integration)

Protestants Moderately against Church/StatgScandinavian countries,
(moderately in favor of economic Switzerland, Holland)
integration and strongly against political| (Lutheran fundamentalists; opposition to
integration) liberalism and permissiveness)

Extreme- Strongly against Class

leftist/Communists | (strongly against economic integration an@extreme leftist position as to regulation, the
moderately against political integration) | market, welfare and social justice)
Extreme-rightist Strongly against New political divide

(moderately against economic integratior(defense of the idea of nation, national culture
and strongly against political integration) and national sovereignty)
Chart elaborated by the author based on Marks,0WWisd Ray (2002).

Chart 1 sheds light on the fact that absolute tasi® to European integration with respect to its
political and social features is exclusive to ERRgese parties are the ones preferred by voters who
have become increasingly skeptical of the represiget system, the party system and democratic
institutions. Curiously, two developments werealdihg at the same time: the bolstering of the
EU’s integration policies (specifically, with thadeption of the Single European Act, which was
debated and then signed in the 1980s), which iscbar the bringing down of political, social, and
economic boundaries between its member statesthancbnsolidation of a new political ideology
critical of representation, that is, the represgonal structures accepted by constitutional nomns
effect. The new populism is buoyed by opponentshef democratic representative system who
have articulated their strategies, since they reghimomentum, from within the very system, as
participants. In other words, this new brand ofydigmn calls for the overturning of pluralists right
yet without resorting to revolutionary violence ocoups, and rather from within the political
processes of preference building.

GROWTH OF EXTREME RIGHTIST PARTIES IN THE EU REGION



Many scholars who have examined the extreme rigive hconducted important comparative
political analyses taking into account a certaibh &fecountries of comparing the strategies of
extreme rightist political parties in several caieg. As the aim of this article consists of
identifying the true increase of support for ERIRsaddition to shedding light on the motivating
factors of this support, the first step was to arga data relative to all parliamentary elections,
from the beginning of the 1980s until 2008, in ertiegauge the increase of votes cast for ERPs,
since their appearance, in the region as a whalealo in each country.

Graph 1 presents the sum of the percentages of east for extreme rightist parties in countries of
the EU15 with the sole aim of providing an oveggliture of variations of electoral support for
ERPs in national elections in Western Eurdfiéie conclusion is that there is a rise in votes for
ERPs, with eventual spikes and periods of stabiltyst relevant to the arguments advanced in this
article is not electoral success per se, in terfitBeoacquisition of seats in national parliamefus,
each electoral system is different, its specifieswary, and, in the majority, do not ensure the
possibility for small parties to achieve sufficiembtes to attain electoral success in national
Parliaments. The main objective is

Graph 1

Average Votes Cast for ERPs (%)
EU (1981-2008)
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Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; http://mwwteetoralgeography.com/new/en/elections;
http://www.electionresources.org; http://www.eleatjuide.org/index.php and official websites of eagbintry in the
EU15 (accessed on 10/10/2008).
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to simply ascertain the fact that preference foPERas been rising steadily during the years being
examined. It goes without saying that this increas®et evenly spread, since, in some countries,
ERPs do not receive more than 0.01% of the votestlaus are not taken into account here. For this
reason there is a distinction that must me madadibetween countries in which ERPs receive
electoral support and those in which they do nganiining the aggregate data for the entire region
on Graph 1, it can be noticed the votes cast fdP€iRcreased from 1.36% to 6.98% when
considering the EU15 and the entirety of the pesi@giting in the 1980s which marks the
appearance of “the extreme right.” Although thetfERPs with the features described above did
appear in the beginning of the1980s, it was nat @86 that they achieved noticeable electoral
results (1.84%) and not until 1995 that they aokiemore significant results (4.68%). In this
interim, ERPs were able to improve their organ@aand during the 1990s became consolidated.
Graph 1 illustrated that, after 1995, it is possital notice a certain degree of stabilization of
electoral support for ERPs at around 5%, beingribat growth initiates starting in 2004.



Graph 2
Votes Cast for ERPs in Germany (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpptitwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org;
http://www.bundestag.de/htdocs_e/parliament/elestlection_mp.html (accessed on10/10/2008).

Graph 3
Votes Cast for ERPs in Austria (%)
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http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidrity://www.electionresources.org; e
http://www.bundestag.de/htdocs_e/parliament/elestiglection_mp.html (accessed on 10/10/2008).
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp itwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidrity://www.electionresources.org (acessados em
10/10/2008).



Graph 5
Votes Cast for ERPs in Denmark (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp fitwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnity://www.electionresources.org (accessed on

10/10/2008).
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Votes for ERPs in Spain (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp titwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidrity://www.electionresources.org (accessed onQR0D8).

Graph 7
Votes Cast for ERPs in Finland (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpptitwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org;
http://www.stat.fi/tup/suoluk/suoluk_vaalit_en.htfakcessados em 10/10/2008).



Graph 8
Votes Cast for ERPs in France (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp itwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org;
http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/english/index.@amessed on 10/10/2008).

Graph 9
Votes Cast for ERPs in Greece (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp titwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org;
http://lwww.greekelections.com/portal/en/parliamdsginap.asp?state=parliam (acessados em
10/10/2008).

Graph 10
Votes for ERPs in Holland (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpptitwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org (accessed on
10/10/2008).



Graph 11
Votes Cast for ERPs in Italy (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpptitwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org (accessed on
10/10/2008).

Graph 12
Votes Cast for ERPs in Ireland (%)
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp titwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnty://www.electionresources.org;
http://www.electionsireland.org/results/generalérafm(accessed on 10/10/2008).
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Sources: http://www.electionguide.org/index.phpp itwww.electionworld.org;
http://www.electoralgeography.com/new/en/electidnity://www.electionresources.org (accessed on
10/10/2008).



Graph 14
Votes Cast for ERPs in Portugal (%)
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Graph 15
Votes Cast for ERPs in the UK (%)
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Graph 16
Votes Cast for ERPs in Sweden (%)
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When countries are analyzed individually, as in gh@phs above which illustrate the support for
ERPs by member counthyi is possible to conclude that, indeed, growth iality for almost the
entirety of members of the EU15. Luxembourg presanslight 1% decrease and, in France, since
the 2002 election scare, with Le Pen’s victoryha first round, the National Front has struggled. A
guestion that remains unanswered by the acadenrk evoelectoral conjunctures which compare
party performances in Europe: what are the comnagional motivations for voters who support
xenophobic political agendas and who are againsb&an political integration? As proven, the
phenomenon of a rising extremist right is a rediare and therefore the incentives to support
ERPs must not be evaluated based solely on natommginctures. However, there is still the task
of defining which variable should be considered agall attitudes or perceptions, data or
indicators, for improved comprehension of the peiee for defending national identity and
culture at any cost. This article does not haveamdition of settling this debate, but rather to
contribute by proposing variable that are usualbt wonsidered, such as those related to
representation in European institutions.

CONDITIONS AND MOTIVATIONS

The members of the EU15 share similar traditiors, alue to having been subjected to the same
Western historical influences, their national mgtons are also similar, meaning that they possess
principles of constitutional organization and regpsomparable international institutions. The gap

that remains to be filled is explaining what thésein common between the preferences of a

minority of voters who cast their ballots for paél parties who represent xenophobic platforms

incompatible with the constitutional and internaib norms which posit the need to respect

differences, freedom and social rights. All in treane of sovereignty and identity.

The year 2004 brought heightened attention andeftver more transparency to the debates
concerning the Constitutional Treaty, its contamd ¢he importance of having it approved in 2005.
Coincidentally, 2004 and 2005 were years in whiekies countries of the EU15 held general
elections. Since 2004, however, as shown in Grgpit i$ possible to identify a new surge of

support for ERPs — the main political parties esifiyi opposed to the Constitutional Treaty. The

year 2005 was therefore chosen to test variablehwhill serve to verify the different reasons

which led societies involved in the process ofgnégion to have diverging electoral preferences.

The xenophobic proposals made by the ERPs frequeggbrt to arguments for intolerance which
portray the growing numbers of immigrants as th&emeinant of certain outcomes: increased
violence, unemployment, economic performance, amathgr things. Differently, the normative

theory which has explained the social and histbgoaditions for the emergence of a new political
division, the outcome of a post-industrial socidtighlights the subject of collective identities in
studies of ideological families in the Europeantyaystem (Ignazi, 1996; 2003; Kitschelt, 1995).

When we conducted isolated comparative studiesdmtvgome of the countries of the region, we
noticed that what can explain some national catmesupport for ERPs in some cases does not
necessarily explain the same phenomenon in othantges. Luxembourg and Belgium, for
example, greatly benefitted from integration in mmmic terms, and not least also became key
countries for the Eurobureaucracy. Yet, its elecwirow strong support for ERPs. Both countries
also enjoy extremely low inequality and income ritisttion indicators and high employment rates,
furthering perplexity as to the reasons for intafere in these countries. Conversely, Germany has
been suffering the consequences of national andnalgintegration during the last decades, with
high unemployment rates and immigration flows, dgample. Nevertheless, the voting population
in Germany shows meager support for ERPs. Thesgistra few examples which serve to justify
the need to investigate common regional causeshwietp understand why ERPs have attracted
increasing numbers of votes in Western Europe.



When considering the historical trendssofpportandnon supportfor ERPs in Western European
countries, it is possible to notice that economécfgrmance is not a good predictor for lack of
support for ERPs. Contrasting cases, such as ttedad Portugal — countries with no tradition of
support for ERPs — can exhibit completely distiecbnomic growth indicators for 2007 (Ireland
with highest rate, 5%, and Portugal with the low&s2%).

Table 1
Average Votes Cast for ERPss
(1981-2008)

EU15 1981-2008
(%)
Germany 0.3
Austria 15.1
Belgium 6.9
Denmark 8.5
Spain 0
Finland 0.7
France 9.6
Greece 1.1
Holland 2.5
Ireland 0
Italy 5.1
Luxembourg 6.3
Portugal 0
UK 0.3
Sweden 1.5

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; http://wwieetoralgeography.com/new/en/elections;
http://www.electionresources.org; http://www.eleatjuide.org/index.php and official websites of each
country in the EU15 (accessed on 10/10/2008).

Table 1 shows the average of votes cast for ERRsamuntry-to-country basis in the course of the
28 years analyzed in our reseafoks can be observed in Graphs 12 and 14 and ireTgHboth in
Ireland and Portugal ERPs have not been able tanarg and/or receive significant electoral
support. In the case of Portugal, we have obsetiradthePartido Nacional RenovadaiPNR)
seeking electoral success only to no avail, perbapause it represents the tradition extreme right,
lacking the rightist renovation represented byribe political division upon which the new rightist
radicalism is based on. Table 1 shows all the p¢age averages of votes cast for all ERPs in each
one of the member countries of the EU15, from tinergence and consolidation of ERPs until the
last national elections (2008). As observable, caighh countries such as the United Kingdom,
Germany, Finland and Greece do not have a strauition of ERPs, they eventually see a very
small minority voting for extremist agendas. In tgposite direction, Luxembourg, Belgium and
Denmark, for example, have been following the sdime as countries that have a tradition of
supports for ERPs, such as Austria. Spain is ortbeoYVestern European countries with a stronger
tradition of xenophobic groups organizing and forghinetworks, but the extreme right's party
organization remains weak.

In sum Spain, Ireland and Portugal indeed do neseot the conditions for the emergence of strong
ERPs, since the comparison of the means of vossfaaERPSs in these three countries, since the
1980s is “0” (see Table 1). What could explain difeerence in terms of motivations or fear among
societies who have not absorbed Euroscepticismy@agree?

With the objective of discovering the social andtitutional conditions which could possibly

influence electoral preferences for ERPs, we setesbme variables to be correlated with support
for ERPs. The final aim is to aid in understandimgre accurately the relationship between
economic, increased criminality rates, represesmaticapacity and attitudes towards the EU and its
reform with the eventual presence of support foPERNe believe that this reflection and research



concerning the routes so far taken by Eurosceptians Europe are fundamental in understanding
the current crisis of the EU, in which institutibrraform depends on persuading societies that
integration is in the common interest and regiomdbrm implemented thus far require social

legitimization.

HYPOTHESIS AND VARIABLES

The sole source of fierce political opposition he EU’s agenda of political and social integration
are the ERPs (see Table 1) and the national etéglatforms of these parties have reflected arclea
and constant attitude of intolerance towards thesequences of political integration. Since the
increase of votes cast for EPRs is a regional phenon, isolated national or conjuncture-related
factors taken into account in isolation are noffisignt to construct an explanation capable of
accounting for the meaning of the growth of the@xie right in all of Western Europe.

Thirteen variables were selected to be appliedtestiof means among groups of countries whose
electors have a tradition of support for ERPs andhtries whose electors do not have this tradition.
The objective in the selection of the variables wagyather social and economical aspects of
representation, as well as bring together variabédgted to perception typically used by the
literature on Euroscepticism which could coopetatgutting to the test the hypothesis that the
growth of the extreme right is not associated tmnemic and material benefits brought by the EU,
nor can it come to be understood by the study a@hised cases in a comparative perspective. In
other words, support for ERPs in Europe cannot q@#aged by economic or purely national
motives. Hence, electoral choices in national @estin the entire region throughout the stages of
consolidation of the process of integration shordgeal the motivations for the Eurosceptic
attitudes of the European voter.

Some of the factors most commonly observed andegaed/in polls inquiring into Euroscepticism
are attitudes which express a lack of confidendbenEU and its institutions and, more recently, a
favorableor contrary attitude towards the European Constitutional feahich, after its rejection

in France and Holland, in 2005, fell short in ifgpeoval project. We thus consider the level of
information concerning European institutions to de important factor in order to analyze the
awareness concerning the role of European ingtitatand the changes occurred affecting national
political bodies as a result of integration andréfrms. A good example of importance attributed
to the role of information in the assessment oroEcepticism has already been identified by the
analysts of theeurobarometer 65o0ll (2006) concerning support to the European Gmtion
Treaty. According tdeurobarometer 652006), the lack of support for the Constitutionaéaty
can be attributed to lack of information. The vhakgaperception of the level of knowledge on
European institutionameans “how much national societies consider theraselvell-informed
concerning the process of integration and the wafleEuropean institution”. It is important
mentioning, however, that this perception variaileuld not translate the actual awareness of the
consequences of the existence of European institutiut rather it informs the level of satisfaction
with respect to knowledge about the EU.

Two variables for institutional representation weetected for the test: the weight\aftes in the
Counciland the number dcdeats in the European Parliameithis data is organized according to
the percentage weight each country has in eachobrieese European institutions, taking into
account the total votes and seats of all EU coumeynbers. The verification of the capacity of
representation of countries in European institigiean be an important indicator of how much
influence a given member country exerts in the geam decision-making process. We expect to
observe societies that have been supportive ofiegaho oppose integration to have less
representation in the European institutions, thwthéring dissatisfaction as to the (lack of) cayac



to interfere in the European decision-making pre@ thereby also furthering the undermining of
mechanisms in place for the protection of naticaaereignty and culture.

The economic variablesnemploymenandincome distribution inequalityvere constructed based
on data from thé&urostat Yearbook2005) and contribute towards the configuratiorcafditions
of economic performance which directly affect vofmrception, especially in relation to the
existence of foreigners and immigrants who competeéhe working space and other social
interaction environments.

The variables on violence ten common crimes 2004-2Q0&at is, 2005 in relation to the year
which immediately preceded ten common crimes in the last five years, thefd22@05 theft in

the last five yearsand, finally, hate crimes— are relevant in order to verify if there is any
relationship between the preference for agendastolierance towards immigrants and foreigners
and the increase of violence. The decision to oelthese variables concerning social risks and
victimization was prompted by the message includedhe programs put forth by the ERPs,
frequently appealing to the association betweemeased violence and a justification for an
intolerant attitude towards foreigners. It is imjaot to point out that violence decreased in the
EU15 region in general, and the ten most commdreguent crimes in European countries present
significant reduction in terms of their occurrencethe last years in the majority of countries
surveyed.

The data used for the measurement of the variaielesed to violence were provided by the
European Crime and Safety Sur{&U ICS), published as tHeU Research Repo#t ICS in 2004
(Van Dijk et alii, 2005). This extensive survey sought to produtienases of victimization in order
to use them in a comparative perspective, involaagntries of the EU15 and the three countries
from Eastern Europe (Poland, Estonia and Hungahg.ten most frequent crimes in each country
were considered jointly, and the survey took intcoaint the occurrence of one or more
victimizations in the last five years (before 20@Hd from 2004 to 2005, excluding theft crimes,
which were treated separately. Specifically, th@usion of hate crimes as an explaining variable
had the objective of including crimes consideredstiyocommitted against immigrants and other
minorities, and hence, are crucial to the argumeets.

Graph 17
Level of Confidence in European Institutions (%)
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Source Eurobaromete3 (2005).

The variableimmigrant populatiorwas considered important in order to identify tlesence of
significant immigrant populations compared to tighhaverages for the EU15. We considered the
percentage of immigrant population by country, gsidata published by th&uropaisches



Migrationszentrum(EMZ).®2 The main reason for using this variable was tmiify whether the
presence of immigrants was above or below the nafjiaverage in countries where the ERPs has
been able to convince more voters.

We believe that the data researched concerningupgort for ERPs, following their appearance in
the 1980s, associated to variables of representadioonomic performance, victimization, and
immigrant population, are fundamental in buildingantribution to the debate concerning the yet
little known reasons that have led voters to ingirggly, although still in a minority, incline towds
xenophobic political platforms. Knowing that thetrexne rightist attitude also reflects resistance to
European integration, the populist critique ashlack of legitimacy of the integration process ha
been slowly gaining greater traction.

As shown in Graph 17, the level of trust in Europ@sstitutions has been lowering. Ireland, for
example, one of the countries which displayed #astl resistance to the European Constitution,
along with Portugal and Spain in 200Bufobarometer 652000), recently rejected the Lisbon
Treaty, which is nothing but a summarized and tredrdown version of the Constitutional Treaty

MEASURING EFFECTS

Dividing the EU15 countries into two groups, we sulbed the data to a simple statistical test (test
of means), with the objective of verifying which riables would produce an impact on the
performance of ERPs in a comparative perspective. 8lected data from 2005 for the test's
variables, as it is considered an important yeatHe general increase in support for ERPs, as can
be seen in Graph 1. Thus, group A comprises casin which national societies have not been
presenting electoral support for ERPs since 198@ther words, these are the countries in which
the mean of votes cast for the extreme right is(4&e Table 1). Group B is comprised of countries
whose national societies present, to a greateessel degree, electoral support for ERPs. Testing
the means differentials found in each group, weeekpo see that factors related to economic
performance are not in fact fundamental in exphardifferences in terms of support given by the
national societies of the countries in group A whempared to those in group B.

The test of means uskt appropriate in responding the question of whiethe means of each
group of countries, as a result of the variablesdusre statistically different. In other words,
whether we are able to assert that countries witbrent levels of support for ERPs present results
that are effectively divergent in relation to thariables of representation and to the economic and
social variables used. As to the variables mostngonty used by the literature on Euroscepticism
(lack of confidence in the E&hdagainst the European Constitutignve expect to see that group B
in fact presents less trust in the EU and morestasce to reforms such as those contained in the
European Constitution — in other words, generabEcgpticism.

As to the violence variables, we expect to see ¥i@ence indicators have lowered to a lesser
extent in countries whose electors show some suppdeRPs. This is because votes expressing
preference for agendas of intolerance have beewrigaily associated to the perception that
societies are at risk and criminality is a reflentiof the non-inclusion of the xenophobic voter's
unwanted immigrant. An additional consequence a@iaddragmentation and non-integration of
immigrants is discrimination and the increase iatéhcrimes”, which are viewed as an exacerbated
reaction of intolerance, rejection and discrimioatiHence, we expect to see more hate crimes in
group B.

According to the logic derived from what is alreddyown concerning xenophobic behavior, we
expect to see that the immigrant population in ¢oes in which ERPs receive greater support will
be higher, even despite the fact that Luxemboumpuatry with a low level of support for ERPs



and also a low rate of hate crimes, is also a epuwwith an immigrant population well above the
European average (approximately 37% of the pommatf Luxembourg is made up of
immigrants).

It is worthwhile emphasizing that, although the wfsmeans method adopted is not a sophisticated
statistical test, it is nonetheless a useful matimal and statistical exercise, capable of
substantiating arguments and supporting the hyp@lom®ncerning the non-material reasons which
explain the performance of ERPs. Thus, the objeativincluding a test of means, as presented in
Table 2, is solely to add a useful descriptive devio the analysis, capable of more solidly
providing evidence of the differences between tleams of the groups of countries examined. For
this reason the dependent variable of the tesbisrwsupport, even if in a minority, for ERPS in
Western European countries. We define supportles dttitude of voting for ERPs”, regardless of
electoral support in terms of the acquisition aftsen national Parliaments.

The first noteworthy result of the test of meansdiated is that the countries in group B presented
means of attitudeagainst the European Constitutiamdlack of confidence in the Egreater than
the group A — 49% for 13% and 49% for 0.29%, reSpely. Both means are statistically different,
with a maximum confidence level. These results eagjgas expected, a strong correlation between
the attitude of suspicion towards the EU and th#ude of non-support for the reforms and
furthering of the process of political integratiofhe Treaty of the European Constitution and the
decision and the decision to submit it to populatification following intense debating were
measures seeking to ensure greaxgnostegitimacy of the process of integration,

Table 2
Test of Means, Countries in which Voters Cast Balks for ERPs
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SourcesEurobarometer 632005),Eurobarometer 642005),Eurostat Yearbook2005),European Crime and Safety
Survey(Van Dijk et alii, 2005),Européisches Migrationszentruffor detailed description of variables refer totjex

A = group of EU15 countries with no tradition oéetoral support for ERPs: Portugal, Spain, Ireldhe; groups of
EU15 countries with a tradition of electoral sugdor ERPs: Germany, Austria, Belgium, Denmark,|&md, France,
Greece, Holland, Italy, Luxembourg, United Kingdom.

Level of statistical confidence: 2.72 = 1% *** 2.845% ** and 1.67 = 10% *.



Indeed the very decision to call the Rome TreatZanstitution” is the most evident sign of the
intention of carrying out an approximation betwedde process of integration which is being
conducted by political elites and broader and conscparticipation of European societies. Thus,
the attitude of non-support for ratification ofghreaty is strongly connected to the attitude ofen
generalized mistrust towards the EU.

The second result refers to the variable of reprtasen of the member countries in European
institutions. The differences in means, in thisecage not statistically relevant, however, diffehg
from what we expected, the presented results wesgiye. The group of countries whose electors
have traditionally supported ERPs have more seatse European Parliament and more votes in
Council, and thus have at their disposal more ttmlgterfere in decisions concerning regional
policies. As the changes in the number of seatsvates in the Council vary little, and as the data,
in the case of the selected variable, varies mam&y than others, an econometric approach taking
into account a longer temporal series would be nam@irate, and on its turn would render the
effects of this variable clearer.

A relevant result which supports arguments advanicedhis article refers to the variable
information on European institutionsGroups B presents higher means that group A, 3®%
4.39%, respectively, being that the differencehalse means was obtained and the highest level of
confidence — 1%. This result suggests that natgo@eties in group B are significantly more well-
informed about the EU than national societies inuprA. In other words, national societies who
vote, even if only eventually, for ERPs are morexsmious regarding the role of European
institution or the consequence of European intemgrain general when compared no national
societies in group A. This result is rather intéreg for the arguments concerning the relation
between the vote for parties against the EU angéneeption of knowledge and satisfaction as to
the information pertaining to the effects and fumttof European institutions. This suggests that
the vote for ERPs can express a vote of consciesistance to the EU, since these are the only
European political parties strongly opposed togrdgon policies which have been consistently
obtaining more vote¥.

The difference of means for the economic variablemploymentvas not statistically relevant,
despite being positive. Unemployment has been glyarssociated by several important studies to
the growth of the extreme right. However, high upgyment, in most European countries, cannot
be analyzed without considering the protection wed by the European welfare state. Thus, we
considered the variablencome distribution inequalitypossibly more important than the
unemploymentariable in this test, which does not take intoocart the “benefits” received by
unemployed citizens, which vary among countriese ifliome distribution inequalitpresented a
negative result, with a relevant statistical diéiece and high confidence level, close to 5%. The
countries in group B presented means of unequdlilmison of incomes significantly lower that
those in group A, from 4.13% to 6.2%. This resulggests that societies least affected by social
fragmentation caused by poor income distributiomeheoted more often for xenophobic parties in
Western Europe. This contradicts the argument whissociates social inequality to intolerant
attitudes.

Several variables related to violence were testdth@ into account the generic associations
xenophobic discourses typically make with respedhé issues of urban violence and in the test we
came to a very suggestive result. In addition efttt that violence indicators have been dropping
all over Western Europe, as mentioned earlierhan dase of the countries of group B, robbery
crimes dropped significantly in the last year cdesed by th€european Crime and Safety Survey
(EU ICS 2005). Furthermore, considering the indicatfor the five years preceding the 2005
survey, the difference in terms of the reductionraifbery in groups A and B becomes extremely
relevant. In other words, robbery crimes droppedemn countries belonging to group B with a



maximally significant statistical difference (cosince level = 1). In other words, in group B,
comprising societies which, even if only eventualyd in minority, support ERPs and vote for
xenophobic agendas, robbery crimes have decreasee significantly than in countries where
there is no support for ERPs. Once again it is mamd to point out that the programs and
discourses of ERP leaders associate inequalitynplsyment and crime to the need to defend a
xenophobic agenda. It is also curious to note #iitpugh not statistically relevant, we can observ
that, contrary to robbery crimes, the results astwe in the case of hate crimes. This means that
there are more hate crimes in countries in grodipala in countries in group A. However, although
relatively high, the difference between the meangat significant enough statistically. Still, the
observation is in line with the general argumerithis article.

Finally, it must be pointed out that the countrieggroup B in fact have an immigrant population
considerably larger than those in group A. Although statistically significant, this difference can
be considered high: 1.45%

RESULTS AND CONTRIBUTION

The results suggest, in sum, that the attitudauppert for ERPs is more strongly related to lack of
trust in the EU and, consequently, to the rejectibthe idea of a European Constitution, as well as
to the voter’s perception that she is informed aloet EU, than to the frustration or satisfactien a
to the economic benefits that European integrationld be represented to have brought. This
suggests that the defense of values, beliefs agutiicts prevails over the material advantages
economic integration is capable of generating.

Some differences of means were not statisticallgveat, as was the case with the variables of
representation. These specifically deserve momfaareatment, which would probably depend on

an investigation focusing on the correlation ofresgntation variables and its effects on a temporal
series capable of aggregating more precisely irdtion on the growth of votes for ERPs and the

reforms of the Council of Ministries and the EurapeParliament in the needed redistribution of

seat after each round of EU expansion.

The results found here help in understanding cassiuch as Greece and Italy, which undoubtedly
benefit from economic integration at the same tiima&r societies support ERPs poised against
political integration. On the other hand, countrasch as the United Kingdom, which have
historically been show greater resistance towantkggration, do not have a significant tradition of
support for ERPs. It is possible to observe thatWK has an extremely low — in fact, the lowest —
level of social perception of information about t¥ (3.7% of those surveyed in the UK consider
to know something about the EWBYrobarometer 642005), as if indifference to the policies of the
EU could spare British citizens from the talons=ofropean institutions. This conclusion can only
by the product of lack of information concerningshmuch British institutions are already currently
intertwined with European counterparts and thatibm@adoption of the Euro, for example, is not a
free pass for disobedience, for example, of thesasts made by the European Court of Justice.
Those societies which perceive the effective povbestowed upon the new European arenas of
political competition and bargaining are the sant@ctv show greater resentment towards the
cultural and national homogenization which comethwiconomic integration. This suggests that
voters who are more conscious of the powers of ggao institutions and their consequences can
also be those who fear them most. The comprehertfidhe establishment of a supranational
instance in which political decisions are made trad are capable of interfering with the autonomy
of the national Executive, Legislative and Judigibranches of power does not seem indifferent
behavior towards the process of social integration.



The analysis of this data contributes towards comifig other findings available in the literature
(Ignazi, 1996; 2003; Midde, 2007; Kitschelt, 198&tx, 1994) according to which the preference
for intolerance is not based on the perceptionttiere are true economic or social losses as # resu
of regional integration. The main focus of conceamsl claims made within the new political
division isidentity.

Ultimately, the capacity to interfere in the sumonal decision making process and the awareness
of the limits of this capacity are thus an impottaariable to achieve a better understanding of
xenophobic behavior in Europe. These conclusioasraaccordance with the changing profile of
the extreme rightist voter: younger and more edutain contrast to the traditional profile
associated to class divisions.

CONCLUSIONS

In 1900, Europe had approximately a 20% share efwibrld population. Today its population
represents but 11%, and forecasts place this figu#€so in 2050. It seems evident that in the next
years the region will go through new waves of ntigra and the European Parliament has recently
asserted the need of placing immigration in thendgeof measures aiming at sustaining European
power’! That is, from a demographic perspective, immigrats a necessity for Europe. Moreover,
Europe has been historically accustomed to migratiost as internal migration has always been
naturally facilitated by the geopolitical configtiom of Europe and the smaller dimension of its
countries, xenophobia and intolerance are not neec® to the region. What then is new in the
new scenario presented in this article?

If there is anything new about as to the intole@menophobic attitudes in relation to situatiohs
intolerance in the past of European history, inishe form or organization and the articulation of
non-democratic ideas. The vote for the extremet gl also been interpreted by and large as a
protest vote cast by electors who are suspiciousvtor have lost belief in local and national
politicians and who, naturally would not suppore ttreation of more representative or decision-
making political institutions — which is the cadeEmropean institutions. Thus, the unusual novelty
is that the outcome has been the strengtheningliical parties which play according to the rules
of the democratic game in order to gain legitimagall for the implementation of agendas which
seek to restrict the scope of the very same dermiogame they have been benefitting from for the
last quarter of a century.

(Received for publishing in September 2008)
(Final draft concluded in January 2009)

NOTES

! The data was retrieved from the official websiiéthe national Parliaments of each country. Othebsites were also
used: http://www.electionworld.org; http://www.eteralgeography.com/new/en/elections;
http://www.electionresources.org; http://www.eleatjuide.org/index.php (accessed on 10/10/2008).

% The data of the elections and of votes cast foh gmlitical party are made available by the offidiodies of each
national Parliament. Therefore this article did nelly on a single source. Each source was consiitididually to
retrieve the data by election and of the votes foastach party in each country,

% Spain and France have similar proportions of inmarig populations (around 5.5%). However, in Spagré is no
tradition of support for xenophobic political pagias there is in France.

* In the years in which there were no national @est the percentages of the last election wetereted in order to
allow for an annual count, taking into account thattional election in the surveyed countries regdeat are not held on
the same years. This was the solution found inraim@ccount for the varying electoral intervals,veell as, in some
cases, government terms.



® The graphs were constructed based on the redulte sesearch on the vote percentages in eacbnalection in
each country and according to extreme rightisttigali parties consulted in the official websites thé national
Parliaments of the investigated countries and bés®ed on data retrieved from www.electionworld.@hg results are
summarized and present in the Table presenteciAppendix).

® The criterion for the tallying of the average otes cast for each country during the period ingastd was the same
as the one used for Graph 1, namely, the repetitigrercentages during interval years.

" The data used for the measurement of the variagjamst the European Constitutiamd lack of confidence in the
EU were retrieved from th&urobarometer 632005); forinformation on European institutions, Eurobaromeér
(2005) was used.

8 Available at www.Emz-berlin.de (accessed 10/08800

° This is a Z test and the formula used was: Z F(X2) - (M- M2) /O x1-x2

1% This is because radical leftist parties, as oppdaseradical rightist parties, have been progresgilosing votes in
Western Europe.

M Naturally, this does not mean that things willdasier on blue-collar workers, since it is in thesentries’ interest to
regulate immigration, and the changes in regiondigs show that the selection of immigrants hanbmore stringent.
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APPENDIX

Total Votes for ERPs in National Elections in MembeCountries — EU15

(1981-2008)

Member Country

Year of National

ERPs

ERPs

(EU15) Elections Vote Percentages Political Parties
Germany 1980 0 -
1983 0 -
1987 0 -
1990 0 -
1994 0 -
1998 0 -
2002 0.6 REP (Republikaner)
2005 1.6 NPD-DVU (Nationaldemokratische Partei
Deutschlands -- Deutsche Volksunion)
Austria 1979 6.1 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
1983 5 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
1986 9.7 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
1990 16.6 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
1994 225 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
1995 22 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
1999 27 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
2002 10 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs)
2006 15.15 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreich®z0
(Biindnis Zukunft Osterreich)
2008 28.24 FPO (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreich®z0
(Biindnis Zukunft Osterreich)
Belgium 1981 2,3 VB (Vlaams Blok)
1985 15 VB (Vlaams Blok)
1987 1,9 VB (Vlaams Blok) ,NF (Front National)
1991 7,7 VB (Vlaams Blok),NF (Front National)
1995 10,1 VB (Vlaams Blok),NF (Front National)
1999 2,8 FNB (Front Nouveau de BelgiqueyB
(Vlaams Blok),NF (Front National)
2003 13,6 VB (Vlaams Blok),NF (Front National)
2007 17,9 VB (Vlaams Belang)NF (Front National),
Lijst Dedecker
Denmark 1981 8.9 Z (Fremskridtspartiet)
1984 3.6 Z (Fremskridtspartiet)
1987 4.8 Z (Fremskridtspartiet)
1988 9 Z (Fremskridtspartiet)
1990 6.4 Z (Fremskridtspartiet)
1994 6.4 Z (Fremskridtspartiet)
1998 7.8 DFP (Dansk Folkeparti)
2001 12 DFP (Dansk Folkeparti)
2005 13.2 DFP (Dansk Folkeparti)
2007 13.9 DFP (Dansk Folkeparti)
Spain 1979 0 -
1982 0 -
1986 0 -
1989 0 -
1993 0 -
1996 0 -
2000 0 -
2004 0.08 DN (Democracia Nacionalgspafia 2000
2008 0.05 DN (Democracia Nacional)
Finland 1979 0 --
1983 0 -
1987 0 -
1991 0 --




Member Country Year of National ERPs ERPs
(EU15) Elections Vote Percentages Political Parties
1995 0 -
1999 1. True Finns
2003 1.6 (Perussuomalaiset/Sannfinlandarna)
2007 4.1 True Finns
(Perussuomalaiset/Sannfinlandarna)
True Finns
(Perussuomalaiset/Sannfinlandarna)
France 1981 0,4 NF (Front National)
1986 9,7 NF (Front National)
1988 9,7 NF (Front National)
1993 12,4 NF (Front National)
1997 15,1 NF (Front National)Other ERPs *
2002 12,6 NF (Front National)Other ERPs *
2007 4,7 NF (Front National)Other ERPs *
Greece 1981 1.3 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
1985 1.8 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
1989 (junho) 0.3 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
1989 (novembro) 0.1 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
1990 0.1 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
1993 0.14 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
1996 0.42 EPEN (Ethniki Politiki Enosis)
2000 0.27 PG (Proti Grammi)Party of Hellenism
2004 2.3 LAOS (Laikos Orthodoxos Synagermos),
2007 3.8 Elliniko Metopo
LAOS (Laikos Orthodoxos Synagermos)
Holland 1981 0.8 CP
1982 0 -
1986 0 -
1989 0.9 CD
1994 24 CD
1998 0.5 CD
2002 18.6 LN (Leefbaar Nederland)VF (Lijst Pim
Fortuyn/Lijst Vijf Fortuyn)
2003 5.7 LVF (Lijst Pim Fortuyn/Lijst Vijf Fortuyn)
2006 5.9 PVV (Partij voor de Vrijheid)
Ireland 1981 0 -
1982 (February) 0 -
1982 (November) 0 -
1987 0 -
1989 0 -
1992 0 -
1997 0 -
2002 0 -
2007 0 -
Italy 1979 0 -
1983 0.34 LV (Veneto)
1987 0.48 LL (Lega Lombarda)
1992 8.65 LN (Lega Nord)
1994 8.4 LN (Lega Nord)
1996 125 LN (Lega Nord)FT (Fiamma Tricolore)
2001 4.2 LN (Lega Nord)MS-FT (Movimento Sociale-
Fiamma Tricolore)
2006 5.2 LN-MA (Lega Nord-Movement for
Autonomy),FT (Fiamma Tricolore)
2008 10.73 LN (Lega Nord)FT (Fiamma Tricolore)
Luxembourg 1979 0 -
1984 0 -
1989 7 ADR (Alternativ Demokratesch Reformpartei
1994 7 ADR (Alternativ Demokratesch Reformpartei
1999 11 ADR (Alternativ Demokratesch Reformpartei




Member Country Year of National ERPs ERPs
(EU15) Elections Vote Percentages Political Parties
2004 10 ADR (Alternativ Demokratesch Reformpartei
Portugal 1979 0 --
1980 0 --
1983 0 --
1985 0 --
1987 0 --
1991 0 --
1995 0 --
1999 0 --
2002 0 --
2005 0 --
United Kingdom 1979 0.6 NF (National Front)
1983 0.1 NF (National Front)
1987 0 --
1992 0.1 NF (National Front)
1997 0.1 BNP (British National Party)
2001 0.2 BNP (British National Party)
2005 0.8 BNP (British National Party)Yeritas
Sweden 1979 0 --
1982 0 --
1985 0 --
1988 0 --
1991 6.73 ND (Ny Demokrati)
1994 1.24 ND (Ny Demokrati)
1998 0.37 SD (Sverigedemokraterna)
2002 1.7 SD (Sverigedemokraterna)lD (Ny
Demokrati),SV (Skanes Val)
2006 3 SD (Sverigedemokraterna)lD (Ny
Demokrati), SV (Skanes Val)

Sources: http://www.electionworld.org; http://wwieetoralgeography.com/new/en/elections;
http://www.electionresources.org; http://www.eleaguide.org/index.php and official websites of ea@mber
country of the EU15 (accessed 10/10/2008).

* “Other ERPs” means votes cast for small extreiglatist parties only divulged by official bodies @as aggregate.

Translated by Thiago Nasser
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