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Once thought to represent a set of cleavages established in the 1920s, West
Europeanparty systems recently have undergoneimportantchanges.' Beginning in
the 1970s, left-libertarianecological partiescapturedsmall but significant shares of
the vote in many countriesand helped to define a new dimensionof conflict in many
party systems. More recently, far right-wing parties have gained dramatically,taking votes from establishedparties and pressing their issues onto political agendas.
Today the most successful of these partiesare the Front National in Franceand the
Freedom Party in Austria, but Denmark, Norway, Italy, Belgium, Germany, and
Sweden have also seen importantchallenges by far-rightparties. Despite important
differences among them, these parties' positions put them on what is commonly
understoodas the far right of the political spectrum. Much more than established
parties, they favor law and order, tax cuts, and limits on immigrationand oppose
policies favored by social democraticparties (social equality, economic regulation)
and by left-libertarianand ecological parties (a multiculturalsociety, women's
equality, environmentalprotection).
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By the late 1980s far-rightparties were gaining rapidly in many countries by
attackingimmigrationand drawingvoters from both the center-rightand center-left
parties. Their nationalisticor ethnocentricaspects have come into high relief at a
time when efforts at increasing Europeanintegrationare proceeding apace. They
raise two questions. First, how extreme are these parties' goals? That is, to what

extent do they accept the main featuresof the postwarorderin western Europe(liberal democratic politics, capitalist market economies, the post-1945 national borders); to what extent do they advocate or intend fundamentalchanges in them; and
to what extent are they antisystem,or even "fascist"?Second, why have many farrightpartiesrecently gained at the polls, while others have failed?
Single case studies help to answer these questions. They typically characterize
single, national far-rightparties,describe their development, and offer an explanation of their recent success. These studies offer four differentviews of the parties'
goals and the reasons for their growth.
The first view focuses on immigration.2Immigrationin western Europeincreased
in the late 1980s and early 1990s, especially from the former Yugoslavia, eastern
Europe, and the former Soviet Union. According to the immigration thesis, the
social effects of immigration,along with high levels of economic insecurity,benefitted far-rightparties,which opposed immigrationbecause of its supposedconnections with unemploymentand crime. In this view, far-rightparties are single issue
partiesthat representpopularxenophobia.
The second explanationrests on political alienation.3Many voters' general dissatisfactionwith how establishedpartieshave respondedto importantissues, such as
economic growth, unemployment,corruption,crime, drugs, and immigration,has
led them to distrustall establishedpartiesand politicians.The resultingpotentialfor
protestvoting has been exploited by the farright,aided by its antiestablishmentmessage and lack of governing experience. The electoral prospects of far-rightparties
depend inversely on the credibility of establishedparties and political systems and
do not necessarily signal a deeper movementby voters towardfar-rightpositions on
substantiveissues.
The thirdapproach,which is most common in the popularpress as well as among
some academicauthors,holds thatthe far-rightpartiesreflect a resurgence,in somewhat new forms, of interwarfascist movements.4According to the neo-fascist thesis, successful far-rightparties today have organizationalor personnel connections
to pre-1945 Fascists or Nazis, adopt programsthat are similar to fascism, and are
attempting to resurrect or create fascist regimes. Hence they use quasi-fascist
appeals to play upon currentresentment,such as immigrationand unemployment.
and try especially to mobilize petty bourgeois support.
To make this argumentintelligible requiresthe defining of "fascism."The debate
over the concept of fascism has shown that importantdifferences exist among supposedly fascist parties and that no definitive set of characteristicswill be equally
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valid in all cases.5 For example, the extreme racism of the German National
Socialists and the commitmentto corporatismof the ItalianFascists are not general
features of all fascist parties, although they may distinguish two subtypes.6
Nonetheless, several features are shared by these two importantcases, as well as
many others, and they are adequateto define a group of fascist partiesdistinct from
other families of political parties in twentieth centurywestern Europe.Therefore,I
define fascist parties as those parties whose goals focus on national unity against
internaland externalenemies, on empire or nationalexpansion, on an authoritarian
state, and on a highly state-regulatedeconomy which could be either capitalist or
socialist. In this conception, fascist parties are also distinguishedby their methods
of organizing and action, which center on charismaticleadership, mass organizations, close alliances with paramilitaryorganizations,and violence against political
opponents.7Hence "neo-fascistparties"are those which, in the postwarperiod,have
substantiallyfascist goals and organizingmethods.
The fourthview sees far-rightpartiesas a reactionagainst the ecological, left-libertarianparties and issues that became strongerin the 1980s.6Far-rightparties are
part of a backlash against the postmaterialist,left-libertariandemands associated
with citizen mobilizationin the 1970s and 1980s (for example, feminism, gay rights,
environmentalism,multiculturalism,citizen participation)and with left-wing ecological parties,which in turnarose because of postindustrialchanges in occupational structuresand values. Hence the far-rightparties mobilize voters on the same
issues as the left-libertariansby taking opposing positions.
Scholars recently have completed several cross-nationalcomparativestudies of
the far right,providinga good opportunityto assess these four approachesand focus
attention on some aspects which have been neglected."Two of these studies are
anthologies. The ExtremeRight in Europeand the USA, edited by Paul Hainsworth,
and Encounterswith the ContemporaryRadical Right, edited by PeterH. Merkland
LeonardWeinberg,are useful referenceson the natureof postwar, far-rightparties
in a broad range of countries. They are largely descriptive in intent and format,
although individualchaptersoften suggest explanationsof the success or failureof
particularparties and the introductionsto both books provide generalizations.Both
of these books survey a numberof Europeancountries, focusing on the most successful far-rightparties in each and also including cases of electorally unsuccessful
parties.
In contrast, Radical Right-WingPopulism in Western Europe, by Hans-Georg
Betz, and The Radical Right in WesternEurope, by HerbertKitschelt with Anthony
J. McGann,offer general theories of the recent rise of far-rightparties backed with
evidence from a variety of country studies, although Kitschelt's book relies more
heavily on several cross-nationaldatasets. Althoughthey differ in detail andemphasis, Betz and Kitscheltprovidesimilarand complementarytheoriesof the rise of farright parties. They reject the neo-fascist explanation,draw on the immigrationand
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alienation theses with qualifications, and focus on political responses to social
changes. These books make significantconceptualand theoreticalcontributionsthat
will probablyserve as referencepoints for the next decade of researchon far-right
parties.
Taken together,these works lead to two main conclusions about far-rightparties.
First,theirsuccess is inverselyrelatedto theirproximityto neo-fascist groupsor parties. WesternEuropehas experienced,not an upsurge in neo-fascism, but ratherthe
growthof a new kind, or new kinds, of radicalright-wingparties. Second, the causes behindnew far-rightpartiescan be found in the responsesof both establishedand
challenging political parties to social and political-economic changes that have
altered the conditions of electoral competition.'0These causes include the breakdown of traditionalcleavages and the rise of issue voting, the crisis of the welfare
state, the perceived failure of establishedparties to resolve majorproblems such as
unemployment,corruption,crime, and immigration,increased political alienation,
the appealsmade by the far-rightparties,and the failureof the mainstreampartiesto
adapt.

A New, Democratic Radical Right, or a Revival of Old Right-Wing
Extremism?
What distinguishes the goals of far-right parties? Three of these books (all but
Encounters)agree that they are characterizedby nationalismon immigrationissues
and neoliberalism on economics. However, these works also have importantdisagreements and sometimes define the phenomenon too broadly. By defining farright parties in western Europe as a single phenomenon,including neo-fascist parties or factions together with parties that accept democracy, markets,and existing
national borders, the two anthologies do not address systematically the relation
between these partiesand the establishedsystem. Indeed,they may contributeto the
common tendency to see all far-rightpartiesas partof a revival of the fascist movement."
In his introductionto Encounters,Weinbergcharacterizesthese parties as "radical right,"but the case studies are more heterogeneousthan the concept suggests (a
problem shared by Hainsworth's The ExtremeRight). Several cases do not fit the
concept at all. A key partof Weinberg'sdefinitionis "radical."He meanspartiesthat
us "dirtytricks"or violence ratherthan play by the rules of the democraticgame,
that are unwilling to compromise on their goals, and that harbor"a desire to shut
down the democraticenterprise."'2However, of the significant contemporaryWest
Europeanparties included in Encounters, only one is antidemocratic(the British
National Front),while one accepts democracy (the FrenchFront National) and the
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other two are borderlinecases. For example, the Front National calls for stronger
authority but does not oppose the Fifth Republic; Safran, in accord with other
authors,concludes that this partysupportsneoliberaleconomic policies "withinthe
existing political system,"along with the strengtheningof existing social hierarchies
such as traditionalfamilies.'3By contrast,the National Frontin Britainis a far-right
party which clearly did not accept the liberal democraticorder. While this party's
public face emphasizedimmigrationproblems,and compulsoryrepatriationof nonwhites was its main plank, the inner core of the party favored a National Socialist
dictatorshiplike Hitler's Third Reich. Indeed, the National Front's leaders John
Tyndall and Martin Webster broke from the British National Party in the 1960s
because, although they supported Nazism, they advocated "a covert approach,
stressing British roots"in orderto gain popularsupport.'4
Assessing other far-rightpartieson the question of democracy is more complex,
perhapsnowhere more than in Germany.EkkartZimmermannand Thomas Saalfeld
analyze three Germancases, including antidemocraticparties such as the Socialist
Reich Party of the early 1950s and the National Democratic Party, whose support
peaked in the late 1960s at 5-10 percentof the vote in many states andjust under5
percent at the national level. These parties were composed mainly of formerNazi
partymembersand advocatedimportantpartsof the Nazi program,including(in the
case of the Reich Party)the centralizationof power in a national leader and a corporateparliament.Determiningpositions on democracyis made difficult by the fact
that partiesthat overtly oppose parliamentarydemocracyare likely to be bannedby
the Germanconstitutionalcourt, a fate which befell the Socialist Reich Party and
was evaded by the National DemocraticPartyonly throughthe lip service it gave to
the Basic Law. Therefore, party positions concerning the Nazi regime and Nazi
organizationsare probablythe best evidence of German far-rightparties' orientations towarddemocracy.By this standard,the Republicans,the thirdpartyanalyzed
by Zimmermannand Saalfeld, are on the borderlinebetween rejection and acceptance of democracy.The Republicans'relativelymoderatewing, which was led until
the early 1990s by the former Waffen SS officer Franz Schonhuber,presentedthe
Republicansas a prosystempartyand opposed ties to partieswith many neo-Nazis,
but at the same time the Republicanssought to rehabilitatethe Nazi regime's image
and to reopen questions about easternterritorylost in World War II.11
The Italian Social Movement (since the early 1990s renamed the National
Alliance) is anotherborderlinecase. It is the successor to Mussolini's Fascist Party
but has undergonedivisive conflicts between prosystemand antisystemfactions and
increasinglyhas supporteddemocracy.'6The ItalianSocial Movement supportedthe
Christian Democratic government against Communism in the 1950s, formally
decided to accept democracy in 1969, and vacillated between fundamentalopposition to and supportof the mainstreamparties in the 1980s to buttressthe Socialists
against the CommunistParty.'7At the same time, the presence of many neo-fascists
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and persistenceof fascist ideological traditionsin the ItalianSocial Movementmake
it difficult to consider the partyprosystem.
Radical-Right versus Neo-Fascist Parties The diversity of tfar-rightpartiesraises the question of their relation to fascism, which can best be answered by distinguishing the far-right parties of contemporarywestern Europe according to two
ideal-types. First,neo-fascist parties have fascist programs,methods, and organizational ties, as defined earlier. Second, radical right-wing parties call for stronger
authoritywhile accepting liberalrepresentativedemocracy,oppose immigrationand
immigrants while accepting existing national borders, and embrace market economics to a much great extent than partiesof government.lX
It is true that much about the radical-rightparties- their nationalistcriticism of
ethnic minorities, populist attacks on the political class, and advocacy of stronger
authority-resembles the appeals of fascist parties. But the differences between the
radical-rightand fascist parties are even greaterthan their similarities. The radical
right's nationalismis focused narrowlyon issues relatedto immigrantsand usually
does not include border issues, except for regionalist parties like the Northern
League and Flemish Bloc, which advocate fragmentingratherthan expandingtheir
nations. Their authoritarianismis mild, calling for modifying existing democratic
systems throughcentralizationand strongerleadershipratherthan fundamentalconstitutionalchange. Furthermore,in the clearest departurefrom fascist parties, their
economic programsare in most cases stronglyneoliberal,attackingthe welfare state
and favoring individual economic freedom. Finally, the far-rightparties are organized as "frameworkparties," with very strong leaders (Le Pen, Haider, Bossi,
Schonhuber)and centralizedorganizations,but minimalmemberparticipationand a
nearly exclusive focus on electoral campaigns.
Since both neo-fascist and radical-rightparties have focused on immigrationand
related issues in recent years, they have often been conflated. Moreover,there are
also mixed or borderlinecases. But as Kitschelt and Betz both argue, the radicalrightpartiesrepresenta new and distinct synthesis of right-wingideas and practices.
This combination of appeals is exceptional and importantnot only because it is
novel in postwar western Europe, but also because it has the potential to build a
cross-class alliance between entrepreneursand workers. This potential, of course,
brings to mind similar efforts of interwarfascist parties, but the resemblancedoes
not by itself obviate the distinctive natureof the radicalright.
Types of Radical-Right Parties While radical-rightpartiesare distinct from neofascist and mainstreamconservative parties, there are also importantdifferences
among them. For example, some advocate regional interests(the NorthernLeague,
the Flemish Bloc), though most are nationalist. Some are not strongly xenophobic
(the NorthernLeague), while others are not especially neoliberal(the Republicans).
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To addressthis problem,Kitschelthas createda typology of three ideal-typeswhich
is useful in understandingdifferences in the parties'social bases and success as well
as their programmaticappeals: new radical-right,populist antistatist,and welfarechauvinistparties.'}
These ideal-types differ on two basic dimensions:neoliberalismand xenophobia
combined with authoritarianism."'Authoritarian"
in this context means favoring
for
and
social
institutions,though not necessarily opposstrongerauthority political
I
will
it interchangeablywith "socially conuse
ing competitive party democracy.
servative"and "law and order."The new radical-rightparties, which according to
Kitschelt are found in France,Denmark,Norway, and perhapsBelgium, are neoliberal on economics and socially conservative and xenophobic on political and cultural issues. Thus, they form an antipode to the left-libertarianecological parties,
which promotea multiculturalsociety, individualself-expressionand citizen participation, and social solidaritythroughgovernmentregulationand redistribution.By
contrast, populist antistatistparties, found in Austria and NorthernItaly, are economically neoliberalbut not very xenophobicor socially conservative.Finally, welfare-chauvinistparties, for example, in Germany,are socially conservative, culturally xenophobic, and strongly nationalist(hence the term "chauvinist")but defend
welfare programsratherthan advocate neoliberalism.
The method by which this typology was constructedand tested results in some
drawbacksas well as advantages.It is derivedmainly from factoranalyses using the
1990 World Values Survey, which asked voters twenty issue questions, making it a
uniformdata source for all advancedindustrialcountries.The answers are taken as
indicatorsof the parties' appeals to voters; hence, unlike the other works reviewed
here, Kitschelttreatsthe far-rightpartiesprimarilyas partiesin the electoraterather
than party organizationsor groups of leaders. This method helps to make the link
from partyto voters, but it tends to leave the content of partyprogramsand ideology and the intentions of leaders and activists unexplored.Further,reliance on the
World Values Survey limits the analysis to the issue areas tapped by the questions
included in the survey, to voters' attitudeson set questions ratherthan the salience
of the issues to them, and to a snapshot of conditions in 1990 ratherthan over a
longer period.
For Kitschelt, as for many of the radical-rightparties in western Europe, the
FrenchFront National is an exemplarycase, not only because of its dramaticelectoral success but also because of its virulent combination of political appeals.
Indeed,the Front National embracedneoliberalismby 1981, calling for lower taxes,
less state intervention,and a majorreductionin the state bureaucracy,and the party's
antiimmigrantpositions and racism became prominentin the early 1980s. In its policy on Europeanintegration,where marketeconomics and nationalismare generally
in conflict, the Front National compromises by accepting the EuropeanUnion but
demanding"a Europeof the nations"on a federal basis ratherthan throughsupra219
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nationalauthorities.''2
Although it accepts the political system of the Fifth Republic,
it tends toward socially conservative positions, opposing abortion and feminism
(though it favors family allowances and a maternalwage) and favoring a strong
state, including the death penalty. Authoritarianismand social conservatism in the
new radical-rightparties complement free marketeconomics; both the traditional
family and the marketshould encourage individualsto work hardand subordinate
their personaldesires. Self-employed people and blue collar workersare represented disproportionatelyin the Front National s electorate,as are men and people with
less education,all groups that are relatively neoliberalor xenophobic or both.2'
It is not clear, however, if parties other than the Front National, such as the
Danish and Norwegian Progress Parties, fit the new radical-righttype. Kitschelt's
multivariateanalysis of supportfor the Danish ProgressPartyshows thatmarketliberalism and authoritarianismare both significant, although racism is the strongest
factor,and thatno tracesoflibertarianismcan be found.The Danish ProgressParty's
voters tended to respect authority and reject participation in demonstrations,
women's rights, and postmaterialistvalues, though not to a greater extent than
Conservative voters.22Yet in constructingthe neoliberalism factor there were no
questions on social spending.'2
Othersfind thatthe Danish ProgressPartyand its voters on balance supportedthe
welfare state.24Although the Danish Progress Party proposed tax cuts, they were
intendedfor the lower, not upper,strata;in parliament,it helped to pass government
budgetsmaintainingsocial programsthatfavoredlower income groupswhile reducing their tax burdens in 1989 and 1990.25 Supportfor social spending seems relatively firm in Denmark,even among radical-rightvoters who prefer less state and
more marketcompetition in other areas. On other issues, too, the Danish Progress
Partydoes not seem to fit the new radical-righttype. Eurobarometerdata show that
its voters also accept democracy and value liberty no less than the supportersof
other parties, and much more than far-rightvoters in France,Germany,and Italy.26
Thus, if data otherthanthe WorldValue Survey are considered,the degree to which
the Danish ProgressPartycould be characterizedas neoliberaland/orsocially conservative is open to question.
Although law and orderand xenophobicpositions have been importantto radical
right parties, not all rely on them. The Italian Northern League and the Austrian
FreedomPartybreakfromthe new radical-rightmodel in importantrespectsand can
be classified as populist antistatistparties. While, as Betz stresses, all radical-right
parties are populist in the sense of attacking the political class, the Austrian and
northernItalian far-rightparties rely largely on populist appeals such as opposing
state bureaucracy.The NorthernLeague's programand voters emphasize anticorruptionand proefficiencymeasuresand call for privatizationof state enterprises;the
party benefits mainly from a negative coalition against the established parties and
their practicesof public sector patronage.Populistantistatistpartiesare not strongly
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socially conservativeand do not stronglyor consistentlyoppose left-libertarianpositions. Thus, while xenophobiahas been crucialto many otherradicalright-wingparties, and recently has become more importantto the Austrian Freedom Party, the
NorthernLeague used the issue only until about 1992 and then mainly as part of
attacks on national political elites. The NorthernLeague's reliance on broad antistatist appeals attracts a broad electorate in which no occupational groups are
strongly overrepresented.27
Welfare-chauvinist parties are somewhat closer to neo-fascist parties. The
Republicansin Germanyare the only obvious major example. Welfare-chauvinist
partiesmake socially conservativeand racistappeals to voters but departfrom other
radical-rightparties in defending the welfare state; immigrants,of course, are to be
excluded from welfare state protection.Their combinationof appeals makes them
more similarto neo-fascist partiesthanto otherradical-rightparties.But are welfarechauvinistpartiesneo-fascist? The Republicansoccupy a gray area between radical
and neo-fascist parties, although any assessments of proximity to neo-fascism are
difficult and apt to be controversial.Their activists are divided between radicaland
pro-Naziwings, resultingin compromisesand contradictionswithin andbetween the
parties' programsand activists' speeches. Their nationalismverges on being antisystem, since they want Germanyrestoredto the bordersof 1937, and restoration
presumablywould breach internationaltreatiesand provoke war. Like more overtly
neo-Nazi parties in Germany, the Republicans subtly attemptto defend the Nazi
regime, for example, by using National Socialist terms such as deutsches Volkand
Lebensraum.However, they take a compromise position on Europeanintegration
similar to that of the Front National. The republicanshave also verged on opposition to the present democraticsystem; their 1987 programattackedpluralism and
called for subordinationof group intereststo the national interest, for example, by
restrictinglaborunions and puttingthe mass media underthe control of new public
authorities.In the early 1990s their racismand antisemitism,especially in campaign
speeches and advertising,were obvious enough-for example, referringto the main
Jewish interestgroupin Germanyas "thefifth occupying power"-to triggernationwide surveillance by the Germany's Federal Office for the Protection of the
Constitution.28

Explaining Far-Right Party Success
While far-rightparties have gained dramaticallyin many West Europeancountries
since the 1980s, there have been importantdifferences in their levels of success (see
Table 1). The most successful have been the Front National in France and the
Freedom Partyin Austria,which averaged 11-16 percent in nationalparliamentary
elections from 1980 to 1995. Next come a groupof relatively successful partiesthat
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have won 6-9 percent of the national vote. This group clearly includes parties in
Italy, Denmark,and Norway. The third group of marginallysuccessful parties has
averaged2-4 percentof the vote and includes cases that are difficult to classify. The
Table 1 Electoral Support for Far-RightParties in National Level Parliamentary
Elections in WesternEurope, 1980-19953?
Average
support
1980-95

Peak
support
pOSt-1970

Year of
peak

First
year
at 5%

MOSTSUCCESSFUL:
Austria
Freedom Party

16.1%

21.9%

1995

1986

France

10.7

12.7

1993

1986

Country

Party

Front National

RELATIVELY
SUCCESSFUL
Italy

Northern League

8.6

8.7

1992

1992

Norway

Progress Party

6.8

13.0

1989

1973 &
1989

Denmark

Progress Party

6.5

9.0

1988

1973 &
1988

Italy

Italian Social
Movement/
National Alliance

5.9

1983 &
1994

1953

6.8 &
13.5

MARGINALLY
SUCCESSFUL:
Sweden

New Democracy

4.0

6.7

1991

1991

Switzerland

Automobilists'
Party

3.9

5.1

1991

1991

Belgium

Flemish Bloc

3.8

7.8

1995

1991

Germany

Republicans

2.0

2.1

1990

Netherlands

Center Party/
Center Democrats

1.0

2.5

1984

Britain

National Front

< 1.0

0.6

1979

UNSUCCESSFUL

All results are popular vote shares in those national parliamentary elections which
were contested by the party through December 1995; presidential and European
Parliamentary elections are excluded. Average figures for the Italian Social
Movement and the Center Party cover only 1980-92.
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Swiss Automobilists Party, an antienvironmentalparty, and the Flemish Bloc
struggledin the mid 1980s and averagedonly 4 percentfrom 1980 to 1995, but they
may have moved into the relatively successful group with their strongershowings
(5-8 percent) in the early 1990s. The Swedish New Democracy has campaigned
only since 1991 and has been erratic.Similarly,the Republicansin Germanypeaked
at 7.1 percent in the 1989 Europeanelections, then struggled around2 percent in
national elections in 1990 and 1994, yet scored high and stable results (9-11 perin the 1990s. Finally, far-right
cent) in the populous region of Baden-Wuiirttemberg
in
Britain
and
the
been
Netherlands
have
unsuccessful; the British National
parties
the
Democrats
have
Front and
Dutch Center
averaged less than 1 percent of the
nationalvote. All of the successful partiesgained their first significantlevels of support during the 1980s or 1990s, except the Italian Social Movement, which was
strong in the 1950s, and the two Progress Parties, which arose in the early 1970s,
declined in the late 1970s and early 1980s, then resurgedin the late 1980s.29
Why have radical-rightparties gained at the polls since the early 1980s? Why
have they been more successful in some countriesthan in others?Besides the four
hypotheses mentionedearlier,Betz and Kitscheltproposed additionalexplanations.
First,increasedinternationaleconomic competitionand the crisis of the welfare state
have made left-rightissues salient and neoliberalpositions attractive,especially for
workers and employees in the private sector and for self-employed people.3
Moreover,changes in occupationalstructuresand communicationsduringthe transition from industrialto postindustrialsociety have underminedtraditionalpolitical
cleavages and increased voters' general disaffection from established parties.32
Second, where mainstreamparties have converged on economic issues, far-right
parties have had opportunitiesto recruit voters through strongly neoliberal positions.33 Third, far-right parties must optimize their appeals if they are to take advan-

tage of the opportunitiesthat mainstreamparties afford them. Since they draw on
diverse, cross-class social bases, they require equally diverse appeals, usually
neoliberalism plus nationalism and authoritarianism.34
Parties that fail to adopt
neoliberal positions because of their ideological commitments or organizational
connectionswith neo-fascists will sacrifice votes. Fourth,the optimalmix of appeals
for each radical-rightparty depends on its political context. When partyocracies,
which Kitschelt defines as "the fusion of state, party, and economic elites in politico-economic networkscharacterizedby patronage,clientelism, and corruption,"fall
into crisis, challengingpartiesdo best if they send a diffuse antiestablishment,rather
than authoritarianor xenophobic message.35
The Crisis of the Welfare State The welfare state thesis receives supportnot only
because of the importanceof neoliberal appeals and the timing of the far right's
recent success, but also from cross-nationalcorrelations.Where there is no large
welfare state, therehas been no majorbacklashagainstthe welfare state, and thus no
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potential demand for neoliberalismto the right of the center-rightparties. For example, in countrieswhere economies are not postindustrialand large welfare states
do not exist, such as Spain, Portugal,Greece, and Ireland,radical-rightparties have
not been successful.36In multivariateregressions,Swank and Betz also find that per
capitaGDP are predictorsof far-rightvoting success.37Similarly,Taggarthas found
moderatecorrelationsbetween far-rightparty voting and indicatorsof welfare state
decommodification.38

The Political Construction of Immigration Issues Immigrationis linked to farright parties' success, though indirectly. Hence two qualificationsof the immigration thesis are necessary. First, radical-rightparties did not begin to succeed in the
1980s until they discovered that concerns about immigrationcould benefit them at
the polls. The immigrationissue did not become importantbecause of ethnic diversity or immigrantinfluxes; rather,it arose and benefittedfar-rightpartiesonly if they
could dominate the constructionof the issue. Far-rightparties seized on this issue
much earlier(1983) in Francethanin othercountrieswith similarimmigrationproblems, such as Germany. Second, immigrationand other issues appealing to xenophobia are only part of a larger package of policies in which neoliberal economic
policies are typically key ingredients.Indeed,overrelianceon the immigrationissue
and neglect of otherissues, especially neoliberalism,have hamperedfar-rightparties
in Britainand Germany.
Immigrationto western Europe increasedsharplyduring the mid 1980s. It came
initially from Asia and Africa, then from eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union after the collapse of Communismled to economic crisis and civil conflict in
several countries. Betz argues that this immigration,against a backgroundof rapid
social change and economic insecurity, increasedxenophobia, and xenophobes, in
turn,became strong supportersof the far right.39
The first of these links is supportedby opinion surveys. In 1989-91 the number
of respondentsagreeingwith the statementthattherewere "too many foreigners"in
their countryincreasedsharplyin most West Europeancountries, from about 40 to
about 60 percent.40Moreover, the shares of non-EU populations correlate highly
with levels of xenophobia across West Europeancountries.4'But the link between
xenophobiaand far-rightparty success is much less clear. There is little correlation
between voting for the farrightand eitherpopularxenophobiaor immigrantshares.42
For example, far-rightpartieshave done betterin some countrieswith low sharesof
foreign-bornpopulation(Italy, Austria, Denmark,Norway) than in some countries
with relatively more foreigners (Germany, Britain). In part, where xenophobia is
high, overrelianceon immigrationissues is not a reliable basis for building a farright party, as seen by the case of the Republicans.On issues of immigrationand
competitionfor housing andjobs, and only on these issues, the Republicans'voters
had more confidence in theirpartythan in otherpartiesin 1989, showing the party's
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heavy reliance on these issues.43Moreover, the Republicans' voters are distinguished from ChristianDemocratic voters mainly in their responses to questions
concerningtheir acceptanceof a neighborof a differentrace or nationalityand the
priorityof membersof their own nationalityin the labor market.The Republicans,
like their predecessorson the far right in Germany,gained dramaticallywhen they
enjoyed something like a monopoly on these issues. But they were vulnerable to
changes in the salience of immigrationissues and the other parties' credibility on
them. After its upsurge in 1989 (which occurred only several months before the
Berlin Wall was breached),ChancellorKohl's leadershipof Germanreunification
left the Republicans unable to regain the offensive, even though the party had
strongly promoted reunificationin the mid 1980s. The Republicans rose again in
state elections in 1992, duringa crisis concerningGermany'srelatively liberal right
to asylum, but declined once more in the 1994 nationalelections, afterthe majorparties adopteda constitutionalamendmentto restrictthe right to asylum in 1993.
Fascist Legacies and Far-Right Party Strategies The neo-fascist explanationof
the far-rightparties' success can be almost completely rejected.There is widespread
agreement that radical parties have been much strongerand dynamic than parties
that are closer to fascist legacies.44 Parties with neo-fascist elements (the
Republicans, the National Front, and the Italian Social Movement) are relatively
unsuccessfulelectorally;the Republicansfailed to get over 2 percentnationallyafter
1989, and the NationalFrontwon a negligible vote shareafter 1979. Conversely,the
greatest successes of far-rightparties, in Franceand Austriasince the 1980s and in
Denmark and Norway in the 1970s, were linked to strong neoliberal elements in
their parties' programs and appeals to voters. The main exception is the Italian
Social Movement, but this partydeclined duringthe 1980s and gained in 1994 only
because the center-rightand center-left parties collapsed in the wake of massive
scandals and prosecutionsof party leaders for corruption.
Indeed,organizationaland ideological continuitieswith fascist partieshave inhibited the success of far-rightparties.The Republicanscould not take neoliberalpositions because, as Kitschelt argues, Germany's small but virulent network of neoNazi sects and clubs interferedwith vote maximization.Whenevera far-rightparty
has gained votes in postwar Germany,neo-Nazi militantshave been attractedto it,
not least because of the strong chances of gaining local offices in the decentralized
governmentalsystem. The new activists pull the partytowardneo-fascist positions
and spoil its reputationamongprospectivevoters. This process befell the briefly successful National Democrats in the 1960s and also the Republicansafter its striking
gains in 1989.45As militantsjoined, power strugglesensued, and partyleaderscould
not keep the partyon a radicalratherthan neo-fascist course. Neo-Nazi militantsat
first supportedFranzSchonhuber'stakeoverof the Republicans'leadershipin 1985,
soon after he published the memoirs of his experiences as an SS officer, but later
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Schonhuberwas cast in the role of trying to hold together moderateand neo-Nazi
factions. Evicted as the Republicans' leader by neo-fascists in 1990, he returnedto
his old position later that year but was ousted again in 1994.46The Republicans'
intrapartyconflicts clearly hurtthe partyat the polls, and the specter of neo-Nazism
within its rankshas limited its potentialsupport.
Similarly, the Italian Social Movement's explicit links to fascism have made it
difficult for the party to gain far-right, neoliberal voters. Even though voters
respondedto its use of neoliberal appeals in 1990, its electoral strengthremained
stagnant.Apparently,the Italian Social Movement's neo-fascist reputationmade it
difficult for the partyto credibly assert neoliberalpositions.47
While neo-fascism is reliably linked with electoral failure, there is at least one
exception which suggests that the potentialfor antisystemand even neo-fascist parties depends on the salience of nationalistissues in West Europeancountries. The
Flemish Bloc in Belgium makes regionalist, xenophobic, anti-welfare-state,and
antigay and antiabortionappeals.40In these ways, it fits the new radical-righttype.
However, it also has importantconnections to the neo-fascist right in Flanders,
which originatedin groups that collaboratedenthusiasticallywith the Nazi occupation forces duringWorld War II. When the neo-fascist paramilitarygroup Flemish
Order of Militants, which had strong internationalcontacts with neo-Nazis, was
banned in 1983, some of its members went to the Flemish Bloc, where they may
have helped move the partytowardantiimmigrantpositions.49The Flemish Bloc has
made overt appeals to neo-Nazis by calling for an unconditionalamnesty for Nazi
collaborators,and its leader has expressed nostalgia for the Nazi occupation.50
Furthermore,many of the Flemish Bloc's nationaliststatementsverge on antisystem positions. In the 1990s its main campaignpositions have been extremelynationalist: an independentFlemish state with its capital in Brussels, the slogan "ourown
people first," and the deportationof immigrants. It also calls for recovering lost
Flemish territoryand bringingtogetherall Flemish people in one independentstate.
Yet the importanceof extreme nationalistissues to the party's recent gains is difficult to assess. Its voters are attractedmainly by its antiimmigrantmessage, which is
prominentin its campaign literature;66 percent of its voters said that the immigration issue was the main reason they voted for the Flemish Bloc.51
Despite the Flemish Bloc's neo-fascist ties and pro-welfare-statepositions, it does
not fit the patttemof marginalsuccess which most scholarspredict for such parties.
It is at least a relatively successful far-rightparty. After struggling in the I980s, it
won about 6 percent of the nationalvote in 1991 and 1994, with 10-12 percent of
the vote in the Flandersregion.
What might account for the Flemish Bloc's greater success, comparedwith the
Republicans?The economic crisis has been unusually long and severe in Belgium;
the country's linguistic divisions have remainedmajorsources of potentialconflict;
and political elites tried to accommodate these divisions through constitutional
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reforms in the 1980s that actually gave new resources to Flemish nationalists.52
These factors suggest an unsettlingconclusion: if mainstreamparties allow nationalist issues to become polarized enough, antisystem and even neo-fascist parties
might do much better at the polls than they have in most West Europeancountries
in the postwarperiod.
Political Alienation Clearly, increasedpolitical alienation is not the entire explanation of far-rightsuccess. Far-rightparties make more specific campaign appeals
and attractvoters with more distinct ideological profiles-neoliberal, socially conservative and xenophobic, or both-than would be expected if they were purely
protest parties. But does political alienation play a role in far-rightvoting? Voters
who say they are dissatisfied with politics are more likely than other voters to
endorse far-rightparties.53Yet this strong association between distrustand far-right
voting leaves open the question of causation. Since the parties put out a "distrust"
message, voters may have chosen to vote for the far right for other reasons (for
example, neoliberalism,racism)and then answeredquestions aboutpolitical trustin
ways that conformedto the parties' positions.
However, evidence at the cross-nationallevel also suggests that increasedalienation has played a role. Various measuresof general political alienation-disbelief
that politicians are interested in citizens' opinions, disbelief that politicians care
about people, distrust in parliament,dissatisfaction with democracy, declines in
party membership, weakening party identifications, and falling voting turnoutshow thatsome countrieshave experiencedmajorincreases in alienationsince 1975
while others have not. France and Sweden experienced clear declines in political
trustby 1990, while Germanyand Italy experiencedsharpcrises in the early 1990s.54
In contrast, political confidence did not clearly decline in Norway, Denmark,
Belgium, Britain, and the Netherlandsfrom 1975 at least through 1990. The first
group of countries, with strongly increasing political alienation, averaged much
higher levels of far-rightvoting than the second group.55Moreover, most of the
anomaliesare easily explained.Political alienationrose yet the far rightwas weak in
Germanybecause the Republicansdid not capitalize by adopting neoliberal positions. Far-rightvoting increasedin Denmarkand Norway despite mostly stable levels of political alienationin the 1980s, but in both cases political alienationhad risen
sharply to high levels in the early 1970s, when it was associated with a major
increase in voting for the Progressparties.
Mainstream Party Strategies and Crises in Partyocracies Political alienationis
also relatedto the degree of convergencebetween the majorleft- andright-wingparties of government on economic issues.56This conclusion accords with one of
Kitschelt's main arguments:that convergence among the major conservative and
left-wing parties is necessary before a far-rightparty can use a radical neoliberal
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agenda to attractmany voters. Indeed, there is a strong correlationbetween mainstream party convergence and far-rightparty success.57Where mainstreamparties
have advancedneoliberalpolicies, for example, in Britainand the Netherlands,the
far right has done poorly.
The Front National has been particularlyadept at exploiting the mainstreamparties' convergence and loss of credibility, initially by using secondary, low-stakes
elections to gain media attention.In the mid 1970s the conservativegovernmentof
Giscardd'Estaing moved to the center, as did the Socialist Partyin 1983 soon after
it finally became the party of government.Moreover, in the 1980s the center-right
was increasingly fragmented,and its neoliberal wing was led by Jacques Chirac,
who was identified with the statist policies of the Gaullist party. Hence the mainstream parties lacked credibility on neoliberal economic issues, and the Front
National was able to step into a gap. A strong result for the Front National in the
first round of the Dreux municipal elections in 1983 was followed by a successful
electoral pact with the center-rightparties for the second roundand then a national
debate among conservatives about whether to ally with the radical antiimmigrant
party. This debate boosted the popularityof the Front National, even though the
establishedpartiesusually did notjoin forces with it. The Front National's vote took
off in the 1984 Europeanparliamentaryelections and the 1986 assembly elections.
Kitschelt also illuminates far-rightvoting resulting from political alienation and
mainstreamparty convergence in countriesthat have been governed by "partyocracies." As educationlevels have risen, middle class, white collar voters have demanded political participationand transparentgovernment.Their demands,togetherwith
the extraordinarydegree of left-right convergence among mainstreamparties in
Austria and Italy and the collapse of Communismin easternEuropeand the Soviet
Union, have led to a crisis of confidence in these partyocracies.In such cases, farrightpartiescan attracta broadcross-sectionof voters with appealsto antistatistattitudes. Hence the far right does betterif it tones down its xenophobic and authoritarian messages, which tend to alienate centristvoters.
For example, the NorthernLeague did quite well at the polls withoutrelying much
on antiimmigrantappeals because it benefitted from widespread attacks on the
Italian patronage system in the 1980s. Its success in regional elections in 1989
gained it much publicity, which, though largely negative, linked it to its main issue
of opposing corruption.58Poised for success, the Northern League experimented
with a mix of issues. Initially it used xenophobia, targeted at southern Italian
migrants,as a way of criticizingthe political establishment.After the 1991 elections
it began to drop its xenophobic appeals but continued its success.59

Anti-left-libertarianism The final thesis of single case studies-that the far right
is a backlash against left-libertarianparties-has received little attention.Yet this
thesis is supportedin several ways. It is consistent with the argumentthat the new
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right-authoritarian
parties help to define an axis of political conflict between themselves and left-libertarians.60
Moreover, there is a strong cross-nationalcorrelation
between left-libertarianand radical-rightparties.Further,in all cases except France
and Finlandthe ecological partiesprecededthe radicalright. The outliercases or the
long lag between the emergence of left-libertarianand radical-rightparties can be
explained by the strongly neoliberal positions of mainstreamparties (Sweden, the
Netherlands)or the integrativecapacities of left-centerparties(France).61
The relationof right-wingnationalismand authoritarianismto left-libertarianism
deserves more study. In the cases where both movements are strongor weak, do the
two movements tend to develop in parallel simply because they are shaped by the
same party systems, welfare states, and postindustrialoccupational structures?Or
have the far-rightparties reacted directly to the left-libertarianparties and political
agenda, as Minkenberg suggests?62Do the ecological and radical-right parties
addresssimilarissues in each country?Does the radicalright directly attackthe leftlibertarianpartiesor movements,or does it insteadattackthe mainstreampartiesfor
making policy concessions to the libertarianleft?

Conclusions
Radical-rightparties are likely to remain political factors into the next century.
Continuedeconomic insecurityin a context where foreign residentsare a fixtureand
women's rights and environmentalprotectionhave influentialadvocates will likely
perpetuateresentmentand the search for scapegoats. Should the perceived failures
of the political establishmentcontinue to accumulate,disaffection from all political
parties will remain at high levels or even rise, providing opportunitiesfor all kinds
of outsiderparties.Most far-rightpartiesdo not dependon the immigrationissue and
hence can not be permanentlyundercutby the maneuveringof mainstreamparties
on it. Even if their currentissues fade or are capturedby the establishedparties,the
continued presence of left-libertariangroups, parties, and issues in most West
Europeancountriesmight provide new targetsto vilify. As long as most voters are
moderate,the mainstreampartieswill have strong incentives to remaincentrist and
leave fringe voters to the far right.
Yet the continued success of far-rightparties is not inevitable, since favorable
structuralconditionsare necessarybut not sufficient for theirsuccess. Political interactions between the far-rightparties and the establishedparties, and even between
factions within the far right, influence their prospects, at times decisively. Where
they benefit from a currentrevulsion againstpartyocracies,as in Italy, they may not
survive the political establishmentsagainst which they rebel. Where they ride the
immigrationissue, they risk being repeatedlyoutmaneuveredby the mainstreamparties. Where fascist parties were strong in the interwar period, they risk being
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swamped today by neo-fascist activists who interferewith vote-maximization.And
if they continue to be successful and gain an aura of respectability,they may be
invited to join in governing, which would rob them of their apparentinnocence and
might requireskilful leadershipto avoid destructiveconflicts between neoliberaland
authoritarianrepresentativesof their diverse electoral bases. Since they operate in
democratic societies, the far-right parties have a degree of internal democracy,
which togetherwith diverse activist bases can result in sharpinternalconflicts when
a party, like the British National Front,is unsuccessful or when its successes create
spoils in the form of party finances and public offices, as with the German
Republicans.63

In general, the natureof contemporaryelectorates seems to dictate that far-right
parties' electorally optimal position lies between the center-rightparties and antisystem positions. But this pattern suggests potential dangers for democracy, too.
Parties like the Front National, Republicans, and Flemish Bloc, even if they are
"merely"radical, seek policy changes which go some distance-how far has not
been adequately and dispassionately studied- toward extreme nationalist and
authoritarianagendas. If overall backgroundpolitical conditions should change dramatically, for example, througheconomic crisis or regional war, the far right could
become a much more effective conduit for the transmissionof antisystemideas and
political forces into the political mainstream.Hence especially the borderlinecases
such as the Flemish Bloc call for furtheranalysis of the natureof far-rightparties
and the causes of their success. To understandbetter their nature,furtherresearch
should employ sharp conceptualtools and a variety of approachesto focus on the
extent to which these partiesaccept or reject democracy,marketcapitalism,and the
existing state system. A greater variety of indicatorsand data sources would also
help in assessing the parties' likely trajectories,especially where activists' commitments diverge from the appeals to which voters are responding. The party as an
organizationof activists as well as the party in the electorateneed to be examined,
and the two need to be relatedto each other.
Finally, the works reviewed here suggest that the process of issue definition, for
example, regarding immigration and citizenship policies, should be investigated
dynamically. Since large numbers of foreigners will certainly remain in western
Europe,far-rightpartieswill have chances to raise and benefit from issues relatedto
them. The interactionsamong parties and voters and between factions within farright and mainstreamright parties,could be analyzed. What does it take for a party
to gain credibility as the organizationmost trusted to solve a public problem or,
inversely, to discreditthe governingpartieson an issue'?Do timing and tactics affect
whethera far-rightpartyor a mainstreampartywins this contest? How is credibility, or distrust,reproduced,and for how long? Does it make much of a difference for
public policy if mainstreampartiessucceed in coopting such issues (as in Britainand
Germany)instead of playing catch-up (as in France)?Can countermobilizationby
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proimmigrantgroups and multiculturalpolicies by governmentinhibit and not just
spur xenophobic voting? These questions, along with the conceptual and methodological tools suggested here, might be profitablyapplied especially to cases, like
the Republicans, Flemish Bloc, and Italian National Alliance, where parties that
stand closer to neo-fascism have had some success, in orderto explore the current
limits of far right-wingpolitics in western Europe.
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