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Abstract

Defined by stridently redistributionist economic policies that challenge mainstream economic
norms in many Western democracies, radically left-wing political actors have risen to prominence
in many such countries. Despite their newfound prominence, the radical left remains
understudied relative to their radical right counterparts. In my voter-level analysis, I test two
common explanations of radical left support. First, the ‘policy-proximity” account, which suggests
radical left support is the result of proximity between voters and these actors on policy dimensions.
I examine this with three plausibly relevant policy dimensions: economics, cultural policy, and
migration policy. Second, the “populism-based” account, which suggests the radical left draws

support from populist voters attracted by their challenge to established political parties.

I test both these accounts in three case studies: Germany, the US, and the UK. I draw upon survey
data which includes voters” support for the radical left, their policy preferences on the policy
dimensions, and their populist attitudes. Additionally, I use research designs which enable me to
more confidently rule out ‘persuasion effects” arising from pre-existing electoral support of voters.
Furthermore, simultaneous examination of both the policy-proximity and populism-based

accounts controls for possible confounding between them.

I find little evidence supporting the populism-based account in all three case studies. Policy-
proximity results are more nuanced. German case findings generally conform with the policy-
proximity account; however, I am least able to deal with persuasion effects here. I deal with
persuasion effects more in the US case; however, US case findings commonly challenge the policy-
proximity account. Finally, in the UK case I use panel data to rigorously deal with persuasion
effects when examining changes in Labour Party support as this party shifts to the radical left
under Jeremy Corbyn. I find that policy-proximity explains relative magnitude of shifts in Labour
support but cannot explain pronounced positive shifts in this support across ideological groups.
Overall, across the three cases, I find some support for the policy-proximity account; however,
there are aspects of radical left support which policy-proximity does not explain. Consequently,

future research is needed to continue to investigate support for these political actors.



Acknowledgements

First, I must offer sincere thanks to my supervisory team — Dr Nick Vivyan, Dr Gidon Cohen,
and Dr Neil Visalvanich. It cannot have been easy to supervise me. There have been many
occasions throughout reading, data processing, and writing which have varied from the
bemusing to the frustrating. Yet throughout these eventualities, and commonly my resulting
confusion, my supervisors have offered encouragement and positivity. Although my
meetings with them would often set me out of heavy academic action for the rest of the day,
I remain eternally grateful for their seemingly infinite patience.

Further thanks must also go more widely through the Durham politics department. In
particular, to Professor Emma Murphy, who offered me much encouragement in the midst of
academic setbacks and personal struggles. I am also grateful to staff in the wider department,
including the CIPB academics for their advice and support. To my fellow politics researchers,
I also offer thanks and the best of luck. Although I did not know many of you well, we have
all been in the same introductory boat setting out into the vast ocean of academia together.
Having shared this experience with you, I wish you all the best of luck with your remaining
studies and for your futures.

Away from the department, I am also grateful to Philip Riley for proofreading my thesis.
Reading through this thesis may have been challenging enough, even before his correction of
my sometimes-wayward spelling. Nevertheless, I appreciate his reading this thesis, and the
suggestions he made to improve readability.

I would also like to acknowledge Trevelyan College. I have been a proud and active member
and resident of my college since September 2015, through six iterations of JCRs and MCRs.
The people to thank here are numerous, and would make it impossible to keep to my self-
imposed one-page limit for this section. But they include members of all common rooms and
staff who have formed a vast patchwork of wonderful memories for me. Notably my fellow
PhD students, including Yasmin Ilkhani and Fliss McDowall, deserve thanks for their
relatable challenges and relentless encouragement. Also, a special mention to Wan Aiman
Azmi — a fellow politics nerd whose constant interest in my research helped convince me it
was truly worth pursuing.

I am also immensely grateful to my family for supporting me throughout. They could have
easily opposed my pursuit of a PhD, or pushed for me to finally enter the world of regular
employment. But they allowed me to persist and willed me on to pursue this research. I love
you all, although I don’t tell you that nearly enough.

Lastly, I would like to thank my girlfriend, Alice Naylor. Obvious thanks are due here, for
putting up with me both inside and outside of work. Voting and elections remain
uninteresting to you, despite my efforts to enthuse about this subject. Even through the
darkest moments of this PhD, I had you to turn to. You always responded with reassurance
and support, so without you this project may never have even made it to paper.

My gratitude to all the above, both the named and unnamed, is truly immense. Without you
all the screaming, shouting, and the manic laughter that seem to make up the average PhD
would surely have all been for naught.



Table of Contents

WX o151 5 - Lol SO 3
Acknowledgements ..........eieincneninininnninineniniiniisinisssssss 4
Table of CONtENtS .......ccveuveiiiniiriiiriniiinniiiessessasssens 5
LiSt Of Tables......uuiiiriiiiniiriiinniniiinniininiesnnsessssessssssssssssssseaes 9
LiSt Of FIGUIES .uuueuerrierririnririnriiniiniininenisenisinssssssissssessssesssesssssssssesssssees 10
List of Abbreviations..........ueeieeniniiciniiniiiiniceinieenseensecnssenens 12
INErOdUCHON....ccuieeircitcitcitcitcntcrcrssesessensessesnaseanes 13
Chapter 1.0: Literature ReVIEW .......coceeveerirensenenncnnnsnscscsnnsessesscssesesessesnens 21
1.1: Economics and Radical Left SUpport ........cccccoevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 21
1.1.1: Economics — Defining the Radical Left............ccccccovviviviniinininiiiiiiiiiiiinciiciecce, 22
1.1.2: Economic Policy and Support for the Radical Left .............cccccoovvviveviveiiieieieicicccccne, 28

1.2: Cultural Policy and Migration POLiCY ... 32
1.2.1: (Post-)Materialism and Cultural POLICY............ccccovviviviviiiiiiiiiiiicciiciccciseecs 33
1.2.2: Migration Policy and the Radical Left..............cocoovvvvvviviviviiiiiiiiiiiiieieicieieeeeeccc 34
1.2.3: Evidence from the Radical Right ............cccccocviiviiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiciiciccccceccse e 37

1.3: Populism and Radical Left SUPPOTt.......cccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiicce 38
1.4: Alternative EXplanations.........ccccceeiveiiiiiniiiiiniiiniiiicciecsceeceeeeees 43
1.4.1: Socio-StUCIUTAL VOFING. ..ottt 43
1.4.2: Protest VORNG ...c.oovoveveiieiiiieiiiiiee s 44
1.4.3: ISSUE SALIEHICE ... 46

1.5: Further Contributions..........cccccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc s 47
1.5.1: Independent VATIADIES...............cceeuiviviviciiiiiciiiiiiciciiciee s 48
1.5.2: Dependent VAriables..............ccoovciviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciicicictcsccs s 49

1.6: Literature CONCIUSIONS .........ccccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 49
Chapter 2.0: Theory ... 52
2.1: Spatial TREOTY .....ccciviiiiiiiiiiic e 53
2.1.1: Background and FUNAAMENTALS .............cocoovvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiciciciceieeee s 53
2.1.2: DITHENSIONS ..ottt 59



2.2: POPULISIN ..ttt 64

2.3: Theory Chapter CONCIUSIONS .........cccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniciiccccee e 71
Chapter 3.0: Research DeSign .......cocevvinrerriseneninnisensenennisensensessessssessesneas 72
3.1: Overall Methodology .........cccovviviiiiniiiniiii e 72
3. 1.1 SUTVCY DA ..o 73
3120 ANALYSIS .o 77
3.1.3: SUMmMAary of APPrOACH ..........ccvcvvvvuivviiiiiiiiiiiiiccct s 79
3.2: Case StUIES .......ccvviiiiiiiiiiicc 80
3.2.1: Germany €ase SHUAY .........coueveueueveureiiiiiiiictetctete st 80
3.2.2: US CASE SHUAY ...t 82
3.2.3: UK CASE SHUAY .ot 84
3.2.4: Alternative Case SEUMIES .............cvvveueveveveiiiiiieieieieiiceie e 86
3.2.5: Case Study COMPATISON........cveviviiririieieieiiiiisiieie ettt 88
3.3: Research Design CONClUSION...........coeuiiiiiiiiiiiiicicccc e 89
Chapter 4.0: The Radical Left in Germany.........cccecceueuevurrernsrernsncrnnresnsnennas 91
4.1: Contextualising Die LiftKe ..........c.ccoeeiiviiiiiiiiiniiiiieiciccnc s 91
4.1.1: Development 0f Di€ LiTKe............cccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicicciceeeeeeec s 93
4.1.2: The Radicalism 0f Die LiNKe .............ccccovviviriiniiiiiiiiiiiiciiciciccicscctsiees s 94
4.1.3: The German Left: Beyond Die LINKE .........ccccoceiiviniiiiininiiiiiiciicciseeeceeeecnee 97
4.1.4: Quantitative Assessments of Spatial LOCAHIONS...........cccccovvvviciniiciiiniiiiiiiiciiceean 100
4.2: Research Design: Data and Measurement ............cccocceevvueinieinincninieinicninneenes 102
4.2.1: GLES: Economic Policy MEASUTES ...........ccccovvveviiiviiiiiiiieieieieieieieieiecscicscncnccssss s 104
4.2.2: GLES: Cultural policyy MEASUTES........ovvvivieviiiriiiriiiieieieieieieieieieeescscscscnensssss s 105
4.2.3: GLES: Migration Policyy MEASUTES ............ccceveveviiiiiieieieieieieieieieeisscscscscscesss s 106
4.2.4: Policy-Proximity: GIOUPS.......cveeueuereiiiiiiiiiiitisiteieie et 107
4.2.5: GLES: Populism Measurement ............ccoocevvivveneininiiiiniiiiicinisecieiessss e 110
4.3: Empirical EXpectations ..........ccccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccc e 111
4.3.1: Expectations: Economic Policy GIOUPS ..........cccccvciviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciciccviccccs 111
4.3.2: Expectations: Cultural policy GIrOUPS ..........ccveveveviieieieieieieieieieieieeiceccccccc s 114
4.3.3: Expectations: Migration Policyy GIOUPS ..........cccoveviviiieiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiicicieiciecns 116



4.3.4: Expectations: Populism-based THEOTY ...........cccocvvvivinieiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiicieieciieccenns 119

4.4: Germany: ANalYSiS......cccviiuiuiuiiiiicciicccc e 119
4.4.7: Control VAriaBIEs .............ceueueueueeeiiiiiiiiiiciititctcietsee e 120
4.4.2: Economic Policy Preferences and Radical Left SUpport .........ccccccvvvvvvviviiciivniniiininnn, 121
4.4.3: Cultural policy Dimension and Radical Left SUPpOTt ........cccocvvvevvvvcciiiiiiiciii 128
4.4.4: Migration Policy Preferences and Radical Left SUPpOTt ......cccvvevvvvivvciciiiiiiiiiiin, 133
4.4.5: Populism and Radical Left SUPPOTE........cccccvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciciciccicicciccccccc s 140
4.4.6: Multiple Linear Regressions and Radical Left Support ..........cccccccvvvvvvevivivncinicennnnnn, 143

4.4: Germany CONCIUSIONS.........cccciviiiiieiiiiiiicc s 154

Chapter 5.0: Support for Sanders and the Radical Left in the US.......156

5.1: Contextualising Sanders............ccccvuiiviiiiiiiiiniiiniiiiccceeeees 157
5.1.1: Quantitative Appraisals of SANAETS............cccoovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc 158
5.1.2: Sanders vs. Clinton: Policy Divisions within the Democratic Party.............ccccoeeuenee. 158
5.1.3: Sanders, Socialism, and the Democratic Party............cccocvvviniviininiicniinciiienn, 162

5.2: US Research Design ... 164
5.2.1: US Voter Attitudes: ECONOMUICS..........ccovvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieicieieieieieieeiescscicscssss s 165
5.2.2: US Voter Attitudes: CUIUTAL ...........c.ccovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicicicic 166
5.2.3: US Voter Attitudes: MIQTALION .......ooveviiiiiiiiiciiiiiiicicieeee s 167
5.2.4: US Voter Attitudes: POPULIST..........cccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciciciccictcsc s 167
5.2.5: Grouping Respondents .............cccovveviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciisicict s 168
5.2.6: COntrol VAriabIEs .............cccovvvivvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiiciciictcs s 170
5.2.7: Empirical EXPectAtions ........cccccvvviiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicicicicicicicc s 171

5.3: US ANQALYSIS ..o 174
5.3.1: Economic Policy Preferences and Radical Left SUpport ...........ccovvevvcvvcvvviivinirininnnn, 175
5.3.2: Cultural policy Preferences and Radical Left SUPPOTE .........cccovovvvviviiviviiiiiciiienn, 177
5.3.3: Migration Policy Preferences and Radical Left SUpport .........cccoovvvvivivviinivciiienenan, 179
5.3.4: Multiple Linear Regression of Policy Preferences and Radical Left Support................... 181
5.3.5: Populism and Radical Left SUPPOTt........ccccovovviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciciccicccciccccccc s 185
5.3.6: Results with PartylD Control Variable................ccccocooveivinieieieieieieieieccccccccceenennns 187

5.4: US CONCIUSIONS .....cviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicici e 189



Chapter 6.0: From Convergence to Corbyn: the UK Radical Left........ 191

6.1: Contextualising Corbyn .......cccoiiiiiiiiiic e, 192
6.1.1: Qualitative Context of the Corbymn Case.............ccooevvvviniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciisiieiciiseca 192
6.1.2: Quantitative Contextualisation of Labour under Corbym...........ccoovvvviviviiiiiiiiiiinnnnnes 196

6.2: UK Research Design..........c.cccouvuiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiciccccce e 198
6.2.1: Voter Data in the UK ..........c.ccooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceiccee e 198
6.2.2: Measuring Voter AtHEUAES.............cccvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiicicicicccicc e 199
6.2.3: GFrOUPING Of VOIOTS ..ottt 202
6.2.4: Expectations: Policy-Proximity ACCOUNE ...........cocoeuemeveuerereniiciiiiiicieieieeiee e 204
6.2.5: Populism-Based Account and EXpectations............cccccovvvviiviieiiinineininiiicniiisciinns 209
6.2.6: COntrol VAriabLes .............cccovvveviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicicieiccicectt e 209

0.3 UK ANALYSIS....cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccce e 211
6.3.1: Policy-Proximity: ECOMOMICS ........ccovvvvviviviiiiiiiiiieieieieieieiciciciceci s 211
6.3.2: Policy-Proximity: CUltUral.............ccccovvvviviiiniiiiiiiiiciiiiiciciiciccctseec s 217
6.3.3: Policy-Proximity: Migration ............cccccceveiiiiiiciniiieiiiniiieiciiisieiciniseiseie e 222
6.3.4: Policy-Proximity Observations: Multiple Linear Regression ............c.c.coevvvvvriiueninnns 225
6.3.5: Populism-Based ODSErvatiONS ...........ccccvvveuivivieiiiiiiieiiiiiiieicicieieicisie et 230
6.3.6: Policy and Populism: Multiple Linear Regression .............ceevevvvvvvvvvieviviriviieenieieieienenns 234
6.3.7: Alternative Analysis — Labour Leader EVAIUALIONS...........cccccovvvvvviiiniiieiiiiciciciiieiciias 237

6.4: UK CONCIUSIONS ......oviuiiiiiiiiiciicccc s 239

7.0: Conclusions and Implications.........cvevenvienriennnsesnnesnncsncscsnssennen 241

7.0 IMPLCAIONS ... 246

7.2: LIMItAtiONS...cuiiiiiiiiiiciiccce e 250

7.3: Future Research ... 253

133103 5104 ] 01 0 255
APPENAICES..uuiuiiiiiriririinititiinissistitsississtssssissessssssisssssssessssssssssssssssss 285

Appendix 1.0: GEIMANY .......ccccviviiiiiiiiiiiii s 285

Appendix 2.0: US ... 311

Appendix 3.0: UK ..o 325



List of Tables:

Chapter 4 — Germany Case Study:

Table 4.1: Summary of Proximity Groups on Each Dimension (‘folded”) p- 108
Table 4.2: Summary of Policy Groups on Each Dimension p-109
Table 4.3: Summary of Respondent Groups: Populism-based Theory p-110

Table 4.4: Regression of Economic Proximity Groups and Die Linke Evaluations

p-122
Table 4.5: Regression of Economic Policy Groups and Die Linke Evaluations p-126
Table 4.6: Regression of Cultural policy Groups and Die Linke Evaluations p-130
Table 4.7: Regression of Migration Proximity Groups and Die Linke Evaluations p.134
Table 4.8: Regression of Migration Policy Groups and Die Linke Evaluations p-137
Table 4.9: Regression of Populism Groups and Die Linke Evaluations p-141

Table 4.10: Multiple Linear Regression of Radical Left Support from Proximity and
Populism Groups p.144-145

Table 4.11: Multiple Linear Regression of Radical Left Support from Policy Groups
on all Dimensions and Populism Groups
p-149-150

Chapter 5 — US Case Study:

Table 5.1: Summary of Respondents on Each Dimension p-169

Table 5.2: Probability Voting Sanders vs. Clinton: Economic Policy Groups p-175

Table 5.3: Probability Voting Sanders vs. Clinton: Cultural policy Groups p-178

Table 5.4: Probability Voting Sanders vs. Clinton: Migration Policy Groups p-180

Table 5.5: Probability Voting Sanders vs. Clinton: Policy Groups p-182

Table 5.6: Probability Voting Sanders vs. Clinton: Populism Groups p.186

Chapter 6 — UK Case Study:

Table 6.1: BES Expert Survey 2015-2017 Ideological Mean Placements and Changes
p.197

Table 6.2: Summary of BES Panel Survey Waves used in UK Case Study p-199



Table 6.3: Respondent Groups on Policy Dimensions p-203

Table 6.4: Summary of Expectations — Policy-Proximity Account, UK Case Study

p. 208
Table 6.5: Respondents Grouped by Populism p-209
Table 6.6: Table of Economic Dimension Mean Labour Evaluations and Changes by
Policy Groups p-212
Table 6.7: Regression of Economic Policy Groups and Labour Evaluation Changes

p-214
Table 6.8: Table of Cultural policy Dimension Mean Labour Evaluations and
Changes by Policy Group p.217

Table 6.9: Regression of Cultural policy Groups and Labour Evaluation Changes
p-219

Table 6.10: Table of Migration Policy Dimension Mean Labour Evaluations and
Changes by Policy Group p.222

Table 6.11: Regression of Migration Policy Groups and Labour Evaluation Changes
p-223

Table 6.12: Multiple Linear Regression of Labour Evaluation Changes from Policy
Groups on all Three Dimensions p.226-227

Table 6.13: Regression of Populism Groups and Labour Evaluation Changes  p.231

Table 6.14: Multiple Linear Regression of Labour Evaluation Changes from all Policy
Groups and Populism Groups p-235-236

List of Figures:

Chapter 2 - Theory:
Figure 2.1: Unidimensional Spatial Voting Theory p-58

Chapter 4 — Germany Case Study:

Figure 4.1: Chapel Hill Position of German Political Actors: Economics p- 101
Figure 4.2: Chapel Hill Position of German Political Actors: Cultural p. 101
Figure 4.3: Chapel Hill Position of German Political Actors: Migration p- 102
Figure 4.4: Expectations from Economic Proximity Groups p- 112

10



Figure 4.5: ‘Radical-Left’ Economic Policy Group Expectations

Figure 4.6: ‘Centre-Left’ Economic Policy Group Expectations

Figure 4.7: ‘Centrist’ Cultural policy Group Expectations

Figure 4.8: ‘Moderate-Liberal” Cultural policy Group Expectations
Figure 4.9: ‘Radical-Liberal” Cultural policy Group Expectations
Figure 4.10: Expectations from Migration Proximity Groups

Figure 4.11: ‘Moderate-Inclusive” Migration Policy Group Expectations
Figure 4.12 ‘Radical-Inclusive” Migration Policy Group Expectations
Figure 4.13: Plotted Results from Economic Proximity Groups

Figure 4.14: Plotted Results from Economic Policy Groups

Figure 4.15: Plotted Results from Cultural policy Groups

Figure 4.16: Plotted Results from Migration Proximity Groups

Figure 4.17: Plotted Results from Migration Policy Groups

Figure 4.18: Plotted Results from Populism Groups

Figure 4.19: Plotted Results from Econ and Immig Prox. Groups and Pop. Groups
Figure 4.20: Plotted Results from Policy Groups (all dimensions) and Pop. Groups
Chapter 5 — US Case Study:

Figure 5.1: Scenario 1 —‘Radical Left” Proximity

Figure 5.2: Scenario 2 — ‘Centre Left’ Proximity

Figure 5.3: Plotted Results (Table 5.5)

Chapter 6 — UK Case Study:

Figure 6.1: Pre-Corbyn Labour Evaluation Levels

Figure 6.2: Post-Corbyn Labour Evaluation Levels

Figure 6.3: Expected Changes in Labour Evaluations

Figure 6.4: Plotted Results from Economic Policy Groups

Figure 6.5: Plotted Results from Cultural policy Groups

Figure 6.6: Plotted Results from Migration Policy Groups

Figure 6.7: Plotted Results from Table 6.11 (Policy MLR)

Figure 6.8: Plotted Results from Populism Groups

11

.113

114

115

116

116

117

118

118

124

127

132

135

139

142

. 147

v ® ® 9P P VB P P VW B VP VB B VT

. 153

p. 171
p.172

p. 184

p. 204
p. 204
p. 205
p. 216
p. 221
p. 225
p. 229

p- 233



List of Abbreviations:

AfD — Alternative fiir Deutschland

ANES — American National Election Studies

BES - British Election Study

CCES - Cooperative Congressional Election Study

CDU/CSU - Christlich Demokratische Union/ Christlich-Soziale Union
FDP - Freie Demokratische Partei

GLES — German Longitudinal Election Study

IU - Izquierda Unida

KKE - Kommounistiké Kémma Elladas

ND - Néa Dimokratia

PASOK - Panellenio Sosialistiko Kinema

PC - Plaid Cymru

PDS - Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus

PVV — Partij voor de Vrijheid

SNP — Scottish National Party

SP — Socialistische Partij

SPD — Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands

SYRIZA - Synaspismds Rizospastikis Aristeras - Proodeftiki Symmachia

UKIP - United Kingdom Independence Party

12



Introduction

Although opinion is divided on whether left-wing challenges to established politics are a
positive development (Forrester, 2019), or a threat to liberal democracy (Holmes, 2017; Kagan,
2019), there can be little doubt that in recent years these challenges have occurred. In
Germany, Die Linke continues to be a prominent electoral force despite ties to the discredited
government of East Germany (Doerschler & Banaszak, 2007; Campbell, 2018). In the United
States, the 2016 presidential candidacy of Senator Bernie Sanders triggered an ongoing debate
about the future of the Democratic Party (Edsall, 2019). In the United Kingdom, the
established Labour Party veered away from convergence, and outwardly challenged
economic norms while under the leadership of Jeremy Corbyn (Maigaushca & Dean, 2019;
Watts & Bale, 2018). Further examples also exist, including the rise of SYRIZA in Greece at the
expense of the more moderate PASOK (Mudde, 2017; Stavrakakis & Katsambekis, 2014), the
rise of Podemos in Spain to come third in national elections (Ramiro & Gomez, 2016;
Kioupkiolis, 2016), and the fall of the more moderate Parti Socialiste in France with support

moving to the more radical La France Insoumise (Hanley, 2017).

What unites these challenges from the left is strident economic policies including opposition
towards fiscal austerity, deregulation, and lower taxes. Those policies are ones accepted, to
varying extents, by both centre right and centre left political actors. In contrast, these left-wing
challengers promote higher taxes — particularly on wealthy individuals and on businesses —
public ownership, stronger economic regulation, and higher government spending (March,
2008;2012; Roca, et al., 2017). In contrast to the established centre-left’s acceptance of economic
norms including low taxes and austerity, this ‘radical left’ challenges economic policy
convergence. My thesis focuses on this radical left, and asks what explains support for radical left

political actors in contemporary Western democracies?

This research question is important, because a large number of countries have seen their long-
established parties challenged by the radical left. It is therefore important to investigate why
these radical left challengers have received such high — sometimes surprisingly high — levels
of electoral support. Perhaps this radical left support is explained by voters being more radical

than previously assumed, or maybe this support arises from a backlash against established

13



politics. Thus, not only does investigating radical left support tell us about these increasingly
prominent political actors, it potentially also offers wider insights into the state of electoral
politics in Western democracies. In response to the greater prominence of these radical left

actors, I investigate where their support has come from.

However, despite the radical left’s recent breakthroughs and new prominence, there has not
been a great deal of research into the support they have received. In comparison with the
radical right, where there is a large field of research stretching back well into the twentieth
century, research on the radical left is relatively new, and most existing research here has
focused on their ideology and policies. This existing research is important, especially as it has
identified the radical left’s economic policy challenge to their converged counterparts, and
defined these political actors based on this (March, 2008; 2012, Roca, et al., 2017). Most of this
existing radical left literature is ‘party-level” research, where radical left parties themselves are
the unit of analysis. Further examples of this include research which has categorised these
political actors (Gomez, et al., 2016), shown how they have evolved historically (March &
Mudde, 2005), identified other ideological features of the radical left (Charalambous, 2011;
McGowan & Keith, 2016), and separated them from their more extreme counterparts (March,
2008). Although important and useful, these party-level contributions do not explore reasons
why the radical left receives voters” support. To examine the motivations behind radical left

support, my thesis differs from these party-level accounts by taking a ‘voter-level” direction.

Voter-level research on the radical left is so far relatively uncommon, but there have been
recent efforts by political scientists to study which voters support radical left political actors
and why. For example, through consideration of populism (Akkerman, et al., 2014), of the
impacts of both policy preferences and populism (Akkerman, et al., 2017), and the roles of
nativist and redistributionist policy preferences (Rooduijn, et al., 2017), on support for both
the radical right and the radical left. My thesis builds on and complements this recent research,
examining a new range of empirical cases and using diverse research designs to investigate

mechanisms which potentially underpin radical left support.

Early commentary on the emerging radical left suggested they were too ideologically extreme
to be electorally competitive (Cowley, 2017; Jones, 2016; Jones, 2017; Freedland, 2017; Cohen,

2017); however, contrary to these initial assessments they have received substantial electoral
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support. This unexpected success raises an interesting question: are voters more left-wing, or
become more left-wing, than originally thought? If this is the case, voters may be more
receptive, or have become more receptive, to the radical left’s policies. This would then
suggest voters support the radical left based on their own policy preferences. This leads me

to one of the theories which I test in this thesis — the policy-proximity account.

This account is built on the highly established spatial theory of voting, which suggests that
levels of proximity between voters and political actors in policy spaces explains electoral
support (Downs, 1957). Under this account, voter policy-proximity with the radical left
determines their support for these political actors. However, existing literature drawing upon
that theory has not generally considered how voter policy preferences are potentially the
result of ‘persuasion’. For example, in relation to the radical left, voters’” pre-existing support
for a radical left actor may cause them to alter their policy preferences. In this scenario, radical
left support from these voters would be the cause of, rather than the consequence of policy-
proximity, and thus not conform with the spatial theory of voting (Brody & Page, 1972). An
important contribution I make in this thesis is consideration for and isolation of these
‘persuasion effects’” when testing how far policy-proximity explains support for the radical

left.

I analyse the impacts of policy-proximity on three policy dimensions. Economic policy defines
the radical left and separates them from their competitors. Consequently, it is plausible that
spatial proximity with voters on an economic policy dimension may explain support for the
radical left. Under the policy-proximity theory, this would mean observing support for the
radical left from voters in close proximity with these political actors on an economic policy
dimension. This would also mean voters who are not in proximity with the radical left here
would be less supportive of them. Aside from economics alone, it may also be on other policy
dimensions that levels of proximity with voters explains radical left support. Voters may be
more concerned with non-economic policy instead, which leads me to consider the potential
impacts of proximity on cultural and migration policy, and whether this explains support for
the radical left. Previous research connecting migration policy with radical left actors
(McGowan & Keith, 2016), and the post-materialism thesis of Inglehart (1971) drawing out

‘cultural policy’ relating to individual rights, motivate my consideration of these two non-
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economic dimensions. Additionally, research into radical right support has found these two
non-economic dimensions to be important to voters, and to explain support for radical right
actors (Kitschelt & McGann, 1995; Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014). A further contribution my thesis
makes is through testing whether levels of proximity with voters on these two non-economic
policy dimensions also explains radical left support. In brief, what I mean by ‘migration
policy” is voter preferences regarding the place of migrants within a country. By “cultural
policy’, I am referring to preferences around broad social and personal rights — such as drugs

policies, law and order beliefs, and attitudes towards LGBT rights and abortion.

The second theoretical explanation I examine in this thesis is whether voter populism explains
support for radical left actors. Populism itself is defined by its appeal to the ‘ordinary/ pure
people’ versus a ‘corrupt elite’ group (Mudde, 2007). For example, the Dutch radical left’s call
to voters with “Vote Against!” as their election slogan, while attacking political elites as “neo-
liberal Ayatollahs” (March & Mudde, 2005, p. 35). Similar populism has been observed from
numerous other instances of the radical left (March & Mudde, 2005, pp. 35-36), leaving this a

common (although not necessarily ubiquitous) feature of these political actors.

Populism has featured as a theory of electoral support in numerous accounts of the radical
right in the past, and has been found in previous research to explain support for both the
radical right and the radical left in the Netherlands (Akkerman, et al., 2014; 2017). There is the
possibility that voters who adhere to this “people” versus “elite” dichotomy — and who therefore
hold more populist attitudes — would be supportive of the radical left as a result of the anti-
elite rhetoric of those political actors. This possibility leads me to also test the populism-based

account, and how far this explains radical left support.

This briefly explains the two potential explanations of radical left support that I examine in
this thesis. My simultaneous consideration of both these theories is itself important as a
contribution to existing literature which has generally not tested the two alongside each other.
Both of these accounts potentially confound one another, meaning my consideration of both

accounts allows me to examine the distinct roles of each on radical left support.

I test these theoretical accounts via three quantitative case studies, looking at support for Die
Linke in Germany, the 2016 Sanders presidential campaign in the US, and the UK Labour Party

under Jeremy Corbyn. In contrast to existing research in this field (Mudde, 2017; Doerschler
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& Banaszak, 2007; Akkerman, et al., 2017; Stavrakakis & Katsambekis, 2014), I do not focus
purely on radical left political parties. The German case involves examining support for a
‘classic’ radical left party, but the US and UK case studies focus on actors rather than long-
established radical left political parties. The US case study focuses on a radical left candidate
in an intra-party primary election. The UK case study looks at an established political party
which shifted to the radical left specifically upon the election of Jeremy Corbyn as party

leader.

These three case studies represent an original and valuable contribution to existing research.
Fundamentally, these cases greatly expand the scope and consequently the relevance of my
thesis by testing the theories across three case studies. The breadth and depth provided by my
thesis thus contrasts with previous voter-level radical left research that has often focused on
a more limited range of cases (for example, Akkerman et al. 2014; 2017). Furthermore, this is
a new combination of case studies, meaning my thesis brings voter-level analysis of radical

left support to new contexts.

There are also specific features within these cases which allow me to better deal with
alternative explanations of radical left support, including the persuasion effects issue I
highlighted earlier. In particular, it is important that the US and UK case studies are not long-
established radical left parties, which are more likely to occur in a multiparty context (for
example, Die Linke in Germany). The US and UK radical left not being long-established actors,
like Die Linke, allows me to better isolate policy-proximity and populism effects in both of
those cases. This is because, without that established radical left party, it is less likely that
US/UK voters have prior support for or attachments to the radical left in these cases. This then
mitigates persuasion of voters’ policy preferences and populist attitudes based on pre-existing
radical left support/attachments. Fundamentally, the diversity between these three case
studies, including examining support for a longstanding radical left actor in the multiparty
German context versus looking at support for the emerging radical left in the US and UK
cases, is a strength of my analysis. It is a strength because in my research I take analysis of
radical left support to new and under-studied contexts, thus broadening previous

examination of support for these actors.
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In each of my three case studies, I examine the extent to which individual voters’ support for
a radical left actor can be explained by variation in respondent-actor ideological proximity on
economic left-right, cultural liberal-conservative, and migration inclusive-exclusive
dimensions, and by variation in respondent populist attitudes. I do this in all three cases
thanks to survey data which includes measures of radical left support, of policy preferences

on three dimensions, and of populist attitudes.

Across all three case studies, I do not consistently find highly populist voters to be more
supportive of the radical left. Thus, results in my thesis do not support the populism-based
account. Turning attention to policy-proximity results, in the Germany case study results
generally conform with the policy-proximity account. In particular, on the economic policy
dimension, where I find both increased radical left support from proximal voters and
decreased support from spatially-distant voters. However, the nature of Die Linke as a long-
established and prominent political party meant I could not thoroughly separate its possible
persuasion effects from voters” policy preferences and populism. This brought me to the US
case study, where the intra-party nature of the radical left actor controlled for one likely
persuasion effect: partisan attachments. Although I find greater radical left support based on
economic policy-proximity, US case results generally did not conform with the policy-
proximity account. I find a curvilinear pattern of radical left support, with spatially-distant
voters on all three policy dimensions more supportive of the radical left — contrary to
expectations. Finally, in the UK case I exploited panel data to rigorously deal with persuasion
effects. Relative to the policy-proximity account’s expectations, I find mixed results.
Challenging this account, I find a general increase in radical left support including from
spatially-distant voters. However, looking at magnitudes of these increases in radical left
support, I find these to be higher from the more proximal voters, which suggests there is some
policy-proximity effect on radical left support here. That leads me to conclude limited

observation of this account in the UK case study.

In sum, I take two established theories of support, which previously featured in radical right
research, operationalise these in the context of three cases, and test their ability to explain
electoral support for the radical left in each case. Results in these three cases do not entirely

conform with either account. However, I find limited evidence of policy-proximity explaining
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radical left support. Furthermore, I find this after greater consideration for persuasion effects,
and in a new combination of case studies. Lack of evidence in favour of the populism-based
account suggests the rise of the radical left's support is not the product of a populist backlash
against established political parties. Meanwhile, radical left support does seem to reflect
policy appeals of these political actors, with this seen not based on just economic policy alone
but also on cultural and migration policy. However, policy-proximity on the three dimensions
does not comprehensively explain support for the radical left — as demonstrated with some
unexpected observations of radical left support from spatially-distant voters. I have found
policy-proximity only partially explains radical left support. Further research is needed to
continue to explain this phenomenon, and that research needs to look beyond traditional
spatial accounts. I discuss a few potential alternative explanations for future exploration in

the conclusion of this thesis.

Thesis Structure

To address the question of explaining support for the radical left, my thesis proceeds as

follows.

Chapter 1 includes discussion of existing literature. I argue in this chapter that support for
radical political actors has been associated with proximity on economic, cultural, and
migration policy and based on populist attitudes in previous research. The radical right and
radical left do not share all characteristics. For example, differing in their policy emphasis: the
radical right focusing on opposition towards immigration, and the radical left on economics.
Furthermore, they differ in terms of their cultural policies: the radical left being more liberal,
and the radical right more authoritarian and conservative. But the radical right and radical
left are similar in the way they challenge their more moderate counterparts: centre right and
centre left political actors, respectively. Their similar position as political challengers suggests
that insights from radical right studies, including the roles of policy-proximity and populism,
may also explain support for the radical left. I also review existing research on radical left
actors, showing how this has primarily focused on the policy positions taken by these actors.
I also discuss the limited previous voter-level research into radical left support here. I draw
attention to gaps in this existing literature, including the lack of consideration for both policy-

proximity and populism.
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In Chapter 2, I present the two main theoretical accounts I examine in this thesis. I discuss the
theory behind the policy-proximity account first, including the idea of a voters’ “ideal point’
in a policy space, and levels of utility voters associate with different policy positions taken by
political actors. From this, I draw out the three policy dimensions considered under the policy-
proximity account in my thesis, and state the broad expectation that voters in proximity with
the radical left on these dimensions will be more supportive of these political actors. I then set
out the populism-based theory, linking back to the definition of populism in the literature
review, and highlighting the anti-elite policies of the radical left. I then examine whether
support for the radical left is greater among individuals who exhibit higher levels of populist

sentiment.

In Chapter 3 I explain the research methods practised in the final three chapters of the thesis.
The overall purpose of the first half of Chapter 3 is to explain and justify the overall
methodological approach in my thesis. I explain the regression models which feature in this
thesis, with indication of how I include spatial and populism variables in these regressions.
In the second half of this chapter, I focus on the case studies, including their respective roles.
I discuss the ‘classic’ German case study in the context of its established nature, which makes
it difficult to disentangle the potential persuasion effects of Die Linke on voters’ policy
preferences and populism. The US and UK cases arise in response to this, making important
strides to deal with potential persuasion effects. In the final part of Chapter 3, I justify why
other radical left case studies do not feature in my thesis, drawing particular attention to

inadequate data in these cases.

I then proceed to the empirical case studies. This includes the German case study in Chapter
4, the US case study in Chapter 5, and finally the UK case study in Chapter 6. Focus in these
cases is on Die Linke, the 2016 Sanders presidential campaign, and the Labour Party under
Jeremy Corbyn, respectively. These three chapters all follow broadly the same format, with
focus first on contextualising the radical left political actor, before a shift to case-specific

methodology, theoretical expectations, then results.

Following the empirical chapters, I conclude this thesis. In that conclusion, I summarise my
findings and discuss their implications. Those implications reflect on each of the three case

studies, and on both the policy-proximity and populism-based accounts. Results lead me to
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conclude partial explanation of radical left support based on voter-actor policy-proximity on
the economic, cultural, and migration policy dimensions. Finally, I offer some potential
avenues for future research, which may build off my thesis to find further factors which

explain support for the radical left in contemporary Western democracies.

Chapter 1: Literature Review

1.0: Introduction

In this chapter, I discuss literature relating to the spatial theory of voting, and populism as an
explanatory factor of electoral support. Part of this discussion includes literature on support
for and the appeal of radical right political actors, and crucially how this radical right research
could inform study of radical left support. The first three sections of this chapter are focused
on the underlying spatial and populism-based theories: the first looking at previous research
linking economic policy-proximity with electoral support, the second focusing on literature
showing roles of cultural and migration policy-proximity, and the third directed at existing
literature on populism and its role in electoral support. In the fourth and final part of this
chapter I discuss some further contributions to existing radical left research, including my
simultaneous consideration of both policy-proximity and populism, and examining radical

left support via evaluation questions.

1.1: Economics and Radical Left Support

To draw out economic policy-proximity as a potential explanatory factor of radical left
support, I focus first on existing literature which has indicated economic policy as the defining
characteristic of the radical left. In this first sub-section, I show what the economic policies
emanating from the radical left are, which also leads into delineation of the radical left from
their ‘Centre Left’ and ‘Extreme Left’ rivals. I then turn attention to the second part of this
section, where previous research has demonstrated economic policy preferences to be

important to understanding support for radical left political actors.
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1.1.1: Economics — Defining the Radical Left

It is vital to understand what is meant by the radical left in my thesis. For this purpose, I adopt
a minimal definition, capturing the key general point of differentiation between radical left
actors and other political actors. This definition defines the radical left as challengers towards
contemporary capitalist economic norms within their respective context. Note the consideration of
the contexts of radical left political actors. Thus, two radical left actors in two different
countries may offer different policies, but both offer policies that challenge contemporary
capitalist economic norms in their respective countries. I draw this minimal definition from
existing literature — in particular ‘party-level” research. The term ‘party-level” refers to the
focus on the policies proposed by political actors, but also their leadership and levels of
organisation. Opposing the party-level is the ‘voter-level’, which instead focuses on the factors

which cause individual voters to support the actor.

The language of ‘contemporary capitalist economic norms’ alludes to economic policies which
are often branded as ‘neo-liberal” (March, 2008; March & Rommerskirchen, 2015). In party-
level research, Luke March identifies the radical left's opposition towards ‘neo-liberal
marketization and trade liberalisation promoted by the Euro-Atlantic financial institutions” —
the so called “Washington Consensus’ being its other moniker (March, 2012, p. 6). Economics-
based accounts define neo-liberalism as espousing the deregulation of business and finance
in favour of the ‘free market’, privatisation of public services, reductions in state social
spending, opposition towards trade unions, and reduced taxes on the rich and corporations,

among other policies (Kotz, 2009, p. 307).!

The radical left are opposed to these contemporary capitalist economic norms, and are instead
found to promote ‘collective economic and social rights” in response to economic inequality
(March, 2012, p. 9). Furthermore, the radical left's opposition towards austerity and support
for redistributive tax-and-spend policies are other economic policies from radical left political
actors, according to March (March, 2012, p. 8; March & Mudde, 2005), and further demonstrate
their opposition towards contemporary economic norms. Specific examples of the radical

left’s economic policies include anti-corporate attitudes from the Dutch radical left (March,

1 Some features of radical left’s economic policies also shared by radical right. In particular,
protectionism (Mudde, 2007, pp. 125-128).
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2012, p. 130), and the promotion of redistributive taxation, a higher mandatory minimum

wage, and a shorter working week from the German radical left (March, 2012, p. 124).

It is also important to consider the context of these radical left economic policies. An example
to illustrate this is the US radical left. Part of the appeal of Bernie Sanders in his 2016
presidential campaign was his proposal for single-payer healthcare (Gordon, 2016). This
policy is mainstream in Europe, accepted by the right and the left, but in the US it represents
a radical proposal which even the Democratic Party has been reluctant to accept (Brownstein,

2019).

In Europe too, context plays a role when identifying the radical left. The context of Eastern
Europe is one of Soviet Communism, which still has a legacy that permeates into the modern
radical left in this region. For example, the radical left in Eastern Europe has been slow to
embrace pro-European and environmentalist policies. Furthermore, East European radical left
political actors remain more conservative in terms of cultural policy, and Leninist in terms of

their internal culture and organisation (March, 2012, pp. 92-93).

Context is important to identifying the radical left political actor in the US. It is also important
when explaining variance in the radical left across Europe. The minimal definition of the
radical left is therefore explicit that what exactly constitutes a radical left stance depends on a
country’s political context. Something which is relevant to this point about context is the time
period under investigation in my research. I examine radical left support in the 2015-2017
period. During this period there were many prominent radical left actors offering stridently
anti-austerity and pro-redistribution economic policies. I discuss this time period more in the

research design chapter of my thesis.

To further illustrate what is meant by the radical left, I contrast these political actors with their
centre left counterparts. The radical right’s policies have been indicated to be radicalisations
of mainstream right-wing beliefs, such as authoritarianism and nativism (Mudde, 2010).
Similarly, the radical left have been said to radicalise mainstream left-wing beliefs like
egalitarianism and internationalism, with more strident policies in these areas from radical

left political actors compared to those offered by their centre left counterparts (March, 2012,
p-9).
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By looking at their relationships with egalitarianism, I also separate the radical left from their
centre left counterparts. This is a principle shared across left-wing politics, but egalitarianism
is promoted to varying extents between the manifestos of centre left and radical left political
actors. To demonstrate this variance, I look to the manifestos of the German radical left Die
Linke versus that of their centre left opponents — the SPD. Die Linke’s manifesto is committed
towards ‘equality of all persons’ — a statement combined with tax increases intended at
‘reducing the extreme inequality and concentration of private wealth’ (Die Linke, 2011, p. 34;
p. 41). This commitment is further galvanised by section 5 of the party’s 2017 election
manifesto, declaring ‘Inequality is Unsocial’ before offering vociferously redistributionist
policies: including financial transaction tax, higher taxes on the wealthy and corporations, and
higher taxes on large inheritances (Die Linke, 2017, pp. 37-39). In contrast, the SPD’s manifesto
makes commitments not to economic equality of outcomes, but rather offers ‘equal
opportunities for women and men’ (SPD, 2009, p. 5), combined with fewer material
commitments around taxation and equivocation on opposition towards austerity (SPD, 2009,
p. 26). Furthermore, the SPD’s 2017 manifesto’s overtures towards equality primarily focus
on social inequality, including gender and racial equality, rather than economic inequality

and the wealth redistribution offered by Die Linke (SPD, 2017).

The radical left is also separated from the centre left by their different attitudes towards the
contemporary capitalist economic norms of their particular contexts. Remember I discussed
these norms earlier, with these including policies like lower taxation, reduced government
spending, privatisations, and promotion of the free market. In brief, the centre left accepts
these contemporary capitalist economic norms, but the radical left reject them and instead

propose ‘root and branch systemic change of capitalism” (March, 2008, p. 3).

More specifically, on the issue of these contemporary capitalist economic norms the position
of the centre left is one of convergence in the 2015-2017 period of my investigation. Centre left
political actors converged with right-wing political actors, becoming more ideologically alike,
and aligning themselves with these same economic norms. For example, in Germany the SPD
shifted to the right in the 1980s and 1990s, and in the UK the Labour Party also became more
right-wing over roughly the same period. They both converged to accept these ‘neo-liberal’

economic policies (Turner & Green, 2007). The radical left, on the other hand, rejected
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convergence, and tried to fill the vacuum left by the increasingly moderate centre left (Abedi,
2002). Therefore, I distinguish the radical left from the centre left by their different attitudes

towards these contemporary capitalist economic norms.

Overall, the radical left differs from the centre left by the former’s rejection of ‘neo-liberal’
economic policies, with the latter embracing them. The radical left's economic policies lean
pro-state, advocating a limited role of private enterprise (March, 2012, p. 16). They are
vehemently anti-austerity, instead supporting increased taxation on the wealthy and
businesses, and favouring increases in public spending and workers’ rights (March, 2012, p.
124). All of this presents a challenge to this ‘neo-liberal’ economics of lower taxes,

deregulation, and reduced government spending.

I have shown what distinguishes the radical left from the centre left, but what distinguishes
the radical left from the extreme left? The terms ‘extreme right” and ‘radical right” have
sometimes been synonymous with each other, wrongly according to Mudde (2010, p. 1168).
In my thesis, like the research of Luke March, the radical left is also considered separate from
the extreme left (March, 2008). I separate the extreme left from the radical left in two ways: by

their attitudes towards capitalism, and their attitudes towards democracy.

The role of democracy separating the extreme left from the radical left is an area where I draw
upon literature on the right. Attitudes towards democracy also separate the radical right from
the extreme right, according to Mudde (2010). Extremism is considered the antithesis of
democracy (Backes, 1989); however, the definition of democracy in this context is a matter of
some debate. A minimal definition of representative democracy as ‘an institutional
arrangement for arriving at political decisions which realises the common good by making
the people itself decide issues through the election of individuals who are to assemble in order
to carry out its will” (Schumpeter, 1949, p. 250) would suggest that extremism is a rejection of

popular sovereignty.

When separating the extreme right from the radical right, Mudde takes a more specific
definition of democracy. There is the more basic, procedural idea of democracy, where people
vote for representatives in elections. The radical right are not opposed to this, but the extreme
right are critical of democracy even at its base, procedural level (Mudde, 2010). Above this is

liberal democracy, which includes protection of minorities and individual rights. The radical
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right are opposed to liberal democracy, via their plebiscitarian and authoritarian appeals

(Mudde, 2007, p. 157).

The radical and extreme left’s relationship with democracy is similar to that of the radical and
extreme right. At the procedural level, the extreme left reject the idea of compromise with
“bourgeois” political actors, including social democracy, and support extra-parliamentary
action (March, 2008, p. 3). In contrast to the extreme left, the radical left accept democracy at
the procedural level, but combine this with belief in political reform and inclusion of
marginalised groups into the political system. Through belief in these reforms, the radical left

are supportive of liberal democracy, in contrast to the extreme left (March, 2012, p. 18).

The extreme left’s attitudes towards capitalism are again more hard-line than those of the
radical left. The radical left are defined by their challenge towards the contemporary capitalist
economic norms of their particular context, but this does not extend to a belief in abolishing
capitalism entirely. A systemic change of capitalism is what the radical left advocate, not
supporting a planned economy but rather a mixed one, with private ownership confined to
small and medium-sized enterprises (March, 2008, p. 3). In contrast, the extreme left’s position
is one of outright rejection of capitalism, including their complete opposition towards most

market enterprise (March, 2008, p. 3).

In sum, existing literature separates the radical left from the extreme left. The radical left are
challengers towards contemporary capitalist economic norms, separating them from the
centre left which converged and accepted these economic norms. But the radical left and the
extreme left differ over attitudes towards democracy and capitalism from the extreme left,

with the extreme left more hostile towards both.

To help clarify what is meant by the radical left, I offer three example political actors — one
centre left, one radical left, and one extreme left. All three compete in a single context — Greece.
I will cite literature discussing these three Greek left-wing political actors — the centre left
(PASOK), the extreme left (KKE), and the radical left (SYRIZA) — to show the differences
between them all. The ultimate purpose here is to illustrate the separation of the radical left

from the centre left and extreme left.
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In terms of attitudes towards democracy, the KKE are adherents of ‘democratic centralism’
instead (Doukas, 1991). Under this Leninist practice, political decisions are taken by the
party’s members, rather than by the public. Furthermore, the KKE state their opposition
towards ‘hypocritical bourgeois parliamentary democracy’, stating instead ‘Direct and
indirect democracy is based on the workers' assembly’ (KKE Central Committee, 2017). In
contrast to the KKE, SYRIZA in their 2015 Thessaloniki Programme do not state opposition to
the current electoral and parliamentary democracy in Greece, merely proposing reforms to
introduce and empower democratic institutions, for example via greater economic autonomy
(SYRIZA, 2015). Similarly, PASOK do not state opposition towards electoral or parliamentary
democracy in Greece, with overtures instead to uphold extant political institutions in Greece

(PASOK, 2019).

On the subject of economic policies, there are stark differences between the KKE and PASOK.
Greek efforts to join the Eurozone led to a shift by established political parties, like PASOK, to
embrace contemporary capitalist economic norms, including privatisation and spending
restraint (Moschonas, 2001). The result was this political actor converging with the centre right
ND, gradually becoming a centre left social democratic party (Tsakalotos, 1998). In particular,
through acceptance of austerity measures in the early 2010s. The extreme left economic
policies of the KKE include rejection of globalisation and neo-liberal economics, but most of
all a wholesale rejection of capitalism. The KKE reject free market economics, saying this is
undesirable for working class Greeks. Instead, the KKE pushed needs-based wages, provision
for the unemployed, and the creation of agricultural cooperatives (Keith & Charalambous,

2016).

SYRIZA fits between both the converged PASOK and the anti-capitalist KKE in terms of
economic policies. SYRIZA’s economic policies present opposition towards austerity, akin to
the KKE and in contrast to PASOK (Mudde, 2017). SYRIZA’s policies also included significant
spending commitments in the Thessaloniki Programme, proposing meal subsidies, taxes on
large properties, a housing guarantee, and free electricity, amongst other spending promises
(SYRIZA, 2015). However, SYRIZA’s policies do not extend to the rejection of capitalism in its
entirety, with further separation from the KKE through the latter’s Euroscepticism (Verney,

2011).
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Literature discussing these three left-wing political actors has separated them from each other.
The radical left reject ‘neo-liberal’ capitalist economic policies supported by the converged
centre left, such as deregulation and lower taxes. But their rejection of these policies is not
pursued to the extent of the extreme left's support for dismantling this economic system
entirely. Nor does it profess an uprooting of democratic institutions, instead proposing
reforms to existing institutions. Furthermore, the radical left offers a radicalisation of
mainstream left-wing values, like internationalism and egalitarianism, pressing these values
more forcefully compared to the tacit support offered for them by the centre left (March, 2008;
2012; March & Mudde, 2005; Boldrini, 2018).

1.1.2: Economic Policy and Support for the Radical Left

Party-level research was important to my separation of the extreme and centre left from the
radical left. This party-level research has also looked at the radical left’s shift away from
Communism (March, 2012; March & Mudde, 2005), and examined environmentalist ideology
emanating from ‘left-libertarian” parties (Kitschelt, 1988). Research has also tried to categorise
the non-mainstream left, based on their differing ideologies and where they draw support
from (March, 2008; Gomez et al., 2016). Ideology has also been the focus of other research,
drawing attention to the radical left’s anti-austerity policies (Roca, et al., 2017), and how

Euroscepticism is a common feature among these political actors (Charalambous, 2011).

These party-level accounts define the radical left based on their economic ideology. But is it
that economic ideology that drives voters to support radical left political actors? To look
further into this question, I now turn to discuss voter-level research that connects voters’

economic policy preferences with radical left support.

One example of radical left literature which considered economic policy preferences comes
from Visser et al. (2014), who conducted voter-level research considering both demand-side
factors (e.g. occupation, education, policy preferences) alongside country-level factors (e.g.
unemployment rate, GDP, authoritarian legacy). Across results from 32 European countries,
and 175,000 respondents, this research concluded support for income redistribution as the

main determinant of support for radical left ideologies.
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Note that Visser et al.’s research did not consider support for radical left political actors, but
instead looked at voters’ self-identified adherence with radical left ideology. What Visser et.
al. effectively found was an association between voters supporting income redistribution and
voters identifying themselves as radically left-wing. That identification with radical left
ideology may be associated with support for radical left political actors, but Visser et al. did
not explore this. My focus on voters’ support for radical left political actors means I do
examine whether this is associated with economic policy preferences. This may be the case,
particularly under the spatial theory of voting where these left-wing voters are in proximity
and thus assumed to be supportive of the radical left political actor. However, it may also not
be the case. Instead, it may be non-economic ideological considerations which determine

support for the radical left. My thesis investigates this further.

Economic policy preferences have featured in further research on radical left support.
Previous voter-level research, utilising survey data, considered factors behind the varying
success of 39 radical left political parties, across 34 European countries (March &
Rommerskirchen, 2015). This research found economic attitudes, in particular feelings of
insecurity arising from unemployment and opposition towards a more globalised economy,
to be important to explaining support for the radical left. Other factors were also linked with
radical left support here, including high Euroscepticism, and previous radical left success.
Competition from Green and radical right parties, and presence of electoral thresholds, were

found to impede radical left support (March & Rommerskirchen, 2015, p. 48).

In addition to this, further research demonstrates links between radical left support and
economic policy preferences. In a case study of the German radical left Die Linke, again
utilising survey data, economic attitudes were associated with support for this political party
(Bowyer & Vail, 2011). Support for Die Linke was associated with concerns over economic
inequality, and support for government intervention to reduce such disparities. This research
also shows that economic policy preferences of voters have a greater role in support for the
radical left than both demographic factors and general ideological left-right positioning (p.
699). However, Bowyer and Vail do not consider other non-economic ideological

determinants of support for this radical left political actor, such as cultural and migration
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policy preferences. Nor do they weigh the possible impact on radical left support of non-

ideological factors.

Bowyer and Vail built on previous research from Doerschler and Banaszak (2007), who used
survey data to investigate support for Die Linke’s predecessor — the PDS — finding this was
associated with ideological beliefs of voters again relating specifically to economics
(Doerschler & Banaszak, 2007). This research examined four factors and how they related to
vote choices in a hypothetical election. Those four factors were economic and political
evaluations, East German identity, identification as the ‘losers of unification’, and ideological
beliefs. Of these four factors, only the ideological beliefs of voters, with economic policy
preferences being the focus here, were significantly associated with support for the radical left

PDS (Doerschler & Banaszak, 2007, p. 366).

The research of Bowyer and Vail, Doerschler and Banaszak, and March and Rommerskirchen
all examine support for long-established radical left political parties, based on economic
policy. However, an issue arises from this, which I refer to as “persuasion effects’. To expand
on this, there is uncertainty over whether voters first form their policy preferences and are
then drawn to support the political actor in closest proximity with these views, or whether
voters decide to vote for a political actor for whatever reason and then mould their policy
preferences after the actor they become attached to. This is an issue raised in other research
looking at support based on policy-proximity, which raised the idea that voters may be
‘persuaded’ to alter their policy preferences to conform with those of a political actor they

have already decided to support for whatever reason (Brody & Page, 1972, p. 457).

In relation to the radical left specifically, voters may have previously decided to support the
radical left actor, and subsequently altered their policy preferences specifically to match this
actor. Populist attitudes of voters may also be subject to persuasion effects. Brody and Page
state that persuasion is the effect of, rather than the cause of, candidate evaluations (Brody &
Page, 1972, p. 457). Radical left support from persuaded voters is not the product of policy-
proximity or populism. Therefore, to truly understand the causal effects of policy-proximity
and populism on radical left support, I need to isolate possible persuasion effects of these
actors. From that I can more accurately draw out the roles of both accounts on radical left

support.
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Crucially, that research which identified support for the radical left based on voters’ economic
policy preferences did not consider potential impacts of persuasion effects. Consequently, the
associations they identified may not be the result of economic policy-proximity, but of pre-
existing support for a radical left and resulting persuasion effects instead. An important
contribution my research makes to existing literature is by dealing with persuasion when

testing how policy-proximity explains radical left support.

Some existing voter-level research on radicals does consider and control for some persuasion
effects, in a limited capacity. For example, party ID control variables account for how partisan
attachments impact on electoral support, with these appearing in some existing research on
the radical right (Arzheimer, 2008, and on populist political actors (van Hauwert & van Kessel,
2018). However, if voters’ policy preferences, for example, are measured after they have
potentially come to identify with a political actor, then their policy preferences would have
the effects of party identification incorporated into them. This means controls on party ID

would not remove the potential persuasion effect of this variable on voter policy preferences.

One of the suggested ways to control persuasion effects is with panel data (Brody & Page,
1972, p. 458). Much of the existing voter-level research into support for radicals bases its
analysis off cross-sectional instead of panel data. However, panel data involves asking
questions to a sample of voters over time, with their responses observable across multiple
waves of data. This means with panel data there is the potential to draw measurement of voter
policy preferences and populism from before a political actor’s radical leftism becomes
evident. Consequently, voters” policy preferences and populist attitudes would be separated

from potential persuasion effects arising from a radical left political actor.

More thorough consideration of persuasion effects, compared to existing literature, is one of
the contributions of my thesis. I explain the ways I address this issue further in Chapter 3 of

my thesis.

I have supplied evidence which suggests that voters’” economic policy preferences may
determine radical left support. However, there are a number of gaps in existing research in
this area. The persuasion effects issue is one, but another is the common lack of additional
consideration for non-economic policy preferences and how these impact on radical left

support.
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An exception to this is the research of Rooduijn et al. (2017), which considered economic and
non-economic policy preferences alongside each other when explaining support for the
radical left. This voter-level research focused on the differences between radical right and
radical left voters. Rooduijn et al. found that radical right supporters and radical left
supporters differed in their economic and non-economic attitudes. Specifically, supporters of
the radical right and radical left were distinguished by different attitudes towards
egalitarianism, altruism, and support for government promotion of equality, with the radical
left embracing these and the radical right eschewing them (Rooduijn, et al., 2017). Note the
economic nature of these attitudes, particularly over equality and a redistributive role of
government. But accompanying these attitudes was also consideration for non-economic
preferences, Euroscepticism, and nativism, finding that attitudes in these areas also

differentiated support for the radical left from the radical right.

Rooduijn et al.’s research provides further indication of an association between economic
policy preferences and support for the radical left. Crucially, Rooduijn et al.’s research varies
from earlier discussed literature by its added consideration of non-economic factors.
Continuing in this theme, my thesis also considers how non-economic policy preferences are
associated with radical left support. This leads me to the next section of this chapter, focused
on existing literature which has considered how non-economic policy preferences are

associated with support for radical political actors.

1.2: Cultural Policy and Migration Policy

In this section, I discuss research which has identified electoral support based on policy-
proximity on two non-economic policy dimensions. I divide this discussion into three
subsections, with the overall objective of showing how these non-economic dimensions may

be important to explaining support for the radical left.

In the first subsection, I show how voters simply may not be solely concerned with economic
policy when formulating support for the radical left. Instead, these non-economic policy areas
are potentially more salient to these voters, and thus have a role in radical left support. The
research of Ronald Inglehart, stemming from the post-materialism thesis (Inglehart, 1971),

primarily underpins this idea of a shift in issue salience potentially driving cultural policy
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salience. From that salience, cultural policy is potentially important to understanding support

for the radical left.

Following that, I discuss migration policy as another non-economic dimension with potential
to explain support for the radical left. Existing literature provides support for migration

policy, as a potential explanatory factor of radical left support.

Secondly, previous research has found non-economic policy to be relevant in explaining
support for the radical right. Given the radical left and radical right's common challenge
towards the political mainstream, the relevance of non-economic policy for understanding

radical right support may also indicate a role explaining support for the radical left.

1.2.1: (Post-)Materialism and Cultural Policy

According to Stokes (1963), the most evident criticism of the Downsian model of proximity
and spatial voting was the reliance on a single policy dimension in his original account. At the
heart of this criticism was the idea that political competition is not realistically built around a
single policy dimension, and that in fact there are ‘several dimensions of political conflict’
(Stokes, 1963, p. 370). The interests and motivations of voters are diverse, and as such it is
unreasonable to expect their political preferences to depend on a single issue. Applied to my
discussion so far, it becomes reasonable to expect some voters to not be primarily concerned
with economic policy. For these voters, cultural and migration policy may be more salient.
Subsequently, it is based on these dimensions that these voters would formulate support for

the radical left.

That itself raises the question of why it is specifically cultural policy which I include here, as
one of the alternatives to economics. My rationale behind cultural policy stems from
Inglehart’s post-materialism thesis. Inglehart originally hypothesised that voters who grew
up in a time of economic downturn would be primarily concerned with material issues,
including financial stability and physical security. Whereas voters who grew up in a period
of economic prosperity would have greater concern for post-material issues, including the
idea of belonging and self-expression (Inglehart, 1971). Thus, intergenerational shifts between
material and post-material attitudes explain the rise of new issues, such as the promotion of

the welfare state (Inglehart, 1977), and also motivate political movements (Inglehart, 2007).
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The post-materialism thesis draws out potentially salient non-economic issues. Put into more
specific terms, these “cultural’ issues include LGBT rights, views around gender roles, beliefs
concerning personal rights including free expression and abortion, and attitudes around
criminal justice. The rise of these post-material issues, being salient to many voters, drives my
inclusion of them when considering proximity-based support for the radical left. The
dimension itself spans from ‘culturally-liberal” voters, who are supportive of individual
rights, promote rehabilitative justice, and oppose traditional gender norms, to the ‘culturally-
conservative” where support is for more traditional and hierarchical society with more

draconian law-and-order policies.

Ultimately, Inglehart’s post-materialism account motivates my consideration of cultural
policy when examining support for the radical left. Especially as Inglehart suggests the
proportion of post-materialists at the millennium was comparable to the proportion of
materialists in American and Western Europe (Inglehart, 2018). Consequently, these voters
who are less concerned with economic policy, and more concerned with cultural policy, make
up a substantial portion of the potential support for the radical left. Finally, the support for
the post-materialism account from time series data adds greater weight to the idea of non-
economic policy salience, and specifically cultural policy salience, being present and

widespread amongst voters in Western democracies (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005).

A final brief point I would make is that I admit the possibility of non-economic policy salience
being present here amongst voters. That is something I acknowledge, and motivates my
inclusion of non-economic policy dimensions as part of my consideration of policy-proximity.
But, to clarify, issue salience itself does not play a role in the empirics of my thesis. This
concept is important for drawing out non-economic policy dimensions, but when examining
policy-proximity support for the radical left I instead look at the average effects of proximity

on each dimension.

1.2.2: Migration Policy and the Radical Left

Inglehart’s theory builds towards my inclusion of the cultural policy dimension in my
research into radical left support. Cultural policy primarily concerns individual rights and

autonomy, but Inglehart does not extend this explicitly to cover policy relating to migration.
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Therefore, it is here that I will draw out what previous research says about migration policy

and the radical left. In particular, how this dimension potentially explains radical left support.

Party-level examination of the radical left's positions on migration policy have found that
these political actors generally push a migrant-inclusive agenda. That said, there is some
variation between radical left political actors on this issue. In research looking at five radical
left political actors, spread across Greece, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Sweden, all five
supported more open policies towards asylum seekers, including protections from
deportations and more humane treatment (McGowan & Keith, 2016). But there was variation
over the issues of migrant integration, with some linking migrant communities with social
problems, but others proposing housing and education policies to avoid segregation. There
was also some variation over immigration policy, with the Dutch radical left SP and Danish
radical left SF proposing slightly more restrictive policies compared to the other three political
actors examined (McGowan & Keith, 2016). Finally, the radical left's migration policy was
often oriented around its economic proposals. For example, the calls for immigration controls
were not ethnically based, but rather based on protection of the domestic labour market

(McGowan & Keith, 2016).

Furthermore, in research looking specifically at the UK, more migrant-inclusive government
policies following the European Union’s 2004 enlargement is said to have caused a rise of
migration policy salience, especially as immigration was perceived as a ‘threat” (Sobolewska
& Ford, 2020, p. 41). This sequence also connected the issue immigration with the European
Union, ultimately driving Eurosceptic attitudes suggested to culminate in the UK’s decision
to exit the EU (Sobolewska & Ford, 2020, p. 123). This rise in migration policy salience meant
parties had to adopt positions on this dimension, including the Labour Party (Sobolewska &
Ford, 2020, pp. 309-311). Crucially, migration policy has become a dimension with an
important role in political competition. With this dimension becoming salient to voters, it

becomes plausible for proximity here to explain voters attitudes towards radical left actors.

At the voter-level, previous research has also identified migration-based support for the
radical left. When I was discussing the research into holding radical left ideology earlier, from

Visser et al. (2014), I mentioned this voter-level research included a variable relating to anti-
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immigration attitudes.? That research, which does not investigate support for radical left
political actors, but rather adherence with radical left ideology, found that the higher aversion
was towards immigration the lower were the chances of radical leftism (p. 552). This
constitutes a voter-level link between the radical left and migration policy preferences.
However, there is again the downside with this research that it has not tied adherence with
radical leftism to electoral support for radical left political actors. Furthermore, the research
of Rooduijn et al. (2017) identified supporters of radical left political actors as being generally
more pro-immigration, and suggested this to be due to higher levels of education amongst

radical left voters (Rooduijn, et al., 2017).

Finally, there has also been voter-level research connecting the migrant-inclusive policies of
the radical left with greater support for these political actors from migrant communities. The
Dutch radical left SP was found to receive a significant amount of support from immigrants
(Wirries, 2012), with this also found in the support for the radical left in both Sweden and
Denmark (Bird, et al., 2010). Existing literature has also shown the migrant-inclusive policies
of SYRIZA in Greece to have been reciprocated by higher levels of support for this political

party from enfranchised migrants (Mason, 2012).

Coupled with the post-materialism thesis from Inglehart, offering cultural policy as a salient
non-economic issue, I also have both the party-level and voter-level research in this sub-
section connecting migration policy with support for these political actors. Previous research
has often overlooked these non-economic issues in policy-based explanations of radical left
support in the past. Consequently, my consideration of these two non-economic dimensions
is an important contribution I make through my research. Including these two non-economic
dimensions is also a relevant feature, as I have shown how both cultural and migration policy

are feasibly important to understanding support for the radical left.

That does not necessarily mean it is only these two non-economic dimensions upon which
policy-proximity potentially explains radical left support. For example, environmental policy

may also be salient to voters (Achterberg, 2006). That brings me to further justify cultural and

2 Named ‘Perceived Ethnic Threat’.
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migration policy as potentially important, this time looking to their place explaining support

for other radicals.

1.2.3: Evidence from the Radical Right

The final part of my case for considering these two non-economic dimensions, relating to
cultural and migration policy, draws upon previous research into the radical right’s support.
As I noted at the end of the previous sub-section, it is uncommon to find inclusion of non-
economic policy in existing examinations of radical left support. However, these dimensions

have featured in previous research on the radical right.

The research of Herbert Kitschelt took both cultural and migration policy into account when
exploring support for the radical right. Cumulating cultural and migration policy into the
single “authoritarian/libertarian” dimension, Kitschelt & McGann (1995) suggested increased
support for the radical right to be a consequence of a shift in the shape of a “‘competitive space’.
In this space, voters no longer determined their electoral support based on economic policy
alone, but also began to consider beliefs on the ‘authoritarian/libertarian” policy dimension

too.

In later work with Philipp Rehm, Kitschelt postulated that policy preferences on three
dimensions, characterised as ‘Greed’, ‘Grid’, and ‘Group’, explained electoral support
(Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014, p. 1671). These three dimensions respectively follow the economic,

cultural, and migration policy dimensions in my research.

Kitschelt’s contributions are important, by including all three dimensions that also feature in
my research. But Kitschelt is also far from the only spatial account to have considered the
impacts of cultural and migration policy. In one spatial account, support for the radical right
in nine Western European countries was explained through non-economic (immigration and
law-and-order) policy preferences of voters (Rovny, 2013). Furthermore, in an adaptation of
the traditional proximity-based spatial account to also include issue salience, success for the
radical right (and Green parties) across 17 Western European countries was explained based

on mainstream party strategies in policy spaces (Meguid, 2005).?

3 Dimensions including law-and-order, national(istic) way of life, traditional morality, and opposition
towards multiculturalism found ‘indicative of mainstream party accommodation of radical right
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Further research has also demonstrated policy-proximity on the cultural and migration policy
dimensions to be relevant to understanding support for radical right political actors.
Migration policy-proximity finds support as an explanatory factor of electoral support for the
Belgian radical right Viaams Blok (Coffé, 2004), the German radical right Die Republikaner
(Lubbers & Scheepers, 2000), and the French radical right Front National (Mayer, 1998). In
relation to the radical left, the more cosmopolitan attitudes identified from radical left
supporters in Rooduijn et al.’s research (2017) suggest that support for the radical left can also
be explained on this policy dimension — with migrant-inclusive voters supporting the radical

left.

The case for including the cultural and migration dimensions in my research is primarily
rooted away from radical right research. Specifically, I motivate the cultural policy dimension
from Inglehart’s post-materialism thesis, and the migration policy dimension from previous
research which explored this dimension with the radical left. Aside from these justifications,
there remains the case that the radical left and radical right bear the commonality of their
challenge to mainstream political actors. Previous research, including that of Rooduijn et al.
(2017), contributes towards this case of similarities between the radical right and radical left.
Arising from that case is the possibility that voters defect from mainstream political actors to
these radicals due to common sources of dissatisfaction concerning the same policy areas.
Based on this notion, the cultural and migration policy dimensions found to be relevant to
explaining radical right support may also have some place in explaining support for the

radical left.

1.3: Populism and Radical Left Support

Populism is the core component of the second account in my examination of support for the
radical left. This is quite an established area of research, in particular relating populism with
the radical right. Populism is something which has been noted from both the radical left and
radical right previously (Akkerman, et al., 2017). Therefore, my discussion here of populism

in existing literature will cover this both in research on the radical right and the radical left.

parties’. Environmental protection and anti-growth economy similarly related to accommodation of
Green parties (Meguid, 2005, p. 352).
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I draw a definition of populism from Cas Mudde’s contributions in this field (2004; 2007; 2010;
2017). Mudde defines populism as a ‘thin-centred ideology’, dividing society into two
homogeneous and antagonistic groups — the “pure people’ versus the ‘corrupt elite’ (Mudde,
2007). Prominent research has been undertaken in this area by Mudde, and others. Predating
the work of Mudde, Margaret Canovan described populism as ‘notoriously vague’, ultimately
defining this concept as ‘an appeal to “the people” against both the established structure of
power and the dominant ideas and values of the society” (Canovan, 1999). Mudde’s definition
follows this theme, by identifying this division as the defining feature of populism.
Furthermore, Mudde’s definition has been accepted by a range of other scholars (Rooduijn, et

al.,, 2012; Aslanidis, 2015; Moffitt & Tormey, 2013; Schulz, et al., 2018).

The description of populism as a ‘thin-centred ideology’ draws upon research about
nationalism, itself identified as a thin-centred ideology because it severs itself from wider
engagement and interpretation of policy and political concepts (Freeden, 1998, p. 750). Thin-
centred ideologies exhibit a ‘restricted core attached to a narrower range of political concepts’
(Freeden, 1998). Mudde relates this description back to populism, where the core concept is
‘the people’, and by extension also the ‘elites” as their opponents. Furthermore, populism
combines with other ideologies, such as nationalism but potentially socialism, ecologism, or

one of many other ideologies (Mudde, 2004, p. 544).

Nativism, for example, is an ideology which commonly accompanies the populism of the
radical right. In this situation, the ‘ordinary people’ represent the native population, and are
drawn into opposition with migrant groups (Mudde, 2007, p. 22). Populism calls upon these
‘ordinary people” to defend the homogeneity of their country from the threat of mass
migration (Mudde, 2007; Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2018). This represents just one example of a
populist divide from the literature. More broadly, right-wing populist political actors may
draw its ‘enemy’ group from multiple facets of society, including LGBT individuals, trade
unions, mainstream left-wing political parties, Roma people, Jewish people, Muslim people,
and even those identified as ‘democrats’ or “Westerners’ in some former USSR states (Mudde,

2007).

Populism from the radical left rests on economic grounds. This economics-based radical left

populism is the product of substantial evolution by many of these political actors, who moved
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away from association with the USSR in the atmosphere of the fall of the Iron Curtain, and
then mutated to embrace “social populism’. The radical left profess acceptance of democracy
and rejection of capitalism (March & Mudde, 2005, p. 35), but also make anti-establishment
appeals, pointing out what they see as a ‘betrayal’ from social democrats and the more
established left-wing political actors; making populist appeals which have economic themes,
rather than the nativist or nationalist appeals seen from populists on the right (March, 2007).
Previous research has found further evidence for this as well, in the context of the Greek
radical left (Stavrakakis & Katsambekis, 2014). This further research points out the inclusive
nature of left-wing populism regarding immigration, as opposed to the exclusionary nature
of its right-wing counterpart. Emphasis is then shown to be on economics from left-wing
populist political actors, fundamentally presenting a challenge towards inequality and big

businesses (Stavrakakis & Katsambekis, 2014).

A great deal of literature on the radical right has discussed how these political actors profess
populist messages. This is something Cas Mudde draws particular attention to, in multiple
contributions (Mudde, 2004; 2007; 2010), along with other authors in this field (Betz, 1994;
Rooduijn, et al., 2012; Rydgren, 2005). Mudde’s pan-European research implicitly connects
support for the radical right with populism, while also considering a wide range of demand-

side and supply-side explanations of radical right success (Mudde, 2007).

There have been contributions made which look at populism as an explanatory factor of
support for radicals. For example, research has examined populism-based support for both
the radical right and the radical left in the Netherlands (Akkerman, et al., 2014). After first
identifying levels of populism amongst Dutch voters, Akkerman et al. found that highly
populist voters were more likely to vote for the radical right PVV and radical left SP than for
the mainstream political parties. Further voter-level research has also investigated populism
and support for the radical right and radical left in the Netherlands. From measuring vote
choice to determine PVV and SP supporters, this research examined how populist, economic,
cultural, and migration attitudes varied across supporters for the populist radical right and
radical left. Finding populism to be consistent across supporters for both, with SP’s supporters

more economically left-wing, PVV’s supporters more intolerant towards immigration, and
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neither party’s supporters distinguished by cultural policy preferences (Akkerman, et al.,
2017).

Both Akkerman papers demonstrate measurement of populist attitudes at the voter level, with
later motivation to also profile supporters of left-wing and right-wing populist political actors.
Crucially, populism was an explanatory factor of support for both the radical left and radical
right in the Netherlands. However, there are also downsides to their research. Specifically, in
the 2017 research there was also consideration of policy preferences alongside populism.
However, single questions were used to gauge cultural and migration policy preferences, with
the potential for survey respondents to misunderstand these questions and give an inaccurate
sense of their beliefs. Multi-item batteries of questions would mitigate this possibility —a point

made in more detail in the research design of this thesis.

There are other points to raise in response to Akkerman et al’s research, such as the
consideration of only one country — the Netherlands — narrowing the extent to which their
conclusions can be applied to other radical political actors. Furthermore, recall earlier I cited
previous research raising possible confounding factors referred to as ‘persuasion effects’,
where voters are not drawn to support a political actor based, in this case, on their populist
sentiments, but rather because of pre-existing support for radical left political actors (Brody &
Page, 1972). Neither piece of research cited from Akkerman et al. includes consideration for
these persuasion effects, and how they potentially cause voters to shift their policy preferences

and populist attitudes to match the radical left political actor after pre-existing support.

Similar research has investigated the links between populist attitudes and electoral support
in general, with other countries the focus, such as consideration of the impacts of populist
attitudes on electoral support in Slovakia (Stanley, 2011), and Poland (Stanley, 2018).
However, in the former, populist attitudes of voters had only a limited impact on voting
behaviour in Slovakia. In the latter research focusing on voting behaviour in Poland, levels of
populism impacted on electoral support; however, this played a more secondary role, with

populist attitudes instead intensifying the roles of “cultural attitudes™ on voting.

* Relating to social traditionalism and nativist attitudes on immigration.
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Furthermore, in work across nine European countries, it was found that populist attitudes
were associated with support for populist parties (van Hauwert & van Kessel, 2018). This
would be expected, and follows the results of similar research on populist attitudes and
electoral support (Stanley, 2018). Also found was an association between economic policy
preferences and support for radical left populists, with culturally-conservative and migrant-
exclusive policy preferences associated with support for radical right populists (van Hauwert

& van Kessel, 2018).

Looking at previous research into populism as an explanatory factor specifically of radical left
support, the anti-establishment and anti-mainstream views emanating from the radical left
Podemos in Spain was deemed important to explaining their support, in contrast to the relative
obscurity of their more established but less populist radical left rivals, the IU (Ramiro &
Gomez, 2016). However, the downside with this research is the lack of accompanying
consideration of policy preferences, and how these differentiated support for Podemos from
IU. Different policy preferences of their respective voters may also define support for both
Podemos and IU. Instead, the only way voters’ ideology is considered in this research is via a
self-placement 1-10 scale, which does not relate to a specific policy dimension, and has also
been found to be deficient for predicting electoral support particularly amongst less informed
voters (Evans, et al., 1996). Further exploration of specific policy preferences and their roles in

electoral support is therefore a potential avenue for further investigation.

I'have discussed a wealth of existing literature here, including both party-level and voter-level
accounts. There are two key messages taken from this previous research on populism. Firstly,
previous research has connected populism with the radical right, with some voter-level
research here demonstrating levels of populism to be associated with radical right support.
Potentially arising from this is populism also explaining support for other radical political
actors, but this time on the left. Secondly, there are ways to build on existing voter-level
research on populism and support for the radical left; specifically, through also
simultaneously examining the impacts of policy-proximity on three dimensions, and through
separating radical left persuasion effects from voters’ populist attitudes and policy

preferences. Thus, there is both justification for examining populism as a potential
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explanatory factor of radical left support, and there are areas my thesis can build on and

contribute to existing literature.

1.4: Alternative Explanations

In this section, I will bring together previous research into radical left support, and identify
three common alternate explanations for support of these political actors. Not only does this
mean I acknowledge these alternative explanations, it also allows me to justify my focus on
policy-proximity and populism in my thesis. The three alternative explanations I will explore,
drawing upon previous research on the radical left, are the socio-structural model, protest-

based support, and the role of issue salience.

1.4.1: Socio-Structural Voting

As I showed earlier in this chapter, economics is the key defining factor of the radical left. But
this does not necessarily only manifest itself as support for these actors based on policy-
proximity. Aside from this, it is also possible that radical left support is a consequence of
economic hardship found in certain socio-demographic groups. In this case, economically
deprived voters may be attracted to the radical left based on their redistributive economic

policies, which can potentially relieve the material hardships of these voters.

Previous research has explored this possibility, looking at associations between measures of
economic deprivation and support for the radical left. One common metric of economic
hardship is class identification; specifically, identification as working class and how predictive
this is of radical left support. In cross-sectional work across Western Europe, Luis Ramiro
found that identification as working class was associated with increased likelihood of
supporting a radical left actor (Ramiro, 2016). Ramiro continued to explore the economic
insecurity case, through the lens of working-class identification, but found this not to be
significantly associated with support for the Spanish radical left (Ramiro & Gomez, 2016). On
the one hand, this is potentially down to varying scope of this research — the former being
cross-sectional, and the latter looking specifically at Spain — but on the other it may be how
economic insecurity is gauged which affects the extent radical left support is explained by this

variable.
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Looking beyond working-class identification, previous research has examined the effects of
economic insecurity via the national unemployment rate. This feasibly gathers the economic
deprivation effect, as higher unemployment may indicate negative macroeconomic conditions
in a country. Examination of the national unemployment level showed this was a significant
demand-side determinant of higher radical left support (March & Rommerskirchen, 2015).
Furthermore, previous research has found that higher personal income is associated with
reduced support for radical left parties — finding this in Germany, the Netherlands, and
Sweden - showing how economic security reduces susceptibility of voting for the radical left
(Charalambous & Lamprianou, 2017). However, the same research also tested whether it was
these structural variables, including economic (class) and non-economic (age, gender) groups,
or voter attitudes (relating to economics, cultural, and migration policy) that set radical left
supporters apart from voters for other variants of left-wing political actors. They found that it
was voter attitudes, rather than these structural factors, which set the radical left's supporters
apart from supporters of social democrat and green actors (Charalambous & Lamprianou,
2017). Other research matches this conclusion, finding in Germany that it is ideology which is
associated with radical left support, above the impacts of socio-structural demographics, and
in particular highlighting the role of economic ideology on radical left support (Bowyer &

Vail, 2011).

There is evidence to suggest that socio-structural factors are important to understanding
voting behaviour, although perhaps these factors have less direct effects. For example, that
socio-economic class does still drive voters to adopt certain policy preferences, with these
preferences subsequently important to determining vote choices (Evans & Northmore-Ball,
2018, p. 131). However, in my research I examine the latter part of this course, looking at how
far voters policy preferences, and their proximity with the radical left, explain their support

for these actors.

1.4.2: Protest Voting

Another alternate explanation identified in existing literature relates to the idea of protest
voting. Protest voting may arise out of opposition towards policy consensus on issues like
immigration, economics, or the European Union. Alternately, it may occur out of protest

against established political parties. In either case, it is conceivable that the radical left will be
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benefactors of such votes, given these actors are challengers towards mainstream political
parties and propose economic policies which challenge prevailing capitalist norms.
Furthermore, the ‘Election Day is Protest Day’ electioneering of the German radical left shows

how these actors can make explicit appeals to disillusioned voters (March & Mudde, 2005).

There is evidence that support for the radical left does increase when there is a right-wing
government, suggesting that incumbency may partly drive this greater support (March &
Rommerskirchen, 2015). However, the radical left does not make similar gains when the
mainstream left are in government, whereas the radical right gains support regardless of the
mainstream right or left being in charge. Thus, evidence suggests protest-based support for
the radical left is more conditional than for their radical right counterparts (March &

Rommerskirchen, 2015, p. 48).

Further research on this idea has looked cross-sectionally to analyse the extent of protest
voting with non-mainstream left-wing and right-wing political actors. Looking specifically at
multi-faceted protests against democracy, it finds that support for the radical left is increased
amongst voters who express dissatisfaction with the treatment of minorities, and amongst

those perceiving a democratic deficit linked with economic inequality (Hernandez, 2018).

There is a strong theoretical case supporting the notion of protest explaining support for
radicals in general. Summed up briefly, left-wing voters are attracted to radical left actors as
part of a backlash, in protest against the ‘perceived identical nature of the establishment
political parties” (March & Mudde, 2005, p. 36). In addition to the research I have already cited
in this sub-section, protest has been tied to the radical right in previous research, looking at

this in Austria (Ignazi, 2003), and France (Mayer, 2005).

Protest voting literature has identified many factors which cause voters to protest, including
socio-economic deprivation (Klonne, 1989), opposition towards political institutions or elites
(Bergh, 2004), and against aspects of the modern geopolitical world — such as protests against
globalisation (Ramiro & Gomez, 2016). But these causes all result in a common protest: a
backlash against mainstream political parties, who protest voters deem to not adequately
represent them and their interests (Mair, 2013). No matter the specific causes, protest voting
comes back to the desire to reject established politics, and enhance the representation of

popular interests. That relationship is akin to the conflict inherent with populism, between
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the ‘ordinary people’” and a ‘corrupt elite’. In this case, the conflict is ‘ordinary people’
opposing established political actors and elites. Thus, when I explore how levels of populist
sentiment are associated with radical left support, I can also indirectly make an inference

about the extent of protest driving this support, as protest is a feature of populism.

1.4.3: Issue Salience

The policy-proximity account suggests levels of proximity between voters
economic/cultural/migration preferences and the radical left explains their levels of support
for these actors. Issue salience goes beyond this, and adds an extra consideration to the
baseline concept of support based on policy preferences. What it adds is the notion that voters
prioritise or value a certain issue more than others.> For example, a voter who is spatially-
distant from the radical left on economic policy, but still supports them because they are in
proximity with this actor on another dimension which they are more concerned about. This
salience may come about for a variety of prevailing reasons: for example, in a time of high
unemployment the issue of the economy will likely be a salient issue for most voters. To
illustrate further, during the 2014-15 European refugee crisis the issue of migration became a
highly salient issue to many voters (Talo, 2017). Therefore, the potential for issues to be more

salient, to certain voters and in certain periods, is undeniable.

Previous research has investigated this concept, imbuing issue salience into their policy-based
explanations of political support. For example, research looking at voting behaviour in
Canada found that issue salience was the key underpinning factor to the effect of ‘owned
issues’ on vote choices (Bélanger & Meguid, 2008). Further research, looking at the US,
identified the presence of issue salience amongst voters in their electoral decisions (RePass,
1971), and research looking at the 2017 German federal election found economically-left and
culturally-authoritarian voters opted for whichever party was in proximity on their more
salient dimension (Steiner & Hinnen, 2021). Finally, and specifically to radical political actors,
previous research has suggested salience is particularly important for these actors. Radical

actors ‘have an incentive to play up new issues and thereby enable themselves to reap electoral

5] have summarised the fundamental idea here, although a degree of debate exists around this
between ‘salience’ referring to issue prominence, or to issue importance, or to the degree that an issue is
a particularly pressing problem (Wlezien, 2005).

46



gains’ (de Vries & van de Wardt, 2011, p. 178), with empirical evidence of this phenomena
relating to salience of EU-related issues in response to the Euroscepticism common from

radical left and right actors (Hooghe, et al., 2002; de Vries & Edwards, 2009).

It is plausible that voters may find a particular issue, or issues, more important than others,
and that this specific salience varies between voters and time periods. Furthermore, by
including multiple policy dimensions in my analysis, I can potentially draw salience-based
implications from my results. By which I mean I may be able to conclude that greater effect of
proximity on one dimension compared to others is a result of greater salience voters place on

that particular policy dimension.

I'have discussed issue salience previously in this chapter, as an important justification behind
my consideration of two non-economic dimensions in my policy-proximity account:
specifically, cultural policy and migration policy. In doing so, I acknowledged that voters can
be more concerned with one dimension than another. My multidimensional approach in the
policy-proximity account is an acknowledgement that I may observe voters” support for the

radical left on different dimensions, with voters valuing some issues more than others.

1.5: Further Contributions

The fundamental contribution of my thesis makes to existing literature is the voter-level
examination of how far policy-proximity and populist attitudes explain radical left support. I
examine this in a new combination of three diverse case studies, as opposed to existing
research in this field which has predominantly focused on single cases (for example,
Akkerman et al. 2013; 2017). In my examination of both policy-proximity and populism-based
radical left support, I also more strongly deal with persuasion effects compared to previous
research. Consideration of persuasion effects is important to accurately determining the roles

of policy-proximity and populism on radical left support.

Aside from these more fundamental contributions, there are a few other specific areas where

my thesis adds to previous research.
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1.5.1: Independent Variables

It has not been common for existing literature to consider the impacts of all three of the policy
dimensions which form my policy-proximity account. Nor is it common to see these three
policy variables included alongside consideration of voters” populist attitudes. The downside
of this is that existing literature has not produced an account of the impacts of policy
preferences and populism, with control placed on the effects of each on support for the radical

left.

To illustrate this further, there is existing research which takes account of voters” economic
policy preferences, such as the analysis of radical left support in Germany (Bowyer & Vail,
2011), and the implicit inclusion of economics via globalisation considered in further analysis
of support for radical left parties (March & Rommerskirchen, 2015). There is also common
consideration of immigration policy preferences in existing research, including research into
radical left ideology (Visser, et al., 2014), and research on support for both radical left and
radical right political actors (Rooduijn, et al., 2017). Cultural policy preferences are a less
common feature of previous studies, but limited indication of policy preferences here are
included in research into support for populist radical right and radical left in the Netherlands

(Akkerman, et al., 2017).

That research from Akkerman et al. represents the only piece of existing literature from those
cited which includes populism alongside variables relating to policy preferences on all three
dimensions. At first sight this might make my thesis look similar to Akkerman et al.’s research.
However, there are some critical differences. The policy-proximity and populism-based
accounts in my thesis are carefully operationalised to three distinct case studies with
consideration for persuasion effects, whereas Akkerman et al.’s research looked at only one

case — the Netherlands.

In terms of the independent variables, the research of Akkerman et al. is an exception.
Generally existing research has not considered voters’ policy preferences on three separate
dimensions alongside each other. Nor have they included these policy preferences alongside
consideration of voters’ populist attitudes, despite these three policy preferences and
populism potentially being associated with electoral support according to literature on the

radical right and radical left. This then constitutes a gap in existing literature. My
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simultaneous consideration of these three policy dimensions, and of populism, addresses this

existing gap.

1.5.2: Dependent Variables

Existing research has also taken different directions with the dependent variables. Most
research in this field has looked at electoral support via vote choice questions (Jessee, 2012;
Bowyer & Vail, 2011; Doerschler & Banaszak, 2007; Rooduijn, et al., 2017; Akkerman, et al.,
2017; Ramiro, 2016).

Complexities and added considerations arise from the use of vote choice questions. I discuss
these further in the research design, but in brief there is a wider choice context which feeds
into vote choice question responses. This wider choice context, including contextual factors
like competitiveness within an electoral system, and proximity with other political actors,
feeds into responses to vote choice questions, alongside appraisals of political actors.
However, in my thesis I want to focus on appraisals of these political actors alone, with this

choice context left aside as much as possible.

This leads me to examine support for the radical left through questions which ask respondents
to evaluate these political actors, rather than whether they voted for them. The use of
evaluation questions rather than vote choices is in contrast to most previous research in this
field. Although vote choice questions are more commonly used, my thesis is not alone in
looking at voter evaluations instead — this appears in other contributions (Cho & Endersby,
2003). But given the prevalent use of vote choice questions, my use of evaluations instead is a

deviation from much of this existing literature.

Less consideration of evaluations for radical left political actors, as the dependent variable, is
a gap in the literature. I address this gap, not just as part of my original contribution, but also

because it avoids the complexities which arise with vote choice questions.

1.6: Literature Conclusions

From existing research, I first defined the radical left as challengers towards the contemporary
economic norms of their respective contexts. This sets them apart from the centre left, who

accept ‘neo-liberal” economic norms, and the extreme left, who vary from the radical left in
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their attitudes towards democracy and by the extreme left's wholesale rejection of capitalism.
I alsoillustrated the division of the radical left from its centre left and extreme left counterparts
in this chapter, through looking at examples of each of these political actors in Greece. To
clarify, this definition of the radical left is not static. In a different time it is possible that the

radical left may look different to what I have identified here.

After defining the radical left, I turned attention to existing voter-level research into support
for the radical left and radical right. I identified three policy dimensions from this literature,
where proximity with voters may explain their support for the radical left. These policy

dimensions relate to voters” economic, cultural, and migration policy preferences.

Existing literature has found economic policy preferences of voters to be important to
explaining support for the radical left (Bowyer & Vail, 2011; Doerschler & Banaszak, 2007;
Akkerman, et al.,, 2017, March & Rommerskirchen, 2012). Cultural and migration policy
preferences have been connected with support for radical political actors before — in
particular, the radical right (Mayer, 1998; Bjorklund & Andersen, 2002; Falter & Schumann,
1988; Mungui-Pippidi & Krastev, 2004; Coffé, 2004; Lubbers & Scheepers, 2000). Based on
existing voter-level research, which demonstrates the relevance of economic, cultural, and
migration policy to voters, support for the radical left may be explained by policy-proximity
on these three dimensions. However, previous research which identified support for radicals
based on policy preferences did not strongly separate potential persuasion effects from voters’
policy preferences. This is an area where I contribute to existing literature, as it is important
to deal with these persuasion effects when accurately identifying the role of policy-proximity.
Doing so isolates the specific role of policy-proximity on radical left support, clarifying how

far this variable is a cause of that support rather than a product of it.

I then turned attention to existing literature on populism. This was defined from previous
research, in particular from Cas Mudde (2007), who highlighted the presence of a division
made by populists, defining one group as the ‘ordinary people’, and opposing them with the
‘corrupt elite’ group. The radical left’s populism calls upon people to oppose big businesses,
the wealthy, and a ‘neo-liberal’ economic consensus. I also discussed research which
explained support for radical right and radical left political actors through voters” populist

attitudes (Akkerman, et al., 2013; 2017). With this existing literature showing how populism
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can explain support for radical political actors, there is the possibility that this will also explain

support for the radical left in my thesis.

This brings me to the final section of this literature review, which focused on gaps in existing
literature. The fundamental contribution of my thesis is its investigation of support for the
less studied radical left, via the policy-proximity and populism-based accounts, and with
stronger consideration for persuasion effects relative to existing research. I detailed further
contributions, including the significance of examining both accounts simultaneously to
control for possible confounding between the two. Whereas previous research generally had
not included both together. Furthermore, measuring radical left support with evaluation
questions means in my thesis I mitigate the effects of a wider choice context on these

respomnses.
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Chapter 2: Theory

2.0: Introduction

What explains electoral support for radical left political actors in contemporary Western
democracies? To answer this research question, I consider two accounts, to see how far they
explain support for the radical left. The first is the policy-proximity account, based on the spatial
theory of voting which suggests electoral support is based on levels of proximity voters have
with political actors on policy dimensions. The second account considered in this thesis is the
populism-based account, which suggests that populist voters would be supportive of the radical
left because of the anti-elite and anti-establishment rhetoric which commonly accompanies

their economic policies.

Both policy-proximity and populism are established explanations of electoral support — a
point which justifies their consideration in this thesis. In particular, the spatial and populism-
based theories have received notable application to the radical right, where they have
explained support for these political actors. For example, Kitschelt & McGann's (1995)
explanation of radical right support based on policy-proximity, and Cas Mudde’s (2007)
discussion of populism-based support for the radical right. Applying these established
theories now to the radical left, and seeing how far their related accounts explain support for

radical left political actors, is the core contribution of my thesis.

The primary objective of this chapter is to explain the general frameworks from which I derive
both accounts. Consequently, I divide this theory chapter into two main sections: the first
discussing the spatial theory of voting, and the second section explaining the populism-based
theory. In both of these sections, I outline how each of these two accounts explains electoral
support. Accompanying this is also a discussion of critical assumptions in the spatial theory,
and considerations for the populism theory. Finally, I also discuss features of each account’s
application in my thesis, for example setting out three policy dimensions which are plausibly
relevant to the policy-proximity account, with both theories being summarised in a chapter

conclusion afterwards.
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2.1: Spatial Theory

2.1.1: Background and Fundamentals

The spatial theory of voting has substantial history amongst accounts of electoral support.
Kitschelt and McGann’s (1995) previously discussed application of the spatial theory to the
radical right is only a small part of it, although notable here because of its application to other
radical political actors. But beyond Kitschelt and McGann there are many other instances
where this theory has explained electoral support, and a great deal of research which

developed this theory in the first place.

Although well-established in the field of voting behaviour, initially the spatial theory featured
in an economics setting by Harold Hotelling (1929). Hotelling used this theory to explain the
effect of spatial positioning of high street retail outlets, relative to each other and customers,
on sales (Hotelling, 1929); the basic idea being that distance of competing shops from a
customer’s home would influence where they spend their money. Hotelling theorised that
customers would be more likely to patronise the shop which is closer to them on the High

Street than the shop which is further from them.

Later research expanded the spatial theory’s applications to also explain voting behaviour.
Black et al. undertook this development for the scenario of committee voting (Black, et al.,
1958), with Downs applying it to a mass electorate (Downs, 1957). The application of this
theory to voting behaviour turns customers into voters, the High Street into a policy space,
and each shop into a competing political actor. This yields a logic where voters become more
likely to support a political actor which is in closer proximity with their own position in a

policy space.

This logic has since featured in many accounts of political support, such as in multiple
accounts of voting behaviour in US presidential elections by Stephen A. Jessee (Jessee, 2009,
2010, 2012). Evidence is found demonstrating the value of the spatial theory of voting in
explaining voting behaviour in the context of the US (Jessee, 2012, p. 175). In addition to
Jessee’s work in the US, Dow sets the explanation this theory provides against one of its main
rivals — Directional theory — finding greater support for the spatial theory in his research

(Dow, 1998). Furthermore, applications of the spatial theory have been made to the UK (Cho
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& Endersby, 2003; Endersby & Galatas, 1998), to Spain (Queralt, 2012), and France (Rosenthal
& Sen, 1977). Heyne (2019) adopted a spatial account when measuring satisfaction with
democracy. Further applications of spatial theory by Kitschelt were also undertaken, separate
from his accounts of radical right support, including on the development of party systems in

Eastern Europe (Kitschelt, 1992).

Then there is the application of the spatial theory to explain support for the radical right,
including the research of Kitschelt and McGann (1995). I discussed Kitschelt and McGann's
research in the previous chapter, with focus on the policy dimensions they included. Overall,
they suggested that changes in the positions of voters, combined with the convergence of
established parties on two policy dimensions, explained how the radical right made electoral
breakthroughs in the 1980s and 1990s. Those two policy dimensions expanded to three in later
research (Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014). Piero Ignazi also contributes to the debate about spatial
positions and radical right support, with further work on the role of mainstream party
convergence in policy spaces (Ignazi, 1992; 2003). Overall, the spatial theory has substantial
background in the field of electoral support, including applications to explain support for the

radical right.

In short, the spatial theory is a highly established framework for understanding electoral
support. Therefore, this theory may plausibly explain electoral support for radical left political
actors. The question remains, however, of what the spatial theory of electoral support is.
Discussion of the fundamentals of this theory, its key assumptions, and the underlying logic

of this theory, now follows.

I first need to explain two important concepts of this theory: proximity and utility. Proximity
refers to the degrees of closeness between the views of voters and the policies offered by
competing political actors. Under the spatial theory, this proximity is what predicts voters’
electoral support. Proximity may be viewed on a single policy dimension relating to one issue,
or this space may consist of multiple policy dimensions each relating to different issues. Voters
associate utility with different policy positions, and vote for the candidate whose policy

position maximises this utility.
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I can illustrate this proximity and utility with a hypothetical policy space. This space includes
one policy dimension, for example relating to defence policy.® Assume the left side of this
dimension symbolises non-interventionism, the right side represents strongly militaristic and
pro-intervention policy, and between these extremes are more moderate policies — for
example, supporting limited interventions. Voters are located on policy dimensions at the
point of their most preferred policy position, known as their ‘ideal point’. Political actors are
also located on policy dimensions, with their positioning determined by the policies they
promote. For example, a political actor with an anti-interventionist policy agenda could be
located well to the left of this example dimension, a pro-interventionist political actor well to
the right, and a more pragmatic or moderate actor here would be located closer to the middle

of this dimension.

Under this theory, voters strive to maximise their utility, and do this by supporting political
actors whose policies are most in line with their own policy preferences (their ‘ideal point’).
By extension of this, a political actor that proposes policies which are not in line with voters
most preferred policy position would receive less support from these voters. In summary, this
theory suggests voters support the political actor with policies in closest proximity with their
‘ideal point” and are less supportive of political actors which offer policies that are spatially-

distant from their ‘ideal point’.

This operates on the assumption that voters are motivated by self-interest and maximising
utility by supporting the political actor whose policies are in closest proximity to their own
‘ideal point’. For example, a voter who supports higher taxes and redistributive economic
policies would, by their self-interest, be more supportive of a political actor that proposes
these policies. That voter associates these policies with greater utility, and votes for the
political actor promoting these policies in order to maximise their utility. In relation to the
example I offered just now, a voter positioned in closest proximity with a political actor on
the non-interventionist side of that defence policy dimension would be more supportive of
that non-interventionist actor. That voter associates this political actor’s policies with higher

utility than the policies of a moderate actor or a pro-intervention actor on this dimension.

¢ To clarify, this dimension is purely an example, and does not itself reflect on the economic, cultural,
or migration dimensions in my research.
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Enelow and Hinich (1984) provide support for this first assumption. In their contribution to
this theory, they state that ‘voters recognize his own self-interest, evaluates alternative policies
or candidates on the basis of [...] self-interest, and casts his vote for the policy of candidate
most favourably evaluated” (Enelow & Hinich, 1984). This is a theoretical defence for this
assumption, but there is also empirical evidence supporting it. From Enelow and Hinich’s
analysis of voting behaviour in the 1976 and 1980 US presidential elections, they found that
voters do view candidates as being positioned within a policy space and that voters are more
supportive of candidates in closest proximity (Enelow & Hinich, 1984). Support for the
assumption of rational voting, and for the spatial theory as a whole, also comes from Jessee’s
investigation of voting behaviour in the 2004 and 2008 US presidential elections (Jessee, 2009;
2012).

The second assumption is that voters know where competing political actors are located in
policy spaces, and can therefore identify which political actor is in closest proximity with their
‘ideal point’. This is important, as unless voters can determine which political actor is closest
to their own position, their electoral support will not necessarily be based on spatial proximity

with a political actor, as suggested in this account.

There is a great deal of debate around this assumption. It is undeniable that some voters will
have greater knowledge about policy areas and stances of political actors within these policy
spaces than others. Research from Campbell et al. (1960) suggested around 15 to 30 per cent
of people who hold opinions were unable to say where political parties stood in these policy
spaces, and speculate that the prevalence of this lack of knowledge may be higher as voters
may be embarrassed to admit this (Campbell, et al., 1960, p. 181). Amongst informed voters
too, there is the suggestion that only 40 to 60 per cent of these voters end up perceiving party
differences, and can hence identify one political actor as being closer to their own position

than its competitors (Campbell, et al., 1960, p. 180).

Thinking ahead to my application of the policy-proximity account, results that do not follow
the underlying expectation here — that spatial proximity predicates political support — may be
explained by the observations of Campbell et al. (1960). If, as that research suggests, a

significant portion of both informed and uninformed voters are unable to identify where
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radical left political actors are located in a policy space, then results may show little evidence

of a relationship between proximity and support for these political actors.

Although Campbell et al. expressed doubts over the extent to which voters can identify the
spatial positions of political actors, there has also been support for this assumption. Other
research has shown that voters do often know about quite specialist policy areas (Sniderman,
1993). Voters can also acquire knowledge about political issues, becoming able to understand
the different policy proposals of political actors on different issues (Lupia & McCubbins, 1998,
p. 86). This ability of voters to inform themselves can also permeate to quite niche issues, such
as nuclear power, where voters can become informed of different policy proposals of political

actors (Kuklinski, et al., 1982).

Regardless of whether voters are able to acquire knowledge about political issues, and are
able to then vote rationally based on their proximity relative to competing political actors,
there are still realistically going to be voters who are not as informed. Previous research has
examined the extent less-informed voters vote in line with the spatial theory. Although these
less-informed voters have been found to be less prone to support the political actor they are
spatially closest to (Palfrey & Poole, 1987), there has still been support observed based on

policy proximity (Jessee, 2012, p. 145).

In the case of Jessee’s research finding spatial voting behaviour from less-informed
respondents, this may be due to what Campbell et al. say is the main determinant of political
support — partisanship (Campbell, et al., 1960). Jessee further researches this link, finding that
amongst highly partisan voters there was indeed a strong relationship between their partisan
attachments and electoral support. However, the electoral support of those who did not have
partisan attachments was formulated in line with the spatial theory (Jessee, 2012, p. 149). The
solution to this, according to Jessee, is a hybrid model, which includes the effects of both
partisanship and ideology. The impacts of voters” partisan attachments on electoral support
are firmly established by existing literature. Consequently, I will have to consider and account
for the impacts of partisan attachments in my analysis if I am to accurately observe the roles

of policy-proximity and populism on radical left support.

Overall, the spatial theory assumes that voters are capable of understanding policy issues, and

thus plausibly have a reasonable understanding of the location of political actors in policy
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spaces. Voters are then assumed to support the political actor closest to their own position.
Amongst this discussion, there were some doubts expressed over the core assumptions of
rational voting and the ability of voters to identify the spatial locations of political actors. I
cited research supporting these assumptions, but finding results suggesting no relationship
between spatial proximity and radical left support would suggest the doubts expressed over

these assumptions may be valid.

I illustrate the logic of the spatial theory further in Figure 2.1. This demonstrates a
unidimensional space, unrelated to any specific policy area and drawn from the research of

Enelow & Hinich (1984, p.13).
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Figure 2.1: Unidimensional Spatial Voting Theory
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In Figure 2.1, y and z represent political actors present on a single policy dimension, and —=

represents the mid-point between these two political actors.

Assuming utility declines symmetrically around the voter’s ideal point, voters positioned on
this policy dimension to the right of the midpoint are always in closer proximity with y than
with z. Thus, they would be more supportive of y than z. Equally, those to the left of the
midpoint will always be in closer proximity with z than y, thus will be more supportive of z
than y. Voters located at the mid-point itself would, according to this theory, have equal

appraisals of y and z.

This expresses the general logic of support in a unidimensional policy space. However, what
is meant by ‘support’? This is very important when empirically testing the spatial theory.
There are two possible directions here: measuring utility or choice. Previous spatial research
has utilised both choice and utility measures. For example, Jessee’s research on the 2004 and

2008 US elections used measures of choice (2009; 2010; 2012), and Cho & Endersby’s study of
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spatial voting in the UK opted for measuring utility by examining voter evaluations for

political actors (2003).

I discussed these measures of radical left support briefly in Chapter 1, in the context of
previous voter-level radical left research which has mostly utilised vote choice measures. I
have preference for measures of evaluation instead, which I then concluded as a further
contribution to existing literature. In Chapter 3 of my thesis, I explain the reasons behind this

preference in more detail.

2.1.2 Dimensions

Looking back at Figure 2.1, this expresses the spatial theory with a unidimensional policy
space. Attention now turns to the dimensions which build policy spaces. Existing literature
provides some indication of which policy dimensions may be important to understanding
support for the radical left. These dimensions relate to economic, cultural, and migration
policy. I discussed these in Chapter 1, with focus on their relevance in previous research. What
I will do here is discuss them again, but in relation to the spatial theory, and drawing out

broad expectations relating to these dimensions.

The economic policy dimension is perhaps the most plausibly linked to radical left support, given
the economics-based definition of the radical left, identifying these political actors as
challengers towards contemporary capitalist economic norms. Consequently, it is conceivable

that I will see support for the radical left based on economic policy preferences.

On the left of this policy dimension, there is support for higher taxes — particularly on the
richest and businesses — and opposition towards austerity and privatisation. The right of this
dimension relates to support for lower taxation, free-market economics, and spending
restraint. The radical left are generally found well to the left of mainstream political actors on
this dimension, proposing an anti-corporate and pro-redistribution agenda of higher taxes,
higher public spending, and public ownership. Social democrats and green parties also share
some of these policies, broadly supporting egalitarian policies and higher taxes. However, as
I showed in my literature review chapter, the radical left pursues anti-corporate and
redistributive policies more stridently and vociferously than social democrat and green

parties.
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In general, an economic policy dimension has been a common feature of spatial accounts.
Downs, in his canonical study, presented his application of the spatial theory with a single
policy dimension relating to government intervention in the economy (Downs, 1957). A
further example is Endersby and Galatas (1998), who find links between vote choice and
policy areas including nationalisations, redistribution of wealth, and taxation vs. services
(Endersby & Galatas, 1998, p. 375). Previous research has suggested that the decline of class-
based political support has precipitated the rise of economic policy preferences as a
determinant of political support (Endersby & Galatas, 1998; Franklin, 1985). The earlier
discussed research of Kitschelt also included an economic policy dimension (Kitschelt &
McGann, 1995; Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014). Other accounts mentioned later in this section which

also included an economic policy space include Tavits (2007), and Hellwig (2014).

Radical left political actors will predictably fall on the left side of the economic policy
dimension. Based on that, I can state two expectations about support for the radical left on

this dimension.

Firstly, the policy-proximity account in this thesis predicts that voters to the left on this dimension
would be more supportive of radical left political actors, and voters to the right of this dimension would

be less supportive of radical left actors.

Secondly, and more specifically, the expectation is that voters well to the left of the economic
dimension (i.e., beyond the centre-left political actors) will be the most supportive of the radical left,
owing to close proximity with these political actors, and support for these political actors will fall

monotonically as voters move to the right pole on this dimension, where support will be lowest.

Expectations stated in this chapter are relatively vague, as these depend on context-specific
factors such as whether radical left support is measured via vote choices or evaluations, the
positions of the radical left, and where other political actors are located too if looking at vote
choices. Therefore, the empirical case study chapters are where I state more precise

expectations for both accounts.

The cultural policy dimension runs from the ‘liberal” to the “‘conservative” sides. This dimension
broadly reflects views over criminal justice, traditional gender roles, and issues relating to

personal rights such as abortion, LGBT rights, and drug legalisation. Those considered

60



‘liberal” on this dimension will be pro-LGBT rights, abortion, and rehabilitative justice, and
opposed to things like the death penalty and traditional gender roles. The ‘conservative’ side
of this dimension takes the opposing positions on these issues, representing a more

“traditionalist’ view of society.

The migration policy dimension runs from the ‘migrant-inclusive’” to the ‘migrant-exclusive’.
Broadly this dimension considers how voters view the place of immigrants in society. The
‘migrant-inclusive’ side of this dimension represents the belief that immigration is beneficial
economically and culturally. At the other end of this dimension, the ‘migrant-exclusive” voters

see immigration as a threat to the national economy and cultural identity.

AsIdiscussed in the previous chapter of this thesis, previous research has shown how cultural
and migration policy are both potentially salient issues for voters. Consequently, it is possible
policy-proximity on these dimensions may explain radical left support. Furthermore, the
cultural and migration dimensions have, like economics, appeared in spatial accounts of
political support. I also showed this in the previous chapter of this thesis, drawing particular
attention to the research of Kitschelt. In his original spatial account of the radical right with
McGann, the competitive space where voters and political actors were located had shifted
from being unidimensional around economics alone, and had come to also include what they
refer to as the “Authoritarian vs. Libertarian” policy dimension (Kitschelt & McGann, 1995, p.
16). The implication of this dimension is that it combined both cultural policy and attitudes
towards migration, thus involving preferences on both cultural and migration dimensions,

showing both to be important in addition to economics in understanding electoral support.

Cultural and migration policy were included separately in later research from Kitschelt,
where these were referred to as ‘Grid” and ‘Group’ respectively (Kitschelt & Rehm, 2014).
Again, Kitschelt’s research identifies cultural and migration policy preferences as important
in the minds of voters, and contributing to their electoral support. Away from the various
contributions of Kitschelt, the cultural policy dimension also features in the account of Laver
and Garry (2000), in their research aimed at refining how policy positions of political parties
are conceptualised and measured. Finally, cultural policy also appears as an integral part of
the spatial account of Tavits (2007), in research looking at how shifts on economic and cultural

policy impact on support for political actors.
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In addition to the migration dimension’s role in Kitschelt’s research, there is other research
where this policy dimension has played a major role. Firstly, research from Merrill (1994) on
party support in Norway and Sweden included two dimensions, one of which concerned the
issue of immigration (the other was healthcare). This research explains increased support for
anti-immigrant parties as a consequence of a concurrent increase in immigration (Merrill,
1994), showing that voters’ positions on this position have been relevant to their electoral
support. Furthermore, Hellwig (2014) includes attitudes towards immigration when trying to
identify how this issue, along with other issues linked to cultural and economic preferences,
informs positioning of political actors. Migration policy preferences were found to be an
important determinant of political views in this research, as incidentally were economic and

cultural policy preferences (Hellwig, 2014).

Unlike with economic policy, cultural and migration policy are not defining features of the
radical left. This means the radical left’s positions on both of these policy dimensions is likely
to be less uniform than their economic policies. Consequently, the expectations I can state here

are even less specific.

To offer a broader expectation for policy-proximity support on these two dimensions, radical
left support is expected to be higher from voters in close proximity with the radical left political actor
on these dimensions, and lower from voters not in close proximity with the radical left on these

dimensions.

I will state more detailed context-specific expectations for radical left support on the cultural
and migration policy dimensions in the empirical chapters. I will then be able to consider the
contexts of the case studies, including possible case-specific variance in the radical left’s
positions on both of these dimensions. As these two issues are not defining ones in relation to
the radical left, it is possible these actors do not propose radical policies on these dimensions.
However, radical left actors do not need to propose hard-line policies on these dimensions for
their support to be explained based on cultural or migration policy-proximity. All that is
needed is for the radical left to be positioned closer to some voters on these dimensions than
other political actors, and for voters to care enough about these dimensions for proximity here

to influence their political behaviour.
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In broad terms, results would conform with this account if greater support for the radical left
came from spatially-proximal, and lower support for the radical left from spatially-distant
voters. If this is the case, I would conclude policy-proximity to explain levels of support for

the radical left.

In terms of the causal pathway of this account, radical left support would arise from pre-
existing policy-proximity. Specifically, radical left supporting voters first form their own policy
preferences, and then subsequently evaluate political actors based on their proximity with these
preferences. This account assumes it would be actors in closest proximity with the voter’s
policy preferences that receive this voter’s support. Critically, voters form policy preferences
first, and then subsequently evaluate actors based on proximity with these. It is important to
clarify this causal pathway, which is why I make greater efforts to control for potential
reverse-causality by more thoroughly addressing the persuasion effects issue — a major
contribution of my thesis. Were it the case that pro-radical left voters first had support for
these actors, and subsequently came to be in close proximity with them on policy dimensions,
this is potentially mistaken as radical left support based on policy-proximity. However,
according to Brody and Page (1972) this reverse-causal relationship would not truly provide

support for the policy-proximity account.

There has also been criticism of the spatial theory of voting. Stokes suggested that policy issues
are not always dominant in election campaigns, with “valence issues’ being important instead
(Stokes, 1963, p. 373). Inclusion of valence issues is just one of the suggestions Stokes offers
for the Downsian spatial theory, in response to his criticisms including questioning whether
voters determine their electoral support based on a single policy dimension, as originally
suggested by this theory (Stokes, 1963, p. 370). To mitigate this criticism, later applications of
this theory have included consideration of multiple policy dimensions, including me in this

thesis.

Despite doubts and criticism levelled at this theory, and particularly at its original Downsian
application, the spatial theory remains highly established amongst accounts of political
support; established through frequent application in the field of political support, with some
of these accounts cited earlier in this chapter. Separate from these other applications of this

established theory, the spatial theory provides an intuitive account of political support,
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suggesting that spatial proximity between voters and political actors on policy dimensions
determines electoral support. Not only is this theory intuitive, but it is also testable using
responses to election survey questions — something discussed further in each case study and

the research design chapter.

2.2 Populism

To broaden my analysis of support for the radical left, I consider a second account in my thesis.
Accompanying the policy-proximity account is the populism-based account. To remind, when
I talk about populism, I am drawing attention to a ‘thin-centred ideology” which presents a
‘Manichaean’ division between two homogeneous, antagonistic groups. These groups, the
‘ordinary (or pure) people” and the “‘corrupt elites’, are presented as conflicting with each other
(Mudde, 2010; Akkerman, et al., 2014). I discussed populism as a concept in greater detail in
Chapter 1 of my thesis. My focus here is instead on populism as an explanation for electoral

support.

The primary motivation for including populism in my thesis is because of the relationship
some voters may draw between the radical left’s anti-elite economic policies and the anti-elite
nature of populism. In addition to this, the populism-based account is also an established
account of political support, with particularly frequent application to explain support for the
radical right (Mudde, 2017, p. 3). To cite some examples, there are studies of radical right
populism in different contexts such as Scandinavia (Rydgren, 2010), of how the prominence
of radical right populists has impacted policymaking (Zaslove, 2004), and studies of different
types of right-wing populist political actors (Betz, 1993). Much of the discussion of populism
with the radical right has been at the party-level, identifying their populist appeals and
suggesting these as the reason for their prominence (Mudde, 2007; 2017; Arzheimer, 2015;
Kioupkiolis, 2016; Otjes & Louwerse, 2015; Rooduijn, et al., 2012). There are also voter-level
accounts which include populism as an explanation for electoral support. For example,
Akkerman et al.’s (2014) examination of levels of populism amongst the electorates of different
political parties in the Netherlands. Whether party-level or voter-level, the persistent place of
populism in accounts of radical right support give credence to this theory of political support.
With populism playing a role in support for the radical right, there is a place for this theory

in my thesis, where it may also be relevant to understanding support for the radical left.
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From the supply-side, political actors make populist appeals to the electorate, either exploiting
or constructing an “us’ vs. ‘them” division in society. They turn the ‘ordinary people” against
an ‘elite’ or “‘enemy’ group, in a bid to uproot a political or economic establishment and assert
popular sovereignty. The more commonly studied radical right populism targets groups
including minority religions, LGBT people, and migrant groups, amongst others, including
also political ‘elites” seen as facilitating the interests of these groups (Mudde, 2007). For
example, encouraging the majority ethnic group (the ‘pure people’) to oppose immigration
(‘outsiders’) and a ‘corrupt’ pro-immigration political ‘elite’ (Mudde, 2007). However,
separate from the radical right, the economic policies of the radical left are potentially linked

to populism.

The economic policies of the radical left, including support for higher taxation on corporations
and wealthy people, increased spending on public services, and public ownership of services
and industries, are often accompanied by rhetoric which is quite populist. For example, the
Dutch Socialist Party’s opposition towards so-called ‘neo-liberal Ayatollahs” — making an anti-
neoliberal ideological challenge an intrinsic part of their populist discourse (March & Mudde,
2005, p. 35). Additionally, the Baltic radical left made calls for ending the elite’s “pillage of the
state [...] deception, and flogging off its people to a cabal of foreign capitalists’ (March &
Mudde, 2005, p. 36). This populist discourse not only highlights the ‘neoliberal” policies which
the radical left opposes whilst also making redistributionist overtures, it also presses a

populist ‘people” versus ‘elite” conflict.

Populist appeals are also made by the Greek radical left SYRIZA, whose appeals to the
electorate through their newspaper Avgi use headlines such as ‘Do not corrupt the mandate
of the people” (Stavrakakis & Katsambekis, 2014), thus calling upon “the people” as part of
their appeal to the electorate, while also identifying an enemy in the Troika” (Mudde, 2017, p.
16). The radical left Podemos in Spain makes similar appeals, calling upon 'the people' to
oppose a class called “la casta’, representing the traditional political parties and established
institutions in this context, and blamed for the country’s economic difficulties (Ramiro &
Gomez, 2016). In Germany, Die Linke use language of ‘a few enrich[ing] themselves at the cost

of the many’ and of “global ruling elites” not serving the interests of the majority (Die Linke,

7 European Commission, European Central Bank, and International Monetary Fund.
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2011, pp. 15, 23). In the US, Bernie Sanders castigated a ‘political and economic establishment’,
and linked them with a ‘rigged economy” (Hawkins & Kaltwasser, 2018). Finally, in the UK
the Labour Party shifted to the left upon Jeremy Corbyn’s election to the party’s leadership,
with Corbyn’s faction of the party also emphasising a division between them and their party’s
members versus the ‘elite’ of the parliamentary Labour Party who were frequently more

critical of Corbyn (Watts & Bale, 2019).

These examples demonstrate the tendency for radical left political actors to adopt populist
rhetoric when promoting their economic agenda. As a consequence of this tendency, there is
a conceivable role of populism in radical left support: specifically, where support for radical
left political actors is a consequence of the populist rhetoric which accompanies their left-wing
economic policies, rather than for the policies themselves. From this link, between the radical
left and populism, it is possible that levels of populist sentiment are associated with support
for the radical left. If this is the case, this would provide an explanation of support for these

political actors.

The role of radical left political actors on the supply side, making populist appeals to voters,
is an important element of this theory’s mechanism of support. However, also important is
how populist voters react to radical left political actors. On the demand side, these populist
voters view the world and their own place in society as one where there is this “us’ vs. ‘them’
division. The existence of these populist voters is also important to this theory. Populist
attitudes among voters may come about for a variety of reasons, and I will explain some of
these. The purpose of that discussion is not to argue in favour of a particular reason behind

voter populism, but rather to show how populist voters come to be present.

Feelings of insecurity may draw voters to adhere to populism. Under this explanation, large
parts of the population feel uncertain about their identity, about their job, or about life in
general (Mudde, 2007, p. 223; Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2018; Spruyt, et al., 2016). This feeling of
insecurity may occur because of cultural factors, where mass immigration causes large parts
of the population to feel threatened about their cultural identity as they see ‘aliens’ or
‘foreigners’ entering their communities (Mudde & Kaltwasser, 2018, p. 1677). These voters are

on the one hand drawn to populists whose underlying ideology is nativism and migrant-
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exclusive, and on the other hand encouraged to oppose established ‘insider” political parties

which have been shown to converge around acceptance of immigration (Mudde, 2007, p. 281).

Voters may also feel insecure as a result of economic challenges, where more people in
Western democracies no longer have the right knowledge or skills to be in rewarding
employment. The increasing lack of low-skilled but rewarding jobs leaves less-educated
citizens feeling economically vulnerable. The consequence is a group of citizens who are
simply not suited to functioning in the contemporary, globalised world. These voters, who
are potentially unemployed or part of a society which has become less equal, are a class of
economic ‘left-behinds” who express their anger over inequality and economic insecurity by

supporting populist political actors (Inglehart & Norris, 2016).

Political changes may also predicate feelings of insecurity. Developments with political
institutions have often moved power from the national level to the supranational level.
Leaving aside the UK’s exit from the European Union, governance across Europe has
increasingly become supranational and integrated across the continent. According to Kriesi
(2014), supranational governance structures lead to longer and less transparent chains of
representation. Combined with this, the ‘mediatisation” of politicians has linked
representatives more directly to voters, which has fostered a feeling that established political
parties and politicians are fundamentally all alike (Kriesi, 2014). This has led to political
insecurity, cultivating an environment where populist voters are predisposed to vote for

political outsiders, instead of for established and mainstream political actors.

The developments in economics, in the movement of people, and the creation of supra-
national political organisations, are all said to increase feelings of insecurity amongst voters.
These developments are also representations of increasing globalisation. Those members of
society who feel culturally threatened by immigration, feel insecure as a result of changing
economic fortunes, or are opposed to European integration or the general internationalisation
of politics, are dubbed the ‘losers of globalisation’. Under the ‘losers of globalisation’ thesis, it
is these voters in particular who are most likely to adhere to populism (Kriesi, 2014). This

constructs a potential electorate for populist political actors to appeal to.

The reasons behind the development of populism amongst voters are not the focus of my

thesis. This discussion merely shows how voters may begin to adhere to populism via
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insecurity. Additionally, voters may begin to adhere to populism simply as a form of political

resentment, in the protest vote thesis, or through the ‘support thesis’.

The protest vote thesis suggests that political resentment leads to people adhering to
populism, including the need to protest against mainstream politics. An example of this is
observed from the Italian radical right ‘Lega Nord’, and the desire of their voters to protest
against the national government in Rome (Betz, 1994). Bergh (2004) identified two types of
protest: ‘system protest’ and ‘elite protest’. The former is rarer, but under ‘system protest’
voters are drawn to oppose political institutions. The latter is found to be more common, and
is where voters protest against political elites, such as mainstream political parties and a
mistrusted “political class’” (Bergh, 2004). This offers another account of how voters come to
adhere with populism, further outlining a potential electorate for populist political actors to

attract.

Voters may also begin to adhere to populism via the ‘support thesis’. Policy preferences are
important here. In brief, voters conform with populism by agreeing with the underlying
policies proposed by a populist political actor (Mudde, 2007, p. 219). If a populist political
actor, for example, was also rigorously anti-austerity, a voter who is also anti-austerity would
conform with the populism of that political actor. A potential issue for my thesis arises here,
as there is need to control for the effects of both voters” policy preferences and populism on
radical left support. Otherwise, I may incorrectly deduce radical left support to be associated

with policy-proximity and obscure the potential role of populism.

Initially, it would seem like this ‘support thesis’ undermines the extent I can view populism-
based support for the radical left. If coexisting policy-preferences draw these voters to adhere
with populism, how is this populism-based support rather than support based on policy-
proximity? In response to this question, I draw attention to the responses to this ‘support

thesis’.

The fundamental flaw with this thesis is that it assumes a direct and causative link between
radical policy preferences and populism, where voters adhere to populism if their own policy
preferences match the radical ideology of a populist political actor (Mudde, 2007, p. 220).
However, previous research into support for the populist radical right has identified evidence

which counters this entirely. That research finds most supporters of the populist radical right
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are not in fact ‘extreme right” when placing themselves on an ideological scale, and that the
majority of the ‘extreme right” voters did not vote for populist radical right parties (Billiet &
De Witte, 1995; Eith, 2003). Furthermore, other research has suggested that support for a
radical right political actor was in fact due to its anti-elite message, rather than its right-wing
ideology, further breaking this link between populism-based and policy-based support
(Rooduijn, 2018, pp. 356-357).

What this means is that adherence to populism may arise from common policy preferences,
but previous research has not definitively identified a causal relationship. Crucially, it is
plausible to imagine that there are populist voters who do not share the stridently left-wing
policy preferences of radical left political actors. Therefore, it is entirely possible that populism
attracts people to support the radical left, but these voters do not also share policy preferences

with these political actors.

I have explained three ways that voters may adhere to populism. Voters may be drawn to
become populists and identify with their inherent ‘us’” vs. ‘them’ worldview through
economic/cultural/political insecurity, through political resentment, or through concurrent
support for the policies offered by populist political actors. Which of these most explains voter
adherence to populism is not the focus of my thesis. The purpose of discussing these was
purely to show how some voters may be more receptive than others to populist rhetoric,

because they have developed populist-consistent attitudes themselves already.

To bring this back to the radical left, on the supply side radical left political actors spread their
economic policies which draw attention to inequality and include anti-elite rhetoric focused
on big businesses and the rich, while also making redistributive appeals to the ‘ordinary
people’. On the demand side, voters adhere to the “us’ vs. ‘them’ nature of populism, and are
assumed to support political actors which call for opposition towards “elites’. In this situation,
populist voters may be drawn to the anti-elite economic policies of the radical left. There is

then potential for levels of populism to be associated with support for the radical left.

Under the populism-based theory, the expectation is that voters who adhere to populism will be
more supportive of radical left political actors, relative to voters who do not adhere to populism. To
separate populist voters from voters who are not populists, I use survey questions which ask

about adherence to anti-elitism, a Manichaean worldview, and support for popular
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sovereignty. Populist voters would adhere to a Manichaean ‘good’ versus ‘bad’ division of

the world, would oppose “elite” groups, and would profess support for popular sovereignty.

Looking at the causal pathway of this account, support for the radical left arises from pre-
existing populist attitudes. More specifically, pro-radical left voters first have populist
attitudes, and subsequently support the radical left actor. As with policy-proximity, there is
potential for reverse-causality here, arising from persuasion effects. In this case, support
occurring first and then subsequently persuading these pro-radical left voters to adhere with
populism. This situation would appear to support the populism-based account, but in reality
populist adherence would be a consequence of, rather than a cause of, radical left support.
This potential for reverse-causality means there is also an imperative here to address
persuasion effects. Doing so is important to accurately determining whether voter populism

explains support for the radical left.

A final point of note is how this account relates to the case studies in my thesis. There is a
degree of diversity between the cases in my research; between the non-mainstream radical left
in Germany, versus the radical left in the US and UK cases which have occurred within
mainstream governmental parties. Although it is possible for mainstream ex-governing
parties to express populist messages — for example, PASOK in Greece (Pappas, 2015) — this
does raise the issue of how the wider governing legacies of these parties potentially disrupt
the populism-based account in my research. Specifically, challenging mainstream political
actors is a common populist appeal. However, if this appeal instead emanated from a
mainstream political actor, populist voters would conceivably meet this with scepticism.
Consequently, this potentially creates a situation where I see more support for the non-
mainstream radical left in Germany, compared to the radical left appearing within
mainstream parties in the US and UK cases. This is a point I will take into account when
drawing my final conclusions. The diverse cases in my analysis then potentially become an
advantage, as I can see how populism-based support compares between the non-governing

and non-mainstream German radical left, versus the previously incumbent US and UK cases.
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2.3: Theory Chapter: Conclusion

To conclude this chapter, I will summarise both the policy-proximity and populism-based

accounts of radical left support considered in my thesis.

The spatial theory of voting is well-established in the field of political support and voting
behaviour. That established nature is an important justification for considering the policy-
proximity account, which derives from that theory. The policy-proximity account suggests
support for the radical left will be a function of levels of proximity voters have with these
political actors. The voters in closer proximity with the radical left political actor would be
more supportive of them, and the voters located further from the radical left would be less
supportive of them. This broad expectation comes from the assumption of self-interested
voters wishing to maximise utility, and that voters can identify where competing political
actors are spatially located relative to their ‘ideal point” of preferred policy outcomes. The
application of the spatial theory in my thesis, referred to as the “policy-proximity account’,
focuses on three plausibly relevant policy dimensions, relating to economic, cultural, and

migration policy preferences.

The second potential explanation of radical left support which I consider in this thesis is the
populism-based account. Populism is defined by an “us’ vs. ‘them” dynamic, appealing to the
‘ordinary people’ to oppose an ‘elite’ group. Populism as a theory of electoral support has
been frequently applied to the radical right, making it another established account. The
primary justification for applying the populism-based account in my thesis is found in the
connection between the radical left's economic policies and populism. Specifically, the radical
left’s economic policies are quite populist through their anti-elite nature. Therefore, there is a
possibility that support for radical left political actors is associated with levels of populism

amongst voters.
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Chapter 3: Research Design

3.0: Introduction

In the previous chapter I outlined a series of theories that could explain support for the radical
left. Prior to that, I provided an overview of the current state of research in the field of radical
political actors. In that literature review I highlighted gaps in existing research. How I test
both the policy-proximity and populism-based accounts, and how I address these gaps in

existing literature, is explained in greater detail in this chapter.

The first half of this chapter provides a general overview and explanation of the approach
arising from the research question. I discuss the survey data, which is necessary to test both
accounts here. I also explain the modelling approaches which are used in the analysis of this
survey data. Overall, the early parts of this chapter explain the general methodology of my

thesis and the rationale behind this.

The second half of this chapter focuses on case selection. I will discuss the three case studies
in my thesis: Die Linke in Germany, the 2016 Sanders presidential campaign in the US, and the

Labour Party under Jeremy Corbyn in the UK.

3.1: Overall Methodology

In Chapter 1 I identified party-level accounts and voter-level accounts of radical left support.
Party-level research places the party as the unit of analysis, with research then seeking to
explain variation in support of these parties. There may then be focus on the party’s policies,
their leadership, and their levels of organisation, to explain electoral support. However, my
thesis instead focuses upon voter-level data, which allows me to examine whether voters with
particular opinions support the radical left, rather than just whether radical left political actors
do well or badly in certain countries. To be clear, voters become the unit of analysis in the
voter-level approach of my thesis, with me analysing how their policy preferences and

populist attitudes are associated with support for radical left political actors.

The voter-level approach which is present in my thesis relies on survey data. Such data allows

me to examine how support for the radical left is associated with voters’ policy-proximity
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with the radical left, and how far levels of populism amongst voters explains support for the

radical left.

3.1.1: Survey Data

Survey data allows for my thesis to take place by providing individual-level data to test both
accounts of radical left support. Thinking about those two theories brings me to an important
area of consideration, relating to the requirements of this survey data. There are three core
requirements of these surveys: the first being inclusion of a measure of support for the radical
left, and the second and third relating directly to the policy-proximity and populism-based

accounts.

The first requirement is the most fundamental. The surveys need to ask respondents about
their attitudes towards a radical left political actor. This is the dependent variable across my
voter-level analysis. As I said in the previous chapter, attitudes towards the radical left may
be expressed in different ways — utility (evaluation) of a radical left political actor, or vote

choice for the radical left political actor.

I briefly stated my preference for evaluation questions in Chapter 1, in contrast to much of the
existing literature into radical left support. To explain this preference in greater detail, vote
choice responses are a function not only of appraisals of a political actor, but also factors like
voter position relative to other political actors and the competitiveness of those actors in that
electoral system.This wider choice context adds complexities; for example, with vote choice
questions there would be the added task of identifying where all competing political actors
are located on the policy dimensions, including political actors other than the radical left. The
task of identifying the locations of all political actors can be complex, and incorrect positioning
of one among several actors could yield misleading results. Evaluation questions are more
separate from this wider choice context, however, meaning there is no need with these
questions to identify (and potentially misidentify) the positions of all competing political

actors.

An additional area I consider when deciding between evaluations versus choice is how they
both relate to each other. Both plausibly tap into support for the radical left, but do evaluations

predict vote choice? Likewise, does vote choice predict evaluations for political actors?
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Evidence suggests that evaluations are predictive of vote choice, although they do not
completely map onto these choices, whereas the opposite — vote choice mapping onto
evaluations — is not the case (Macdonald, et al., 2001, p. 492). Further support for evaluation
measures, in the form of numerical ratings, is also present in existing literature where these
were found to be imperfect but suitable measures of utility (Eggers & Vivyan, 2020, p. 473).
Responses to vote choice questions are impacted upon by multiple contextual factors, such as
the positions of other political actors and the competitiveness of the radical left given the
electoral system. However, I do not want these contextual factors feeding into dependent
variable responses. Consequently, I favour use of evaluation questions in my thesis, instead

of vote choice questions.®

The second requirement of the surveys relates to the policy-proximity account. This account
assumes voter-actor proximity in policy spaces explains candidate evaluations and electoral
support. In relation to the radical left in my thesis, this account broadly expects voters well to
the left on economics would be more supportive of radical left political actors, and voters in
close proximity with these actors on the cultural and migration policy dimensions would also
have higher support for them. Therefore, examination of this account requires measurement
of the policy preferences of voters on these three dimensions. Without indication of these
policy preferences, I would be unable to test the policy-proximity account of radical left

support.

I have a preference here for questions asking about policy preferences in the form of multiple-
item batteries of questions. This as opposed to single-item self-placement scales, where
respondents are asked to indicate their policy preferences in a single question, asking them to
place themselves on a left/right or libertarian/authoritarian scale. Instead, multiple-item
batteries ask respondents a series of related questions, often but not always with a five-level

Likert-type scale of responses.

8 Concurrently analysing radical left support via vote choice questions would require a whole
separate explanation of the theory in the context of an electoral choice (rather than utility), and
separate expectations for each case context given different positions of non-radical left actors in each
country. As this would add complications to my analysis, both in practice and interpretation, I have
opted not to carry out this concurrent vote choice-based analysis.
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The preference for multiple-item batteries over single-item questions or scales is founded
upon research which has tested the explanatory power of both in the context of electoral
support. This research found that compared to a single nationalisation question, a self-
placement left-right scale, a multi-item left-right scale, and the postmaterialism scale from
Inglehart (1977), that the multi-item left-right scale was the best predictor of electoral support
(Evans, et al., 1996). The same research also found that the self-placement left-right scale was
highly unreliable at predicting voters’ ideological positions on libertarian-authoritarian
(cultural) and left-right (economic) dimensions, especially amongst respondents who were
not politically informed (Evans, et al., 1996, p. 107). Respondents potentially misunderstand
questions in surveys; however, with multiple questions feeding into the policy dimensions
and populism the consequences of misunderstanding a single question are mitigated.
Therefore, I have a preference here for multi-item batteries of questions when drawing out the
populism and policy preferences of survey respondents, instead of single-item self-placement

ideological scales.

To draw out economic policy preferences, I look for questions relating to views around
taxation vs. spending, and about redistribution including whether government should
encourage greater equality. For cultural policy, I look for questions relating to individual
rights, including LGBT rights, law and order policies, and abortion. For migration policy, I
look for questions regarding border policy and treatment of immigrants. These are broadly
the questions I use, to draw out policy preferences on each of the three policy dimensions.
However, the questions I end up using is highly dependent on what is available in survey
data. As a result, there is some variance in questions used — especially when guaging cultural
policy preferences. For example, the issue of guns is a cultural policy in the US context, and
in the UK case the concept of traditional ‘British values” and obedience to authority features
in survey data. I include these issues when measuring voters cultural policy preferences in
both cases, but the consequent variability may raise questions over the comparability of
results across cases. In response, I also run a robustness test in the US and UK cases. In this
test I look at the role of cultural policy-proximity based on a stripped back set of policy

measures, not including guns in the US case, and not including ‘British values’ in the UK case.
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Refraining from single-item self-placement scales sets my thesis apart from many existing
contributions in this field (Ramiro, 2016; Ramiro & Gomez, 2016). Furthermore, my use of
multi-item batteries of questions differentiates my thesis from that of Akkerman et al. (2017).
That research included a similar range of variables to those considered in my thesis, but
application of a cultural policy variable was derived from a single question relating to law

and order, whereas my cultural policy variable is drawn from multiple questions.

The third requirement of the surveys relates to the populism-based account. This account
suggests high levels of voter populist sentiment will be associated with support for the radical
left. Therefore, I need some indication of the populist attitudes of voters. As with the questions
relating to policy preferences, there is a preference here also for multi-item batteries of
questions pertaining to populism. These questions ask about support for popular sovereignty,
attitudes to politics and politicians, adherence with anti-elitism, and how far respondents
have a ‘good’ versus ‘evil’ Manichaean worldview. These questions are commonly used in
other voter-level accounts of populism and electoral support, for example Akkerman et al.
(2014; 2017), and van Hauwaert et al. (2020). The fact that they have appeared in many other
voter-level accounts of populism and electoral support indicates they provide robust and

reliable measurement of populist attitudes amongst survey respondents.

This leads me to the three core requirements of survey data: measures of radical left support,
of policy preferences, and of populist attitudes. All three of these requirements need to be met
to test the theoretical accounts of interest in my thesis. Consequently, radical left political
actors which occur in countries where survey data does not satisfy these three requirements

cannot be included in my thesis.

Another consideration with these surveys is control variables. In order to gain a more accurate
understanding of the roles of preferences on each policy dimension, and the role of populist
attitudes on radical left support, I also need to control for a range of other factors which
potentially also impact on support for the radical left. These other factors relate to other
determinants of electoral support, for example ethnicity, socioeconomic class, and education
levels. Something else looked for in these surveys is questions relating to other explanatory
factors, from which the impacts of these can be controlled. Although not a strict requirement

of the surveys used in my thesis, the inclusion of control variables is still important in order
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to gain a more precise picture of how policy-proximity and populism impact on support for
the radical left. The specific control variables which are considered, including case-specific

controls, are discussed in the chapters on each case study.

3.1.2: Analysis

In my thesis, I use multivariate regression to examine the relationship between support for
the radical left, with populist attitudes and policy-proximity with voters. Also included in

these regressions are control variables.

Looking first at the variables of interest, policy preferences and populism, how are these
variables included in these regressions? Remember I draw indication of the policy preferences
and populism of each respondent from multiple-item batteries of questions. By averaging
responses across these multiple questions, I obtain an overall impression of policy preferences
on each dimension, and of populist attitudes. I then group respondents based on these
averaged responses to policy and populism questions. I add these groups to the regressions,
and then observe how radical left support varies based on the differing policy preferences and

populist attitudes of the respondents reflected in these groups.

My primary reason for including policy preferences and populism as groups is so I can
observe non-linear relationships between these and radical left support. I do not necessarily
expect non-linear relationships to be present, but if they do exist then I can observe them by
including these as groups. For example, with these groups I would be able to observe greater
radical left support from voters located at the centre-right of the economic policy dimension,
if this turns out to be the case contrary to expectations. This is one example of a possible non-
linear relationship, which I would be able to observe by using this grouping methodology.
The alternative to including these variables as groups would be to simply add voter positions
as scalar variables into the regressions. From this I would examine how a change in, for
example, the measured voter position on economic policy impacts on support for the radical
left. However, that approach would assume a linear association between position on this

dimension and radical left support.

Across existing literature, it is more common to forgo grouping, in favour of this alternative

with scalar variables in the regression models. That being said, I am not alone in pursuing this
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grouping methodology. Justification for this approach appears in previous research, relating
to regression analysis specifically — ‘[...] it is appropriate to discretize a continuous variable if a
simple monotonic or quadratic relation does not seem appropriate.” (Gelman & Hill, 2007, pp. 66-67).
Furthermore, grouping respondents has also featured in previous research on UK voting
behaviour, where it allowed for easier observation of non-linear relationships between

demographic groups and strategic voting (Eggers & Vivyan, 2020).

I group respondents in a way which accounts for the distribution of the data.” This is
important for making the groups more comparably sized to each other, as responses across
policy and populism questions are not uniformly distributed. Without considering the
distribution of the data when formulating these groups, there would be disproportionately
small groups, from which there would be less reliable inferences. More comparably sized
groups would lead to more reliable inferences from these. I form five groups on each policy
dimension, with five groups also drawn from responses to populism questions. These five
groups allow me to distinguish between radicals, moderates, and those who have

intermediate responses to survey questions.

The grouping methodology allows me to readily observe non-linear relationships, should
they exist, rather than imposing linear functional form on these variables. Additionally,
supporting my analysis with groups, I also provide supplementary results following the more
common scalar methodology. I briefly discuss these supplementary results with scalar

variables in my analysis of radical left support, and appendicise these regression models.

The groups here are stated in relative terms, so for example the ‘Radical-Liberal” group on the
cultural policy dimension comprises respondents who are, relative to all who answered
cultural policy questions, the most culturally-liberal. Likewise, respondents in the ‘Centrist’
groups on each dimension are those whose positions are in the centre relative to the overall
distribution of responses. Identifying respondents’ positions and labelling these groups in this
relative rather than absolute way is also consistent with my defining of the radical left relative

to the context of these political actors.

9 Using ‘Quantile’ function in R, which provides cut points to divide data into five groups of more
comparable sizes than if the scale were divided into equal parts (ie. 0-2, 2—4, 4-6, 6-8, 8-10).
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The regressions include groups relating to policy preferences and populist attitudes.
Alongside these, I also include control variables. I mentioned these earlier, in the context of
drawing these from survey data. In the context of analysis, I include these control variables in
the regressions, in order to separate the impacts of these variables from the roles of policy-
proximity and levels of populist sentiment. Consequently, these control variables clarify the

respective roles of policy-proximity and populism on support for the radical left.

Regressions are a staple of voter-level research into electoral support. However, they do not
represent the sole method of analysis in my thesis. I also include descriptive analysis. In the
UK case study, I include tables which present average radical left evaluations from policy and
populism groups. These are similar to the regressions, but do not include control variables,

and focus on presenting the absolute levels of evaluation for the radical left in that case study.

3.1.3: Summary of Approach

The two accounts I consider in my thesis suggest support for the radical left is related to
proximity in policy spaces and populist attitudes of voters. Therefore, survey data needed to
include measures of support for the radical left, but also voters” policy preferences and levels
of populism. From responses to questions on each policy dimension, and relating to populism,
I place survey respondents into groups. I explained this grouping methodology previously,
and justify this approach based on its ability to show possible non-linear relationships
between these variables of interest and radical left support. Analysis primarily comes via
regression analysis. These regressions demonstrate relationships between policy preferences
and populism with radical left support, relative to a baseline group, and with control on the

roles of other explanatory factors.

A final point to note is that the period of analysis in my research is between 2015 and 2017.
All of the survey data that I examine, across the three case studies, comes from that two-year
period. Following the 2008 financial crisis, and resulting recession, all three case studies
suffered economic downturns leading to government responses which included austerity
policies involving substantial and controversial reductions government spending. In this
unifying context of economic difficulties, there was not only the potential for widespread
voter discontent but also for a rise in salience around economic policy. Although broadly

unified by economic downturns, these three cases also differ in some respects. For example,
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the UK’s decision to exit from the European Union dominates that case study’s politics in this
period. However, I do not need the cases to be entirely comparable. What I can see is some

common conditions across them though, especially relating to economics.

3.2: Case Studies

Attention in this half of the chapter is on providing an overview of the case studies;
specifically, how the three case studies in my thesis complement each other and allow me to
test my theories of interest. Consequently, I divide this section into four parts. In the first three
of these I discuss each of the three case studies. In the final part I consider other instances of

the radical left and explain why I do not include them as case studies in my thesis.

Before that, the inclusion of three cases in my thesis contrasts with the single-country case
studies (for example, Akkerman et al., 2017). Inclusion of multiple case studies provides a
stronger test of both theoretical accounts I examine. If I were to find, across all three cases,
consistent support for either policy-proximity or populism-based account, this would provide
stronger evidence in favour of that account of radical left support than similar findings from

one case study alone.

Another advantage of my case selection here is that it brings together the more established
radical left, in the multiparty German context, with the more emerging radical left in the US
and UK contexts which have fewer major parties. The initial advantage of this is examination
of radical left support between a multiparty versus mor