Pippa Norris, Radical Right (2005),

Chapter Nine. CP

· Theories suggest that parties play a critical role as agents connecting social developments/ political attitudes with voting patterns.
· Some radical right parties emphasize core hard-right ideological values, others just vaguer populist appeals
[bookmark: _GoBack]Relationship between radical right support and mainstream patterns of party competition:
· Supply-side thesis (Herbert Kitschelt): support for radical right parties fueled by broader unhappiness with electoral choices, esp when closure of gap between center left and center right on major issues
 Britain: New Labour Party adopted liberal free market economic policies on trade, taxation, welfare… When conservatives lean more towards centrism, leaves radical right parties (BNP, UK Independence Party) room to expand (ex: Denmark, France, Norway). The success is due to combination of neoliberal promarket policies and authoritarian stance on social issues - closure of ideological space between major parties on center left & right gives opportunity for radical rights for electoral advance
· Van der Brug: radical right more successful when the largest right-wing competitor has a centrist moderate position - the location of the mainstream right wing party is vital: the more centrist the right wing party, the larger the opportunity for radical challengers
· But, Lubbers (≠Van der Brug & Kitschelt): support for radical right wasn’t larger when greater space in party competition on issue of immigration. If support for radial right shows alternative expression for those unhappy with the existing party system, then the radical right could still function as healthy part of political competition. 
· Liberal thinkers disagree with xenophobia, intolerance and politics of hatred of radical right but still defend their rights of expression and to stand for office (as long as remain non-violent)
· Evidence fails to support Kitschelt prediction that radical right will flourish with a small ideological gap between parties - no significant correlation exists between size of major party left/right gap and mean share of radical votes
· Instead, ideological strategies radical right parties adopt to maximize support within distribution of public opinion
· Models of voting behavior: in left-right spectrum, unimodal normal curve with peak in center - pattern reflected by public opinion
· If public opinion normally distributed, vote-maximizing parties put themselves in left-right ideological space & emphasize values w/ widespread agreement, eco growth, security, welfare
· Difficult for minor parties to compete in center ground of party politics
· Majoritarian rule: radical right fail to surmount the barriers to elected office unless adoption of popular strategies & expand ideological/social appeals
· The parties that don’t do that, who focus on hard-line right policies, remain stranded on fringes of public life
· Majoritarian elections: radical right stay furthest from median voter (w/winning parties in center)
· Party competition: more centrifugal in PR electoral system, more centripetal in majoritarian systems
· Electoral system has psychological effects (influences ideological strategies of parties) and mechanical effects (determine number of parties elected)
· Pattern of party competition: proximity theory: voting for party closest to preferences and shunning those furthest away & issue proximity theory: voters match attitudes towards specific public policies
· Issue voting has big info demands on voter and requires judgments on if party will follow through on promises as well as cognitive shortcuts (track record of party etc)
· Party identification: best single predictor of vote, modified by diff circumstances like eco conditions, personality of leader…
· In PR systems: votes to radical right predicted by perceived ideological proximity of citizens to parties 
· In majoritarian electoral systems: radical right emphasize more popular opinions to get votes
· Affective party popularity significant in all systems- populist appeals generate positive affective orientation to radical right, but political ideology proved significant predictor of vote for radical right in countries w/proportional representation electoral systems
· Leadership plays imp role in radical right popularity (Haider, Le Pen, Zhirinovsky) - leader ahead of level of party popularity (esp in Israel and Norway) but remains difficult to distinguish any independent effect of leader on party
· Contingent factors also play important role: media coverage of different parties, appeal of specific party leader, salience of immigration
· Most important factors for radical right: ideological location of parties, affective partisan orientation of voters, sociodemographic cleavages in electorate
· In majoritarian rule, (Canada & France), only indicators of partisanship (not ideology) were significant for elections
· Radical right parties may mobilize through other organizations such as social movements/ interest groups - without extra resources radical right parties remain poorly institutionalized extraparliamentary bodies w/ problems in continuity (often, party fractionalization) 
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