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Abstract
How do individuals with conflicting attitudes on different issues – those with conservative
attitudes on some issues but progressive attitudes on other issues – form their partisan
allegiances? In examining this question, my dissertation advances an argument about the
asymmetry in European mass attitudes across the left-right divide. I argue that when
individuals connect their political attitudes to left-right ideological labels they have many
ways to be right – yet mostly one way to be left.
The first section of the dissertation argues that the shift to the knowledge economy
has driven a wedge between economic and cultural conservatism in mass attitudes. This is
due to the increased linkage between income and education within the knowledge economy.
These two factors push individual-level attitudes in opposite directions: while higher income
is associated with economic conservatism, higher education is associated with progressive
cultural values. The analysis of survey data from West European countries documents a
decline in the correlations between economic and cultural attitudes during 1990-2008, with
variations by the size of the knowledge-intensive sector.
In the second section I develop the concept of right-wing multivocality, or the ability
of the right to speak in multiple voices. I show that cross-pressured voters (those who are
conservative on some issues but progressive on other issues) are more likely to support the
right: while support for the left requires progressive attitudes on all issues, it is enough to
iii

be conservative on one issue to support the right.
The third section zooms in on the mainstream center-right. I show that while crosspressured voters are the most likely to support the right – they are the least likely to
support the center-right. I then examine the implications of different center-right’s strategies
to these parties’ share of the vote and support across demographic groups. I show that the
center-right has more to gain by courting market cosmopolitans (economically conservative,
culturally progressive voters) than by courting welfare chauvinists (economically progressive,
culturally conservative voters). Interviews with party elites shed light on the considerations
– such as time horizons – that may push center-right parties to prefer one strategy to the
other.
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Introduction
The battle for the soul of the right
Right-wing politics are in turmoil. From the United States to the Netherlands through
the United Kingdom and Germany: conflicting movements of surge and decline within the
right have created a new political reality. What this new political reality on the right exactly
is, however, remains disputed.
Some point at the great triumph of the European right during the 2000s. “Not since
the First World War has there been this kind of domination of the right – the whole era of
democratic suffrage", noted one participant-observer from the beaten left (Miliband 2011).
A ‘Center-Right Moment’, declared The Economist and the New York Times.1 “What’s
left of the left" has become a common question in academic research (Cronin, Ross and
Shoch 2011; Karreth, Polk and Allen 2013; Keating and McCrone 2013; Mudge 2011), while
the political press suggested that the center-left could only hope to retain small enclaves of
support before it disappears.2
Yet next to discussions of its triumph, observers have also recently begun to pay attention
to the right’s state of complete ideological disarray. In Germany, one leading newspaper
pointed to the “crisis of right-wing conservatism", arguing that by 2010 – in contrast to
most of the post-war era – “no one could plausibly explain what are the conservatives’
guiding principles". Another German newspaper simply announced that year, following the
modernization efforts of the center-right, that German conservatism has reached its end.3
Around the same time in the United Kingdom, grassroots activists voiced concerns over “the
crisis of conservatism" following the Conservative Party’s shift to support same-sex marriage:
1
David Brooks, ‘The Center-Right Moment’, New York Times, May 2015; The Economist, ‘The Snail
Loses Pace’, August 2015.
2

The Economist, ‘Rose thou art sick’, April 2015

3

Franz Walter, ‘Konservatismus Debatte: Union ohne Kompass’, Der Spiegel, September 2010; Hubertus
Volmer, ‘Merkel modernisiert die CDU: Das Ende der Konservativen’, N-TV, January 2010.
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“This is the problem in the Conservative Party now, there is no vision or narrative."4 The
defection of one Member of Parliament from the British Conservative Party to the right-wing
challenger United Kingdom Independence Party in 2014 has triggered talk of “a seemingly
inevitable battle for the soul of the Conservative Party."5 And along very similar lines, the
2016 presidential campaign has put the question of what the American right stands for
front and center: “a battle for the soul of the Right", as defined by the leading magazine of
American conservative intellectuals.6
The stakes in this battle for the soul of the right are extremely high. They are high for
ordinary citizens and non-citizens, whose lives are affected by the policies right-wing parties
pursue in office. For instance, there are real-life consequences for whether the right turns in
a liberal direction and reconsiders its traditional family policies, as in the case of the British
Conservatives’ turn to support gay marriage under the leadership of David Cameron. And
it matters whether the right veers in a different direction and adopts more restrictive stands
on issues of immigration and asylum-seekers, as was the case in Austria during the early
2000s. These different choices the right may make shape people’s lives in multiple ways; the
considerations behind these choices therefore deserve close attention.
How high the stakes in the battle for the soul of the right becomes even more apparent
once we consider the historical role of the Europeam center-right since 1945. Center-right
parties have played a crucial – and often under-appreciated7 – role in facilitating political
compromise and stability in post-war Europe, as well as in pushing forward the European
project (Kalyvas and van Kersbergen 2010). The center-right has rather successfully sought
to mobilize nationalist, religious and free-market sentiments – but also to rein in these forces
4

‘Crisis of conservatism is destroying party, say grassroots Tories’, BBC, May 2013.

5
Tim Bale, ‘The Tory schism: from Robert Peel and the split over the Corn Laws to the Ukip insurgency’,
New Statement, September 2014.
6

Rich Lowry, ‘The Battle for the Soul of the Right’, National Review, January 2016.

7

For instance, Müller (2007) notes that the discussion of post-war European stability in Berman (2006)
is at best partial, due to her failing to mention the role of the center-right.
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so they remain compatible within a shared political project (Muller 2011, 2014).8
Yet the ability of the center-right to continue doing so has been severely challenged, if
only for its declining levels of support. Notwithstanding perennials discussions on the crisis
of Social Democracy, center-right parties have experienced some hard times of their own,
as shown in Table 1 below. This table presents changes in the electoral fortunes of the
Christian Democrats, the party family most closely associated with the European centerright (Kalyvas 1996; Kalyvas and van Kersbergen 2010). It shows that with few exceptions,
the center-right has seen its share of the vote drops over the last three decades. This
implosion of the center-right is considered by some leading scholars of party politics “one of
the most important developments in European politics" (Bale and Krouwel 2013, 17).
Table 1: Christian Democratic Parties
Country
Austria

Party
Österreichische Volkspartei, ÖVP (Austrian People’s
Party)
Belgium
Christen-Democratisch en Vlaams, CD & V (Christian
Democratic and Flemish)
Centre Democrate Humaniste, CDH (The Humanist
Democratic Center)
Finland
Kristillisdemokraatit, KD (Christian Democrats)
Germany
Christlich-Demokratische Union,
CDU (Christian
Democratic Union) and Christlich-Soziale Union,
CSU(Christian-Social Union, Bavaria)
Ireland
Fine Gael (Tribe of the Irish)
Italy
Unione dei Democratici Cristiani e Democratici di Centro, UDC (Union of the Centre)
Luxembourg
Christlich Soziale Volkspartei, CSV (Christian-Social
People’s Party)
The Netherlands Christen-Democratisch Appel, CDA (Christian Democratic Appeal)
Norway
Kristelig Folkeparti, KrF (Christian People’s Party)
Portugal
Centro Democratico e Social – Partido Popular, CDS–PP
(Center Social Democrats/People’s Party)
Sweden
Kristdemokraterna, KD (Christian Democrats)
Switzerland
Christlich-Demokratische Volkspartei, CVP (Christian
Democratic People’s Party)
Adapted from Kalyvas and van Kersbergen (2010), p. 190.

Votes in 1980s
42.4%

Votes in 2000s
34.2%

20%

12.5 %

7.7%

5.7%

2.8%
45.9%

5.1%
35.8%

33.8%
33.6%

24.9%
6.2%

34.5%

37%

32.5%

24.1%

8.5%
9%

8.2%
8.9%

–
20.2%

7.1%
14.3%

The stakes in understanding the battle for the soul of the right are also high for scholars
of European politics. So far, in spite of their far reaching consequences, the electoral hard
8

On the moderating role of the American center-right, and especially its business wing, during the postwar period, see Mizruchi (2013).
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times of the center-right have not been examined comparatively and within the broader
context of shifting patters of electoral competition. Research on partisan responses to the
changing political-economic conditions in western Europe has tended to focus on the left in
general and Social Democracy in particular.9 Indeed, there is still something to the point
made by Lipset (1959), Kitschelt (1994b) and Jensen (2014): political scientists prioritize
the study of the center-left over the center-right. Whether this bias stems from scholars’
ideological inclinations or from the definitional ambiguity surrounding the ‘center-right’ (see
more on this point at the end of this chapter), this lacuna in the literature stands in the
way of a systematic account of electoral politics in post-industrial democracies.
More recently, a large body of research has inquired into the politics of the radical right
(Bale 2012; Kitschelt 2007; Mudde 2007). Yet without belittling the normative implications
of the rise of the radical right, there is a good reason to suggest that its most direct impact
on the political arena is mediated by the responses of the center-right (Bale 2003; Mudde
2012).10 The big prize in the battle for the soul of the right is the soul of center-right parties,
which have far greater capacity to affect public policy compared to their radical competitors
(Bale 2008).
The goal of this dissertation is to develop the theoretical lens for examining the battle
for the soul of the right: to identify the main groups of voters on the right, to uncover
their belief systems and their sources, and to link right-wing voters’ attitudes to center-right
partisan strategies. The theoretical argument and empirical analysis will demonstrate that
the right is not merely a mirror image of the left. Instead, it carries the footprint of its unique
9

For few examples from this body of literature on social democracy, see: Allen (2009); Anderson and
Beramendi (2012); Arndt (2013); Arndt and van Kersbergen (2015); Bale et al. (2010); Bartolini (2007); Boix
(2011); Bonoli and Powell (2004); Castles (1978); Cronin (2004); Cronin, Ross and Shoch (2011); EspingAndersen (1985); Glyn (2001); Green-Pedersen and Van Kersbergen (2002); Karreth, Polk and Allen (2013);
Keman (2010); Kitschelt (1994b,a); Marx and Schumacher (2013); Moschonas (2001); Mudge (2011); Pierson
(2001); Pontusson (1988, 1992a,b); Pontusson and Rueda (2010); Przeworski (1980, 1985); Przeworski and
Sprague (1986); Rennwald and Evans (2014); Rueda (2005, 2006, 2007); Lindvall and Rueda (2014); Ward,
Ezrow and Dorussen (2012); Watson (2015).
10

One of the main mechanisms through which radical right parties may affect political outcomes is by
pushing the center-right to adopt their positions (Schumacher and van Kersbergen 2014). This issue is
examined in chapter 7 in this dissertation.
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historical development. By taking the right’s ideological legacies and their implications for
patterns of electoral politics more seriously than before, it becomes possible to develop more
nuanced propositions for what voters on the right want and how they shape the strategic
dilemmas of center-right parties.

Mass attitudes and left-right (a)symmetries
A key claim in the party politics literature is that mass attitudes have become more
fragmented, fractured, complex and multidimensional since the 1990s (Beramendi et al. 2015,
3). Following the rising political importance of issues such as cultural values, immigration
and European integration, it is no longer possible to understand politics as a class struggle
between the well-off and the less well-off (Kitschelt 1994b; Ward et al. 2015). Instead, voters
are expected to hold diverse sets of attitudes on different issues, making it harder for parties
to perform their traditional roles of interest mediation and aggregation.
It is often assumed, either implicitly or explicitly, that this fragmentation of mass attitudes poses similar challenges across the ideological divide. This is because left and right
are conceptualized in this literature as mirror images of each other. For instance, some influential political economic accounts of redistribution begin with the reasonable assumption
that left and right are direct opposites of one another: the left is progressive on economic
and cultural issues, and the right is conservative on economic and cultural issues (Roemer
2001; Roemer and Van der Straeten 2006). Similarly, research on partisan competition often
takes as its starting point the assumption that left and right symmetrically bundle together
all-progressive and all-conservative positions, respectively (Stegmueller 2013).
This symmetrical image of the left-right divide has shaped scholars’ understanding of
how voters and parties responded to the fragmentation of mass attitudes. It suggests that
voters who hold a mix of conservative and progressive attitudes are expected to become
‘reluctant centrists’ and position themselves somewhere in between left and right: they are
pushed to the left because of their progressive attitudes, but also pushed to the right because
of their conservative attitudes. Incompatible with either left or right, the symmetrical view
5

of politics expects these voters to develop a sense of ambiguity with regard to their political
identities and to be ‘stuck’ somewhere in the center (Cochrance 2015; Treier and Hillygus
2009). And considering evidence that indeed a large share of the European electorate holds
such a mix of conservative and progressive attitudes (Finseraas 2012; Lefkofridi, Wagner
and Willmann 2014), this is likely to be a problem for parties of both the left and right.
In considering parties’ reactions to this new reality of fragmented attitudes, again scholars
have mostly expected a symmetrical response. Thus, Somer-Topcu (2015) suggests that
parties on both the European left and right are well aware of the fact that a sizable share
of the electorate holds a mix of conservative and progressive attitudes and both sides are
trying to reshape their positions in order to appeal to these voters. Kitschelt and Rehm
(2015, 182) also expect new ‘boutique’ parties to appeal to voters with mixed belief systems,
but do not say much about the expected left-right identities of these actors. Research on
partisan strategies in the United States similarly poses that the left and right both succeeded
in increasing their share of vote by specifically targeting voters with untraditional belief
systems (Hillygus and Shields 2008).
What these existing accounts on the fragmentation of mass attitudes and their implications miss, is that left and right are not different sides of the same coin. Instead, left and
right – as sources of political identity and electoral behavior – are likely to be shaped by
their distinctive historical trajectories. Put differently, there is a place to understand the
left and right in their own terms, with close attention to asymmetries in patterns of electoral
politics across the ideological divide.

The argument in brief
This dissertation argues that the key to understanding the battle for the soul of the
right lies in recognizing asymmetries in voters’ belief systems across the left-right divide. In
contrast to the symmetrical image of electoral politics, I turn to research on the evolution of
political cleavages in Europe. This body of literature suggests that the right has historically
been – and still is – more ideologically diverse than the left (Ahmed 2013; Castles 1978;
6

Kriesi et al. 2008; Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Rémond 1969; Rokkan 1970). This leads me to
expect the right to be more multivocal: what it stands for should be open to more diverse
interpretations in mass public opinion (Griswold 1987; Alexander 1996). Therefore, when
individuals connect their political preferences to left-right ideological labels, they are likely to
have many ways to be right – yet mostly one way to be left.11 This multivocality of the
right, I argue, is especially consequential in attracting voters who are cross-pressured in their
attitudes: those who hold a mix of conservative and progressive attitudes.12
Think, for instance, of the following three voters: a highly-educated lawyer, who wants
to cut welfare benefits but feels comfortable with her gay friends getting married; a hardworking blue collar worker, who wants higher pensions but much stricter immigration policies; and a small-business owner in a religious rural community, who deeply opposes abortions yet volunteers with fellow church members in a refugee shelter. These three voters
all hold different combinations of conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues.
In most cases, as I will demonstrate in this dissertation, such voters are much more likely
to ideologically self-identify and vote for the right. I will show that the ability to attract
voters who are cross-pressured distinguishes the right from the left, which mostly attracts
only voters with progressive attitudes on all issues.
Before examining the electoral implications of cross-pressures in mass attitudes, I examine their determinants. The first step in my argument locates the current tensions within the
right in shifting occupational structures, which have driven a wedge between economic and
cultural conservatism. Within the knowledge economy, those in the growing skill-intensive
sectors enjoy higher income, which pushes them toward opposition to state intervention in
the economy, and are also likely to have a higher education degree, which tilts them toward
progressive cultural values – as in the case of the fiscally-conservative pro-gay lawyer. The
opposite is true for the smaller constituency of those with lower income and lower education,
11

This is not to say that all interpretations for what the right stands for are equally reasonable, but rather
that there are more common interpretations for the right compared to the left. This is point is discussed in
detail in the theoretical chapter.
12

See the next chapter for an elaboration on the term ‘cross-pressures’.
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as in the case of the pro-welfare anti-immigration blue-collar worker. The shift to the knowledge economy is thus followed by the unbundling of traditional belief systems, or decreased
associations of economic and cultural conservatism in mass attitudes.
The combination of conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues, the literature suggests, is expected to generate centrist ideological identities. Since the left is seen as
all-progressive while the right is seen as all-conservative, cross-pressured voters are purportedly stuck in the middle, between left and right. But in practice – and this is the second
step of the argument – I show that this is not the case. The right, as noted above, has
historically been more ideologically diverse. As such, what the right stands for is open to
more diverse interpretations. More specifically, voters who are conservative on specific issues
but not others can more easily identify with the right than the left. The wealthy lawyer, the
blue-collar worker, and the small-business owner are all likely to see themselves as closer to
the right than the left, despite the fundamental differences in their political attitudes and
the fact that they hold progressive attitudes on specific issues.
What does this entail for the moderate center-right? Center-right coalitions were traditionally constructed based on the combination of economic and cultural conservatism:
anti-interventionist economic appeals catered to the economic elites while appeals based on
religion and nationalism expanded the pool of supporters for the center-right beyond the
well-off (Van Kersbergen and Manow 2009; Ziblatt Forthcoming). Such intra-party rightwing coalitions are easier to construct when those who are economically conservative are
also culturally conservative and vice versa (Phillips-Fein 2011, 735). Yet if indeed the shift
to the knowledge economy drives a wedge in mass attitudes between economic and cultural
conservatism, this broad-tent conservative coalition is likely to face increased challenges.
The problem of the center-right in post-industrial democracies, I argue in the third
step of the argument, is not that there are no more – or not enough – conservatives, but
rather that voters who are most conservative on some issues may be the least conservative
on other issues.13 The wealthy lawyer, as a typical example of one member of a growing
13

This is not the case on the left, which relies on socio-cultural professionals in the public sector such as
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educated constituency with high income, is likely to be strongly conservative on economic
policies – but not necessarily with regard to gender norms. Some blue-collar workers, facing
deteriorating economic prospects, are likely to be deeply conservative on immigration – but
not so much on welfare spending. And members of religious organizations – a small yet
important constituency in the eyes of center-right elites – are likely to be conservative on
economic and cultural issues, but not with regard to immigration. These cross-pressured
voters are all expected to identify with the right. Yet the cross-class center-right is likely to
find it harder and harder to appeal simultaneously to all these voters through its traditional
combinations of moderate conservative positions on all issues. In contrast, other parties on
the right – such as the liberals or anti-immigration radicals – are more likely than the crossclass center-right to take positions that match the belief systems of these cross-pressured
voters.
In their effort to attract these increasingly important cross-pressured voters, the strategic
dilemmas of the center-right thus entail not a choice between becoming more conservative or
moving closer to the center – but rather between different combinations of conservative and
progressive positions. Should the center-right court educated middle-class voters, such as the
pro-gay wealthy lawyer, through combining economic conservatism and progressive cultural
stands – or should it move toward voters with lower education, such as anti-immigration bluecollar workers, through the combination of centrist welfare stands and cultural conservatism?
My analysis will show that adopting a welfare chauvinist agenda, supportive of state
intervention in the economy but also strongly conservative on identity-based issues, may
increase support for the center-right among older voters and those with lower education,
yet these potential gains are likely to be smaller than the loss of votes among members
of religious organizations, and more importantly (due to differences in size) the younger
educated middle class. Since support for the center-right is currently higher among those
with lower education, risk averse elites may prefer focusing on this constituency rather than
re-calibrating their appeals to the educated middle-class. Yet in contrast to the common
teachers and social workers. These constituencies tend to be progressive on most issues, as discussed below.

9

wisdom in the literature (Van Kersbergen 2008), this is not likely to be their optimal votemaximizing strategy.
What does this tell us about the battle for the soul of the right? First, my argument
locates the roots of current tensions within the right-wing bloc in changing occupational
structures, which have driven a wedge between economic and cultural conservatism in mass
attitudes. Second, it suggests that the battle is mostly waged between groups of voters who
hold different, at times mutually-exclusive, combinations of conservative and progressive attitudes. Third, as some center-right parties (such as the British Conservatives) have already
found through a process of trial-and-error, my argument demonstrates that competing with
the radical right by adopting its combination of strong conservative identity-based positions
and more centrist economic positions is likely to be a precarious short-sighted strategy.14

Empirical approach and chapter outline
The analysis in this dissertation focuses on Western Europe.15 It examines variations in
the structure of mass attitudes during the time period of 1990-2008, and then focuses on
variations in mass attitudes across the ideological divide in 2008. In examining the strategic
dilemmas of the center-right, I focus on four countries that vary in their party system
configuration and political-economic structures: The United Kingdom, the Netherlands,
Germany and Austria.16
The empirical analysis synthesizes diverse sources of data and empirical methods. Survey
data are used to examine over-time and cross-national variations in mass attitudes, as well
as patterns of left-right ideological self-identification and vote choice. The raw quantitative
output of the survey analyses is presented in chapters’ appendices, not to burden the substantive discussion of the results. Expert surveys are utilized to assess partisan positions and
14

For a related argument that focuses on party members of the British Conservative Party, see Webb and
Bale (2014).
15

See the Conclusions for potential points of tension and connection with literature on the American right.

16

See chapter 7 for more on this logic behind this case selection.
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to examine the implications of counterfactual strategies to parties’ share of the vote. Secondary literature sheds light on the historical development of the relevant parties and helps
embed the ‘snapshots in time’ of the survey analyses within a broader temporal context.
Interviews with party officials and elected representatives provide insights into center-right
elites’ perceptions of electoral strategies and the trade-offs they entail.
The following chapters proceed as follows. Chapter 2 develops the theoretical arguments
and contrasts my hypotheses with existing claims in the literature. I discuss when and
why mass attitudes are expected to be less strongly bundled and theorize the potential
implications of cross-pressures for electoral allegiances in general and support for the right
in particular. I focus on differences across the left-right divide and consider the historical
roots of the right’s multivocality. I then zoom in on the strategic dilemmas of the centerright.
The empirical chapters first consider the determinants and characteristics of attitudinal
cross-pressures and then turn to their electoral implications for the right. Chapter 3 examines
variations in attitude constraint, defined here as the correlations between economic and
cultural conservatism. Using data from the European Value Survey, I document a decline
in attitude constraint in Western Europe during 1990-2008. I show that attitude constraint
declined more sharply within this time period in countries that shifted more strongly toward
knowledge-intensive sectors. When focusing on cross-national variations in 2008, I show that
attitude constraint is weaker in countries with a larger knowledge-intensive sector.
The bottom-up explanation for variations in mass attitudes is contrasted with the common explanation in the literature, which emphasizes the top-down effects of partisan cues. A
large body of research, mainly in American politics but more recently also in the European
context, has examined the role of partisan polarization in shaping the structure of mass attitudes, arguing that more polarized parties are associated with stronger attitude constraint,
potentially mostly among informed individuals (Abramowitz 2010; Adams, De Vries and
Leiter 2012; Levendusky 2010; Lupton, Myers and Thornton 2015). So far, this argument
has mostly been examined through country-specific case studies. When examined cross11

nationally, I find no evidence of a relationship between variations in partisan polarization
and variations in the structure of mass attitudes, while strong relationship appears between
occupational structures and the structure of mass attitudes.
Chapter 4 examines the characteristics of cross-pressured voters – those with a mix of
conservative and progressive attitudes – along three dimensions of electoral competition:
economic policy-making, cultural values (namely gender norms) and immigration. In contrast to common claims in the public opinion literature, it shows that the combination of
conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues is not necessarily associated with
low levels of information and political engagement. Market cosmopolitans, or those who are
economically conservative but progressive on identity-based issues, are highly informed and
engaged with politics. In fact, the average attitudes of the highly-educated defy the traditional structure of mass belief systems: this groups of voters is conservative on the economic
dimension, progressive on the cultural dimension, and centrist on immigration. Members
of religious organizations are more likely to experience a specific type of cross-pressures,
combining conservative cultural values with openness to immigration.
Different types of cross-pressures are also associated with different perceptions of democracy. Voters whose belief systems differ from the ideological bundles of the main parties may
feel disaffected with democracy. This is indeed the case among welfare chauvinists, who are
on average less satisfied with democracy and are more likely to believe that democracy is
bad for the economy. Yet in contrast, market cosmopolitans have more positive perceptions
of democratic representation and are more likely to vote.
Having demonstrated that cross-pressures are an inherent feature of post-industrial polities, I turn to examine their political implications. Chapter 5 examines the electoral consequences of cross-pressures for ideological self-identification and preferred vote choice. It
reveals a stark asymmetry across the ideological divide: while support for the left is common among those with progressive attitudes on all issues, in most cases it is enough to be
conservative on one issue alone to support the right.
A composite measurement of constraint along three dimensions of electoral competition
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(economic policy-making, cultural values and immigration) shows that as cross-pressures
intensify, individuals are likely to turn rightward. When focusing on cross-pressures along
each two dimensions, I show that support for the right is especially strong among individuals
with oppositional attitudes on the economic and cultural dimensions: the right succeeds
in simultaneously attracting both those who are economically conservative and culturally
progressive – and those who are economically progressive and culturally conservative. The
right also attracts those who oppose immigration but are economically progressive (and vice
versa, but to a lower degree), as well as those who oppose immigration but hold progressive
cultural values (and vice versa, but to a lower degree again).
Chapter 6 moves to compare self-identification with the right and vote intention for the
cross-class center-right. This chapter focuses on vote intention for the Christian Democrats,
the party family most closely associated with the European center-right.17 It shows that the
structure of mass attitudes is associated in opposite ways with support for the right and vote
intention for the center-right. Cross-pressured voters are substantially more likely support
the right, but are also substantially less likely to vote for the center-right. The cross-class
center-right struggles mostly with attracting market cosmopolitans, and to a lesser degree
also welfare chauvinists as well as those who are conflicted on the two identity-based issues
(cultural values and immigration).
After demonstrating that the center-right struggles exactly with those constituencies
who are most likely to support the right – the cross-pressured voters – in chapter 7 I turn to
examine the implications for the strategic choices these parties face. I first conceptualize the
center-right dilemma not as a choice between a more conservative or centrist position, but
rather between different combinations of conservative and progressive positions on different
dimensions. This claim is supported by secondary literature and elite interviews. I then
use survey data to simulate projected shifts in the distribution of votes by different party
strategies. I focus on four countries that vary in their party system configuration and
political-economic structures: Germany, the Netherlands, Austria and the United Kingdom.
17

See the chapter itself for the theoretical justification of focusing on the Christian Democrats.
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In all these cases, a shift toward the market cosmopolitans is expected to increase the
center-right’s share of the vote compared to a shift toward the welfare chauvinists. While the
center-right may gain votes among voters with lower education by taking harder stands on
immigration and more pro-welfare positions, these gains are significantly smaller compared
to the projected losses this strategy entails among voters with higher levels of education.
In contrast, appealing to the educated middle class by the taking economically conservative
yet culturally progressive positions has the potential for increasing the share of votes for the
center-right, as well as the size of the right-wing bloc in parliament. These results suggest,
in contrast to existing arguments in the literature (Van Kersbergen 2008), that the adoption
of radical right positions by the center-right is far from a universal winning formula. In the
long run, this strategy is likely to alienate the growing constituency of younger educated
middle class voters, who are more likely to stand for the future of the center-right.
These results suggest that there is more to say about cross-pressures than the current
focus on welfare chauvinists, or those who are economically progressive but conservative on
identity-based issues such as immigration and gender norms. Social scientists have historically found this constituency, mostly associated with lower-educated blue-collar workers,
intriguing (Lipset 1959), and even more so as it became the bedrock of support for the
radical right since the 1990s (van der Brug and van Spanje 2009; Finseraas 2012; Lefkofridi,
Wagner and Willmann 2014; Rydgren 2012). Much has also been written about the efforts
of the center-right to appeal to this constituency (Abou-Chadi 2014; Schumacher and van
Kersbergen 2014; Van Kersbergen 2008). Yet there is something of a mismatch between
research in electoral politics that emphasizes the increased impact of this constituency and
research on labor market changes that emphasizes its declining size (Oesch and Menes 2011;
Oesch 2013; Werfhorst and Graaf 2004). Without belittling the disruptive role of welfare
chauvinists in destabilizing traditional electoral coalitions, my analysis stresses the potential
gains for the center-right in appealing to market cosmopolitans.
The concluding chapter summarizes the main theoretical contributions and empirical
findings. It then considers the scope conditions of this argument by highlighting potential
14

points of tension with research in American politics, posing the question of whether American
conservatives are exceptional. The conclusions also reflect on the limitations of my findings
and suggest ways to expand the analysis by looking at sub-national variations in mass
attitudes and by considering how the battle on the right may unfold not only in the electoral
arena but also in the arena of organized interest groups.

A note on terminology: What’s right
Before I begin analyzing the battle for the soul of the right, it is relevant to comment on
how the ‘right’ is understood in these pages. The concept of ‘the right’ has been notoriously
hard to define.18 While in most European countries the largest party on the left is the Social
Democrats, the right is led by diverse parties: Christian Democrats in most of continental
Europe, Liberals in some continental and Nordic countries, and Conservatives in the Nordic
countries, some Southern European countries, and the United Kingdom. Studying the right
and the center-right – more so than studying the left and the center-left – thus requires a
close consideration of the relevant political actors.
First, I distinguish between conservatism and the right, in contrast to those who use these
terms interchangeably (e.g., Phillips-Fein (2011); Gross, Medvetz and Russell (2011); Robin
(2011)). Conservatism as a concept in political research is used to denote both an ideology
(Huntington 1957; Freeden 1996; Mannheim 1993; Muller 2006) and a specific party family
(Gibson 1996; Mair and Mudde 1998; Ziblatt Forthcoming) on the right. Yet some important
actors on the right do not necessarily see themselves as conservative. For instance, liberals
are often considered part of the right-wing bloc (see below), yet they are not conservative
(see for instance Hayek (2013, 519)). This analysis refrains from a discussion of conservatism
as such, and focuses instead on right as an alignment of political actors.
18

As noted by Phillips-Fein (2011, 727): “One of the dilemmas of writing about [American] conservatism
might seem, at first glance, to be the problem of definition. What is conservatism? Is it a political ideology,
a social movement, a general philosophical stance toward the world? As many people have observed, conservative thought contains elements that might seem inconsistent on the surface, most notably its simultaneous
embrace of the free market and its professed commitment to the maintenance of tradition. These ideological
tensions are mirrored in the diverse constituencies of the Right." For more on the challenges of defining the
right with a focus on research in sociology, see Gross, Medvetz and Russell (2011).
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Yet which political actors constitute the right-wing alignment? This is far from a simple
question and scholars remain divided about it. For Iversen and Soskice (2015) and Jensen
(2014), the mainstream right consists of liberals and conservatives. Christian Democrats are
absent from the right in these two important studies, implicitly due to their more centrist
legacy in general and on economic issues in particular. In contrast, Conway (2003, 43) argues
that “Christian Democracy was the dominant form of center-right politics" during the post
war era. Pridham (1976) also considers Christian Democrats as “the dominant parties of the
right" (p. 143). Bale and Krouwel (2013), Cochrance (2015), Duncan (2015), Van Kersbergen (2008), Gingrich (2011), Tavits and Potter (2015) and Gingrich and Häusermann (2015)
all consider Christian Democrats as center-right or right-wing parties. These differences in
the classifications of the Christian Democrats only reflect a broader challenge in marking the
contours of the right-wing bloc. Defining ‘what is right’ is therefore not merely an exercise
in classification, but rather a crucial step in identifying the relevant units of analysis.
Several influential studies of the right adopt a deductive approach: they begin with
definition of what the right is, and then classify political actors according to this definition.
First, Bobbio (1996) defines the right as a political ideology that embraces inequality. In
order for political actors to qualify as part of the right, they must subscribe to a set of policies
that are perceived as reflecting an understanding of society as composed of unequals. Not
unrelated, Robin (2011) defines the right by its defense of “particular orders – hierarchical,
often private regimes of rule – on the assumption, in part, that hierarchy is order" (p. 24).
This approach has been influential in research on the right in both Europe and Latin
America (Luna and Kaltwasser 2014; Mudde 2007). It is useful in providing a stable and noncontext-dependent criteria for classification. Yet it is also highly problematic, as it requires
from the researcher to interpret ideological claims according to an abstract understanding
of equality. It is hard to assume that right-wing voters and elites define their ideology in
opposition to equality. This, in turn, requires that scholars prioritize their interpretation of
equality over that of political actors or other scholars. Hence, in critique of Bobbio (1996),
Noel and Therien (2008) argue that the right is not less egalitarian than the left, but that
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it is “differently egalitarian" (p. 18).19 This debate raises a host of problems with the
equality-based definition of the left-right scale in general and the right in particular.
Second, others define the right by specific positions. Indeed, the right has been traditionally associated with opposition to state intervention in the economy, cultural conservatism
and nationalist sentiments. Yet defining the right based on positions on any specific dimension is bound to exclude some actors that are often considered as an essential part of the
right. For instance, in his classic study of the French right, Rémond (1969) points at the
temptation to define the right by its strong nationalist sentiments – only to immediately
demonstrate that some key actors within the right have never stood for nationalist positions
(pp. 26-27). Policy-based definitions are thus bound to clash with counter-examples in a
fruitless search after an ideal-type of ‘right’ right positions.
Finally, others define the right by its core supporters: “Conservative parties are parties
that draw their core constituencies from the upper strata of society", as defined by Gibson
(1996, 7). The core supporters of conservative parties – the well-off – are by definition a
small share of the electorate, so right-wing leaders have to forge alliances in order to gain
electoral power. Gibson’s definition implies that these right-wing alliances take place within
parties, so that the well-off remain the core constituencies of the right even when support
is garnered also from poorer voters. Yet in multi-party systems, parties that form alliances
with the representatives of the well-off may mobilize mostly the less well-off. In fact, this
is evidently the case of some radical right parties (Rydgren 2012). Excluding radical right
parties from the right-wing bloc would seem nonsensical, as discussed below.
In contrast to the these efforts to devise a yardstick for deciding which actors are part of
the right, my analysis takes an inductive actor-based approach: it examines which groups of
voters consider themselves – and are considered by others – as ‘right’. This perspective takes
the left-right dimension seriously and acknowledges the role it plays as a prime source of
political identity, yet also refrains from imposing on it any ahisotrical meanings. If the right
19

As an example of this, Noel and Therien (2008) argue that right-wing opposition to affirmative action
speaks in the name of equality and rejects positive-discrimination based on demographic factors.
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is to be understood as an alignment of political actors with a shared political identity, than
what the right stands for is constantly negotiated and re-interpreted by the push-and-pulls
between these actors. What is right and who identifies with the right is thus a matter for
theoretically-guided empirical inquiry rather than deductive imposition.
In more practical terms, this approach leads me to examine which voters and parties selfidentify and are identified by others as being part of the right. Based on these measurements
of left-right identification, I infer the scope of individual-level belief systems and packages of
partisan positions that together constitute ‘the right’. This approach becomes more intuitive
considering that there is a shared understanding across citizens, elites and experts regarding
which actors stand on the right, as presented in a series of figures in the appendix to this
chapter. Figure 28 presents the self-placement of voters on the left-right scale, averaged
by parties, based on data from the 2008 European Value Survey. Figure 29 presents the
left-right self-placement of candidates who ran for office, averaged by parties, based on data
from the 2007 Comparative Candidates Survey. Figure 30 presents parties’ left-right scores
based on data from the 2010 Chapel Hill expert survey (CHES). In these three figures, values
have been rescaled to go from 1 (far left) to 10 (far right). The appendix of this chapter
contains also a list of parties names’ abbreviations (Table 21).
In contrast to what one may expect following academic disagreements, there is a consensual understanding between voters, politicians and experts regarding which parties are
located on the right. In most cases, the ‘immediate suspects’ are located on the right by
all three measurements (voters’ self-identification, elites’ self-identification, and experts):
conservatives, liberals, Christian democrats, agrarians, regionalists, confessional parties and
radical anti-immigration parties. The Netherlands provides an illustrative example: there is
a rather clear division between a left-wing bloc (labor, socialists and greens) and a right-wing
bloc (confessional parties, Christian Democrats, liberals and anti-immigration radicals).
These three measurements also reflect a shared understanding of Christian Democrats as
center-right parties, with the exception of Belgian Humanist Democratic Center (CDH). In
Germany, voters of the Christian Democrats not only identify as right-of-center – they are
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also further to the right than the liberals, considered as ‘right’ by the more restrictive definitions mentioned above. In some countries (such as Switzerland and Norway), candidates’
self-identification suggests that Christian Democratic elites are somewhat more centrist than
their voters, yet in other cases (such as Germany and Austria) they are further to the right.
Experts similarly position the Christian Democrats within the right-wing bloc, with Belgium
and Italy as the exceptions.
Considering that the right seems to include such diverse political actors, some may wonder about the relevance of the category ‘right’ in understanding the political landscape. After
all, several scholars “believe the differences on the right are so great it would be impossible
to say anything about the right" (Robin 2011, 37). Huntington (1957), for instance, was
highly skeptical regarding the prospects of comparative research on conservative politics,
considering that what conservatives aim to conserve vary so widely across contexts as to
render such comparisons meaningless. So what do we gain by studying the ‘right’ as such?
If the right is indeed so heterogeneous, is it relevant for understanding important outcomes
of interest?
One such outcome is the formation of governing coalitions. Do right-wing parties – in
spite of their diversity – tend to form governments together? The answer is an unequivocal
yes. There is evidence the left-right continuum serves as a strong predictors for the construction of governing coalitions (Warwick 2005). Skeptical readers may suggest that this result
is mostly driven by the tendency of the left to coalesce. Yet this is not the case. An analysis
of pre-electoral coalitions from 1990 till mid-2000s, using data from Golder (2006), reveals a
clear preference of parties on the right to form pacts with each other. Sweden provides one
illustrative example. The Alliance coalition, which governed during 2006-2014, consisted of
the conservative Moderate Party, the Christian Democrats, the Liberals and the agrarian
Center Party. Italy is another case in point: in the 2001, the pre-electoral coalition House
of Freedoms brought together the conservative Forza Italia, the Christian Democrats, the
nationalist Lega Nord and the culturally-conservative Alleanza Nazionale. These examples
demonstrate the crucial role of left-right positioning – and membership within the right-wing
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bloc – in shaping electoral outcomes such as governing coalitions.
This point is especially relevant with regard to the radical right. Some may wonder why
anti-immigration parties that have centrist economic positions would be considered as part
of the right, even if their supporters and political elites self-identify with the right. Yet this
question becomes less relevant once we look at patterns of coalition-building. In every case
in which anti-immigration parties supported governing coalitions, they supported parties of
the center-right (Bale 2003; de Lange 2012). These parties thus clearly serve in parliaments
as supporters of right-wing governments and are thus part of the right-wing camp.
Studying what the right stands for is also justified considering the role it serves a source of
political identity, which – among other things – is highly predictive of vote choice.20 As such,
it provides the lens through which individuals experience and situate themselves within the
political reality (Gross, Medvetz and Russell 2011; Perrin, Micah Roos and Gauchat 2014).
Understanding the ways in which individuals construct and make sense of their political
identities should be high on the agenda of social scientists – perhaps especially when these
political identities are as multifaceted and prominent as that of the political right.
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See chapter 5 for more on this point.
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Chapter 2: Mass Attitudes and the Multivocal Right
This chapter develops a step-by-step theoretical argument regarding the determinants
and characteristics of attitudinal cross-pressures and their consequences for the right. It
focuses on asymmetries across the left-right divide. These asymmetries, I will argue, are
the reason attitudinal cross-pressures are especially pertinent to understanding the battle
for the soul of the right. I begin with a discussion of variations in the structure of mass
attitudes, then move to consider the relationship between different types of belief systems
and support for the right, and then turn to the implications for the strategic dilemmas of
the center-right.
Each step in the argument is contrasted with existing claims in the literature. My
theoretical propositions will be empirically tested, next to their alternative explanations, in
the following chapters. But before turning to the theoretical claims, I first present some of
the key concepts and terminology.

The structure of mass attitudes: Concepts and terminology
The ways in which political attitudes are bundled into encompassing ideological worldviews has long fascinated political scholars (for an early harbinger, see Campbell (1960); for
a review of this literature, see Carmines and D’Amico (2015)). In examining variations in
the structure of mass attitudes, the concept of attitude constraint has featured prominently
since the pioneering work of Converse (1964). As explained by Poole (2005), “constraint
means that issues are interrelated or bundled and that ideology is fundamentally the knowledge of what goes with what " (p. 12; emphasis in the original text). At the aggregate level,
constraint is most often understood as the correlations of attitudes on different issues: for
instance, if the correlation between economic conservatism and cultural is strong, attitude
constraint between these issues is strong. At the individual-level, constraint stands for the
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ability to use attitudes on one issue to predict attitudes on other issues.21
To take an example from Italy during the Cold War: Barnes (1971) finds that “the
Communists tend to be redistributive, anticlerical, and anti-American, while the Christian
Democrats are less redistributive, more clerical, and pro-American" (p. 160). This finding
is interpreted as evidence of strong attitude constraint. It means that there are strong
correlations between conservative (and progressive) attitudes on redistribution, religious
values and foreign policy. And if a we know that a voter is conservative (progressive) on
one of these issues – she is likely to be conservative (progressive) on other issues as well.
This, in turn, carries important implications for the ways in which parties – in this case,
the Communists and the Christian Democrats – assemble their electoral coalitions, as will
be discussed below.
It is crucial to note that the notion of constraint does not require the assumption that
some combinations of ideological stands are more logical or more ‘correct’ than others.
Kitschelt (1994b) notes that there is no necessary intellectual linkage between preferences
on different dimensions and that arguments about the a-priori coherence of ideas are bound
to “ultimately remain inconclusive" (p. 24). Along similar lines, Lane (1973) suggests that
irregular attitudinal packages may in fact accurately reflect individuals’ positions within a
multifaceted political reality. Hochschild (1986) also claims that ideological “consistency
should not automatically be assumed to be the most moral or sophisticated stance. Disjunctions that follow an intelligible patterns may be the most subtle response to a highly
complex world" (193). Thus, the notion of constraint does not assume that the combination
of some attitudes is objectively true, but rather that some attitudes have been bundled
together by key political actors for a long enough time to make their association an integral
feature of the political landscape. Attitude constraint “is something that is not objectively
true, but rather socially constructed. We get used to the idea that certain positions are
advocated together by the same people at the same times and places" (Stimson 2004, 68).
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In other words, as put by Noel (2014, 14): “constraint is the key element [in understanding belief systems]
– what one believes on one issue predicts what one believes on others".
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Across Western democracies, the baseline for ‘what goes with what’ is captured by the
left-right continuum (or liberal-conservative, in the United States), a distinction that goes
back to the seating arrangement in the French National Assembly following the Revolution
(Noel and Therien 2008). It is clear that the left-right dimension is flexible enough to vary
over time (de Vries, Hakhverdian and Lancee 2013; Hellwig 2008a; Kitschelt and Hellemans
1990; Corbetta, Cavazza and Roccato 2009; Knutsen 1998) and across countries (Benoit
and Laver 2007; Hellwig 2014; Piurko, Schwartz and Davidov 2011). This notwithstanding,
since the post-war period and within the context of Western democracies, these concepts
have been associated with specific stands on key issues. There is a general agreement that
the right is associated with suspicion toward state intervention in the economy, cultural
conservatism, and nationalist sentiments; the left, in turn, is associated with support for
state intervention in the economy, progressive cultural values, and greater openness toward
multiculturalism (Barnes 1971; Mair 2007; Budge and Klingemann 2001, 21-22) – although
I will refine this statement later on in this chapter.
These ideological packages reflect the positions of the main political actors since the postwar era: center-left parties have traditionally combined economic and cultural progressive
positions compared to their right-wing competitors, while center-right parties have traditionally combined economic and cultural conservative positions compared to their left-wing
competitors (Noel 2014; Noel and Therien 2008; Roemer 1998, 2001; Roemer and Van der
Straeten 2006). Therefore, belief systems that more clearly conform to these prominent ideological packages of governing elites are considered more coherent, constrained, consistent or
aligned (e.g. Baldassarri and Gelman (2008); DiMaggio, Evans and Bryson (1996); Jacoby
(1995); Levendusky (2010); McCarty, Poole and Rosenthal (2006)).
In order not to insinuate that some combinations of attitudes are more consistent or
coherent than others and thus in some sense more logical, I use instead the terms ‘bundled’
and ‘unbundled’ to describe variations in the structure of mass attitudes. These terms
should be understood in reference to the traditional post-war bundles of all-conservative
and all-progressive ideological packages of the center-right and center-left respectively. The
23

term ‘bundled’ can be read as shorthand for ‘bundled along the traditional lines of centerleft and center-right’: the combination of conservative attitudes on different issues and the
combination of progressive attitudes on different issues. The term ‘unbundling’ denotes a
shift further away from these traditional bundles and toward the combination of conservative
attitudes on some issues and progressive attitudes on other issues. ‘Unbundled attitudes’
are those belief systems that differ from the traditional packages of all-conservative and allprogressive attitudes.
Along similar lines, I consider voters who combine conservative and progressive attitudes
on different issues as ‘cross-pressured’. This term has been broadly used in the literature to
refer to the combination of conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues, and is
therefore useful in connecting my research to existing arguments in research on European
and American politics (Hillygus and Shields 2008; Lefkofridi, Wagner and Willmann 2014;
Tavits and Potter 2015; Vernby and Finseraas 2010). Again, this is not to suggest that there
is something illogical with the combination of conservative and progressive attitudes, but
rather that voters who are cross-pressured are pushed toward – and are alienated from –
both mainstream parties simultaneously, depending on the issue at stake.

Variations in the bundling of mass attitudes
The first stage of my arguments locates the roots for the increased tensions within the
right in changing occupational structures. The shift to the knowledge economy, I argue based
on research in political economy, drives a wedge between economic and cultural conservatism
in mass attitudes. As I will show later on, such variations in the structure of mass attitudes
carry far-reaching implications for patterns of electoral identification in general and support
for the right (and the center-right) in particular.
Before I turn to develop this theoretical claim, I first discuss the common wisdom in
the literature, which emphasizes the role of partisan polarization in determining attitude
constraint. In spite of its prevalence, the partisan polarization argument has not been
systematically examined in a comparative perspective. This is surprising, considering that
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variations in the structure of mass attitudes plays an important role in shaping patterns of
representation (Broockman 2015; Carmines and D’Amico 2015), party competition (de Vries
and Hobolt 2012; Pardos-Prado 2015) and political cleavages more generally (DiMaggio,
Evans and Bryson 1996).
The dominant explanation for variations in the structure of mass attitudes emerged
from research on American public opinion. Driven by interest in partisan polarization in the
United States (Levendusky 2009; Hetherington 2001), a growing body of literature examined
whether partisan distance shapes attitude constraint in mass attitudes in general and among
elites in particular. Following the polarization of the American parties since the 1980s,
by the early 2000s policy conflict among the two parties conformed to a single left-right
(or liberal-conservative) dimension, with the Republicans holding all-conservative positions
and the Democrats holding all-progressive positions (Hare and Poole 2014; McCarty, Poole
and Rosenthal 2006; Miller and Schofield 2008). The collapse of partisan positions into a
single dimension was expected by some to have an impact on the structure of American
mass attitudes, based on the assumption that the further apart the main parties are, the
stronger the signal they send to the electorate for how attitudes on different issues should be
bundled (Carmines, Ensley and Wagner 2012). Thus, as the two American parties became
more ideologically polarized, they were expected to signal more strongly that economic and
cultural conservatism ‘go together’ – and that economic and cultural progressive attitudes
‘go together’. As summarized by Levendusky (2010): “the fact that elites are polarized
across issues is enough to cue voters to adopt more consistent [bundled] positions” (p. 124;
see also Goren, Federico and Kittilson (2009, 808)).
The argument on polarization and attitudinal bundles has been thoroughly examined in
the American context. Some argue that partisan polarization has been reflected in stronger
attitude constraint among American voters during the 2000s (Abramowitz 2010, 54), while
others fail to find conclusive evidence for this (Baldassarri and Gelman 2008).22 There is
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Jewitt and Goren (2015) take an intermediate position, claiming that “contrary to decades of research, the
policy opinions of ideologically engaged masses and political elites [in the United States] are now organized
to an equivalent degree. Put simply, mass-elite differences in opinion consistency and structure have begun
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stronger evidence for the implications of partisan polarization on attitude constraint among
more informed individuals, who are more receptive to elite cues (Layman and Carsey 2002).
Lupton, Myers and Thornton (2015) examine changes in American public opinion from
1980-2004 and find increased attitude constraint only among sophisticated individuals.
When broadening the perspective and looking outside the United States, there is evidence
of attitude constraint in European public opinion during the post-war era and up until the
1980s: voters of the center-left were likely to be more progressive on both economic and
cultural issues, while voters of the center-right were likely to be more conservative on both
economic and cultural issues (Barnes 1971; Kitschelt 1994b). However, several works suggest
that the depolarization of center-left and center-right parties in several Western European
countries since the early 1990s led to a decrease in attitude constraint. This argument
assumes that also in European multi-party systems, the center-left combines economic and
cultural progressivism while the center-right combines economic and cultural conservatism
(Roemer and Van der Straeten 2006). When these parties are closer ideologically, they send
weaker signals to the electorate for how to bundle preferences on these dimensions.
This depolarization argument has been examined in several Western European countries.
Adams, Green and Milazzo (2012a,b) build on research in American politics to examine
whether partisan depolarization in post-Thatcher Britain has led to decreased attitude constraint, and find only mixed evidence for that. Shifting the attention to the Dutch case,
Adams, De Vries and Leiter (2012), find that as the center-left Labor Party and center-right
Christian Democrats converged during the 1990s, attitude constraint have significantly decreased. They interpret these results as strong evidence for the relationship between partisan
depolarization and low attitude constraint. And while taking a more cautious stand regarding the mechanisms at work, Munzert and Bauer (2013) also demonstrate decreased attitude
constraint along some dimensions in Germany, within the same time period in which the
main parties depolarized ideologically. The key hypothesis behind this body of research can
be summarized as follows:
to dissolve as the most engaged citizens now bear an unprecedented resemblance to political elites" (p. 3).
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Partisan Polarization Hypothesis: Polarization in partisan positions is associated with stronger attitude constraint; depolarization in partisan positions is
associated with weaker attitude constraint.
In contrast to the top-down polarization hypothesis, work in political economy suggests
an alternative bottom-up argument regarding variations in attitude constraint. Hellwig
(2008a) argues that employment in the services sector reshapes the relationship between
political attitudes of partisan support, mostly by reducing the weight of left-right selfidentification in determining vote choice. Kitschelt and Rehm (2014) further argue that
multi-dimensional preferences are shaped by lived experience in the workplace, which explains why occupations are associated with distinct attitudinal bundles. This suggests that
variations in occupational structures should be associated with variations in the structure
of mass attitudes. More specifically, there is reason to expect weaker correlations between
economic and cultural conservatism within the services-based knowledge economy.
Since the 1970s, labor markets in advanced democracies have undergone a deep transformation, as industrial sectors have dramatically shrunk while the services sectors “have taken
over as the primary engines of output and employment expansion" (Wren 2013, 1). Within
the production regime of the post-war era, workers in manufacturing often relied on specific skills, acquired through vocational training and within-industry learning. Workers with
lower formal education could find relatively secure jobs within the expanding industrial
plants and organizational bureaucracies (Oesch 2015, 128). Yet the shift to the servicesbased knowledge economy has been characterized by the growth of sectors such as finance,
law and telecommunication, offering high-paid jobs for which high-levels of education are
often required. Following this process of occupational upgrading, the knowledge economy
is thus characterized by a larger share of individuals with both higher education and high
income; the other side of the coin is that individuals with lower education have been relegated to less profitable jobs and lower chances of upward mobility (Oesch and Menes 2011;
Iversen and Soskice 2015).
This increased linkage between high income and high education within the knowledge
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economy is expected to generate cross-pressures, as these two factors predispose individuals
in opposing attitudinal directions (Hausermann and Kriesi 2015).23 Higher (lower) income
is a reliable predictor of conservative (progressive) preferences over state intervention in the
economy (Cusack, Iversen and Rehm 2006). However, higher (lower) education is a reliable predictor of progressive (conservative) cultural values on issues such as gender norms
(Stubager 2008, 2010).24 The growth of sectors with both higher (lower) income and higher
(lower) education within the knowledge economy should therefore result in lower correlations between economic and cultural conservatism, decreased attitude constraint and the
unbundling of traditional belief systems:
Knowledge Economy Hypothesis: Larger knowledge-intensive services sector is
associated with weaker attitude constraint.

Cross-pressures and partisan ambivalence
What kind of ideological allegiances do individuals with unbundled preferences – those
who are cross-pressured between progressive preferences on some issues and conservative
preferences on others – develop? If indeed, as argued above, attitudinal cross-pressures are
an inherent feature of the politics of post-industrial democracies, understanding the electoral
choices of cross-pressured constituencies should be high on the agenda of scholars of party
politics (Lefkofridi, Wagner and Willmann 2014, 80). Examining this point also follows the
call for scholars to shift the focus from the relationship between attitudes on specific issues
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Note, however, that the association of these individual-levels factors and immigration attitudes is less
straightforward and more likely to vary across countries. Individuals with high-income may be more likely
to oppose immigration when it is perceived as a strain on the welfare state, yet may be more supportive
of immigration considering they are less likely to compete with immigrants over the same jobs and may
benefit from cheap labor. Higher education is associated with progressive cultural values, which are in some
circumstances perceived as inherently opposed to immigrants’ values, as discussed below. The prediction for
variations in attitude constraint by labor market indicators therefore applies most directly to correlations
between the economic and cultural dimensions.
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Werfhorst and Graaf (2004) suggest two main mechanisms that may connect education with more
progressive cultural values. First, from a cognitive perspective, education may increase the capacity to
examine cultural issues from more diverse perspectives. Second, education may socialize individuals into an
environment that is more culturally progressive.
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and electoral choice to attitudinal bundles and their implications for partisanship.25
Previous work suggests that cross-pressured voters are likely to become ‘reluctant centrists’. Cross-pressures are expected to generate a sense of ambivalence regarding political
identities, as they push voters to the right on some issues but also to the left on other issues
(Alvarez and Brehm 2002). This ambivalence, in turn, is expected to translate into a centrist
political stand, as cross-pressured voters ‘average’ their conservative and progressive attitudes. Examining survey data from the United States, Treier and Hillygus (2009) find that
“individuals with divergent economic and social preferences are more likely to call themselves
moderate than to use a liberal or conservative label" (696). Zaller (2004) makes a similar
claim, although he stresses that a centrist position on the left-right scale may conceal that
fact that individuals’ preferences are spread across the electoral space. He makes this point
specifically with regard to low-information voters: “their attitudes may average to a centrist
position, but they are, from a left-right point of view, all over the place".
In their study of campaign strategies, Hillygus and Shields (2008) further explore the
electoral loyalties of American cross-pressured voters. They explain that voters with bundled attitudes – all-conservative or all-progressive – have strong partisan identities, while
voters with mixed conservative and progressive attitudes are more pliable, or ‘persuadable‘
(see also Mulligan (2011)). “Cross-pressured partisans [...] have competing considerations
pulling them in opposing directions" (p. 20), and are thus located between left and right –
and courted by both parties. Examining attitudinal cross-pressures and partisan strategies
in the European context, Somer-Topcu (2015) argues that both the left and right seek to attract cross-pressured voters by combining progressive and conservative positions on different
issues.
More broadly within the context of Western democracies, Cochrance (2015) argues that
cross-pressures manifest in a centrist left-right position. He argues that citizens with ‘mixed
25

Tavits and Potter (2015) correctly note that “at least some voters are facing competitive pressures at
the polling booth. They may be drawn to the left on some issues and to the right on others. Our findings
suggest that parties believe such pressures to be real enough to guide their electoral strategies. Future
studies of electoral behavior may want to pay closer attention to the possibility that voter preferences on
different issues are not independent of each other" (pp. 755-756).
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opinions’, or those who simultaneously hold conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues, “are far more likely to identify with the centre than those who harbor a coherent
left-wing or right-wing bundle of opinions" (p. 138). A centrist position on the left-right
scale thus reflects, according to this argument, a ‘meeting place’ for those who are crosspressured across different dimensions of electoral competition. This suggests the following
hypothesis:
Cross-Pressures and Ambivalence Hypothesis: individuals with unubndled preferences are more likely to assume a centrist position on the left-right scale.
What is shared across these existing arguments on the partisanship of cross-pressured
voters is the assumption that left and right are different sides of the same coin. The common
wisdom assumes that the left and right in Western Europe mirror each other. Roemer, Lee
and Van der Straeten (2007), for instance, simplify West European multi-party systems into
a left-wing bloc that is progressive on all issues and a right-wing bloc that is conservative on
all issues. Stegmueller (2013, 1065) also takes this left-right symmetry as a starting point for
his analysis: “parties that offer proredistribution policies are usually socially liberal, whereas
parties that run on anti-redistribution platforms are predominantly socially conservative".
Cross-pressured voters are thus perceived to face similar dilemmas in deciding between left
and right. Yet this is not necessarily the case, as I now turn to argue.

The multivocal right
This section develops my theoretical argument regarding right-wing multivocality and
asymmetries in voters’ belief systems across the ideological divide. I begin with a discussion
of what multivocality is, and then connect this concept to political identities in general and
the right in particular. I then use this discussion to derive predictions regarding individuallevel electoral behavior and the ability of the right to attract cross-pressured voters.
The concept of multivocality has been employed mostly by cultural sociologists for the
analysis of symbols and texts, yet it is highly relevant also for the analysis of ideological
30

identities. Alexander (1996) defines multivocality as “programs or activities that have many
facets, and therefore, the ability to appeal to a variety of stakeholders" (p. 827). In clarifying this concept, Griswold (1987) contrasts multivocality and coherence. Discussing forms
of literary interpretations, she distinguishes between coherent texts, which carry the same
meaning for different readers, and multivocal texts, which carry different meanings for different readers. As she explains, multivocal texts are not meaningless, vague or confused,
but are instead open to diverse readings. Along similar lines, Ansell (1997) defines dominant symbols by their multivocality: “By virtue of linking many different meanings together,
dominant symbols have the notable aspect of being multivocal in that they speak to different
people in different ways and they have multiple layers of meaning" (p. 373).26
Padgett and Ansell (1993) bring multivocality into political analysis, arguing that political coalitions may be built around leadership that seems by different groups to pursue
different goals.27 Closely related, Parsons (2015) argues that political ideas play a key role
in coalition-building when they are multivocal, in the sense of being open to multiple interpretations. He gives as an example the idea of European integration, which was interpreted
differently across parties, countries and elite groups. What allowed the construction of a
broad pro-European coalition was exactly the diverse interpretation political actors gave to
this process.28
26

Along very similar lines, DiMaggio, Nag and Blei (2013) define multivocality as “the ability to speak in
different ways to multiple audiences" (p.590).
27
As an example, Padgett and Ansell (1993) examine the construction of state institutions in Florence
under de’Medici family. They argue that the key to Cosimo de’Medici’s success in establishing his family’s
rule lies in his ability to create a situation in which different segments within his networks attributed different
meanings to his actions (p. 1263). This does not mean that Cosimo’s actions were uninterpretable to his
contemporaries, but rather that different factions in his support base interpreted his actions differently. For
a related argument in the context of international relationship, see Nexon and Wright (2007, 264).
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It is relevant to note what multivocality does not mean. The notion that a political idea is open to
diverse interpretations does not mean that it is open to all interpretations. As noted by Griswold (1987),
while some texts are multivocal, they are not omnivocal: there are some interpretations that are nonsensical
to the intended audience, even when there is no one single possible interpretation. Also relevant to note
that by multivocality I refer to something different than coded language or ‘dog-whistle politics’. Albertson
(2015) defines multivocal appeals as “a form of targeted marketing, which allows politicians to deliver a
tailored message to a subset of the population" (p. 5). Thus, for instance, politicians may use rhetoric that
activates negative racial affect among specific constituencies without being overtly racist. This understanding
of multivocality implies a degree of intentional deceptiveness. In a nuanced contrast, my understanding of
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Just like cultural symbols and political ideas, electoral identities may also vary in the
degree to which they are multivocal. And there is reason to expect the right to be more
multivocal than the left. Parties of the right, unlike their left-wing competitors, were historically characterized by their inability to speak in one voice (Borg and Castles 1981, 621)
– or, put differently, by their ability to speak in multiple voices, or by their multivocality.
This, in turn, leads me to expect the right, as a source of political identity at the individuallevel, to be open to more diverse interpretation compared to the left. The notion of ‘the
right’ is expected to carry the footprints of its historical development as a diverse coalition
of actors, joined more by opposition to different aspects of the left-wing agenda then by an
easily identifiable shared goal.29
Historically, the European right has been more ideologically-diverse than the left. As
noted by Lipset and Rokkan (1967), by the time the labor-capital cleavage came to define
the basic differences between left and right, other cleavages – rural-urban, Church-state,
and center-periphery – had already generated ideological diversity within the right, either
within or across parties. Right-wing parties were historically deeply-divided over questions
of market regulation, religious rules and the centralization of political decision-making. It
was only with the rise of the working-class left as a common threat that “right parties started
identifying a shared interest and in some cases even made common cause against the new
entrants" (Ahmed 2013, 44) – and even then, parties of the right have for long struggled to
find a common ideological agenda behind which they could unit (Pontusson 1988, 33).30
multivocality is closer to that of literary analysis, as discussed by Griswold (1987). Literary texts may carry
different meanings to different audiences, but not necessarily because the author is intentionally writing in
order to conceal her true goals but rather because of the possible interpretations the text allows. Similarly,
the multivocality of political ideas may be used strategically by some politicians, but this does not necessarily
implies the deceptiveness of dog-whistle politics.
29

Although in a very different context, Beissinger (2013, 576) defines a negative coalition as “a coalition
displaying highly diverse preferences [...] but united primarily by their common rejection of a particular
outcome". In the case of left-right political identities, this does not mean that any interpretation of the right
is plausible: there are certain interpretations that would seem nonsensical to most.
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This ideological fragmentation of the right has also been argued to carry significant policy implications.
Castles (1978) argues that this ideological diversity prevented the right from forming a strong political bloc
in the Nordic countries, thus paving the way to a left-wing hegemony. For more on this point, see also Borg
and Castles (1981); for a critical evaluation of this argument, see Döring and Manow (2015).
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This multivocality characterizes the history of the right across Western European countries, although it manifested differently across countries. For instance, the rural-urban cleavage had traditionally separated segments of the right based on geographical concentration
of voters and economic sectors. Both farmers and the urban middle class had their concerns
about the economic agenda of the leftist working class, although these concerns were based
in different class interests. In the British two-party system, the interests of the landed elites
were mostly merged with those of some segments of the urban business groups under the
Conservative Party already during the 19th century; in the Scandinavian countries, farmers
and the urban middle class were represented by their own anti-left parties, although the
farmers at some cases cooperated with the Social Democrats (Rokkan 1970, pp. 240-242).
In the European continental countries, it is mostly the Church-state cleavage that traditionally divided the right. Both Liberal and religious political actors have positioned
themselves in opposition to the left: the Liberals because of the leftist economic program,
and religious actors because of the leftist progressive cultural agenda. Yet Liberals had been
the standard bearers of anti-clericalism, which put them in strong opposition to religious
parties (Rokkan 1970, 158). Tensions lingered as the issues at stake evolved. In the post-war
era it was the Liberals’ progressive policies on issues such as abortion and the incorporation
of women in the labor market that set them apart from the culturally-conservative right
(Kirchner 1988).
In France, Rémond (1969) argued that there are in fact three ‘rights’: the authoritarian
counter-revolutionaries, the liberal Orleanists and nationalist Bonapartists. While these
three factions are “negatively united" (p. 341) in their opposition to the Left, they have
struggled to form a shared vision of the ideal society. The ideological tensions between these
three currents have been a source for instability for the right: “the history of the Right
Wing is made up of the transformations and vicissitudes of these three Rightists factions"
(Rémond 1969, 30). Bourricaud (1977, 6) extends the argument into the post-war era,
arguing that the French right remains “more diverse and heterogeneous [than the left] both
historically and culturally."
33

This legacy of multivocality on the right still persisted in the early 2000s. Cochrane
(2013) notes that “party policies on the economic, immigration and social dimensions are
organized coherently among parties on the left, but not among parties on the right" (112).31
A similar conclusion emerges from Kriesi et al. (2008), which shows that party families on
the left bundle progressive positions on both the economic and cultural dimension, while
it is right-wing parties that offer voters unbundled positions: either liberal parties that are
economically conservative but culturally progressive, or radical right-wing parties that are
strongly nationalist but also centrist on economic issues.
Furthermore, the political space may in fact be inherently more multidimensional on the
right compared to the left. Research on electoral politics often considers the existence of
a ‘second dimension’, which pertains to different issues that are not strictly economic such
as gender, race and nationalist sentiments (Kitschelt 1994b; Kriesi et al. 2008). Yet this
dimension might in fact consists of two distinct issues, cultural-social values (mostly gender
norms) and immigration (Kitschelt and Rehm 2014) – and it is mostly on the right that
parties are more likely to differentiate between these two dimensions.
Some radical anti-immigration right-wing parties – following the footsteps of the Dutch
List Pim Fortuyn – have adopted the combination of social liberal values and strong antiimmigration appeals (Akkerman 2005; Akkerman and Hagelund 2007; Towns, Karlsson and
Eyre 2014). From this perspective, non-European immigrants are depicted as a threat
exactly because their culturally-traditional heritage is perceived as inherently opposed to
the West European liberal values, mostly regarding gender-norms. This political appeal
binds together conservative views on immigration with progressive views on cultural values.
At the same time, religious political actors – also aligned with the right – that are conservative on cultural values have often rejected harsh conservative positions on immigration,
as they are seem to stand in opposition with some of their religious beliefs. Christian reli31

Wagner (2011) reaches a similar conclusion regarding right-wing heterogeneity in partisan positions in
the context of the European Parliament. He points at the diversity of right-wing parliamentary groups at the
European Parliament: Christian Democrats, Liberals, conservative-nationalists, Eurosceptics, and far-right
radicals. He concludes that “the greater diversity and number of right-wing parties has, thus, also meant
that the groups on the Right have been more numerous and more varied" (p. 64).
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gious organizations have often taken more pro-immigration stands compared to center-right
parties. Minkenberg (2008) explains that while they mostly refrained from directly intervening in policy-making, Christian religious leaders have tended to emphasize the need to
host and integrate immigrants in general and refugees in particular.32 Boswell and Hough
(2008) similarly note that “anti-immigrant positions may run counter to human rights or
humanitarian values that are traditionally defended by the Christian church" (p. 331).
This discussion of right-wing multivocality suggests a refinement for one of the claims
made above. Building on previous research, I noted that the right is associated with suspicion
toward state intervention in the economy, cultural conservatism, and nationalist sentiments;
the left is associated with support for state intervention in the economy, progressive cultural
values, and greater openness toward multiculturalism (Barnes 1971; Mair 2007; Budge and
Klingemann 2001, 21-22). Yet the analysis above suggests that in the partisan arena, the
right is associated with each conservative position independently. Furthermore, there are
certain political actors that are considered as part of the right even though they are only
conservative on specific issues. This diversity is a unique feature of the right, challenging
the assumptions on left-right partisan symmetry.
I expect the historical multivocality of the right to carry implications for contemporary
patterns of individual-level political identification. It suggests that the right should attract
all those voters who oppose certain, but not all, aspects of the left-wing agenda. Put
differently, the right is likely to attract all those who are conservative on some issues – and
not only those who are conservative on all issues. Those who oppose of state intervention
in the economy, those who oppose progressive reforms on cultural questions such as gender
norms, and those who oppose greater openness toward immigration should all gravitate
toward the right, regardless of whether they are also progressive on some other issues.
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Minkenberg (2008) points to the British case, where “Following its traditional and biblically based
responsibility for immigrants, asylum seekers and refugees, one of the Church’s primary concerns for public
advocacy is the situation of asylum seekers in Great Britain" (p. 371). In Germany, “the two large German
churches have been active in immigration and integration issues for several decades. Their primary concern
in the field of immigration policy is with charity issues but they also participate in public debates" (p. 372).
Ben-Nun Bloom, Arikan and Courtemanche (2015, 203) more generally note that “religious belief is thought
to engender compassion towards the unfortunate and to breed values like solidarity, altruism, and charity".
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The implications of the multivocality of the right for patterns of individual-level political behavior are thus most clearly apparent in the case of cross-pressured voters. Rather
than being symmetrically stuck between left and right, as often suggested in the literature,
individuals with conflicting preferences on different dimensions are likely to see themselves
as closer to the right than the left. This argument suggests an alternative to the common
wisdom in the literature, according to which cross-pressured are stuck between left and right
and thus assume a centrist position. Instead, I expect cross-pressures resulting from different combinations of progressive and conservative preferences on different dimensions to be
resolved through support for the right:
Cross-Pressures and Right-Wing Multivocality Hypothesis : Cross-pressured voters are more likely to support the right than the left.

The fracturing of the center-right
The discussion on shifts in the political economy of Western European countries provided
the rational for why we should expect economic and cultural conservatives to move further
apart. The discussion of the multivocality of the right suggested that these cross-pressured
voters are more likely to identify with the right than the left. This section builds on these
two points to develop a set of theoretical propositions regarding support for cross-class
center-right parties and the strategic dilemmas they face.
Cross-class center-right parties are likely to have an easier task constructing and holding
a broad conservative support-coalition when those who are conservative on some issues are
also conservative on other issues. For illustrative purposes, we can think of the center-right
as an effort to mobilize two factions: economic conservatives and cultural conservatives. If
economic conservatives are also culturally conservative and vice versa, then these two factions
are natural allies within a broad-tent center-right party that opposes the progressive left.
Under these circumstances, center-right partisan elites do not face any immediate tensions
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in the demands of its two groups of supporters.33
Furthermore, a broad right-wing coalition would be possible to construct if those who are
conservative on some issue do not hold clearly-identifiable positions on other issues, or if they
simply do not care about these issues. For instance, if economic conservatives do not hold
a clear position on (or are indifferent about) cultural issues, and cultural conservative do
not hold a clear positions on (or are indifferent about) economic issues, these two groups of
voters would find it easy to unite forces in their opposition to the secular pro-redistribution
left. Over time, due to their long-time cooperation, economic conservatives may even adopt
the cultural positions of the fellow cultural conservatives and vice versa (Noel 2014, 28-30),
thus further consolidating the center-right’s hold of the two factions in its coalition.
Yet keeping both factions within a broad center-right tent becomes more complicated
when this overlap in worldviews between conservatives of different types diminishes. If
economic conservatives tend to be culturally progressive, and if cultural conservatives tend
to be economically progressives, they are less likely to support a party that is conservative
across the board, as has traditionally been the case for the center-right. While these two
groups would still share an opposition to the left, they would at the same time find it harder
to cooperate within the same party.
The ability of the center-right to retain its cross-class coalition is thus intimately associated with the degree to which economic conservatism overlaps with cultural conservatism
in mass atitudes – or, in terms of the discussion above, the degree of attitude constraint.
The unbundling of mass attitudes thus poses an opportunity for the right to expand its
reach, but also poses a challenge for the center-right: while there is a theoretical reason to
expect cross-pressured individuals to identify with the right, there is also a reason to expect
these voters to shy away from the center-right and their ideological package of moderate
all-conservative positions. At the individual level, strongly bundled conservative attitudes
33

As noted by Phillips-Fein (2011, 735) in the American context, “if many Christian conservatives, for example, were always committed to small government and the free market, why should it have been difficult for
them to find common cause with libertarians or business conservatives?" She raises this question in response
to a large body of literature in American history that examines how economic and cultural conservatives
developed strong political ties.
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are likely to reinforce each other and increase support for the center-right, while unbundled
attitudes, or the combination of conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues,
are likely to erode support for the center-right:
Cross-Class Center-Right Hypothesis: Voters with bundled preferences are more
likely to support the center-right compared to those with unbundled preferences.
This theoretical discussion relates most closely to the Christian Democrats. Christian
Democrats are by their nature a ‘coalition of coalitions’ (Prasad 2006, 226), mobilizing economic and cultural conservatives alike (Van Kersbergen 1995).34 Christian Democrats have
been traditionally characterized by their combination of mildly-conservative stands across
the main dimensions of electoral competition. This bundled ideological bargain reflects the
origins of Christian Democracy, which was based on “a compromise between economic liberals and socially conservative Catholics" (Muller 2011, 139). Sharing an opposition to the
secular pro-redistribution left, the economic right accepted an adherence to traditional cultural values while religious conservatives agreed to curb their pro-interventionist leanings
with regard to the market. During the Cold War, this marriage of moderate economic and
cultural conservatism was joined by nationalist sentiments in the form of Anti-Communist
stances (Conway 2003, 53-54).
The political economy of the mid 20th century was conducive to the consolidation of this
cross-class right-wing alliance. A large sector of self-employed and rural landholders were
both more economically and culturally conservative compared to rest of population, thus
standing at the heart of the center-right coalition (Ignazi and Wellhofer 2013). Owners of
small businesses also tended to combine economic and cultural conservatism. This congruence in economic and cultural attitudes between farmers and the petite bourgeoisie allowed
34

For more on the organizational features of this cross-class mobilization and the partisan structures it
gave rise to, see Dilling (2016). Relevant to note, while some conservative parties, such as the British Tories
(Beer 1965), have fashioned a cross-class appeal, the cross-class center-right is still most closely associated
with the Christian Democrats (Kalyvas 1996; Keman, van Kersbergen and Vis 2006; Muller 2011). Other
non-radical right parties, such as liberal parties and Nordic conservatives, have not cultivated a cross-class
appeal (Pontusson 1988).
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the Christian Democrats to pursue “a twin-track electoral policy – rallying the faithful by
appealing to their Christian values while also posting as the guarantors of the material interests of the core electors" (Conway 2003, 55). Yet employment in agriculture and the size
of the petite bourgeoisie constituency have been declining since the 1960s, and more so since
the 1980s (Oesch 2015, 132). Christian Democrats thus lost a core constituency that stood
at the heart of the all-conservative ideological bargain (Felland 2004).35
Manufacturing also created a conducive environment for the construction of the crossclass center-right coalition. Within the Fordist production regime, economic complementarities bonded together the economic fortunes of workers with diverse skill-levels (Iversen 2000;
Iversen and Alt 2014; Iversen and Soskice 2015). These economic complementarities helped
facilitate a political compromise, most clearly manifested and institutionalized through the
cross-class parties of the center-right.
Yet as discussed above, the shift to knowledge-intensive services has likely driven a
wedge between economic and cultural conservatism. More specifically, the shift to services
has severed the links that bundled the economic fortunes of different skill groups, as lowskilled workers were no longer required to enable the economic activity of the highly-skilled in
the technology-intensive sectors (Iversen and Soskice 2015). The shift to services therefore
led to “a bifurcation of labor market risk structures" by education (Iversen 2000, 220). 36
At the same time, the cultural orientations of different skill groups have also turned in
opposite directions. Workers in high-skills, high-paid jobs in the service sectors often hold
high-education degrees, and thus tend to be more progressive on social values; in contrast,
those with lower education tend to be more culturally conservative (Stubager 2008, 2010).
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Müller, Plasser and Ulram (2004) discuss this point within the Austrian case and explain that leaders of
the Christian Democratic People’s Party were deeply concerned by the decline in the share of self-employed,
which dropped from more than a third in the early 1950s to less than a sixth already by the early 1980s, as
the share of farmers declined as well. In response, the party sought to reach out to new constituencies: the
Farmer’s League was directed to appeal to all voters in the countryside, while the Business League was to
court not only business owners but also business managers (p. 163).
36
These dynamics of labor market segmentation by education are not unrelated to labor market dualization
between insiders with secure jobs and outsiders with precarious jobs (Rueda 2005, 2007). Yet there is no
overlap between labor market protection and skills (Schwander, Häusermann and Kurer 2014).
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The cross-class center-right coalition thus fractured into constituencies with more unbundled
positions, along the lines depicted in figure 1.
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Figure 1: Fracturing of the cross-class center-right coalition

Despite these hypothesized changes in their supporters’ attitudes, the historical Christian
Democratic formula of bundled conservative positions remained largely intact throughout
the 2000s (see more on this in chapter 6). As noted by the German Christian Democratic
Chancellor, Angela Merkel: “Sometimes I’m a liberal, sometimes – a social-Christian, and
sometimes – a conservative”.37 Interviews with Christian Democratic elites in Germany
similarly reflect the degree to which the conservative ideological bundle still shapes the
perception of core constituencies in the eyes of party leaders. As noted by a former head of
the planning committee in the German Christian Democratic party (CDU): “the core of the
party – even though you have all the different wings – is exactly this combination of economic
liberalism and social conservatism".38 Yet what should center-right parties do when they
37

Cited in Hubertus Volmer, Das Ende der Konservativen, N-TV, 1/15/2010.
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Interview conducted in Berlin, July 2014. Economic liberalism stands here, as common in the European
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have to reach outside this core of all-conservative voters? This question is examined in the
last step of my argument.

The strategic dilemmas of the center-right
What are the strategic choices center-right parties face in their effort to increase their
share of votes? Center-right parties are expected to struggle with cross-pressured voters,
yet toward which type of cross-pressured voters should they turn? In order to answer these
questions, this section first derives two ideal types for partisan strategies center-right parties
are most likely to consider, and then theorize their expected implications for attracting (and
alienating) different groups of voters.39
In considering shifts in their positions, parties are likely to take seriously two main
factors: the attitudes of voters they have good chances to attract, and the positions of parties
with whom they compete over these voters. For the center-left, the literature suggests that
these considerations may push social democratic parties toward more progressive positions
on all issues or toward more centrist positions on all issues (Kitschelt 1994b). Yet, this is not
necessarily the case for the center-right. In fact, I argue that center-right parties are likely
to consider shifts toward different combinations of conservative and progressive positions on
different issues.
First, with regard to voters the center-right is likely to attract, it is important to note
that vote switching mostly takes place within the political blocs of left and right (Bartolini
and Mair 1990; Mair 1997; Van der Meer et al. 2015). For instance, Van der Meer et al.
(2015) analyze panel data from the Netherlands to examine patterns of vote switching and
usage of this term, for conservative economic policies. This interviewee further explained that “We have
this kind of very successful entrepreneurs group, often from southern Germany, and they have very strong
ties to the CDU. They exactly represent this kind of combination of societal conservatism and economic
liberalism [...] That’s the old money. They have a lot of money but not from academic professions. The
academic professions always had strong links to the FDP [the Liberals]. These dynamics are in line with
the analysis above and the challenge of the Christian Democrats to attract the growing constituency of the
highly-educated.
39
Admittedly, parties face multiple options when considering position change, and may send mixed and
even contrasting messages (Somer-Topcu 2015). I therefore consider these partisan strategies as ideal types,
which represents the most likely choices rather than all potential choices.
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conclude that “voters dominantly stick to parties that are very similar in ideological terms.
The large majority of the changes take place within blocs of ideologically similar parties"
(p. 110). This suggests that the center-right has the most to gain by targeting voters that
already identify with the right.
The theoretical discussion above suggested that voters with unbundled attitudes – those
who are cross-pressured between conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues
– are the most likely to support the right, but least likely to support the center-right.
It follows that center-right parties have the most to gain by reaching out to these crosspressured voters, as they are already within the same political bloc and thus more likely
to switch their support for the center-right. Yet in order to attract these cross-pressured
voters, the center-right would have to switch from its traditional combination of across-theboard conservative positions to the combination of conservative and progressive positions
on different issues.
Second, and closely related, cross-class center-right parties are likely to compete with
other right-wing parties that combine conservative and centrist or progressive issues on
different dimensions. These would be, most clearly, liberal parties that are economically
conservative but culturally progressive, and anti-immigration parties that are conservative
on immigration issues but are also often more centrist on economic issues. If center-right
parties aim at attracting these parties’ voters by moving closer to them, they are likely
to adopt a combination of conservative and more progressive attitudes on different issues,
rather than competing strictly along the diagonal of bundled positions.
In order to ground this discussion within the context of Western European party systems,
Figure 2 presents the asymmetry across left and right parties with regard to the relationship
between economic and cultural partisan positions, using data from the 2010 Chapel Hill
expert survey. The x-axis shows partisan positions on economic issues, and the y-axis show
partisans positions on cultural issues.40 The black line represents the bivariate relationship
40

The economic dimension is defined by the variable lrecon. The cultural dimension is defined by the
galtan variable. Distinguishing between the two identity-based dimensions, cultural values and immigration,
does not fundamentally alter the picture, as discussed below.
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between economic and cultural positions for left-wing parties, defined as those parties with
a value lower than 4.5 on the overall left-right scale of the Chapel Hill expert survey. The
gray line represents the same relationship for right-wing parties, defined as those parties
with a value greater than 5.5 on the overall left-right scale. The colors in the figure range
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from black (further to the left) to gray (further to the right).

Left
Right
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Taxes vs. Spending (from Left to Right)
Figure 2: Asymmetries in Left-Right Partisan Competition (2010 Chapel Hill expert survey)

Figure 2 demonstrates that indeed, competition between different parties on the left
mostly takes place across the diagonal of bundled positions: those left-wing parties that are
more economically progressive are likely to be more culturally progressive, while those leftwing parties that are more economically centrist are also likely to be more culturally centrist.
But the picture looks very differently on the right. Here, competition between right-wing
parties sharply diverges from the diagonal of bundled positions: those right-wing parties
that are more economically conservative are less culturally conservative, while those rightwing parties that are more culturally conservative are also less economically conservative.
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If center-right parties are to compete with these other right-wing parties, they are likely to
move along these different combinations of conservative and progressive positions.
Previous works has indeed demonstrated that electoral competition on the left mostly
takes place along the diagonal of bundled positions. In his agenda-setting work, Kitschelt
(1994b) conceptualizes the strategic dilemmas of the center-left as a choice between more
progressive positions on all issues and more centrist positions on all issues (p. 32).41 Since
the mid-1990s, these strategic dilemmas of the center-left have been clearly manifested in
the ongoing tensions between a purist leftist stand and the Third Way project.
The moderation effort of the Third Way proponents was not limited to the economic dimension, which received much attention in the welfare state literature, but instead included
also a more ‘tough on crime’ approach, intended to assuage the concerns of socially conservative voters from a center-left government. As explained by its most prominent ideological
architect: “Among the emphases of third-way thinking are two prime elements: reform of
labour markets and welfare systems, to place an emphasis on job creation; and the need to
address issues traditionally dominated by the right, such as crime and immigration" (Giddens 2002). Continuing a long tradition of struggles between moderation and ideological
purity within the left (Berman 2006), the more purist faction has tried to push center-left
parties back toward more progressive positions on all issues. This was in part a reaction
to growing competition with new left and Green parties, which are often more progressive
41

Relevant to note, since the 1980s center-left parties have come to rely on socio-cultural professionals
such as welfare workers, a growing constituency which often holds progressive attitudes on all dimensions
(Gingrich and Häusermann 2015; Kitschelt and Rehm 2014). The new core constituency of center-left
parties thus holds strongly bundled attitudes (Beramendi et al. 2015, 21-21). This notwithstanding, some
may suggest that blue-collar workers with lower income and lower education may oscillate between a centerleft party and a radical right party, thus pushing also center-left parties off the diagonal. Indeed, center-left
parties have been the traditional political home for many – although not all – of these blue collar workers
who provide the bedrock of support for the radical right. That in mind, there is no clear evidence that indeed
voters switch from the center-left to the radical right. Evans and Mellon (2015) closely examine this issue
within the British context. They show that voters of the radical right United Kingdom Independence Party
have only rarely defected directly from the Labour Party; instead, UKIP voters overwhelmingly defected
from the Conservatives. Those UKIP voters with left-wing origins have often first defected from Labour to
the Conservatives or to non-voting, and only then switched to UKIP. In addition, Mellon and Evans (2015)
show that while 45% of the Conservatives’ voters considered UKIP as their second vote choice, only 19%
of Labour’s voters considered UKIP as their second vote choice. This suggests that by the time blue-collar
workers decide whether to vote for the radical right, their chances of supporting the center-left are already
diminished. For similar findings from the French case, see Mayer (2014).
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than the center-left on both economic and cultural issues and have attracted disillusioned
constituencies from the center-left since the 1990s (Bale and Dunphy 2011; March and Rommerskirchen 2015). These dynamics within the center-left have been extensively documented
in the literature and are left outside the scope of this analysis.42
Research on the center-right often implicitly perceives its strategic dilemmas as mirroring
those of the center-left: a choice between more centrist and more conservative positions
(Norris 2001; Collings and Seldon 2001; Hayton 2012; Garnett and Lynch 2003). Yet in
contrast, the theoretical discussion in this chapter suggests that there is no reason to expect
the choices of the center-right to symmetrically mirror those of the center-left. The choices
of the center-right should be organized quite differently, as they are likely to entail the
combination of conservative and non-conservative positions on different dimensions.
Summarizing this discussion, Figure 3 presents the asymmetry in the strategic dilemmas
faced by the center-left and center-right. For the center-right, it suggests two alternative
choices: combining economic conservatism and more progressive cultural stands in a market
cosmopolitan strategy, and combining cultural conservatism and more progressive economic
stands in a welfare chauvinist strategy.43 While the dilemmas of the center-left remain
outside the scope of this research, they are presented in Figure 3 to stress the asymmetries
in partisan competition across the left-right divide.
Center-right strategic choices: welfare chauvinists or market cosmopolitans?
The previous section presented two ideal types of partisan strategies for the center-right
– yet what are the expected implications of these strategies for the center-right’s base of
support and its ability to increase its share of vote? So far, the literature on European party
politics has focused on the constituency of welfare chauvinists: voters who are supportive
42

For few examples, see: Bale et al. (2010), Cronin, Ross and Shoch (2011, pp. 131-151), Kitschelt (1994b),
and Webb (2004).
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Note that similar dynamics have been detected within the American right. Carmines and D’Amico
(2015) note that during 2012, “Republicans faced a tension between libertarian-leaning members, who are
moderate on social issues but are extremely conservative on economic issues, and populist-leaning members,
who are moderate on economic policy but are very conservative on social policy" (p. 213).
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Figure 3: Strategic dilemmas of Center-Left and Center-Right

of redistribution but are conservative on identity-based issues. This constituency, often
associated with blue-collar workers with lower income and lower education, constitutes the
support base for the radical right (Rydgren 2012). In an effort to attract these voters,
center-right parties face an incentive to take the welfare chauvinist strategy and combine
increased opposition to immigration with more centrist economic stands. As eloquently
summarized by Abou-Chadi (2014), “the success of radical right parties provides an incentive
for established parties (especially of the moderate right) to shift their position toward a
cultural protectionist profile and to emphasize the immigration issue in order to appeal to
left-authoritarian voters" (my emphasis, p. 17).44 Schumacher and van Kersbergen (2014)
argue that moderate center-right parties indeed become both more anti-immigration and
more pro-welfare following the success of radical right-wing competitors.
44

As in this example, welfare chauvinists are often referred to as ‘left authoritarians’, yet I will show below
this term is somewhat misleading as these voters mostly tend to strongly self-identify with the right.
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Some scholars make an additional step, suggesting that the welfare chauvinist strategy is the optimal response for the center-right when competing with the radical right.
Van Kersbergen (2008) develops this claim within the context of the Dutch party system,
which has been transformed by the rise of the radical right List Pim Fortuyn party in
2002 and then again by the rise of the radical right Party of Freedom in 2006. According
to Van Kersbergen (2008), the increased salience of ‘conservative communitarianism’, or
traditional-nationalist values, following the breakthrough of the radical right allowed the
Dutch Christian Democrats to regain power by attracting voters who share these values but
are reluctant to support the radicals. His conclusion thus “suggests an answer for the major
centre-right parties of Western Europe, that they should either tacitly or [...] explicitly
adopt far right populist parties’ positions" (p. 275). This suggests the following hypothesis:
Partisan Strategies, Hypothesis A: Cross-class center-right parties are most likely
to increase their share of votes by adopting a welfare chauvinist strategy.
An alternative option for the center-right is to appeal to the educated middle class by
adopting a market cosmopolitan strategy, combining openness to both market competition
and cultural progressive values. In line with the discussion above on changes in labor markets
since the 1990s, Giger and Nelson (2011) point to the electoral implications of a growing constituency of educated well-off voters, who oppose state intervention in the economy but also
hold a cosmopolitan worldview. This constituency, they argue, “has increased the electoral
success of left-libertarian and market-liberal parties" (8). Kitschelt (2004) similarly labels
market liberal parties as “the great winners” of socio-economic and demographic changes,
referring to their electoral achievements at the expense of the traditional center-right parties
(10).
By adopting a market cosmopolitan strategy, the cross-class center-right may make gains
with this expanding constituency. In contrast to the shrinking working class, which is the
prime target of the welfare chauvinist strategy, the size of the highly educated has expanded
over-time. Stubager (2010) notes that “one consequence is that the highly educated group,
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due to its size, has become more attractive to political parties seeking to gain votes. This
may lead parties to adjust their positions so as to attract the votes of members of the
highly educated group" (526) – and there is no reason that center-right parties would be
the exception. And as aptly noted by Webb and Bale (2014) in the context of the British
Conservative Party, “since the proportion of voters who are culturally conservative is likely
to shrink over time, given increased levels of immigration, mixed marriage (or cohabitation)
and greater access to higher education, matching the offer made by the populist radical right
may not be a particularly smart move [for the center-right]" (p. 968).45
A similar argument has been recently made in the American context. Despite the focus
in the Americanist literature on the voting patterns of the white working class and their
expected combination of progressive economic views and cultural conservatism (for a review
of related arguments see Bartels (2006)), Carmines, Ensley and Wagner (2014, 67) note
that “libertarians [economically and culturally liberal voters] would seem to provide the best
opportunity for the Republican Party to expand its ideological coalition", considering that
these voters have high level of turnout and they tend to vote for Republicans.
In contrast to the common emphasis in the literature on the center-right’s potential benefits from adopting the welfare chauvinist strategy, this perspective suggests the following:
Partisan Strategies, Hypothesis B : Cross-class center-right parties are most likely
to increase their share of votes by adopting a market cosmopolitan strategy.

Conclusions: Summarizing expectations
This chapter developed a step-by-step theoretical argument regarding electoral politics
on the right, focusing on the determinants and consequences of attitudinal cross-pressures.
45
Along similar lines, Bale mentions that UKIP receives only negligible support among younger, educated
voters. He notes that a UKIP “spokespeople famously blamed its failure to do anything like as well in London
as it did in the rest of the country at local and European elections on the fact that the capital had more
than its fair share of "educated, cultured and young" people”, and thus concludes that “Any Tory who thinks
that the party’s long-term electoral interests are best served by trying to match or even to "out-Ukip" Ukip
should think again". Tim Bale, ‘The youth of today will probably never vote Ukip. That’s great news for
the Conservative Party’, Telegraph, June 2014.
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Table 2: Theoretical expectations and existing arguments
Theoretical expectations
Cross-national variations by occupational structures: economic conservatism is more weakly correlated with
cultural conservatism in countries with
larger knowledge-intensive sectors and
more highly-skilled labor force

Existing arguments
Cross-national variations by partisan
polarization: economic conservatism is
more weakly correlated with cultural
conservatism when partisan polarization is weaker (Adams, Green and
Milazzo 2012a; Adams, De Vries and
Leiter 2012; Levendusky 2010)

Left-right
asymmetry

Cross-pressured voters are more likely
to support the right than the left

Cross-pressures are averaged into a centrist partisan identity (Cochrance 2015;
Treier and Hillygus 2009)

Strategic
dilemmas

Center-right parties struggle with crosspressured voters, have more to gain
with a market cosmopolitan strategy

Center-right parties have more to gain
with a welfare chauvinist strategy
(Van Kersbergen 2008)

Attitudinal
bundling

First, I expect attitudinal bundling to be associated with occupational structures: economic
and cultural conservatism should become more weakly bundled following the shift to the
knowledge economy. Second, I expect attitudinal cross-pressures to carry differential implications for left and right. Cross-pressured voters are expected to support the right, due to
its multivocality. Third, I contend that the strategic dilemmas faced by center-right parties
are different than those of the left, as they mostly struggle to attract cross-pressured voters
– those voters who are most likely to support the right but not the center-right. In their
quest to expand their reach, I expect that center-right parties have more to gain by adopting
a market cosmopolitan strategy to court the educated middle class than by competing with
radical-right wing parties over the welfare chauvinists, or voters with lower income and lower
education.
Each stage in this argument has been contrasted with existing arguments in the literature. Table 2 summarizes my key propositions and contrasts them with existing claims
in the literature. These propositions and contrasting arguments from the literature will be
examined empirically in the following chapters.
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Chapter 3: The Unbundling of Traditional Belief Systems –
Partisan Polarization or Occupational Structures?
The theoretical chapter located the roots of the current battle for the soul of the right in
the shift to the knowledge economy. I hypothesized that economic and cultural conservative
attitudes become more weakly bundled as the share of the highly-skilled labor force and
the size of the knowledge-intensive sectors increase. This chapter empirically tests this
hypothesis in comparison to the common wisdom in the literature, which emphasizes the
role of partisan polarization in shaping attitude constraint.
To preview my findings: partisan polarization stands out as ‘the dog that didn’t bark’
(Ezrow 2008). Despite the prevalence of this argument in the literature, the over-time comparative analysis provides no support for the argument that stronger partisan polarization
is associated with stronger attitude constraint. In contrast, variations in the size of the
knowledge-intensive sector are associated with variations in the correlations of economic
and cultural conservatism.
Beyond its relevance to tensions between economic and cultural conservatives, the issue
at stake goes to the heart of the study of democratic representation. Without a clear
understanding of how voters form encompassing belief systems, it is impossible to examine
whether or not prevalent worldviews within the electorate are adequately represented by
political elites. If mass belief systems differ from the belief systems of partisan elites, then
this mismatch is likely to be followed by disillusionment with democracy (van der Brug
and van Spanje 2009). As discussed in the following chapter, this indeed seems to be the
case: individuals with some types of unbundled attitudes are likely to express lower levels
of satisfaction with democracy.
In addition, previous research shows that variations in the structure of mass belief systems carry implications for patterns of electoral competition. When the belief systems of
a substantive share of the voters are not represented at the partisan arena, there is greater
potential for new electoral entrants that could try and capture these voters (de Vries and
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Hobolt 2012; Pardos-Prado 2015). One example is the Swiss Green Liberal Party, which
was founded in 2007 and succeeded in attracting voters by combining pro-environmental positions, often associated with the left, and conservative economic policies, often associated
with the right (Ladner 2012). The same mechanism may operate even in two-party systems,
where barriers for new electoral entrants are high. Carmines, Ensley and Wagner (2014)
note that in his third-party run for the presidency in 1992, Ross Perot succeeded mostly
in attracting market cosmopolitan voters (economically conservative but socially progressive).46 There is therefore a place for a systematic comparative analysis of variations in
attitude constraint, an issue that has so far been mostly studied in country-specific case
studies.

Alternative explanations for variations in mass attitudes
The claim that variations in the bundling of mass attitudes is consequential for electoral
coalition-building within the right in particular and patterns of democratic representation in
general begs a question about the determinants of that variation. As discussed in chapter 2,
the common wisdom in the literature links variations in attitude constraint to variations in
partisan polarization. To summarize the logic of the partisan polarization argument: when
the parties are more strongly polarized, they send stronger signals to the electorate of how
to bundle together attitudes on different dimensions; when parties depolarize and converge
in their ideological stances, they send weaker signals on how to bundle together attitudes
(Levendusky 2010).
There is an ongoing debate among scholars of American politics whether partisan polarization has indeed strengthened attitude constraint among the masses (Abramowitz and
Saunders 2008) or mostly among elites (Lupton, Myers and Thornton 2015). This debate
46

Along similar lines, during the primaries for the 2016 presidential elections, business leaders in the
Silicon Valley expressed support for a potential Michael Bloomberg’s third-party campaign, because of his
combination of economic conservatism and progressive cultural values. As noted by the Guardian: “The
tech industry sees the billionaire entrepreneur [Michael Bloomberg], who is fiscally conservative and socially
liberal, as one of its own [...] Bloomberg’s popularity in the tech sector stems from the absence of any other
candidates that so closely resemble the values that underpin the industry."
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has recently traveled to the European context, although with a twist. In Western Europe,
it is partisan depolarization that supposedly led to decline in attitude constraint (Adams,
De Vries and Leiter 2012; Adams, Green and Milazzo 2012b).47
In contrast, I have suggested – building on research in political economy (Hellwig 2008a;
Kitschelt and Rehm 2014) – that variations in the association of economic and cultural
conservatism should be associated with occupational structures. In their study of diversity
in Americans’ belief systems, Baldassarri and Goldberg (2014) describes, as an example
of an individual with unbundled attitudes, “a high-earning and secular Manhattan lawyer,
squeezed by her progressive leanings on moral issues and her support for fiscal austerity" (p.
46). This lawyer’s unique combinations of attitudes is related to her sector of employment:
this example assumes that lawyers tend to have high income, often associated with economic
conservatism (Cusack, Iversen and Rehm 2006), and that they also have higher education,
often associated with progressive cultural attitudes (Stubager 2008).
This point can be generalized to individuals with high-earning jobs that also require
an academic degree, such as law, telecommunications, finance, etc. The belief systems of
individuals in these occupations can be expected to erode the traditional association of
economic and cultural conservatism. And this erosion may have substantive implications,
considering the growth of these knowledge-intensive occupations in Western democracies
(Oesch and Menes 2011; Wren 2013) – although with stark cross-national variations, as
discussed and demonstrated below.
Research on post-industrial labor market transformations shows that the shift to services
entailed occupational upgrading, or the growth of sectors with high-income, high-education
jobs. Oesch (2013, 2015) demonstrates that the shift to services is driven mostly by the
expansion of jobs in few specific categories: managers and technical professional, on the one
hand, and socio-cultural professionals, on the other hand. It is the former – academically
47

Evans and Tilley (2011) present a specific variant of this argument: they note that when parties converge
on economic issues, the role of class in shaping voting behavior declines. In this chapter, I focus on mass
attitudes rather on voting behavior. The ways in which variations in belief systems affects voting will be
discussed in chapter 5.
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trained occupations in the private sector – that most closely resemble the wealthy lawyer
who combines economic conservatism and cultural progressive attitudes.
This suggests that attitude constraint, defined as the correlation between economic and
cultural conservatism, may vary cross-nationally and over-time by occupational structures.
In countries with a greater share of highly-skilled workers and a larger services-based economy – economic conservatism should become more weakly associated with cultural conservatism.

Empirical analysis: Measuring unbundling and its determinants
The empirical section in this chapter examines the relationship between over-time and
cross-national variations in constraint, partisan polarization, and occupational structures.
The sample of countries varies by year and includes most Western European countries (see
Table 22 in the appendix of this chapter for list of countries and sample sizes). The time
frame covered in this analysis, 1990-2008, was determined by the availability of the data.
That being said, this time period is also suitable for examining the two competing explanations for changes in attitude constraint in Western Europe. Partisan depolarization, or
the ideological convergence of the center-left and center-right, has mostly taken place during
this period, as discussed by previous work on this issue (Adams, De Vries and Leiter 2012).
The shift toward the knowledge-intensive services economy has also accelerated in the 1990s,
although its roots could be found in the 1980s (Oesch and Menes 2011).
The dependent variables: country-level attitude constraint
I utilize the European Value Survey [EVS] in order to construct measurements of attitude
constraint, defined as the correlations between economic and cultural attitudes. The EVS is
uniquely suited for this study as it includes questions on different topics for a longer period
compared to other similar surveys.48 The EVS thus allows me to construct attitudinal scales
48

Other often-used datasets either do not include questions on different topics in the same survey wave,
or they cover a shorter time period. For instance, the European Social Survey (ESS) also cover different
topics in each wave, but the first wave goes back only to the early 2000s. The International Social Survey
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for several countries in several points in times based on the exact same questions. Questions
regarding economic policy-making ask about perceptions of economic competition and the
ownership of businesses. Questions regarding cultural values mostly concern gender norms
(for question wording, see the appendix of the next chapter).
A factor analysis of four questions regarding cultural values and four questions regarding
state intervention in the economy produces two dimensions for 1990, 1999 and 2008 (see
Table 23 in the appendix). These survey items are used to construct indices of economic
and cultural attitudes.49 I rescale these attitudinal indices to range from 0 (most progressive)
to 100 (most conservative). I then compute the correlations between economic and cultural
preferences for each country in each year. These correlations serve as the measurement for
attitude constraint.
The independent variables: partisan polarization and occupational structures
Both partisan polarization and occupational structures have been measured differently
by different scholars. There is no single measurement in the literature that stands out as
superior over others. I therefore include several different measurements for these variables.
While each specific operationalization may be challenged based on theoretical or empirical
grounds, if the substantive findings hold regardless of the specific measurement – this should
increase the confidence in the results.
I use three measurements of partisan polarization. First, I look at the ideological distance
between the two largest parties based on the right-left scale of the Comparative Manifesto
Project [CMP]. This measurement captures the ideological distance between the parties
based on their election platforms, and follows directly the footsteps of previous work that
connected changes in mass attitudes to changes in polarization (Adams, Green and Milazzo
Program (ISSP) goes back to the mid-1980, but each survey wave deals with a different topic. For a reliance
on the EVS for examining related research questions, see Bartels (2013). The countries included in the
analyses are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and Great Britain. Greece is not included
in the analysis, as it stands as a clear outlier with regard to the structure of belief systems.
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The factor scores were constructed using the package psych in R.
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2012a,b). It is intended to directly capture the cues sent by parties to voters, in line with
the theoretical mechanism behind the partisan polarization hypothesis discussed above.
One potential problem with the CMP measurement of polarization arises from the finding
that voters do not respond to changes in parties’ manifestos: put differently, voters do not
listen to what parties say in their manifestos (Adams, Ezrow and Somer-Topcu 2011). Since
the theoretical mechanism connecting attitude constraint to partisan polarization hinges on
voters’ responsiveness to elite cues, if voters are unaware of changes in parties’ manifestoes
– these changes are unlikely to shape mass attitudes. To address this potential shortcoming,
I use the European Election Studies from 1989 and 2009 to measure the distance between
the two largest parties based on respondents’ perceptions of parties’ positions.
These measurements of partisan position polarization resonate with the emphasis of previous research on the distance between the two largest parties even in multi-party systems
(Adams, De Vries and Leiter 2012). However, they may not capture polarization in fragmented systems, where the convergence of the two largest parties may be followed by the
rise of extremist parties. I therefore also use the Polarization Index developed by Dalton
(2008) as coded in the ParlGov dataset. This index is comparable to the standard deviation
of a distribution and is calculated based on parties’ left-right position and their share of
votes.
Data on occupational structures similarly come from several sources. First, I measure
the size of employment in the services sector using data from the Comparative Political Data
Set (Armingeon et al. 2012). This measurement of services is, of course, rather ‘noisy’, as it
encompasses a wide variety of both high- and low-skills jobs.
The theoretical claim relates most closely to the share of the knowledge-intensive sectors
in services: it is the linkage of high income and high education within these occupations
that is expected to erode the association of economic and cultural conservatism. In order to
zoom-in on high-income high-skills occupations, I measure the share of persons employed in
knowledge-intensive occupations using the Comparative Welfare State dataset (Huber et al.
2004). I construct this variable by dividing the numbers of persons employed in knowledge55

intensive occupations by the number of working-age population (15-64).
As an additional measurement, I use the size of the highly-skilled labor force, taken from
OECD (2008) report. I consider as high skills the two first categories of occupations (ranked
by skill levels): legislators, senior officials and managers (ISCO 1) and professionals (ISCO
2). These occupations are the most likely to combine higher education and high income and
therefore correspond to the theoretical argument (I demonstrate this point below).50

Unbundling: Partisan polarization or occupational structures?
I begin the empirical analysis by looking at changes over time: I first examine whether
attitude constraint has declined or strengthened in Western European countries during 19902008, and then examine whether patterns of change over time in the structure of mass
attitudes correspond to changes in polarization and occupational structures. I then focus
on cross-national variations in attitude constraint in 2008, which allows me to expand the
number of cases included in the analysis.
Change over time, 1990-2008
Has attitude constraint in Western Europe increased or decreased during 1990-2008?
Table 3 presents changes in the correlations between economic and cultural preferences for
countries in which the relevant questions were asked in 1990 1999, and 2008. It reveals a
general decline in attitude constraint: in all countries where change overtime is significant,
it is toward decreased attitude constraint.51 Within the full sample there has been a decline
of 0.06 in the correlations between economic and cultural attitudes; a change of similar magnitude has been considered in the literature as a clear case of decline in attitude constraint
(Adams, De Vries and Leiter 2012). Figure 4 presents the bivariate regression lines for the
50

I do not include the ISCO 3 category as part of the high-skilled occupations, since this category includes
socio-cultural professionals. These occupations has very different characteristics than the high-paid, highskill jobs of the private sector, as discussed by Kitschelt and Rehm (2014).
51
The significance of change in correlations was computed using test of the difference between two independent correlation coefficients.
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Table 3: Correlations between economic and cultural attitudes

Austria
Belgium
France
Finland
Germany
Ireland
Iceland
Italy
The Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Great Britain
Full sample

Correlations 1990

Correlations 1999

Correlations 2008

∆ Correlations 2008, 1990

0.15
0.10
0.24
0.14
0.24
0.12
0.24
0.18
0.28
0.17
0.15
0.25
0.13
0.18

–
–
0.22
0.16
0.36
–
0.22
0.13
0.19
–
0.11
–
0.16
–

0.19
0.02
0.13
0.14
0.28
0.11
0.07
0.10
0.04
0.06
0.05
0.18
0.10
0.12

0.04
−0.08∗∗
−0.11∗∗∗
0.00
0.04
−0.01
−0.17∗∗∗
−0.08∗∗
−0.24∗∗∗
−0.11∗∗
−0.09∗∗
−0.06∗
−0.03
−0.06∗∗∗
∗

Note:

p<0.1;

∗∗

p<0.05;

∗∗∗

p<0.01

relationship between economic and cultural preferences for each country in 1990 and 2008.
The slopes in most countries have flattened, as economic conservatism became a weaker
predictor of social conservatism.
This finding is in line with Bartels (2013, 12), who also notes that most European
countries experienced a decline in attitude constraint between 1990-2008. At the same
time, it stands in sharp contrast to predictions of increased attitudinal bundling over time.
Achterberg and Houtman (2009) contend that the less educated hold inconsistent but also
predictable belief systems: they are economically insecure and therefore hold progressive
economic views, but are also culturally insecure and therefore hold cultural conservative
attitudes (1654). Achterberg and Houtman (2009, 1664) expect increased levels of attitude
constraint over time since “economic insecurity seems in decline in Western countries". However, I find the exact opposite: over-time, the trend is toward decreased attitude constraint.
Do these changes in attitude constraint over an almost 20-year-period correspond to
changes in partisan polarization – as expected by the common wisdom in the literature?
In order to examine this point, Figure 5 presents the relationship between changes in the
correlations of economic and cultural conservatism and changes in partisan polarization.
In both subfigures, the y-axis presents the changes in correlations between economic and
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Figure 4: Relationship between economic and cultural attitudes ,1990 and 2008

cultural attitudes during 1990-2008. The x-axis in subfigure (a) stands for the difference
in the distance between the two largest parties in elections that took place around 1990
and 2008, based on the CMP dataset. The x-axis in subfigure (b) stands for the difference
in the distance between the two largest parties between 1989 and 2009, based on voters’
perceptions as surveyed in the European Election Studies. In both subfigures, higher values
stand for increased partisan polarization over time.
The results do not provide much support for the claim that increased partisan position
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Figure 5: Changes in attitude constraint and changes in polarization, 1990-2008
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polarization over time is followed by an increase in the correlations between economic and
cultural conservative attitudes. In both subfigures, the relationship between the relevant
variables is close to zero.52 In some countries, such as the Netherlands, depolarization in
partisan positions – at least as perceived by the voters (subfigure b) – was indeed associated
with a decline in attitude constraint, in line with previous research (Adams, De Vries and
Leiter 2012). Yet stronger perceived depolarization in Belgium, for instance, was followed
by much weaker decline in the correlations of economic and cultural conservatism.
If not changes in partisan polarization, could changes in occupational structures during 1990-2008 explain changes in attitude constraint within this time period? In order
to examine this point, Figure 6 presents the relationship between changes in the size of
knowledge-intensive sectors and attitude constraint. In subfigure (a), the x-axis shows
changes during 1990-2007 (the last year covered in the dataset) in the share of persons
employed in knowledge-intensive services, divided by working age population. Notwithstanding the small number of cases for which the data are available, the relationship is as
expected (although it is statistically insignificant): a larger increase in knowledge-intensive
jobs is associated with a stronger decrease in attitude constraint.53
The measurement for persons employed in knowledge-intensive jobs used in subfigure (a)
includes several occupations that do not clearly combine higher income and higher education,
such as social workers.54 An alternative measurement, used in subfigure (b), includes only
those employed in knowledge-intensive services classified as high tech. This category excludes
the social workers, which are indeed irrelevant for my argument, but also occupations that
do combine higher income and higher education, such as finance. Because of this very
restrictive definition, the share of employed in these high-tech jobs is small, and so is the
change over time – about only 1% in the country with the greatest increase in high-tech
52

The correlations are as follows. For subfigure (a): N = 13, r = −0.13, p = 0.65. For subfigure (b):
N = 9, r = 0.09, p = 0.81.
53

The correlations for subfigure (a) are as follows: N = 9, r = −0.49, p = 0.18.

54

This analysis utilizes the variable kis2 in the Comparative Welfare State data.
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jobs, the Netherlands. That being said, it is remarkable how strong the correlation between
changes in attitude constraint and changes in high-tech occupations.55
Considering that the most accurate measurement for changes in the size of the highlyskilled is somewhere between these two subfigures, the results presented in Figure 6 present
initial support for the claim that over-time variations in the structure of mass attitudes are
associated with over-time variations in occupational structures.
Cross-national variations, 2008
In order to further examine the correlates of attitudinal bundling, I turn to a crossnational comparison of attitude constraint in 2008. This allows me to expand the number of
cases included in the analysis, considering that the European Value Survey data from 2008
covers more countries. Again, I first examine the partisan polarization argument and then
turn to a discussion of occupational structures.
Does attitude constraint vary cross-nationally by levels of partisan polarization? Figure
7 presents a series of tests for the Partisan Polarization Hypothesis using data from 2008.

55

The correlations for subfigure (b) are as follows: N = 9, r = −0.83, p = 0.00.
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Subfigure (a) presents the relationship between the ideological distance between the two
largest parties as measured by the right-left scale of the CMP, and the correlations between
economic and cultural preferences. In subfigure (b), the x-axis shows the distance between
the two largest parties based on voters’ perceptions of their placement on the right-left scale.
This subfigure includes only the countries for which the question on parties’ placement was
included in the European Election Studies in 2009. Subfigure (c) presents the relationship
between preferences correlation and the polarization index scores.56 In all three subfigures,
higher values on the x-axis stand for grater partisan polarization.
The cross-national analysis, again, does not provide empirical support for the Partisan
Polarization Hypothesis. The relationship between attitude constraint and partisan polarization is insignificant and inconsistent along the three different measurements. Only in
subfigure (b), which is based on voters’ perceptions of parties location, does the correlation
point in the expected direction – yet it is extremely weak. This (non-)finding calls into question some previous work that drew a direct relationship between (de)polarization and shifts
in attitude constraint, without considering the role of other factors. It suggests, at least
tentatively, that previous research that positioned a relationship between (de)polarization
and attitude constraint may have missed an additional explanatory factor working in the
background.
In shifting the focus to occupational structures, I examine the relationship between
attitude constraint, on the one hand, and the size of the highly-skilled labor force and
the services sector, on the other hand. But before looking at country-level results, it is
relevant to examine at the individual-level whether those in highly-skilled occupations indeed
hold unbundled belief systems that combine economic conservatism and progressive cultural
attitudes. Baldassarri and Goldberg (2014, 76) show empirically that individuals with this
type of unbundled belief system tend to be highly educated and have higher income. This is
also the expectation based on research that synthesizes insights from electoral politics and
56

The correlations are as follows. For subfigure (a): N = 17, r = 0.01, p = 0.96. For subfigure (b):
N = 14, r = 0.09, p = 0.76. For subfigure (c): N = 17, r = −0.24, p = 0.34.
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labor market changes (Beramendi et al. 2015, 21)).
In order to examine this issue, I compare the economic and cultural attitudes of respondents with high-skills jobs to the rest of the sample, as presented in figure 8. I use data from
the EVS 2008 wave. As explained above, I consider ISCO categories 1 and 2 as high-skilled,

Attitudes from progressive to conservative
35
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and the rest of the ISCO occupational categories as non-highly skilled.

Highly Skilled
Non−Highly Skilled

p<0.00

p<0.00

Economic Attitudes

Cultural Attitudes

Figure 8: Differences in economic and cultural attitudes by skills (EVS 2008)

As expected, the highly-skilled are more economically conservative than the rest of the
sample,57 yet also more progressive on cultural values.58 This result is not especially surprising, considering that the highly-skilled have significantly higher income,59 and they are also
57

This difference between the highly-skilled and the rest is strongly significant: p < 0.00, t = 7.72

58

This difference is strongly significant: p < 0.00, t = −26.19

59

This difference is strongly significant: p < 0.00, t = 27.29
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significantly more educated.60 While the difference in cultural attitudes appears to be rather
large, the difference between the highly-skilled and the rest on economic attitudes may seem
of negligible substantive size. Yet it is relevant to note that there are other occupational
categories that are not necessarily high-skilled but are likely to be very conservative on
the economic dimension, such as the self-employed. This helps explain the relatively small
difference on the economic dimension between the highly-skilled and the rest.
When examined cross-nationally, the relationship between occupational structures and
attitude constraint is as expected, as shown in Figure 9: the correlations all point in the right
direction and are statistically significant.61 As expected, a larger services sector (subfigure
a) is associated with weaker attitude constraint, or lower correlations between economic and
cultural conservatism. As noted above, this category of services is extremely broad and
heterogeneous, while the theoretical mechanism hinges on the cross-pressures generated by
higher income and higher education. A less noisy measurement is used in subfigure (b),
in which the x-axis represents the size of the highly-skilled labor force by ISCO categories.
Again, the correlation points at the right direction and is significant: a larger highly-skilled
labor force is associated with weaker attitude constraint. Lastly, subfigure (c) focuses on
the share of persons employed in knowledge-intensive jobs (as in Figure 6, subfigure (a)).
Again the relationship is as expected: countries with a larger share of persons employed in
knowledge-intensive jobs are also characterized by lower attitude constraint.62

60

This difference is strongly significant: p < 0.00, t = 56.88

61

The correlations are as follows. For subfigure (a): N = 17, r = −0.43, p = 0.09. For subfigure (b):
N = 17, r = −0.44, p = 0.08. For subfigure (c): N = 12, r = −0.59, p = 0.03. Portugal emerges as a clear
outlier in these figures. While it has been noticed before that Southern European countries have followed
a unique path of deindustrialization (Zambarloukou 2007), based on low-skills services sectors, this point
remains outside the scope of this paper.
62

Subfigure (c) include only those countries for which the number of persons in the knowledge-intensive
sector from the Comparative Welfare State data (the variable kis2) is available. The number of persons in
the knowledge-intensive sector is divided by the size of the working-age population. The operationlization
of this variable draws on work in progress by Kathleen Thelen.
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Figure 9: Occupational structures and attitude constraint, 2008
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The two explanations compared
In order to mount a direct test of the extent to which polarization and occupation structures explain variations in attitude constraint, I regress the correlations of economic and
cultural conservatism on both explanatory factors simultaneously. The number of observations is of course small, especially when data are not available for some of the countries –
although it not smaller than previous important work that examined cross-national variations in partisan polarization (Ezrow 2008). Furthermore, if the results are consistent across
all the different measurements employed in this analysis, then they can still substantiate or
challenge the main theoretical claims. The results are presented in Table 4.
When regressing the correlations of economic and cultural conservatism at the country
level on the size of the services sector and different measurements of partisan polarization
(columns 1-3), there is only scant evidence that a larger services sector is associated with
weaker constraint. However, there is no evidence at all that polarization is associated with
stronger attitude constraint – not when measured by partisan platforms (CMP), voters’
perceptions (EES), or as a feature of the party system (Dalton’s partisan polarization index).
Since the size of the services sector is a noisy measurement, as discussed above, I also use
the two more specific measurements for high-skilled high-paid jobs.
The share of the high-skilled jobs is associated with lower attitude constraint in all
different specifications of the regression models (models 4-6). In this case, polarization
measurements that capture the distance between the two parties have no relationship with
attitude constraint. In contrast to the expectations in the literature, the polarization index
is also negatively associated with attitude constraint. This finding stresses the need to disentangle different sorts of polarization in considering the relationship between the structure
of mass attitude and patterns of electoral competition.
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Table 4: Testing the two alternative explanations, polarization and occupational structures, 2008
Dependent variable:
Country-level correlations of economic and cultural conservatism
(1)
Share of services

∗

−0.502
(0.283)

(2)

(3)

−0.499
(0.335)

−0.453
(0.299)

Share of highly-skilled

(4)

(5)

(6)

−0.617∗
(0.327)

−0.897∗
(0.412)

−0.771∗∗
(0.298)

Share of knowledge-intensive
Polarization, CMP

−0.0004
(0.001)

0.0001
(0.001)

Polarization, EES
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Constant
Observations
R2
Note:

(8)

(9)

−0.580∗∗
(0.252)
−0.001
(0.001)

−0.594∗∗
(0.245)

−0.553∗∗
(0.237)

−0.017
(0.018)

0.002
(0.016)

0.441∗∗
(0.193)

0.435∗
(0.234)

−0.119
(0.259)
0.461∗∗
(0.195)

17
0.183

14
0.174

17
0.194

Polarization Index

(7)

0.260∗∗
(0.088)
17
0.203

−0.012
(0.015)

0.367∗∗
(0.133)

−0.452∗
(0.230)
0.475∗∗∗
(0.137)

0.302∗∗∗
(0.085)

0.331∗∗∗
(0.094)

−0.259
(0.270)
0.388∗∗
(0.130)

14
0.307

17
0.366

12
0.371

12
0.400

12
0.417

∗

p<0.1;

∗∗

p<0.05;

∗∗∗

p<0.01

Lastly, there is also a negative and significant correlation between the share of persons
in the knowledge-intensive sectors and attitude constraint (models 7-9). Here, again, polarization – however measured – does not seem to be associated with the structure of mass
attitude. It is interesting to note that these three models explain more of the variation in the
outcome compared to the previous models. While differences in the R2 are likely affected
by differences in the number of cases included in each model, they also fit with the fact that
this measurement speaks most directly to the theoretical argument on the cross-pressures
generated by high-income and high-education.

Conclusions
This chapter examined two different arguments regarding over-time and cross-national
variations in mass attitudes. The first argument, which traveled from literature in American
politics to research on European public opinion, emphasizes the role of partisan polarization
in shaping attitude constraint: it predicts that greater (smaller) polarization is associated
with stronger (weaker) attitude constraint. In contrast, I suggested an alternative argument
that focuses on occupational structures. It predicted that as the share of the high-income
high-education jobs – which are mostly in the knowledge-intensive services sectors – increases, the association of economic and cultural conservatism should decrease.
The empirical analysis provided no support for the partisan polarization hypothesis,
while most findings are in line with the occupational structures argument. When looking at
change overtime, there is no relationship between change in polarization during 1990-2008
and changes in the structure of mass attitudes within this time period. Similarly, a comparative analysis of cross-national variations in attitude constraint in 2008 uncovered no
relationship to variations in polarization within the same time period. These non-findings
are consistent across different measurements of polarization, based on either partisan manifestoes, voters’ perceptions or as an attribute of the party system. The common wisdom in
the literature for variations in constraint thus stands out as ‘the dog that didn’t bark’.
In contrast, there is consistent relationship between occupational structures and attitude
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constraint. Countries that have shifted more strongly toward the knowledge-based economy
during 1990-2008 have also experienced a sharper decline in attitude constraint. And a crossnational analysis of variations in 2008 also suggests that countries with larger knowledgeintensive sectors are also characterized by lower attitude constraint. The results are robust
to different measurement of occupational structures. These results also hold also when
including in a regression analysis both the polarization and occupational structures variables.
As an illustrative example, two countries exemplify this outcome: the Netherlands and
Germany. In 1990, both countries had almost identical levels of attitude constraint (see
Table 4). By 2008, the correlations between economic and cultural attitudes dropped precipitously in the Netherlands but remained stable in Germany. In voters’ perceptions, both
countries witnessed partisan depolarization, or ideological convergence of the center-left and
center-right. Admittedly, this ideological convergence was stronger in the Netherlands than
in Germany (see Figure 5 above), but this difference is unlikely to explain the starkly contrasting trajectories of attitude constraint in both countries.
In contrast, the Netherlands and Germany have taken distinctive paths of shifts in their
occupational structures within this time period. Research in political economy already emphasized differences in labor markets across Germany and the Netherlands and how they
developed in different directions during the time period examined in this chapter. As explained by Thelen (2014), variations in the economic developments of these two countries
stem from decisions taken by partisan elites and economic interest-group in response to the
economic challenges of the 1980s. More specifically, Dutch governments during the 1980s
has pushed toward expanding the services sectors, and since the 1990s had consciously focused on the development of high-skill, knowledge intensive services. At the same time,
German policy-makers chose to double-down on employment in manufacturing. It is thus
not surprising that knowledge-intensive jobs dramatically increased in the Netherlands during 1990-2008, but not that much in Germany. And indeed, the empirical analysis showed
that the structure of mass attitudes has shifted dramatically in the Netherlands – but not
in Germany.
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It is impossible to directly examine the causal implications of these shifts in occupational
structures for shifts in structure of mass attitude. This notwithstanding, the empirical
analysis in this chapter does suggest, at least tentatively, that diverging economic trajectories
leave their imprint on mass attitudes.63 At least, as a contribution to research on this topic,
this analysis suggested that occupational structures carry a stronger explanatory power
compared to variations in polarization when examining variations in the structure of mass
attitudes.64 And while the analysis was limited to a rather small number of countries, these
cases cover most of the universe of Western Europe cases.
As a caveat, it should be emphasized that my findings do not suggest that elite cues
carry no implications for public opinion; in light of a large body of literature that shows
the contrary, such a claim would be remarkable. Previous important work has shown,
for instance, that a shift to the center in partisan positions is likely to be followed by a
shift to the center in voters’ attitudes (Adams, Green and Milazzo 2012b). My findings do
suggest, however, that within the Western European cases included in the empirical analysis,
occupational structures provide a stronger explanation than polarization to overtime and
cross-national variations in attitude constraint.
The following chapters examine the implications of diverse structure of mass attitudes
for patterns of support to the right. Yet first, I turn look more closely at the characteristics
of constituencies with unbundled belief systems.

63
Note that the empirical analysis here refrained from any causal language. With this in mind, political
economy research precludes the option that it is differences in attitudes that drives variations in occupational
structures. Thelen (2014) reconstructs an elite-driven explanation for variation in occupational structures,
pointing to decision-making at the highest levels of policy-making in shaping the developments of specific
economic sectors. This make the notion of reversed causality – in which changes in occupational structures
emerge from mass attitudes – highly unconvincing.
64

For a discussion of how research on this issue could be further develop, see the Conclusions chapter.
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Chapter 4: Who are the Cross-Pressured Voters?
Who are the cross-pressured voters? As shown in the previous chapter, these voters are
likely to be play an important role in the political landscape of post-industrial democracies. This chapter provides a profile of those voters whose belief systems do not conform
to the traditional all-conservative and all-progressive ideological packages, but instead combine conservative and progressive attitudes on different dimensions.65 It examines their
demographics, patterns of political behavior and perceptions of democratic representation.
This analysis adds to literature on diversity of belief systems, which has been mostly
focused on the American electorate (Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014; Carmines, Ensley and
Wagner 2012, 2014; Carmines and D’Amico 2015; Ellis and Stimson 2012). Scholarship on
European public opinion has so far focused mostly on a specific type of cross-pressured voters:
the welfare chauvinists, who are economically progressive but conservative on identity-based
issues (Achterberg and Houtman 2006, 2009; Dekker and Ester 1987; Evans and Mellon 2015;
Finseraas 2012; Houtman 2003; Lefkofridi, Wagner and Willmann 2014; Lipset 1959; De La O
and Rodden 2008; Rydgren 2012; Van der Waal et al. 2010).66 Yet in light of the findings
from the previous chapter, which shifted the attention to the belief systems of those in the
growing knowledge-intensive sectors, this may not necessarily be the most prevalent type of
cross-pressures.
Theoretically, research on the structure of belief systems often emphasizes the role of
information. Since the foundational work of Converse (1964), the common wisdom suggests
that more informed individuals should have more bundled or constrained preferences (Lupton, Myers and Thornton 2015). This is because more educated and informed individuals
are likely to be more attentive to elite cues, who (ostensibly) signal to the electorate that
65
As discussed in chapter 2, in the subsection titled ‘The structure of mass attitudes: Concepts and terminology’, such combinations of conservative and progressive attitudes are often referred to in the literature
as cross-pressures. This is because the progressive attitudes push voters toward the center-left while the
conservative attitudes push voters toward the center-right.
66
This constituency is sometimes also called ‘left authoritarians’. Yet as I will show in the next chapter,
the term ‘left authoritarians’ is misleading considering that these voters tend to support the right.
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conservative positions on some issues ‘go together’ with conservative issues on other issues,
while progressive positions on some issues ‘go together’ with progressive positions on other
issues. Yet the analysis in the previous chapter emphasized that those in highly-skilled
occupations, who are likely to also be highly-informed, are also likely to hold unbundled
attitudes. This stresses the need to disaggregate different types of unbundled belief systems
and consider their association with demographic factors, as done in the American case by
Baldassarri and Goldberg (2014).
This analysis also carries substantive implications for our understanding of electoral
competition. It suggests that similar patterns of changes in attitude constraint may be
manifested in distinctively different types of belief systems. For instance, Adams, De Vries
and Leiter (2012) show that the correlations of attitudes on different issues have decreased
among Dutch voters with both lower and higher education during 1986-1998. While this
may very well be the case, emphasizing the similarity in trends across these two groups
may in fact conceal important substantive differences. In line with the analysis in chapter 3, declining constraint within the highly educated may be due to the combination of
economic conservatism and cultural progressivism, while declining constraint among those
with lower education may be due to the combination of economic progressivism and cultural
conservatism. In such a scenario, rather than emphasizing the similarity in declining trends
of attitude constraint, there is a place to consider the unique belief systems of each group
of voters and its association with distinct patterns of political behavior. This is what this
chapter aims to do.

Measuring cross-pressures
In order to provide a comprehensive profile of cross-pressured voters in the Western European electorate, I begin the empirical analysis by constructing scales for voters’ attitudes
on different dimensions and then identifying groups of voters who are conservative on one
issue but progressive on another issue. I then examine how voters with different types of
cross-pressures vary in their demographics. Lastly, I consider variations in political behavior
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and perceptions across different types of cross-pressured voters.
The empirical analysis in this chapter uses the 2008 EVS data. I include in the analysis,
next to the questions on economic policy-making and cultural values used in the previous chapter, also questions about immigration and its economic and cultural consequences.
The rationale for focusing on these three dimensions of electoral competition (economic
policy-making, cultural values, and immigration) follows Kitschelt and Rehm (2014), who
demonstrate that these are the key dimensions in the Western European electoral space of
the early 2000s.
In order to construct the individual-level attitudinal scales, I first repeat the factor analysis as described in the previous chapter, including also five questions regarding immigration
(see the appendix of this chapter for questions wording). The factor analysis reveals that
mass attitudes in 2008 were indeed constructed along three distinct dimensions (see Table
24 in the appendix for the factor scores and Eigenvalues, as well as for the Cronbach’s alpha
score for each dimension). An index that ranges between 0 (most progressive) to 100 (most
conservative) is constructed for preferences on each dimension. Table 25 in the appendix
of this chapter provides the basic descriptive statistics for these three attitudinal scales.
Since scores on each dimension can range from 0 (most progressive) to 100 (more conservative), cross-pressured individuals are identified as those with a score higher than 50 on one
dimension and lower than 50 on another dimension.

How Prevalent are Cross-Pressures?
Previous research has shown that a large share of the population is cross-pressured between conservative attitudes on some issues and progressive attitudes on other issues. In an
influential analysis, van der Brug and van Spanje (2009) find that the share of cross-pressured
voters who are supportive of redistribution but oppose immigration is of substantive size
and ranges from 10% in Denmark to 60% in Greece in 2004. Along similar lines, and looking at data from 2002-2008, Finseraas (2012) finds that the share of these cross-pressured
voters varies from 74% in Greece to 10% in Sweden. Lastly, Lefkofridi, Wagner and Will75

Table 5: Attitudinal cross-pressures (full sample)
Economically conservatives, culturally progressive
Economically progressive, culturally conservative

Share of respondents
0.45
0.10

Economically conservatives, open to immigration
Economically progressive, anti-immigration

0.25
0.13

Culturally progressive, anti-immigration
Culturally conservative, open to immigration

0.31
0.08

mann (2014), looking at data from 2008, find that “left-authoritarians are on average the
second-largest group among those with a clear opinion on both [economic and immigration]
dimensions: 22.3 percent of the respondents in our sample are left-authoritarians, while 10.4
percent are left-liberals, 22.8 percent right-authoritarians and 7 percent right-liberals."
Any assessment of the size of these cross-pressured groups is highly dependent on the
specific survey questions used and the cut-off points taken to decide who is conservative and
progressive on each dimension. Keeping this in mind, Table 5 presents the share of 6 types
of cross-pressured voters, along the economic, cultural and immigration dimensions.67 Table
26 in the appendix for this chapter breaks these numbers by country.
When comparing the sizes of the different groups, it appears that the market cosmopolitan constituency – economically conservative, progressive on identity-based issues – is in
fact larger in size than the much-researched welfare chauvinists. This suggests that there is
a significant cross-pressured constituency that has so far received much less scholarly attention, in spite of its substantial size within the electorate (for more on this point, see Stubager
(2010)).68 I discuss the electoral implications of this point in the following chapters.
67

In making sense of the numbers in Table 5, it is important to note that while I use the middle of the
scale as the cut-off point for identifying cross-pressures, the sample mean of each scale differs across the
three dimensions, as shown below in Table 7. The high share of economically conservatives and culturally
progressive respondents, the largest cross-pressured group, reflects the conservative mean of the economic
dimension and the progressive mean of the cultural dimension. Note also that the groups of cross-pressured
are not mutually exclusive: the same individual maybe counted in more than one group of cross-pressured
voters.
68
Relevant to note, a large body of literature in American politics examines the political loyalties of
the white working-class and their purportedly welfare chauvinist worldview, and for a critical review of
related claims see Bartels (2006). However, Carmines, Ensley and Wagner (2014) find that the the size
of the opposite type of cross-pressured voters, which they refer to as libertarians, is substantively larger
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The share of respondents who are economically progressive but opposed to immigration
in my analysis is significantly lower than that found in van der Brug and van Spanje (2009).
This is probably due to the construction of the attitudinal scale of the economic dimension.
van der Brug and van Spanje (2009, 325) measure preferences on the economic dimension
using a question on income differences, for which many respondents take a progressive stand.
These authors use the following question: ‘Do you think income differences should be reduced?’ Relevant to note, individuals with very conservative economic views may believe
that income differences should be reduced, but they may also believe that the way to achieve
this goal is through increased market competition. In this case, it would not make much
sense to consider them as having progressive economic attitudes. In contrast, the economic
dimension used in my analysis covers several issues, including state ownership and the value
of economic competition, on which respondents tend to take a more conservative stand. This
reduction in the size of the economically progressive constituency, in turn, reduces the size
of the welfare chauvinists.

Who are the cross-pressured?
The previous section established the prevalence of attitudinal cross-pressures within the
electorate, yet who are the cross-pressured? The literature on belief systems strongly argues
that more informed and politically-engaged individuals should have more bundled attitudes.
This argument, inspired by the work of Converse (1964), has featured prominently in the
American politics literature (Abramowitz and Saunders 2008; Federico and Hunt 2011; Jacoby 1988, 1991, 1995; Levendusky 2009). As summarized by Lupton, Myers and Thornton
(2015), “studies consistently demonstrate that sophisticated citizens are more likely to structure their issue attitudes according to the liberal-conservative continuum" (370).
What this common wisdom in the literature misses (but see in contrast Baldassarri and
in size. Along similar lines, the statistician and political analyst Nate Silver also showed that the size of
the economically conservative and culturally progressive bloc is larger than that of the welfare chauvinists,
although many in this group do not embrace the label ‘libertarian’. As he notes, “There are few libertarians.
But many Americans have libertarian views’ (Silver 2015).
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Goldberg (2014)) is that different types of cross-pressures may be associated with different
individual-level factors, including information and engagement. The theoretical argument
about preferences formation within the context of the knowledge economy suggests that
the combination of higher (lower) education and higher (lower) income should predispose
individuals in conflicting directions. If this is the case, there is a place to reconsider existing
arguments about voters with unbundled attitudes.
Demographic factors: education
Individuals with higher education are expected in the literature to also hold more bundled
attitudes, due to their high levels of information and receptiveness to elite cues (Adams,
De Vries and Leiter 2012). Yet once the category unbundled attitudes is disaggregated, stark
variations emerge, as shown in Table 6. Indeed, within some groups of unbundled voters
there is over-representation of individuals with low levels of education. This is especially the
case for the two types of welfare chauvinists (economically progressive, conservative on either
cultural values or immigration), as well as those who are cross-pressured between cultural
conservatism and openness to immigration. For these constituencies, the share of individuals
with the lowest level of education (primary education) is substantially higher compared to
the full sample. Yet in sharp contrast, individuals with higher education are strongly overrepresented among the two types of market cosmopolitans (economic conservatives with
progressive cultural values and immigration attitudes).
In order to further examine this point, Table 7 below presents the means of the three
attitudinal scale, all range from 0 (most progressive) to 100 (most conservative), by levels
of education. In contrast to existing expectations, those with higher education also hold
greatly diverging views on different issues. Compared to the full sample, individuals within
the lowest category of education are slightly more progressive on the economic dimension
and more conservative on the two identity-based dimensions. Yet overall, in substantive
terms, the lowest-educated have somewhat consistent positions on the three dimensions,
with relatively small differences from the full sample. In sharp contrast, there are stark
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Table 6: Types of cross-pressures and levels of education
Primary
tion
0.12

Full sample

educa-

Incomplete
school
0.35

sec.

Secondary school

University

0.25

0.28

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.05

0.30

0.28

0.38

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.25

0.41

0.22

0.12

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.09

0.23

0.27

0.42

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.17

0.43

0.25

0.15

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.06

0.37

0.28

0.28

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.25

0.30

0.24

0.21

tensions between attitudes on different dimensions among those with a university degree.
This group, on average, has the most diverse belief system: it is conservative on economics,
progressive on cultural issues, and centrist on immigration. The belief systems of the highly
educated stand out as strongly unbundled, combining conservative, progressive and centrist
attitudes on the three dimensions of electoral competition.
Table 7: Attitudes by education levels, from 0 (most progressive) to 100 (most conservative)
Full sample
Primary education
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
University

economic
59.32
57.36
59.81
59.06
59.74

cultural
43.85
56.86
48.23
41.61
35.11

immigration
55.35
59.35
62.47
53.55
46.62

These results are in line with the expected relationship between education and income
within the context of the knowledge economy, as discussed in the two previous chapters.
In post-industrial labor markets, higher education is expected to be associated with higher
income, and thus generate attitudinal cross-pressures between economic conservatism and
cultural progressive values. These cross-pressures are clearly reflected in the descriptive
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statistics above. These findings challenge the assumption that higher education is directly
associated with more bundled attitudes.
Demographic factors: Membership in religious organizations
Next to education, an additional individual-level variable that may be associated with
cross-pressured is membership in religious organizations. This should be the case in light of
the pro-immigration line of several key religious actors in Western Europe, as discussed in
chapter 2. Membership in religious organizations is likely to be associated in different ways
with attitudes on economic policy-making, cultural values and immigration – which makes
it highly relevant for the analysis of cross-pressures.
The literature on religion and political preferences suggests that members of (Christian) religious organizations in Western Europe should be more conservative on the cultural
dimension: not surprisingly, more religious individuals tend to be also, on average, more
culturally conservative with regard to issues of gender norms (De La O and Rodden 2008;
Norris and Inglehart 2011). In addition, there is also evidence that religion is associated
with more conservative economic attitudes: religious individuals receive public goods from
the Church, which serve as a substitute for welfare state benefits and thus decrease the
demand for (state administered) welfare (Scheve and Stasavage 2006; Stegmueller 2013).
Yet in contrast, there is no reason to expect religious individuals to be more opposed
to immigration – in fact, under some circumstances, the opposite may be the case (BenNun Bloom, Arikan and Courtemanche 2015). Religious organizations have often stood up
against harsh anti-immigration rhetoric (Minkenberg 2008). Thus, membership in religious
association may push individuals in a different direction on the immigration dimension
compared to the two other issues (the economic and cultural dimensions).
As shown in Table 8, the relationship between membership in religious organization
and unbundled attitudes again varies across types of cross-pressures. Most importantly,
members of religious organizations are over-represented among those who are economically
conservatives but open to immigration, as well as among those who are culturally conserva80

Table 8: Membership in religious organization and cross-pressures
Not-member
0.82

Member
0.18

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.81

0.19

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.84

0.16

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.79

0.21

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.87

0.13

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.83

0.17

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.79

0.21

Full sample

tive but open to immigration – in line with the expectations in the literature regarding the
implications of membership in religious organizations and policy attitudes.
It is relevant to address potential questions regarding the political relevance of this group.
Some may suggest that following the decline in membership in religious organizations in
Western Europe, religious values have lost their role in the electoral arena (Kriesi et al.
2008, 170). Yet while the share of members in religious organizations is relatively small
– around 18% within the full sample – it is not negligible. It is higher than the share of
individuals with primary education, a constituency that received much attention within the
study of welfare chauvinism and support for radical right parties.69
Information and political engagement
Are cross-pressures associated with lower levels of information and political engagement?
Table 9 focuses on expressed interest in politics, which is expected to capture respondents’
69
In fact, previous scholarship suggests that the decline in the size of religious constituencies may increase
the role of religious values among members of religious organizations (Achterberg et al. 2009). As noted by
Dekker (2007) with regard to the Netherlands, “faith plays a role in the lives of fewer and fewer people, yet
becomes increasingly significant for those who do believe" (see Achterberg et al. (2009, 689). On the British
case, see Tilley (2014).
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Table 9: Interest in politics
not at all interested
0.17

not very
ested
0.29

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.13

0.28

0.43

0.16

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.27

0.34

0.30

0.09

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.12

0.27

0.43

0.18

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.24

0.33

0.33

0.10

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.16

0.30

0.40

0.13

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.22

0.31

0.35

0.12

Full sample

inter-

somewhat
ested
0.39

inter-

very interested
0.15

degree of political information: those who are interested in politics are likely to also acquire
more information on politics.70 The two types of welfare chauvinists express lower levels of
interest in politics compared to the full sample. Similarly, those who are conflicted on the
two identity-based dimensions – cultural values and immigration – express lower interest
in politics. However, market cosmopolitans express higher levels of interest in politics,
even though their belief systems do not conform to the traditional all-conservative or allprogressive bundles.
Similar results emerge from Table 10: market cosmopolitans are a bit more likely to
follow politics in the media on a daily basis, while welfare chauvinists are less likely to do so
compared to the full sample.71 Those conflicted on the two identity-based dimensions are
also less likely to follow politics compared to the full sample, although the differences with
the full sample are very small. Again, cross-pressures do not seem to be directly associated
with lack of information regarding politics. Very similar results emerged when examining
70

I use the following survey question: “How interested would you say you are in politics?"

71

I use the following survey question to examine this point: “How often do you follow politics in the news
on television or on the radio or in the daily newspapers?"
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Table 10: Following politics

Full sample

0.55

several times a
week
0.19

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.58

0.18

0.11

0.10

0.04

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.45

0.18

0.12

0.16

0.08

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.61

0.18

0.10

0.08

0.03

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.48

0.19

0.11

0.14

0.07

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.54

0.19

0.12

0.11

0.05

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.52

0.18

0.12

0.12

0.06

every day

once or twice a
week
0.11

less often

never

0.11

0.05

which cross-pressured groups are more likely talk about politics with friends, as presented
in Table 27 in the appendix for this chapter.72
Engagement with politics is most likely to carry implications for electoral outcomes
through its relationship with participation. I therefore examine also variations in participation, namely vote intention, and the results are presented in Table 11.73 Market cosmopolitans have a slightly higher intention to vote compared to the full sample, while welfare
chauvinists express a lower intention to vote. Among those conflicted on the two identitybased dimensions, those who are culturally conservative but open to immigration are less
likely to vote.74
72

I use the following survey question: “When you get together with your friends, would you say you
discuss political matters frequently, occasionally or never?” Again, a similar pattern emerges. Welfare
chauvinists and those conflicted on the two identity-based dimensions are less likely to discuss politics
frequently, although the differences compared to the full sample are rather small. In contrast, market
cosmopolitans are slightly more likely to discuss politics frequently, and less likely to never discuss politics.
73

I use the following survey question: “would you vote at a general election tomorrow?"
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As noted above, some anti-immigration radical right-wing parties have recently adopted more culturallyliberal appeals, presenting values such as gender equality as inherently opposed to immigrants’ cultural
traditions (Akkerman 2005). Voters who are culturally progressive but oppose immigration may gravitate
toward these parties.
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Table 11: Intention to vote in general elections
No
0.13

Yes
0.81

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.11

0.84

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.17

0.73

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.09

0.84

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.18

0.76

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.13

0.81

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.13

0.74

Full sample

To summarize this section, the prominent explanations in the literature for low attitude constraint are low political sophistication (Abramowitz 2010, 55). This seems to hold
true, however, only to some types of unbundled (Western European) voters. There are
stark variations across groups of unbundled voters: some are more interested and engaged
in politics compared to the full population, while some are less. This finding is in line
with research from the United States, according to which “culturally liberal, economically
conservative Americans are not consistently less engaged than [bundled] liberals and conservatives", while “the political involvement of culturally conservative, economically liberal
Americans lags behind everyone else’s" (Hussey 2011, 87).
One implication of this asymmetry is that when examining the determinants and characteristics of cross-pressures, scholars should pay close attention to differences across constituencies with different types of unbundled attitudes. To turn to the same example given
in the introduction: Adams, De Vries and Leiter (2012) show decreased correlations between preferences on different issues among voters with both higher and lower education,
and interpret this as a sign of similar trends across these groups. Yet the results in this
chapter suggests that the belief systems and patterns of political behavior of these two
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Table 12: Satisfaction with democracy
not at all satisfied
0.09

not very satisfied
0.34

rather satisfied
0.49

very satisfied
0.06

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.06

0.31

0.54

0.07

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.14

0.36

0.40

0.06

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.05

0.27

0.57

0.09

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.14

0.41

0.38

0.03

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.08

0.36

0.48

0.05

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.08

0.29

0.49

0.10

Full sample

groups of voters are likely to move in different directions as their belief systems diverge from
the traditional combination of all-conservative or all-progressive attitudes. Uncovering the
substantive implications of these changes in the structure of mass attitudes to patterns of political behavior requires close attention to variations across different groups with unbundled
attitudes.
Satisfaction with democracy
If cross-pressured voters are systematically unrepresented by political parties with strongly
bundled positions, they may become disillusioned with democracy (van der Brug and van
Spanje 2009). As shown in Table 12, the differences across different types of cross-pressures
are again readily apparent.75 The differences are especially stark when examining crosspressures on the economic-immigration dimension: while 55% of the welfare chauvinists are
not at all or not very satisfied with democracy, the number drops to 32% among market
cosmopolitans.
75

I use the following survey question: “On the whole, are you very satisfied, rather satisfied, not so satisfied
or not satisfied at all with the way democracy is developing in our country?"
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Table 13: Do you agree that democracy is bad for the economy?
disagree strongly
0.18

disagree
0.49

agree
0.21

agree strongly
0.04

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.22

0.53

0.17

0.02

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.11

0.40

0.31

0.08

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.23

0.54

0.15

0.02

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.11

0.42

0.30

0.07

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.18

0.50

0.21

0.03

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.14

0.47

0.25

0.05

Full sample

In order to further examine the degree to which cross-pressures are associated with
perceptions of democracy, I examine whether respondents agree strongly or simply agree that
democracy is bad for the economy.76 Within the full sample, 25% of the respondents believe
that democracy is bad for the economy. Among the two market cosmopolitans, the number
drops to less than 20%. In sharp contrast, among the welfare chauvinists the numbers rise
to more than 35%. From a historical perspective, these results are deeply ironic. Democracy
was originally perceived as a threat for the economic status of the established elites from
its early days, and as an opportunity for the masses to impose redistributive measures to
better their economic well-being (Przeworski and Sprague 1986). Yet this analysis suggests
that in fact it is the supporters of state intervention in the economy that have come to see
democracy as a bad for the economy – a concern that was historically expressed exactly by
those who had most to lose from redistribution.
76
I use the following survey question: “I’m going to read off some things that people sometimes say about
a democratic political system. Could you please tell me if you agree strongly, agree, disagree or disagree
strongly, after I read each of them? In democracy, the economic system runs badly."
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Conclusions
This chapter examined the prevalence of attitudinal cross-pressures, their association
with individual-level factors and their relationship to satisfaction with democracy and participation. It demonstrated, first, that cross-pressures are prevalent within the electorate,
although some types of cross-pressures are more prevalent than others. It showed that there
is a larger constituency that is economically conservative yet also progressive on the two
identity-based dimensions (‘market cosmopolitans’), compared to the constituency that is
economically progressive but conservative on identity-based dimensions (‘welfare chauvinists’). This is in line with the previous discussion on changes in occupational structures,
considering that the former belief system is associated with the shrinking lowly-educated
working class and the latter is associated with the expanding educated middle class.
In sharp contrast to the common wisdom in the literature, the results suggest that higher
education is associated with strong ideological cross-pressures. Notwithstanding their high
levels of information and engagement, which are expected to be associated with strong
constraints, the highly-educated tend to be progressive on cultural values, centrist with
regard to immigration, and conservative on economic policy-making. This is in line with
the finding from the previous chapter regarding the belief systems of the highly-skilled.
The analysis in this chapter also paid close attention to the relationship between the
structure of belief systems, patterns of political behavior and perceptions of democratic representation. Individuals with unbundled attitudes may become disillusioned with democracy
since mainstream parties tend to hold mostly bundled ideological positions (Carmines, Ensley and Wagner 2014). Yet on this point as well, stark variations emerge across different type
of cross-pressured voters. Welfare chauvinists are more disillusioned with democracy, less
engaged and less likely to participate in politics; market cosmopolitans are less disillusioned
with democracy, more engaged and more likely to participate in politics. These results are
not entirely surprising, considering we already know that the more educated and more welloff are more likely to participate and be recruited into politics (Verba et al. 1995). This
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notwithstanding, these findings still call for a reevaluation of some existing claims regarding
attitudinal bundles, information and political participation.
The next chapters turn to examine the partisan allegiances of these cross-pressured
voters. Understanding whether they turn left, right or are stuck in the center is an especially
pressing issue, in light of the evidence in this chapter about the large share of European
voters who are cross-pressured.
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Chapter 5: Mass Attitudes and the Multivocal Right
How do individuals with unbundled attitudes – those who are cross-pressured between
conservative attitudes on some dimensions and progressive attitudes on other dimensions
– form their electoral allegiances? This chapter provides a simple answer to this question:
they turn right. This reflects the multivocality of the right: the fact that as a source of
political identification, what the right stands for is open to more diverse interpretations in
mass public opinion compared to the left.
My theoretical claim about the multivocality of the right predicted that cross-pressured
voters are more likely to identify with the right than the left, whatever type of cross-pressures
these voters experience. The rationale for this expectation hinges on the historical evolution
of the right (in Western Europe) as a diverse coalition of actors who speak in multiple voices,
negatively united by their opposition to different aspects of the left-wing agenda than by
a shared agenda. I expected this historical diversity of the right to be reflected in mass
attitude, most clearly by the ability of the right to attract cross-pressured voters.
This proposition on left-right asymmetry, or the greater diversity of the right compared to
the left, challenges existing claims regarding the electoral behavior of cross-pressured voters.
As noted in chapter 2, the common wisdom expects cross-pressured voters to experience
ambivalence, which in turn leads to a centrist ideological position and uncertain vote choice.
The assumption here is that left and right are different sides of the same coin: the left is
all-progressive while the right is all-conservative, leaving cross-pressured voters ‘stuck’ at the
center, hanging somewhere in between. According to Treier and Hillygus (2009), “individuals
with divergent economic and social preferences are more likely to call themselves moderate
than to use a liberal or conservative label" (p. 695; also within the American context, see
Zaller (2004) and Mulligan (2011)).77 Generalizing this argument from the United States to
77

Treier and Hillygus (2009) call for scholars to examine their claim within the European context: “Since
the standard approach to measuring ideology has been to ask about identification along a unidimensional
scale, it would be particularly fruitful for scholars to explore the potential for including direct measures of
preferences across multiple ideological dimensions as an alternative to creating issue-based measures used
here [...] for example with European elites". The analysis in this chapter follows this suggestion.
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the developed democracies, Cochrance (2015) argues that voters with unbundled attitudes
are “in between left and right" and are thus “far more likely to identify with ‘the centre’ than
are those who harbor a coherent left-wing or right-wing bundle of opinion" (pp. 138-139).
Others suggest that cross-pressured voters are similarly courted by parties of the left and
right (Somer-Topcu 2015).78
The empirical analysis in this chapter examines these two contrasting arguments regarding the political leanings of cross-pressured voters. First, I show that as individual-level
attitudinal cross-pressures increase, voters are more likely to support the right. The right
attracts individuals with diverse – and mutually-exclusive – belief systems, as long as these
individuals are conservative on one issue; in contrast, the left attracts mostly those who
are progressive on all issues. Then, since my explanation for this finding assumes greater
ideological diversity among parties of the right, I shift to the analysis of partisan positions
to demonstrate that this is indeed the case.
Left-right asymmetry and ideological multivocality
The left-right scale stands as the most dominant organizing concept of Western politics
since the beginning of the modern democratic era (Noel and Therien 2008). These concepts
are used by voters, parties and scholars of politics as a ‘political Esperanto’: a language
that transcends specific time and place, and captures the most basic characteristics of the
political space (Benoit and Laver 2006; Huber 1989; Inglehart and Klingemann 1976; Mair
2007). Survey evidence suggests that in Western party systems, most voters can locate
themselves and the major parties on the left-right scale and that “compared to most social
cleavages as predictors of vote [...] Left-Right orientations are routinely a stronger predictor
of vote choice" (Dalton 2010, 109), although their impact may depend on contextual factors
such as partisan polarization (Adams 2001; Freire 2008; Lachat 2008). The left-right scale
is therefore often used by scholars of party politics and political economy as a proxy for
78

It is interesting to note that the specific examples in Somer-Topcu (2015) for the mobilization of crosspressured constituencies are all taken from the political right.
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individual-level political support (e.g., Iversen and Soskice (2015)).
While the exact substantive meaning of the left-right scale may change over time and
across countries,79 there is a general agreement that the left is mostly associated with increased state intervention in the economy, more progressive cultural values and greater
openness to multiculturalism – while the right is associated with more pro-market positions,
traditional cultural values and suspicion toward immigration (Budge and Klingemann 2001;
Noel and Therien 2008). Yet as discussed above, the the ways in which positions on specific
issues are associated with the concepts of left and right differ across the ideological spectrum.
The right has been historically more heterogeneous, bringing together political actors
with diverse ideological worldviews that are ‘negatively united’ in their opposition to different
aspects of the left-wing project (Ahmed 2013; Borg and Castles 1981; Castles 1978; Lipset
and Rokkan 1967; Rokkan 1970; Rémond 1969; Wagner 2011). While parties of the left
mostly advocate for the combination of progressive positions on different issues, actors on
the right are often defined by their conservative position on a specific issue (Cochrane 2013).
This historical perspective challenges the notion that left and right are mirror images of each
other, as often assumed in the party politics and political economy literature (Roemer 2001;
Stegmueller 2013).
I expect that the concepts of left and right should carry with them the footprints of their
historical developments. This claim suggests that the right is significantly more multivocal compared to the left: what the right stands for is open to more diverse interpretations
in mass attitudes compared to the left. Building on works in cultural sociology, I considered multivocality not as one vague message but rather as a multiplicity of clear messages
(Alexander 1996; Griswold 1987). Because of the multivocality of the right and its ideological
diversity, it is more likely that individuals with unbundled attitudes will gravitate toward
it – whether they are economically conservative but culturally progressive or vice versa.
In contrast, the straightforward interpretation of the left as standing for an all-progressive
worldview suggests that only those with progressive attitudes on all issues support it.
79

For more on this, see the discussion in the theoretical chapter.
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Empirical strategy and measurement, individual-level analysis
The first part of the empirical analysis in this chapter focuses on the relationship between
attitudinal bundles and left-right support at the individual-level. It examines whether and
to what degree the combination of conservative and progressive attitudes on different issues
are associated with support for the right. In order to do so, I construct several measurements
for both the structure of mass attitudes and patterns of electoral support. I use data from
the 2008 EVS from the same countries included in the previous chapters.
Independent variables: the structure of mass attitudes
The main independent variables are measurements of attitudinal unbundling. I first
examine cross-pressures along the same three dimensions of electoral competition as in the
previous chapters: economic policy, cultural values, and immigration. In constructing a
composite measurement of unbundling across these three dimensions, I follow Barton and
Parsons (1977) and compute the standard deviations for each respondent’s attitudes on the
three dimensions. Following Federico and Hunt (2011), I refer to this as the constraint scale.
As Barton and Parsons (1977) explain, the standard deviation of individuals’ attitudes
on different dimensions (in contrast to the standard deviation of the population) “tells us
whether [the respondent] tends to answer all the items in the same substantive direction (e.g.,
liberal or conservative) or is inconsistent across items and thus lacking in attitude structure
in this area" (p. 166). Greater values on this scale stand for more unbundled attitudes.
The constraint scale for unbundling had been used in American politics to account for the
structure of mass belief systems (Federico and Hunt 2011; Schiffer 2000). In order to avoid
confusion, it is important to clarify that higher values on the constraint scale stand for
weaker constraint in substantive terms (or greater combination of oppositional attitudes on
different issues). In the analysis below, using the three attitudinal indices constructed in
the previous chapters, the constraint scale at the individual-level ranges from zero (most
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bundled attitudes) to 49.7 (most unbundled attitudes).80
The constraint scale captures unbundling across the three dimensions simultaneously.
In order to zoom-in on cross-pressures along each two dimensions, I follow Baldassarri and
Goldberg (2014) and construct three ∆-scales. These scales stand for the difference between
each of two attitudinal indices. All the attitudinal scales range from 0 (most progressive)
to 100 (most conservative), which means that values around zero on the ∆-scales reflect
strong attitude constraint, with similar preferences (either progressive or conservative) on
the two relevant dimensions. ∆EC captures cross-pressures on the economic and cultural
dimensions: values closer to -100 stand for economic progressivism and cultural conservatism, while values closer to 100 stand for economic conservatism and cultural progressivism. ∆EI captures cross-pressures on the economic and immigration dimensions: values
closer to -100 stand for economic progressivism and opposition to immigration, while values
closer to 100 stand for economic conservatism and openness to immigration. ∆CI captures
cross-pressures on the cultural and immigration dimensions: values closer to -100 stand for
cultural progressivism and opposition to immigration, while values around 100 stand for
cultural conservatism and openness to immigration. Some of the regression models include
a battery of individual-level variables, using the same variables as in the previous chapter.
In order to provide a sense of respondents’ distribution along these measurements of
attitudinal structures, Figure 31 in the appendix presents a series of histograms and density
plots for these four variables (constraint scale, next to cross-pressures on economic-cultural
dimensions, economic-immigration dimensions, and cultural-immigration dimensions). For
the three measurements of two-dimensional cross-pressures, most voters are located around
zero – yet substantive share of the electorate also clearly holds unbundled attitudes (as
already demonstrated in the previous chapter). Especially, there are more respondents
who are economically conservative but culturally progressive than vice versa (subfigure a).
There are also more respondents who are anti-immigration but culturally progressive than
vice versa (subfigure b).
80

As noted above, attitudes are scaled to range between 0 (most progressive) to 100 (most conservative).
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Dependent variable: ideological self-identification and vote choice
Two dependent variables are used to capture support for the right. First, I utilize
respondents’ self-placement on a 10-point left-right scale, ranging from far left (1) to the far
right (10). This variable is often used in the party politics research and the comparative
political economy literature as a proxy for individual-level electoral preferences (see for
instance Hellwig (2008b); Iversen and Soskice (2015).
Second, I use the left-right score of respondents’ vote choice in hypothetical elections,
based on the overall left-right dimension in the Chapel Hill 2010 expert survey. This operationalization translates the country-specific party choice variable into a continuous variable,
comparable across countries. I re-scale the partisan positions variable to match the selfidentification variable and range also from 1 (far left) to 10 (far right). In order to provide
substantive meaning to these numbers, figure 32 in the appendix for this chapter presents
the left-right experts’ scores for the parties included in the analysis.

Mass support for the Right
How do variations in the structure of mass attitudes in general, and the degree of attitude
constraint in particular, relate to patterns of electoral support? Do cross-pressures result in
a centrist position, as expected in the literature, or through support to the right, as expected
by my argument on the multivocal right? I first examine this question using the composite
scale for constraint, and then zoom-in on cross-pressures along each two dimensions.
Composite measurement of constraint
The constraint scale captures the divergence of views across three dimensions of electoral
competition: economic policy-making, cultural values and immigration. I regress ideological
self-identification and the score of preferred party choice on the constraint scale, including
in some of the models individual-level controls and country fixed-effects. Table 28 in the
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appendix for this chapter presents the regression tables.81 As noted above, the ideological
self-identification variable is taken from respondents’ self-placement on the left-right scale.
The left-right score of the preferred party choice is based on the Chapel Hill expert survey.
At the individual-level, weaker constraint is strongly associated with support for the
right. Increased divergence in respondents’ belief system is significantly associated with
more right-wing self-identification as well as more right-wing position of the preferred party.
This relationship holds with and without individual level covariates and country fixed-effects.
In all of these models, the squared term of the constraint attitude variable is positive and
strongly significant.82
In order to illustrate the relationship between attitudinal unbundling and right-wing
support, figure 10 presents the predicted values for left-right as a function of the constraint
scale, while holding all other variables in their median values.83 The dependent variable
in subfigure (a) is self-identification on the left-right score, and the dependent variable in
subfigure (b) is the left-right score of the preferred partisan choice. It is relevant to note how
remarkably similar the two lines are. This suggests indeed a strong relationship between
individuals’ self-identification on the left-right scale and the overall left-right position of
their preferred partisan choice (Dalton 2010).
These results provide no support for the prediction that cross-pressured voters tend to be
centrist due to ideological ambivalence. In contrast, it is clear that as attitudes on different
dimensions diverge, individuals turn right. For the most bundled attitudes (values around
0 on the constraint scale), the predicted values for self-identification and preferred party
choice are centrist with a slight bias to the left. Yet as cross-pressures increase, partisan
support clearly shifts to the right, especially for the preferred partisan choice. The turn to
81

Diagnostics of these variables suggests that the relationship between them is curvilinear, which is why
the regression analyses include also a quadratic term for the constraint variable.
82

Other variables perform as expected: women and labor union members are less likely to support the
right; in contrast, the self-employed, older individuals, those with higher income and members of religious
organizations are more likely to identify with the right.
83

The synthetic ‘median’ individual is as follows: a 44 year-old woman with secondary education, who is
not self-employed, not a union member and not a member of religious organization.
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Figure 10: Support for the right and constraint-scale
the right among the more unbundled voters is not only statistically significant, it is also
of substantive size. For Denmark, for instance, the difference in the left-right score of the
preferred party choice when moving from the most to the least bundled voters is similar to
the difference between the Social Democrats to the radical-right Danish People’s Party. In
Finland it matches the shift from the Green League to the Conservative Coalition.
To what a degree do these results merely reflect the partisan fragmentation of the right?
Previous work has underscored the greater fragmentation of parties on the right (Borg and
Castles 1981; Castles 1978; Döring and Manow 2015), which may generate greater ideological
diversity on the right regardless of my argument of right-wing multivocality. If this were
the case, we should expect the relationship between attitudinal unbundling and support for
the right to be found only in countries with fragmented right-wing partisan bloc. In order
to examine this point, it is useful to examine the relationship between the constraint scale
and left-right self-identification in two countries: the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.
The Netherlands and the United Kingdom stand at the extreme poles in the permissiveness of their electoral systems. With its majoritarian system, the United Kingdom – not
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withstanding a long history of challenging parties – comes closest to the two party model.
Most relevant for this analysis, the British right has been most clearly represented in parliament by the Conservative Party. In contrast, the Netherlands stands as an extreme case
of proportional representation, with no threshold. It has several parties located (by voters,
elites and experts, as noted in chapter 1) on the right: Christian Democrats, Liberals, confessional parties, and anti-immigration parties. If it is merely party system fragmentation,
particularly on the right, that explains the relationship between unbundled attitudes and
the right, then this relationship should be readily apparent in the Netherlands but not in
the United Kingdom.
Figure 11 shows that this is not the case: weaker constraint, or the combination of
conservative and progressive attitudes, is associated with self-identification with the right in
both the United Kingdom and the Netherlands.84 If anything, this relationship is even more
pronounced in the United Kingdom – exactly the opposite than we should have expected if
this relationship is merely a reflection of right-wing fragmentation. This further stresses the
claim that there are more interpretations of what the right stands for in mass public opinion
compared to the right, regardless of the number of right-wing parties.
Cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimensions
The constraint scale captures increased divergence in attitudes along three dimensions of
electoral competition: state intervention in the economy, cultural values, and immigration.
However, it might be that it is cross-pressures along two out of the three dimensions that
are associated with increased support for the right. In order to examine this point, I use
the three ∆-scales. These scales take the difference of attitudes on each two dimensions.
Since attitudes on all dimensions range from 0 (most progressive) to 100 (most conservative),
84

In simulating these values for left-right self-identification, I hold all other variables constant at the
country’s median values while moving along the values of the constraint scale. For the United Kingdom,
the median values are as follows: a 45-year-old woman with secondary education, who is not a member of
religious organization, not self-employed and not union member. In the Netherlands, the median values are
as follows: a 49-year-old woman with secondary education, who is not a member of religious organization,
not self-employed and not union member.
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Figure 11: Support for the right and constraint: The United Kingdom and the Netherlands
values closer to 0 stand for more bundled attitudes on the two relevant dimensions (either
progressive or conservative) while higher absolute values stand for more unbundled attitudes.
Since I expect the right to attract those who are cross-pressured, the expected relationship
between the ∆-scale and partisan support is thus curvilinear: support for the right should
be high on both extremes of the scale, where attitudes are most strongly oppositional, and
lower in the middle of the scale, where attitudes are most strongly bundled.
Table 29 in the appendix presents the results of a series of regression analyses. The
squared term for ∆EC (the difference between economic and cultural attitudes) is positive and significant. As expected, stronger attitudinal cross-pressures on the economic
and cultural dimensions are associated with strong support for the right, both in terms of
self-identification and preferred vote choice. These results are robust to the inclusion of
individual-level co-variates and country fixed effects.
Figure 12 presents the predicted values for self-identification and preferred partisan
choice as a function of cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimension. The re98
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Figure 12: Support for the right, economic and cultural cross-pressures
sults are striking: as attitudinal cross-pressures increase, individuals turn further to the
right in both their self-identification and preferred party choice. Those who are strongly
economically conservative but culturally progressive, with values around 100 on the ∆EC
scale, identify much more strongly with the right compared to those with bundled attitudes;
this shows that market cosmopolitans on these two dimensions have a strong right-wing
identity. Respondents who are strongly economically progressive but culturally conservative, with values around -100 on the ∆EC scale, also strongly identify with the right.
In substantive terms, individuals with the most bundled attitudes on these two dimensions are predicted to vote for a party such as the Social Democrats in Germany, the Netherlands, Spain or Sweden. In contrast, those who are economically progressive but socially
progressive are predicted to support parties with position on the left-right dimension that is
similar to the Italian National Alliance; those who are economically conservative but socially
progressive are predicted to support a party that is located on the left-right scale closer to
the Dutch Liberals. Among the two cross-pressured constituencies on these two dimensions,
it is the market cosmopolitans who are located further on the right. The focus in the litera99

ture on those who are socially conservative but economically progressive and their support
for the right (De La O and Rodden 2008) should not conceal that fact that voters with the
opposite type of cross-pressures are just as – and in fact, even more – supportive of the right.
The electoral implications of cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimensions
clearly reflect the multivocality of the European right. The right succeeds in strongly attracting constituencies with mutually exclusive belief systems: those who are economically
conservative but culturally progressive, and those who are economically progressive and
culturally conservative. Both constituencies interpret the right as aligned with their belief
systems – notwithstanding the fact that these belief systems are diametrically opposed.
Cross-pressures on the economic and immigration dimensions
Cross-pressures on the economic and immigration dimensions are also associated with
increased support for the right, as shown in Table 30 in the appendix, although the results
are less impressive. The squared coefficient for the ∆EI variable is statistically significant
for self-identification on the left-right scale. However, it achieves the conventional levels of
statistical significance only in one of the four models for the preferred party choice.
Figure 13 presents the predicted values of support for the right across different values
of the ∆EI scale. The differences on the left-right scales between bundled and unbundled
respondents are much smaller in substantive terms when compared to cross pressures on
the economic-cultural dimensions. The results appear to be symmetrical when it comes to
preferred party choice: those who are economically conservative and open to immigration,
as well as those who are economically progressive and oppose immigration, are slightly more
right-wing in their partisan choice than those with strongly bundled preferences. Things
look a bit different when looking at the self-identification measurement of the left-right
scale: here, it is only the welfare chauvinists – those who are economically progressive but
oppose immigration - who strongly turn right.
Without over-interpreting these results, it might be that those who are overwhelmingly
supportive of more progressive immigration policies (values around 100 on the ∆EI scale)
100
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Figure 13: Support for the right, economic and immigration cross-pressures
find it hard to identify with the right, even if they are economically conservative. In light
of strong association of the radical right with anti-immigration stands (Mudde 2007), these
individuals may prefer not to self-identify with the right – even though their predicted vote
choice leans to the center-right. In any case, while these results are weaker compared to
the ones from the analysis of cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimension, they
are generally in line with the theoretical expectations regarding the right-wing leaning of
cross-pressured voters.
Cross-pressures on the cultural and immigration dimensions
Finally, I examine cross-pressures over the two identity-based dimensions: cultural values
and immigration. These two issues are often aggregated under the broad label of ‘the
second dimension’, yet as discussed above, there is reason to expect these two identitybased issues to form distinct dimensions of electoral competition (Kitschelt and Rehm 2014).
Furthermore, this may be the case especially within the right, where religious constituencies
are likely to be culturally conservative and support the right (De La O and Rodden 2008),
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but not necessarily hold anti-immigration views (Minkenberg 2008). At the same time,
some radical right-wing parties have emphasized progressive cultural views in their antiimmigration appeals, arguing that the values of non-European immigrants are opposed to
progressive beliefs on issues such as gender norms (Akkerman 2005; Akkerman and Hagelund
2007).
The regression analyses for cross-pressures on the two identity-based issues are presented
in Table 31 in the appendix. The results support the theoretical expectations: the squared
term for the ∆CI scale is statistically significant for all the models, with and without the
inclusion of covariates and country fixed effects. As attitudes on the two identity-based
issues become more oppositional, voters are more likely to turn right. The right succeeds
in attracting both those who are culturally conservative and oppose immigration and those
who are culturally progressive and are open to immigration – although to different degrees.
The predicted values for right-wing support along different degrees of cultural-immigration
cross-pressures are presented in Figure 14. Within the ∆CI scale, values closer to -100 stand
for the combination of cultural progressivism and opposition to immigration, while values
closer to 100 stand for the combination of cultural conservatism and openness to immigration. As apparent from differences in the rugs of the two subfigures, the distribution
of respondents along this scale is somewhat asymmetric: there are more respondents who
combine opposition to immigration with cultural progressivism than the other way around
(see Figure 31 in the appendix for the distribution of respondents along this variable).
It is clearly evident from Figure 14 that those who staunchly oppose immigration strongly
turn to the right, even when this anti-immigration sentiment is combined with cultural
progressive attitudes. This constituency not only self-identifies with the right: it is also
predicted to vote for more right-wing parties compared to those with bundled attitudes. On
the other side of this scale, those who are culturally conservative but open to immigration
do not strongly self-identify with the right, although they do tend to vote for parties that
are slightly to the right compared to those with bundled attitudes on this dimension.
These results emphasize the advantages of disaggregating the ‘second dimension’ into
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Figure 14: Support for the Right, Cultural and Immigration Cross-Pressures
its two distinct component: immigration and cultural values. Taking the mean of strong
oppositional attitudes on these two identity-based dimensions would conceal the association
of cross pressures and support for the right. This, in turn, may under-estimate the degree to
which right-wing electoral coalitions are cobbled through the combination of constituencies
with unbundled and mutually-exclusive belief systems.

Right-wing ideological diversity: Partisan positions
The analysis of individual-level electoral support provided strong support for the claim
that attitudinal cross-pressures of various sorts are likely to be resolved through support
for the right rather than by a centrist position. Furthermore, I have also demonstrated –
through the comparison of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom – that these results
are not merely a reflection of the number of parties on the right. These key findings are in
line with my theoretical argument regarding the multivocality of the right and its ideological
diversity. In order to further substantiate this point, I now turn to demonstrate that partisan
positions on the right are indeed more diverse than on the left.
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In order to do so, I use the same measurement of constraint scale at the level of partisan positions, using data from the 2010 Chapel Hill expert survey (Bakker et al. 2015).85
For each party, I compute the standard variation of its positions on the same three dimensions.86 The constraint scale for partisan positions ranges from 0.06 (most bundled) to 3.28
(most unbundled). I then examine the relationship between the constraint measurement
and parties’ positions, according to the expert survey, on the over-all left-right dimension.
Parties on the right are much more likely to hold diverse combinations of conservative
and progressive positions, as shown in figure 15. It presents the relationship between the
composite measurement of unbundling, the constraint scale for partisan positions, and parties’ scores on the general left-right dimension, based on the expert survey. I present the
results for each party (subfigure a), as well as averaged by party families, as coded in the
expert survey (subfigure b). The relationship between the variables is strong and significant:
more unbundled positions are clearly associated with the right.87
Figure 15 reveals differences both across left and right, as well as within the right. First,
it is clear that left-wing parties are on average more bundled in their positions. This is
especially the case for the Greens and the Social Democrats. Radical left parties are mostly
also bundled, with few exceptions: the German Left party and the Dutch Socialists, and to
85

The one exception is Luxembourg, for which data are taken from the 2015 wave of the Chapel Hill
expert survey (the only year in which this country has been included in the survey).
86

Positions on economic policy are measured using the ‘lrecon’ variable. The variable is defined as follows:
‘position of the party in 2010 in terms of its ideological stance on economic issues. Parties can be classified
in terms of their stance on economic issues. Parties on the economic left want government to play an active
role in the economy. Parties on the economic right emphasize a reduced economic role for government:
privatization, lower taxes, less regulation, less government spending, and a leaner welfare state.’ Experts
were asked to score each party on a scale from extreme left (0) to extreme right (10). Positions on the
cultural values are measured using the ‘gal-tan’ variable. The variable is defined as follows: “Libertarian or
postmaterialist parties favor expanded personal freedoms, for example, access to abortion, active euthanasia,
same-sex marriage, or greater democratic participation. Traditional or authoritarian parties often reject these
ideas; they value order, tradition, and stability, and believe that the government should be a firm moral
authority on social and cultural issues." Experts were asked to score each party on a scale from extreme
left (0) to extreme right (10). Positions regarding immigration are measured using the ‘immigration policy’
variable. Experts were asked to score each party’s position on immigration policy from strongly opposes
tough policies (0) to strongly favors tough policies (10).
87

In Figure 1, the relationship is significant to p < 0.00. Diagnostic checks suggest that the relationship
is linear rather than curvilinear, in contrast to the relationship between attitudinal unbundling at the
individual-level and left-right positions, as discussed below.
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Figure 15: Bundling of partisan positions, constraint scale
a lesser degree also the French Communist Party and the Danish Socialist Party. These four
parties are strongly progressive on the economic dimension, but are more centrist on one
or two of the identity-based dimensions. That being said, several of the radical left parties
– such as the Italian Communist Refoundation Party, the Danish Unity List-Red/Green
Alliance, and the Portuguese Left Bloc – have some of the most bundled positions.
The right, in contrast, is associated with more unbundled positions. A closer look suggests that it is specifically two types of right-wing parties that are the most unbundled:
liberals and anti-immigration radicals. The party with the highest score on the constraint
scale (most unbundled positions) is the Danish Liberal Alliance. This party is strongly conservative on the economic dimension, strongly progressive on the cultural dimension, and
centrist on the immigration dimension. Other liberal parties – for instance from Sweden,
Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands – also stand out for their high values on the constraint scale. All of these liberal parties were scored by experts as clearly belonging to the
right-wing camp on the overall left-right dimension.
Anti-immigration radical right parties also stand out for their unbundled positions, as
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well as their strong right-wing scores. Some of the typical examples for anti-immigration parties – such as the Austrian Party of Freedom, the Dutch Party for Freedom, and the Danish
People’s Party – also have comparatively high scores on the constraint scale. These parties’
high values on the constraint scale result from their combination of strongly conservative
positions on immigration, coupled with center-right or centrist positions on the economic
and cultural dimensions. This is line with the turn of some anti-immigration parties toward
more pro-welfare position (de Lange 2007; Rydgren 2012; Schumacher and van Kersbergen
2014), as well as toward more progressive cultural values (Akkerman 2005; Akkerman and
Hagelund 2007; Towns, Karlsson and Eyre 2014).
In line with the historical literature on partisan evolution, this analysis of partisan positions suggests that parties on the right remain more ideologically diverse than those on the
left. Parties on the right are more likely to combine conservative and progressive positions
on different dimensions. This results reinforces the argument on the multivocality of the
right, which is reflected in both voters’ attitudes and partisan positions.

Conclusions
How do different types of belief systems relate to electoral identities across the left-right
divide? The analysis in this chapter uncovered a stark asymmetry in mass attitudes and
the left-right scale: while support for the left is associated with progressive attitudes on all
issues, it is enough to be conservative on one issue to support the right. Put differently,
there are more interpretations in mass attitudes for what the right stands for compared to
the left, which is reflected in greater diversity of belief systems among right-wing supporters.
This, in turn, is in line with the greater ideological diversity and multivocality of the right.
These findings advance the literature on public opinion and partisanship in several ways.
Previous research has shown that “the issue basis of left/right identification is fundamentally
dynamic in nature" (de Vries, Hakhverdian and Lancee 2013, 236) and changes over time,
as it absorbs new issues; my analysis shows that the attitudinal basis of left/right identification is also fundamentally asymmetric in nature and varies in its interpretations across the
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ideological divide. Mass attitudes are bundled in distinct ways across the left-right divide,
as the empirical analysis in this chapter demonstrates. This asymmetry becomes apparent
once the focus is shifted to examining the electoral implications of attitudinal bundles (in
contrast to attitudes on specific issues), as called for by Tavits and Potter (2015, 756).
These findings also call for a reevaluation of existing arguments in the literature. As
noted above, there is an assumption that attitudinal cross-pressures on specific policy-issues
generate ambivalence and are averaged into a centrist position on the overall left-right dimension (Cochrance 2015; Treier and Hillygus 2009). Yet the evidence suggests that more
divergent belief systems, and more oppositional attitudes on any two dimensions of the three
examined, are associated with stronger right-wing self-identification and stronger right-wing
position of the preferred party. Second, some argue that both left-wing and right-wing
parties symmetrically seek to attract cross-pressured voters (Hillygus and Shields 2008;
Somer-Topcu 2015). While that may be the case, right-wing parties are significantly more
successful in this effort.
It is relevant to address one alternative interpretation to my findings, which has all ready
been indirectly discussed above. It is possible to suggest that the relationship between crosspressures and the right merely reflect the greater number of parties on the right. Indeed a
more limited interpretation of my findings would merely note that there are more parties
on the right and some of these right-wing parties (in contrast to the left-wing competitors)
hold unbundled positions – and thus, cross-pressured voters are more likely to support the
right. While perhaps rather limited in its implications, such an interpretation of my findings
is still meaningful in the light it sheds on left-right asymmetries. As noted above, several
important works in party politics and political economy posit that left and right are mirror
images of each other; the more limited interpretation of the results would stress that this
is not the case. Furthermore, the more limited interpretation is enough to challenge the
expectation that cross-pressured voters are likely to be resolved through ambivalence and a
centrist position (Cochrance 2015; Treier and Hillygus 2009).
Yet my analysis suggests that the right carries its historical footprint as a more di107

verse coalition of actors than the left even where these actors have to cooperate within
the same party. This point was demonstrated by the fact that both in the most and least
permissive electoral environments (the Netherlands and the United Kingdom respectively),
cross-pressures are significantly likely to be associated with the right. This finding does
support a broader interpretation of my findings, underscoring the multivocality of the right
as independent – at least to some degree – from specific party system structures.
My findings also shed new light on the key group of voters likely to be involved in the
battle for the soul of the right, to go back to the metaphor from Chapter 1. Cross-pressured
voters are the most likely to identify and vote for the right. These strongest supporters of
the right hold unbundled attitudes, but even more so: they also hold oppositional worldviews. As shown in this chapter, support for the right is almost universal among those who
are economically conservative and culturally progressive – as well as among those who are
economically progressive and culturally conservative. These groups of voters do not simply
differ in the degree to which they support similar conservative stands; instead, they hold
mutually exclusive belief. Thus, it is likely to be highly challenging for a single party of the
right to match the preferences of both groups. This point is examined in the two following
chapters.
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Chapter 6: Mass Attitudes and the Center-Right
The previous chapter demonstrated that voters with unbundled belief systems – those
who are cross-pressured between conservative and progressive attitudes on different dimensions – tend to support the right. But which parties on the right do they support? This
chapter answers this question by way of negation: they do not support the mainstream
center-right.
The theoretical rationale for this builds on the center-right’s legacies of conservatives
coalition-building. Cross-class center-right parties have traditionally adopted a bundled
ideological package of moderate conservatism: they rely on economic conservatism to attract
the well-off middle-class and on cultural conservatism to attract also voters with lower levels
of income and education (Van Kersbergen 1995; Ziblatt Forthcoming). This ideological
formula is most clearly exemplified by the Christian Democrats (Muller 2014). Christian
Democrats are thus likely to attract voters who are conservative on all different issues. In
contrast, voters who are conservative only on some issues but not others are likely to prefer
other parties on right that more closely match their belief systems. This suggested the
following hypothesis: while cross-pressured voters are more likely to support the right, they
are also less likely to support the center-right.
This chapter provides one of the first comparative accounts of the determinants of support for the center-right,88 a topic often neglected in the literature (Bale 2008, 317). As
noted by Muller (2014), post-war Europe “is the creation of Christian Democrats". Centerright parties have played a crucial role in stabilizing the European political arena following
World War II, shaping the European welfare state and setting the road for European integration (Kalyvas and van Kersbergen 2010). Understanding the challenges these parties
face is fundamental to understanding the challenges of the political projects associated with
them.
88

But see as an exception Duncan (2015).
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Figure 16: Bundling of partisan positions, constraint scale

Variations in bundling within the right-wing bloc
The previous chapter focused on asymmetries in ideological bundling across the left-right
divide. However, there are also stark variations in the degree of position constraint within
the right. This is clearly evident from figure 16, taken from the previous chapter (see there
a discussion of the measurements and data sources of these variables).
Parties of the left – Social Democrats (SD), greens and the radical left – are more or
less bundled to the same degree, with very similar values on the constraint scale. However,
parties of the right are spread across the constraint scale. While it is parties of the right
that have the most divergent combinations of conservative and progressive positions (higher
values on the constraint scale), some parties on the right have more tightly bundled positions
than parties of the left.
The (right-wing) parties with the most diverse combinations of positions are the liberals
and radical right. In between are confessional, regionalist and agrarian parties, all positioned
relatively to the right on the left-right scale. Interestingly, there is a clear divide within the
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conservative party family. The non-Nordic conservatives – a group that includes the British
Conservatives, the Italian People of Freedom, and the French Union for Popular Movement
– hold relatively bundled conservative positions; this party family has the lowest score on
the constraint scale. Their Nordic counterparts, however, have on average more unbundled
positions. This is due to their adoption of progressive cultural values, which makes them
somewhat similar to the liberal parties (Jungar and Jupskås 2014, 225). At the opposite side
of the liberals and anti-immigration parties stand the Christian Democrats, with strongly
bundled attitudes – as expected, considering these parties are expected to strongly bundle
economic and cultural conservatism.
These variations within the right generate the prediction presented above: while crosspressured voters are more likely to support the right (as shown in the previous chapter),
they are also less likely to support the Christian Democrats. Considering that Christian
Democrats parties’ positions are strongly bundled, they should attract mostly voters with
strongly bundled attitudes.

Case selection and measurement
The objectives of the empirical analysis in this chapter is to compare support for the right
with support for the center-right, in order to uncover whether indeed unbundled attitudes
are positively associated with support for the right – but negatively associated with support
for the center-right. Before turning to the analysis, I first explain the selection of cases
included in the analysis in this chapter and how I operationlize each of the variables.
In analyzing support for the cross-class center-right, I focus exclusively on the Christian
Democrats. It is true that some conservative parties, such as the British Tories, have also
fashioned a cross-class appeal (Beer 1965; Heath, Jowell and Curtice 2001). Yet as shown in
Figure 16 above, there are stark variations in position bundling within the conservative party
family. Focusing on the Christian Democrats provides the analysis and the discussion of the
results with a thematic coherence and helps facilitate a comparison of these results with
existing literature that focuses on these parties. I thus include in the analysis only data
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from countries with Christian Democratic parties, as presented in Table 14 below (taken
from the theoretical chapter, based on Kalyvas and van Kersbergen (2010)).
Table 14: Christian Democratic Parties
Country
Austria

Party
Österreichische Volkspartei, ÖVP (Austrian People’s
Party)
Belgium
Christen-Democratisch en Vlaams, CD & V (Christian
Democratic and Flemish)
Centre Democrate Humaniste, CDH (The Humanist
Democratic Center)
Finland
Kristillisdemokraatit, KD (Christian Democrats)
Germany
Christlich-Demokratische Union,
CDU (Christian
Democratic Union) and Christlich-Soziale Union,
CSU(Christian-Social Union, Bavaria)
Ireland
Fine Gael (Tribe of the Irish)
Italy
Unione dei Democratici Cristiani e Democratici di Centro, UDC (Union of the Centre)
Luxembourg
Christlich Soziale Volkspartei, CSV (Christian-Social
People’s Party)
The Netherlands Christen-Democratisch Appel, CDA (Christian Democratic Appeal)
Norway
Kristelig Folkeparti, KrF (Christian People’s Party)
Portugal
Centro Democratico e Social – Partido Popular, CDS–PP
(Center Social Democrats/People’s Party)
Sweden
Kristdemokraterna, KD (Christian Democrats)
Switzerland
Christlich-Demokratische Volkspartei, CVP (Christian
Democratic People’s Party)
Adapted from Kalyvas and van Kersbergen (2010), p. 190.

Votes in 1980s
42.4%

Votes in 2000s
34.2%

20%

12.5 %

7.7%

5.7%

2.8%
45.9%

5.1%
35.8%

33.8%
33.6%

24.9%
6.2%

34.5%

37%

32.5%

24.1%

8.5%
9%

8.2%
8.9%

–
20.2%

7.1%
14.3%

The empirical analysis in this chapter utilizes survey data from the EVS 2008 from the
countries included in Table 14. As measurements for the structure of mass attitudes, this
analysis builds on the same variables used in the previous chapter. The constraint scale
was calculated by taking the standard variation for each individual’s attitudes on all three
dimensions: economic-policy making, cultural values, and immigration. Higher values on
this scale stand for more unbundled attitudes, or more divergent belief systems (Barton
and Parsons 1977). In order to capture cross-pressures on each two dimensions, I use the
3 ∆-scales, calculated as the differences between each two dimensions. Since attitudes on
each dimension range from 0 to 100, values on the ∆-scales that are close to zero represent
more bundled attitudes.
In examining electoral support, I use respondents’ self-placement on a 10-point left-right
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scale. While in the previous chapter I used a continuous variable of self-identification, here
I code this as a binary variable, with the value of 1 for respondents who selected 6-10 on the
left-right continuum. Dichotomizing the left-right variable makes it more easily comparable
to the dichotomous variable of vote choice. Furthermore, it also poses a more meaningful test
to my argument, as only a shift in identification from left to right is estimated. In examining
voting for the Christian Democratic center-right, the dependent variable is intended vote
in hypothetical elections for a Christian Democratic party (see the previous chapter for
question wording). I use logit regression to compute the probabilities of self-identification
with the right and voting for the center-right when changing the structure of mass attitudes
while holding other variables constant.

Mass attitudes, the right, and the center-right
Composite measurement of unbundling
How does increased divergence in attitudes over economic policy-making, cultural values
and immigration shape support for and within the right? I examine this question using the
constraint scale, in which higher values stand for more unbundled attitudes. The results of
the logistic regression analysis – with and without individual level covariates and country
fixed-effects – are presented in Table 32 in the appendix for this chapter. Figure 17 shows
the predicted probabilities for self-identification with the right and vote intention for the
Christian Democrats when moving along the constraint scale and holding other variables
constant.89
It is clearly evident that more unbundled in belief systems are associated with increased
support for the right but also decreased support for the center-right. This opposite relationship between the structure of mass attitudes, on the one hand, and support for the right
and the center-right, on the other hand, is striking in its magnitude. The probability of
89
Four demographic variables are held constant at their median: income, age (44), and education (secondary school) and self-employment (not self-employed). The synthetic individual is also a male and a
member of a religious organization, as these variables are associated with support for the center-right.
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Figure 17: Support for the right and the center-right, constraint scale
self-identifying with the right increases from less than 50% among individuals with highly
bundled belief systems to more than 70% among those with unbundled belief systems. When
shifting to vote intention for the Christian Democrats, the result is the exact opposite. The
probability of intended vote for the center-right decreases from almost 40% for individuals
with strongly bundled attitudes to about 15% for individuals with divergent belief systems.
These results are in line with the expectation that the right, due to its multivocality, attracts
those who are conservative on some issues but not others – while the Christian Democrats
should mostly attract individuals who are moderately conservative on all issues.
The analysis of the constraint scale captures the composite divergence of attitudes along
three different dimensions. Yet these results may be driven by cross-pressures on two specific
dimensions. As in the previous chapter, I therefore turn to look at the implications of crosspressures on each two dimensions.
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Cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimensions
I regress the binary variables of support for the right and vote intention for the centerright on the three ∆-scales. The results of these logistic regressions are presented in Tables
33 and 34 in the appendix for this chapter.90 I discuss below the predicted probabilities for
self-identifying with the right and vote intention for the center-right.
Cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimensions are clearly translated into
higher probabilities of support the right – and lower probabilities of vote intention for the
center-right, as shown in figure 18. There is a sharp increase of about 40% in the probability
of identifying with the right when moving from bundled preferences (values around zero)
toward the combination of economic progressivism and social conservatism (values around
-100), as well as toward the combination of economic conservatism and social progressivism
(values around 100). The probabilities of identifying with the right on both extremes of the
∆EC scale are astonishingly high, at around 90%. This provides additional evidence for
the ability of the right to attract supporters with mutually exclusive belief systems on the
economic and cultural dimensions.
In sharp contrast, the probability of intended vote for the center-right decreases by about
15% when moving from the most to the least bundled preferences on these two dimensions.
Interestingly, while Christian Democrats receive low support from welfare chauvinists, or
those who are economically progressive and culturally conservative (values closer to -100 on
the ∆EC scale) – they struggle even more with market cosmopolitans, or those who are
economically conservative, culturally progressive (values closer to 100 on the ∆EC scale).
Cross-pressures on the economic and immigration dimensions
The implications of cross-pressures on the economic and immigration dimensions are
less striking (see also the previous chapter), although they point at similar directions. The
90

The demographic variables perform as expected in these regressions: women and union members are
more likely to identify with the left; those with higher income, the self-employed and members of religious
organizations are more likely to identify with the right. Membership in religious organization, older age and
higher income are strong predictors of vote intention for center-right Christian Democratic parties.
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Figure 18: Support for the right and the center-right, economic and cultural cross-pressures
right enjoys stronger support only among one type of unbundled voters on these dimensions,
those who strongly oppose immigration but are economically progressive (values toward -100
on the ∆EI scale). As shown in Figure 19, this constituency is about 15% more likely to
identify with the right compared to those with bundled preferences. There is no advantage for
the right among those who are economically conservative but open to immigration (values
toward 100 on the ∆EI scale). This difference between the ∆EC and ∆EI scales and
their relationship to ideological self-identification demonstrates the benefits of distinguishing
between the two identity-based dimensions, cultural values and immigration.
As expected, individuals with unbundled preferences on the economic and immigration
dimensions are less likely to support Christian Democratic parties, yet the significance of
these results is unstable (see Table 34 columns 4-6 in the appendix for this chapter). Figure
19 shows that indeed as cross-pressures between attitudes on the economic and immigration
dimensions increase, the probability of vote for the Christian Democrats declines, yet with
broad margins of error. In line with the analysis of cross-pressures on the economic and
cultural dimensions, it again appears that Christian Democrats struggle mostly with market
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Figure 19: Support for the right and the center-right, economic and immigration crosspressures
cosmopolitans, who are economically liberal but open to immigration. Support for the
Christian Democrats declines in about 10% when moving from the most bundled attitudes
to the combination of economic conservatism and openness to immigration (higher values
on the ∆EI scale) – compared to a decline of only 5% among those who oppose immigration
but are economically progressive (lower values on the ∆EI scale).
Cross-pressures on the cultural and immigration dimensions
The regression results for the relationship between cross-pressures on the two identitybased dimensions and support for the center-right point at the right direction, although they
are statistically insignificant (Table 34, models 7-9). As shown in figure 20, the probability
of voting for the Christian Democrats decreases rather symmetrically in about 5% as crosspressures on the cultural and immigration dimension increase - although the margin of
error is broad. An asymmetric result emerges with regard to self-identification with the
right: it is mostly those opposing immigration but holding progressive cultural values who
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Figure 20: Support for the right and the center-right, cultural and immigration crosspressures
overwhelmingly turn rightward (values closer to -100 on the ∆CI scale). This constituency is
about 20% more likely to identify with the right compared to those with bundled preferences
on these two dimensions.
This last finding is in line with the cultural-liberal turn of some radical right-wing parties
(Akkerman 2005; Haddad and Rogachesvky 2015; Halikiopoulou, Mock and Vasilopoulou
2013). As noted by Akkerman and Hagelund (2007), “Radical-right populist parties that
seek electoral success and political influence increasingly seem to build their case on a defence
of liberal values such as freedom of expression, a separation of church and state, and gender
equality" (200). Voters who strongly oppose immigration but are also socially liberal are
likely to be located closer to these radical right-wing parties or even some liberal parties that
are suspicious of multiculturalism (van Kersbergen and Krouwel 2008), thus self-identifying
with the right but not with the Christian Democratic center-right.
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Conclusions
The results in this chapter are consistent with the theoretical predictions: unbundled
preferences are associated with increased support for the right but decreased support for
the center-right, with some variations across different types of ideological cross-pressures.
Self-identification with the right is especially high among those conflicted on the economic
and cultural dimensions, as well as among those who strongly oppose immigration but are
more progressive on cultural values. Things look very different for the center-right. While
Christian Democrats struggle with welfare chauvinists, their support is especially low among
market cosmopolitans, or those who are economically conservative but hold more progressive
values on identity-based issues. These findings provide one of the first comparative analyses
of the individual-level determinants for supporting the center-right.
These results suggest that shifts in the structure of mass attitudes may carry the exact
opposite implications for the prospects of the right as a political bloc and the cross-class
center-right as a party family. Self-identification with the right is stronger among individuals
who are conservative on some issues but progressive on other issues, but these individuals
are also less likely to vote for center-right Christian Democratic parties. This key finding
suggests that the right can expand its reach under the conditions of low attitude constraint,
or when more individuals have unbundled preferences – yet under these same conditions, it
is harder for Christian Democratic center-right parties to retain their supporters.
These findings also carry implications for partisan strategies. There is a general assumption that when all else fails, the center-right can resort to identity-based issues such as
cultural values and immigration (Tavits and Potter 2015). Yet my analysis shows that this
strategy is likely to work mostly under the conditions of strong attitude constraint, in which
conservative attitudes on different dimensions reinforce each other and facilitate a vote for
the center-right. Yet this may not apply to the large cross-pressured constituencies, especially the market cosmopolitans. The following chapter examines the electoral implications
of center-right’s efforts to attract different types of cross-pressured voters.
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Chapter 7: The Strategic Dilemmas of the Center-Right
This chapter examines the trade-offs center-right parties face in courting different groups
of voters on the right. Building on the previous chapters, I focus on the challenges the
center-right face in catering to the demands of cross-pressured voters, or those voters who
are conservative on some issues but not others. With these objectives, the analysis shifts
from voting behavior to partisan behavior, in order to present a full account of electoral
competition on the right in general and the center-right in particular.
The previous chapter showed that center-right parties struggle with exactly the voters
who are most likely to support the right: those with different types of unbundled attitudes.
Yet which type of cross-pressured voters should center-right parties prioritize in their effort
to increase their support: should they adopt a market cosmopolitan strategy to court voters
who are conservative on economic policy-making but progressive on identity-based issues
(cultural values and immigration), or a welfare chauvinist strategy to attract voters who are
conservative on identity-based issues but progressive on economic policy-making?
In contrast to the conventional wisdom, as discussed in the theoretical chapter, and to
scholars’ fixation on welfare chauvinists, the empirical findings demonstrate that the centerright has more to gain by adopting a market cosmopolitan strategy. The potential gains
of the welfare chauvinist strategy among voters with lower education are smaller compared
to the losses this strategy inflicts on the center-right among voters with higher education,
although the magnitude of these trade-offs vary cross-nationally. In contrast, the market
cosmopolitan strategy has the potential to increase support for the center-right among the
growing constituency of the younger educated middle class.
Why have some center-right parties still opted for the welfare chauvinist strategy, if it
seems to be a sub-optimal choice? One potential explanation, in line with the empirical
findings, is that (center-right) political elites may be risk averse. With their existing strategies and historical legacies of mobilization, European center-right parties attract a higher
share of the vote from those with lower education compared to those with higher education.
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Thus, center-right elites may prefer in the short term to focus on increasing support among
existing constituencies by embracing the welfare chauvinist strategy, rather than reaching
out to the highly educated with the market cosmopolitan appeal. Yet considering that in
the long run it is voters of the educated middle class that are more likely to stand for the
future of the center-right – simply since this is a group of voters that is growing in size
and of a younger age – the welfare chauvinist strategy appears precarious and potentially
short-sighted (Webb and Bale 2014).91
In order to shed light on how such perceptions of partisan elites shape electoral strategies,
the empirical analysis presents insights from interviews conducted with center-right partisan
officials and elected representatives. Excerpts from the interviews are presented next to
statistical simulations of the distribution of votes in light of different counterfactual partisan
strategies. As in the previous chapter, I use data from the 2008 EVS. The analysis focuses on
four countries that vary in their party system configuration and political economic structures:
the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Germany and Austria.

The strategic dilemmas of the center-right
This analysis takes as its starting point research on the strategic dilemmas of the centerleft to examine the strategic dilemmas of the center-right. Przeworski and Sprague (1986)
conceptualize the social democratic dilemma as a choice between a leftist strategy focused
on the working class and a centrist strategy that reaches out to the middle class. Increased
support from one group of voters is likely to be followed by a decrease in support from the
other group. Inspired by this argument, related work has examined how the center-left’s
strategic dilemmas have been reshaped by the rise of progressive cultural values among
left-wing voters (Kitschelt 1994b), tensions based on labor-market position (Rueda 2005;
Lindvall and Rueda 2014), and the inclusion of immigrants (Dancygier 2013). Yet to the
best of my knowledge, this framework has not yet been applied to the center-right.
91

See the conclusions for this chapter for additional potential explanations for why center-right elites may
opt for the welfare chauvinist strategy, despite its prohibitive costs.
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The theoretical chapter provided the reasoning for why the strategic dilemmas of the
center-right do not mirror those of the center-left. Figures 21 and 22, replicated from
the theoretical chapter, present this asymmetry. According to the large body of research on
Social Democracy, the center-left mostly considers movements along the diagonal of bundled
positions (Kitschelt 1994b, 32). This is because core voters (such as those in socio-cultural
professional occupations, for instance social workers) of the center-left hold mostly bundled
progressive attitudes to different degrees (Beramendi et al. 2015, 21-22), and because other
parties on the left – whose voters are the most likely to switch to the center-left – are located
along this diagonal of bundled positions (Figure 21).
In contrast, there is a theoretical reason to expect different type of dilemmas for the
center-right. In the previous chapters, I identified groups of voters – the welfare chauvinists
and the market cosmopolitans – which are likely to strongly self-identify with the right
but not necessarily to vote for the center-right. Considering that most vote switching take
place within the same blocs (Bartolini and Mair 1990), and that these cross-pressured voters
are already within the right (chapter 5), center-right parties face strong incentives to court
them by adopting partisan strategies that combine conservative and progressive positions
on different issues. Closely related, center-right parties are competing with other right-wing
parties that are located off the diagonal of bundled positions, and thus are likely to compete
over these parties’ voters by similarly adopting more unbundled positions.
The analysis below focuses on the implications of different strategies of the center-right
for their support among group of voters by age, income, education and religious membership. With regard to this last factor, it is relevant to note that membership in religious
organizations remains a strong predictor of support for the right in general (De La O and
Rodden 2008; Stegmueller 2013) and the center-right in particular (Aichholzer et al. 2014;
Arzheimer and Carter 2009; Duncan 2015).92 Yet as discussed in chapter 2, immigration
92

The relationship between religion and support for the right remained an important feature of European
politics also following the decline of membership in religious organizations. Norris and Inglehart (2011,
207-208) find that “religious participation emerges as the single strongest predictor of Right ideology" and
conclude that “religion has by no means disappeared as one of the factors predicting one’s ideological positions”. With regard to support for the center-right, Arzheimer and Carter (2009, 988) note that “both
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Figure 21: Asymmetries in left-right partisan competition (2010 Chapel Hill expert survey)
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Figure 22: Strategic dilemmas of center-left and center-right

long-standing research and more contemporary studies have shown that religious voters have tended to
favour parties of the mainstream right".
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raises a unique challenge in this regard. While the center-right is often expected to benefit
from raising the issue of immigration (Tavits and Potter 2015), there is reason to suspect
that religious voters would reject strong anti-immigration positions. This again relates to the
challenges the center-right has in attracting voters with ubundled attitudes; in the context
of religious voters, cross-pressures over the two identity-based issues are especially relevant.

Empirical strategy
The objective of the empirical analysis is to examine two alternative hypotheses: one
suggesting that the center-right has more to gain by taking a welfare chauvinist strategy, and
the other suggesting that the center-right has more to gain by taking a market cosmopolitan
strategy. I explore how different groups of voters change their vote choice following the
center-right’s adoption of these two strategies. The implications of partisan strategic choices
for voting behavior are examined first within countries and then comparatively. Within
country case-studies shed light on the costs and benefits of each strategy, while the crossnational analysis compares the sharpness of the trade-offs parties face when considering
different strategies.
The empirical strategy closely follows Adams and Merrill (1999, 2000, 2005) and their
approach to the study of spatial voting. These works examine the relationship between
parties’ strategies and voters’ attitudes using the following procedures. First, voters are
positioned within a multidimensional space based on their preferences on the relevant issues.
This is done using survey data, from which respondents’ attitudes on different issues are
derived. Second, parties are located within the same multidimensional space. Once both
parties and voters are located within the same space, it is possible to examine the distance
between each voter and each party and assess its implications for vote choice. Then, third,
the probabilities that each individual will vote for each party are calculated through a
utility function, based on the distance between voters and the parties, as well as voters’
individual-level demographic variables.93 Fourth, the average of all voters’ probabilities by
93

Following the standard, the function assumes a quadratic proximity utility for the distances between
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party provides each party’s expected share of votes.94 After this is done, the researcher
can manipulate parties’ positions and examine projected shift in individuals’ probabilities
for supporting each party, as well as the aggregated projected share of votes each party
receives.
This empirical approach has two main features that make it well-suited to answer the
question at hand. First, it allows the comparison of the distribution of vote choice under
alternative counterfactual partisan strategies. Thus, it is possible to see whether parties
gain or lose votes as they adopt different positions. For instance, Adams and Merrill (2005)
demonstrate that Chirac would have increased his share of votes in the French 1988 presidential elections by moving to the left. Second, the calculation of voting probabilities is
conducted at the individual-level and not at the aggregate national level, as in Przeworski
and Sprague (1986). Since the utility function assumes a probabilistic form, each individual
has some probability to support each of the parties. This, in turn, allows researchers to
examine exactly which individuals turn toward which party under each strategy.
Data, measurement and case selection
As in the previous chapters, in measuring individual-level attitudes I use the attitudinal
scales derived from the 2008 EVS on economic policy-making, cultural values and immigration. Intended vote choice is captured by a question on preferred party if elections were to
be held tomorrow. Parties are located within the electoral space using their positions on
these three dimensions based on the Chapel Hill expert survey from 2010.95
voters and parties, calculated as the negative sum of the squared distance between the voters’ and parties
locations across the relevant policy dimensions. See chapter 2 in Adams, Merrill III and Grofman (2005) for
a detailed explanation.
94
The probabilities are calculated using a conditional logit model. The statistical analyses in this chapter
build on the code provided by Merrill in his website. For more works that use this method for similar goals,
see Hellwig (2014) and Hellwig (2008b).
95

Partisan positions on the economic dimension are measured using the ‘lrecon’ variable. Positions
on cultural values are measured using the ‘gal-tan’ variable (an abbreviation for ‘Green-AlternativeLibertarian/Traditional-Authoritarian-Nationalist’), which pertains to positions on postmaterialism and
personal freedoms. This definition is admittedly broader than the emphasis on gender-norms used in the
operationalization of mass attitudes on cultural values. That being said, in providing experts with an exam-
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The empirical analysis compares the projected share of votes for center-right parties
under three strategies: their current set of positions, the welfare chauvinist strategy, and the
market cosmopolitan strategy. This allows me to see which strategy maximizes the centerright’s share of votes, and then to also examine exactly which groups of voters increase
(or decrease) their support for the center-right under each strategy. I define the market
cosmopolitan strategy by the average positions on the three relevant dimensions of Western
European liberal parties, which are the most likely to attract market cosmopolitans (Giger
and Nelson 2011); the welfare chauvinist strategy is defined as the average positions of
Western European radical right-wing parties, which are the most likely to attract welfare
chauvinists (Rydgren 2012).96 When examining changes in voting behavior, I calculate the
distribution of votes as center-right parties move from their original positions to the market
cosmopolitan or welfare chauvinist strategies, in equal increments of 20 steps.97
The analysis below focuses on four countries with governing cross-class center-right parties: Germany, the Netherlands, and Austria, and the United Kingdom. In these four
countries, cross-class center-right parties have long dominated the political arena – yet their
share of votes has declined during 1980s-2000s (Bale and Krouwel 2013). These countries
ple of the meaning of the gal-tan dimension, the Chapel Hill questionnaire mentions abortion and same-sex
marriage. This does suggest a strong overlap between the meanings of mass attitudes on the cultural values
dimension and partisan positions as captured by the gal-tan variable. Positions on immigration are measured
using ‘immigration policy’ variable. I rescale both partisan positions and individual-level attitudes to range
from 0 (most progressive) to 10 (most conservative).
96

Parties’ positions range from 0 (most progressive) to 10 (most conservative). The average positions of
Western European liberal parties – the market cosmopolitan strategy – are 6.9 on economic issues, 4.01
on cultural values and 5 on immigration. The average positions of radical right-wing parties – the welfare
chauvinist strategy – are 6 on economic issues, 7.89 on cultural values and 9.14 on immigration. Christian
Democratic parties indeed hold conservative bundled positions and are situated between the liberals and the
radical right, with the following mean positions: 6.43 on economic issues, 7.06 on cultural values and 7.5 on
immigration.
97

Since the starting point for each party is different, the incremental changes in each step toward each
strategy also differ by party. For instance, the positions of the Dutch Christian Democrats on economic,
cultural and immigration dimensions are as follows, respectively: 6.5, 7.14, 7. In taking the welfare chauvinist
strategy, they are adopting the positions of the average radical right-wing parties, which is as follows: 6,
7.89, 9.14. I divide this movement from the original to the adopted strategy into 20 steps of equal size.
For the Dutch Christian Democrats moving toward the welfare chauvinist strategy, this means that each
step entails the following position changes: a decline of 0.025 on the economic dimension ((6 − 6.5)/20), an
increase of 0.0375 on the cultural dimension ((7.89 − 7.14)/20), and an increase of 0.1 on the immigration
dimension ((9.14 − 7)/20).
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Table 15: Case selection
The Netherlands

The United Kingdom
Majoritarian

Austria

Germany

Medium proportionality
(4%
threshold)

Medium proportionality
(5%
threshold)

Electoral Systems

High proportionality (no threshold)

Average share of votes for
Radical right, 2000-2010

11%

Not in parliament

18%

Not in parliament

Average share of votes for
Liberals, 2000-2010

17%

21%

Not in parliament

10%

Labor force in industrial sector

17%

20%

25%

27%

Labor force in knowledgeintensive services

35%

31%

24%

27%

differ in their electoral system, party system configuration and political-economic structures,
as shown in Table 15. These factors are expected to shape the sharpness of the trade-offs
faced by the center-right, as discussed in detail below.98
In the three European continental countries, the Christian Democrats have often led
or participated in government, although the Dutch Christian Democrats operate in a more
fractured party system and were historically somewhat smaller in size. Following the classic
analysis of Beer (1965), I consider the British Conservatives to be a cross-class center-right
party, notwithstanding the differences between them and the Christian Democrats. During
the 1970s and into the 1990s, the Conservatives succeeded in attracting around 40% of
non-unionized workers (Heath, Jowell and Curtice 2001, Chapter 7). Including the British
Conservatives also expands the scope of the analysis and suggests that the dynamics below
are not limited specifically to the Christian Democrats but rather apply more generally to
the cross-class center-right.
The empirical analysis proceeds in several steps. For each country, I first run a conditional logit model for partisan vote choice. Table 16 below presents the coefficients only for
98
As in chapter 3, the share of workers in the knowledge-intensive services draws on the Comparative
Welfare State data. It is calculated as the share of employees in knowledge-intensive services divided by the
working age population.
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distance between voters and parties on the three ideological dimensions; Tables 35-38 in the
appendix of this chapter presents the full regression tables for each country, including the
individual-level variables. The three coefficients for distance on policy dimensions between
voters and parties are statistically significant in the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and
Austria – meaning that greater (smaller) distance between parties and voters on these dimensions is significantly associated with smaller (greater) probability of partisan support. 99
The exception is Germany, where distance between parties and voters on the immigration
dimension seems to play a negligible role in shaping vote choice. This may reflect the specific
political realities of 2008, after “the asylum compromise between the Union parties [CDU
and CSU] and the SPD ousted the immigration issue from the political agenda" (Bornschier
2010, 438) and before the emergence of the Syrian refugees crisis in 2015.100
As shown in the appendix for this chapter, when using the conditional logit coefficients to
predict the distribution of votes across parties, the results in all countries are very similar to
the distribution of votes within the sample, and in most cases also the distribution of votes
in elections held close to the collection of the survey data (see Tables 39-42). These results
suggest that the algorithm performs well in predicting vote choice under parties’ current
strategies. This establishes the external validity of the starting point for the empirical
analysis.101
Important to note, several assumptions make this empirical approach relevant mostly to
the analysis of electoral developments in the short-run, in contrast to research that seeks
to uncover a long-term equilibrium of partisan competition. The analysis below assumes
that in the short run, when partisan positions change, mass attitudes can be held constant
99

Relevant to note, distance on the cultural dimension is significant in shaping vote choice in the Netherlands, in contrast to arguments that predict the demise of the cultural dimension and its replacement by the
immigration cleavage in Western European in general and the Netherlands in particular (Kriesi et al. 2008,
170).
100

On the low salience of immigration during the 2002 and 2005 German elections, the two election prior
to the collection of the survey data used in the analysis, see Boswell and Hough (2008, 341).
101

For a similar reliance on the similarity between the projected share of votes and distribution of votes in
the sample, see Adams and Merrill (2005, 910) and Adams and Merrill (2000, 742).
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Table 16: Conditional Logit Estimate for Partisan Choice, Ideological Distance
Economic policy making
Cultural values
Immigration
Demographic variables
∗∗∗ p

< 0.01,

∗∗ p

The Netherlands
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.07∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
Yes

United Kingdom
0.05∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.03∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)
Yes

Austrian
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗
(0.01)
0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)
Yes

Germany
0.04∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.00
(0.01)
Yes

< 0.05, ∗ p < 0.1

and demographic variables perform the same in shaping vote choice. It also assumes that
partisan position change does not affect turnout or the entrance of new political challengers.
In addition, this analysis assumes that voters are aware of, and respond to, changes
in partisan positions. There is evidence suggesting that most voters do not closely follow
shifts in election manifestos (Adams, Ezrow and Somer-Topcu 2011). Yet in the analysis
below, each strategy entails a significant shift from parties’ original positions. For instance,
the welfare chauvinist strategy means a shift to the positions of the average radical right
party, which entails more than a small step toward one ideological direction or another.
Considering that these position changes are of large magnitude, the fact that some voters
do not follow small shifts in manifestos is of little concern.

Empirical Results by Country
The Netherlands
The Netherlands serves as a clear example of the Christian Democrats’ decline since the
1980s, and thus also as an interesting case for studying their strategic dilemmas. Operating
within a highly fragmented party system, the Dutch Christian Democrats, the CDA, have
seen their share of the vote drops from more than 30% in the 1980s to less than 10% in the
elections of 2012. At the same time, two competing parties on the right have gained power.
The Liberals (VVD) have taken over the leadership of the right-wing bloc and assumed the
premiership in 2010 and again in 2012 for the first time after almost a century, while the
radical right has become an important player, supporting right-wing government coalitions
129

in 2002-2003 (the List Pim Fortuyn Party) and 2010-2012 (The Freedom Party, PVV). Do
the Christian Democrats have more to gain by moving closer to the radical right – or closer
to the Liberals?
In competing with these two increasingly powerful actors on the right, some scholars have
suggested that the Christian Democrats would benefit from adopting a welfare chauvinist
agenda and moving closer to the anti-immigration radical right. According to Van Kersbergen (2008), the CDA took advantage of the success of the radical right by attracting voters
who identified with the critique of multiculturalism but were reluctant to vote for a party
considered outside the mainstream. Thus, during the 2000s, the CDA sought to “profit from
xenophobic anxiety" (p. 270) by taking “a monocultural, nationalistic" position (p. 272).
However, a top adviser of the Dutch Christian Democrats (CDA) delegation at the
European Parliament noted in an interview that without belittling the electoral threat posed
to his party by the radical right, “We [Christian Democrats] compete mostly with the [liberal]
VVD for our electorate". A similar point was made in an interview with a top strategist
of the CDA in the 2012 national elections. When asked whether their target audience is
among voters of the radical right PVV or the liberal VVD, he replied:102
A lot of liberals. The biggest component [we seek to attract] is VVD [voters]
and those who voted for Mark Rutte [the leader of the VVD]. But also social
liberals [voters of the centrist-liberal D66 party] right now [...] Basically our
biggest opponent is the Liberal Party. That’s been so for 10-12 years.
Along similar lines, a Member of the European Parliament noted that she is most frustrated by the image of her party as too culturally conservative: “the biggest misconception
is that we are all traditionalists, religious fanatics. I’m religious, but it doesn’t mean I can’t
be perfectly fine with gay marriage". This reflects an impetus among partisan elites toward
cultural liberalism rather than toward conservative positions on identity-based issues. 103
In order to examine the electoral implications of the two different partisan strategies (the
102

Interview conducted (via skype) in Berlin, July 2014.

103

Interview conducted in Brussels, July 2014.
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market cosmopolitan and welfare chauvinist strategies), I simulate the Christian Democrats’
share of vote under each strategy and the results are presented in Figure 23. The x-axis represents the movement of the Christian Democrats from their original positions and toward
either the welfare chauvinist or market cosmopolitan strategies, calculated in 20 incremental
equal steps. The y-axis shows the projected share of votes for the Christian Democrats as
they change their party positions, while holding constant mass attitudes and the positions of
all other parties. In the Dutch case, as the Christian Democrats adopt the welfare chauvinist
strategy and shift toward the average positions of radical right-wing parties, they become less
supportive of market competition, more conservative on cultural values, and strongly more
conservative on immigration; in their movement toward the market cosmopolitan strategy
and the average positions of liberal parties, they become more supportive of market compe-
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Figure 23: Projected share of votes for the CDA by strategy

For the Dutch Christian Democrats, a shift toward the welfare chauvinist strategy entails
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a sharp decline in the projected share of votes. The more the Dutch Christian Democrats
resemble a radical right-wing party in their positions, the more votes they lose. The decline
is of formidable size: from 22% with its original positions to 15.5%. In sharp contrast,
the Christian Democrats gain a sizable share of the vote as they shift toward the market
cosmopolitan strategy, with most of the gains captured in the early stages of the movement
toward the average liberal positions. The predicted gains for the Christian Democrats with
the market cosmopolitan strategy are more than 10% of the votes. These results defy the
common-wisdom regarding the benefits of the welfare chauvinist strategy. They resonate
however with the views of partisan elites, according to which the CDA has the most to gain
by courting the liberal vote.
Different partisan strategies are likely to attract – and alienate – different groups of
voters. Table 17 presents variations in vote choice by groups of voters and different strategies.
Perhaps most surprisingly, the welfare chauvinist strategy entails a loss of support among
all demographic groups. The market cosmopolitan strategy, in contrast, more than double
the support for the CDA among voters with higher education (a university degree) and high
income, while also depressing the support for the party among voters with lower education
(primary school) and low income. A market cosmopolitan strategy is also associated with
a strong increase in support among younger voters and union members. It dramatically
changes the composition of the CDA’s supporters by levels of education: in its original
strategy, voters with primary education have the highest share of support for the CDA
while voters with university education have the lowest share of support. The exact opposite
is true after adopting the market cosmopolitan strategy.
These results are driven, at least in part, by the lasting significance of cultural values
in Dutch politics, as reflected in the results of the conditional logit regression. Even voters
with lower education are more progressive on cultural values than the position of the average
radical right party, and also from the original position of the Christian Democrats. This
means that as the CDA adopts a welfare chauvinist strategy, it moves further away from this
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Table 17: Support for the CDA by strategy (percentages of votes)
Full sample
Union members
Primary education
incomplete secondary school
Secondary school
University
Low income (below 1 quartile)
High Income (above 3 quartile)
Low income, primary education
High income, university education
Member of religious organization
Age below 1 quartile (38)
Age above 3 quartile (60)

Original positions
22.56
21.73
30.32
26.20
24.85
18.18
22.08
19.67
29.98
18.25
41.46
17.69
29.22

Welfare chauvinist str.
15.63
14.75
23.69
19.27
17.84
11.26
16.13
12.42
24.40
10.83
30.53
11.32
21.72

Market cosmopolitan str.
34.00
34.54
31.90
33.17
34.14
34.78
27.94
37.42
27.86
39.34
52.72
29.81
36.69

constituency’s average attitudes on cultural values.104 Furthermore, the welfare chauvinist
strategy even entails a position on immigration that is strongly further to the right of the
average voter with lower education.105 This probably reflects the fact that while radical-right
wing parties mostly attract voters with lower education (Rydgren 2012), not all voters with
lower education share the positions of radical right-wing parties. In contrast, the market
cosmopolitan strategy moves the CDA closer to most voters’ attitudes on cultural values,
which contributes to the increase in its predicted share of votes.
When looking at members of religious organizations, a core constituency of the Christian Democrats, their support also strongly increases following the adoption of a market
cosmopolitan strategy. This reflects the unbundled preferences of this constituency: while
it is on average more culturally conservative than the (Dutch) sample mean, it not significantly more conservative on immigration.106 It is thus highly unlikely to support a party
with an extreme anti-immigration position. This suggests that members of religious or104

The mean for cultural attitudes of individuals with lower education is 5.3; the average position of radical
right-wing party (the welfare chauvinist strategy) on cultural values is 7.8.
105
The mean for immigration attitudes of individuals with lower education is 5.6; the average position of
radical right-wing party (the welfare chauvinist strategy) on immigration is 9.1.
106

For the full sample, the average attitude on cultural values is 4.04, while for members of religious
organizations the average is 4.62; this difference is significant to p < 0.00. On immigration, the mean is
5.05 for members of religious organizations and 4.87 for the full sample; this difference is not statistically
significant.
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ganizations are more likely to punish the Christian Democrats on harsh anti-immigration
positions (in the welfare chauvinist strategy) than on progressive cultural values (in the
market cosmopolitan strategy).107
This finding corroborates elites’ views regarding the rejection of anti-immigration appeals
by religious core constituencies. As explained by a top adviser of the CDA delegation to the
European Parliament:
the religious faction is important [within the CDA] – for these people that go to
church on Sunday, the idea of Caritas, of helping the weak, the needy, is very
important. And it’s still so [...] from our Christian social heritage, you take care
of these people – you have to take care of them. The Pope, his first visit was to
Lampedusa where he talked about it. [So] for us, it [the immigration issue] split
the party.108
And as further explained by a Member of the European Parliament from the CDA:
the core constituency that we have, especially in the protestant area, is much
more toward the solidarity principle. Definitely. If I look at the reactions I get
on the basis of what they do in churches etc., they are very much toward the
solidarity principle. But because we need more than 5 seats, those we need to
bring in are much harsher [on immigration].109
These insights help explain the double cost of the welfare chauvinist strategy for the CDA:
it pushes away religious core constituencies, which still matter for the party, while also being
unappealing to new constituencies the party must attract in order to expand its reach, such
as younger voters with higher education.
Finally, the Christian Democrats’ choice of strategy also carries implications for other
parties’ share of votes and thus also to the overall size of the right-wing bloc. The market
cosmopolitan strategy expands the right-wing bloc (Christian Democrats, Liberals, the confessional CU and the radical right PVV), while the welfare chauvinist strategy decreases its
107

Interestingly, a welfare chauvinist strategy by the Christian Democrats increases the support for the
confessional-religious party (CU), while the market cosmopolitan strategy does not affect its share of votes.
108
The speaker refers to Pope Francis’ visit at Lampedusa, Italy, in commemoration of thousand of immigrants who died in their way from North Africa to Europe. Interview conducted in Brussels, July 2014.
109

Interview conducted in Brussels, July 2014.
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size. In adopting the welfare chauvinist strategy, the Christian Democrats lose supporters
while the liberal VVD gain voters; yet overall, the size of the right-wing bloc decreases
from 53% to 47%. When the Christian Democrats adopt the market cosmopolitan strategy,
the support for the liberal VVD decreases but the size of the right-wing bloc increases to
59%, mainly at the expense of center-left parties. The market cosmopolitan strategy thus
serves the Christian Democrats twice, by both increasing its share of votes and the size of
its partisan bloc (see the conclusions for more discussion of this point).
United Kingdom
The soul-searching of the British Conservative Party during its long time in opposition
over 1997-2010 can be seen as a trial-and-error experimentation in choosing between the
welfare chauvinist and market cosmopolitan strategies. During the 1980s, the Conservatives
– under the leadership of Margaret Thatcher – championed an ideological combination of promarket reforms and national-traditionalist sentiments (Gamble 1988; Jessop et al. 1988). Yet
over time, it has become harder to satisfy all the Conservatives’ core constituencies through
the combination of economic and cultural conservatism. Thus, in their analysis of attitudes
among members of the Conservative Party, Webb and Bale (2014) identify two groups: a
constituency that is centrist on economic issues but strongly conservative on identity-based
issues, and a constituency that is supportive of market competition but also have more
culturally progressive dispositions.110
The characterization of the center-right’s strategic dilemmas as a choice between the
welfare chauvinist and market cosmopolitan options resonates with Conservative elites’ perceptions. When asked about points of disagreement between their core constituencies, a staff
member in the European Parliament delegation of the British Conservative Party replied:
110

For more on this point, see Wheatley (2015) on the mass level, and Webb and Childs (2011) on Conservative Party members. As mentioned in the theoretical chapter, Webb and Childs (2011) detect three
groups of Conservative Party members: those with working class background, who are culturally conservative and centrist on economic issues; those who are conservative on all issues; and younger members who
are economically conservative but also more progressive on cultural and immigration.
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The social conservatives are less conservative economically. Without necessarily
realizing it, they may believe in a strong family, they may oppose gay marriage
and immigration, but they also opposed the privatization of the royal mail, may
want to nationalize the railways [...] And then there is the liberal wing: very
economically right-wing, as much liberalization as possible, but also socially
liberal [...] Traditionally you’ve been able to have it in both hands, that is where
the things are changing. It’s becoming less easy to do that now.
Conservative partisan elites also depicted a dilemma between a short term shift toward
a welfare chauvinist strategy to deal with defection to radical right-wing parties, and a longterm market cosmopolitan strategy to attract the growing constituency of more educated
voters. When asked about the Conservative’s simultaneous competition with both the radical right-wing United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP)111 and the Liberal Democrats,
a former minister from the British Conservative Party answered as follows:112
The Liberals are more interesting. Although they did badly in the European
elections [of 2014], there is liberalism within society that can reflect itself in the
general elections. I expect them to increase their position and will come back.
Liberalism is not going to die, but UKIP has a limited life span [...] Liberalism
exists in society, even if not demonstrated by a clear vote for a liberal party.
There is liberalism within society and it’ll remain very strong. It needs to be
reflected by representation and consequently, the Conservative Party has to have
within its manifesto enough to appeal to people with these liberal views.
Since the late 1990s, the Conservatives have oscillated between the two strategies, first
adopting the welfare chauvinist strategy and then switching to the market cosmopolitan
strategy. Following their landslide defeat in 1997, the Conservatives veered in the welfare
chauvinist direction, with a strong Eurosceptic position (Norris 2001). With regard to state
intervention in the economy, the Conservatives toned down their pro-market message during
the 2001 campaign (Norris and Lovenduski 2004, 96). Survey data show that “between 1997
and 2001 the gap between the mean perceived positions of parties on redistribution [...] was
111
While some suggest that UKIP mostly attracts working class voters and thus pose more of a threat to
Labour than the Conservatives, Evans and Mellon (2015) demonstrate that UKIP in fact attracts also a large
constituency of self-employed and small employers, who traditionally were among the stronger supporters
of the Conservatives.
112

All interviews used for this chapter were conducted in Brussels during July-August 2014.
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perceived to have narrowed substantially" (Evans 2002, 126-127).113 Kriesi et al. (2008)
thus argue that the 2001 campaign made the Conservatives “the functional equivalent of the
populist radical right" (p. 206).
Voices within the Conservative Party questioned the welfare chauvinist strategy already
in the contest for the party leadership in 2001, yet it was only with the election of David
Cameron following their third consecutive defeat in 2005 that the Conservatives shifted toward the market cosmopolitan strategy. Among the Conservatives’ pollsters, a consensus
emerged: the party was losing support among the growing educated middle class (Ashcroft
2005; Bale 2011, 255). In order to bring back these voters, Cameron’s new strategy emphasized progressive social values such as support for gay marriage, coupled with a more
inclusive appeal toward women (Campbell and Childs 2013) and ethnic minorities (Bale
2011, 285). The Conservatives also managed to tone down their stands on European integration and immigration by decreasing the salience of these issues in their campaign messages
(Hayton 2012, 72, 95). This was intended to “render the Conservative Party more attractive
to small-l liberal voters" (Gruber and Bale 2014, 242).
On the economic dimension, Cameron’s notion of ‘the Great Society’ – with its emphasis
on civic communitarianism and a rejection of an overtly individualistic neo-liberal discourse
– was designed to signal a departure from the free-market economics of Thatcherism (Dorey
and Garnett 2012). Yet as the financial crisis lingered, Cameron promised “a government
of thrift" (Driver 2011, 79) and the Conservatives stated their plans for massive cuts public
spending (Bale and Webb 2011, 52). All in all, Cameron’s appeal clealry follows what is
defined in these pages as the market cosmopolitan strategy: it “mark[ed] a shift away from
the mix of economic liberalism and social conservatism that characterized Thatcherism to
one in which the interests of property and enterprise are balanced with a more liberal and
progressive social policy" (Driver 2011, 80).114
113

Yet, relevant to mention, Bale et al. (2010) contend that any shift to the center on economic issues in
the 2001 was marginal.
114

Along very similar lines, Heppell (2013, 341) notes that “the Cameron strategic position of liberal
Conservatism is based upon a marriage between social and economic liberalism and soft Euroscepticism."
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This background suggests that the strategic dilemmas of the center-right, conceptualized
in this chapter as a choice between a welfare chauvinist strategy and a market cosmopolitan
strategy, strongly corresponds to insights from qualitative historical research on the postThatcher Conservative Party. As in the previous case, I examine the implications of these two
strategies for the share of votes for the Conservative Party. For the British Conservatives, a
market cosmopolitan strategy means a slightly more centrist economic position, and strongly
more progressive positions on the identity-based issues; a welfare chauvinist strategy would
require a strong shift to the center on economic issues, and somewhat more conservative
positions on the identity-based issues.
The electoral implications of the two strategies are presented in figure 24. As in the
Netherlands, the market cosmopolitan strategy is superior to the welfare chauvinist strategy:
moving toward the average positions of liberal parties has the potential to increase the
Conservatives’ share of votes by about 4%, compared to a predicted loss of more than 5%
when taking the welfare chauvinist strategy. While the market cosmopolitan strategy has
the potential to increase the Conservatives’ share of votes, it is clearly characterized by
diminishing returns: most of the gains are made at the beginning of the Conservatives’ first
few steps toward this strategy. These results are in line with the party’s experience in the
last two decades: indeed, the Conservatives performed better when taking a more market
cosmopolitan direction (2010 elections) than when adopting the welfare chauvinist strategy
(2001 and 2005 elections).
I then compare changes in the support of specific constituencies for the Conservatives
across the two strategies. The welfare chauvinist strategy increases the support for the
Conservatives among voters with lower education and even more so among voters with both
lower education and lower income: the Conservatives make projected gains of more than 5%
with this constituency when taking the positions of a radical right-wing party. However, this
comes at the cost of a sharp decline in support among younger voters and those with high
income and higher education, and to a lesser degree also members of religious organizations.
In sharp contrast, a market cosmopolitan strategy increases support for the Conservatives
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Figure 24: Support for the Conservatives by strategy

among most groups, especially those with university education (an increase of about 7%),
higher income (about 6%), and those with both university education and higher income
(about 9%). As in the Dutch case, the market cosmopolitan strategy dramatically shifts
the composition of support for the Conservatives in terms of education: while under the
Conservatives’ original set of positions they receive their highest share of support from
voters with primary education and their lowest share of support from voters with university
degree, the exact opposite is true after adopting the market cosmopolitan strategy.
Austria
Austria provides one of the clearest examples of the rising power of the radical right.
The Austrian Freedom Party (FPÖ) is one of the most successful radical right parties and
one of the few that assumed an official rule in government (Aichholzer et al. 2014; de Lange
2012). In the 1999 elections, the FPÖ even received the same share of votes as the Austrian
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Table 18: Support for the Conservatives by strategy (percentages of votes)
Full sample
Union members
Primary education
incomplete secondary school
Secondary school
University
Low income (below 1 quartile)
High Income (above 3 quartile)
Low income, primary education
High income, university education
Member of religious organization
Age below 1 quartile (35)
Age above 3 quartile (59)

Original positions
40.59
37.55
46.68
40.44
41.32
40.25
28.96
50.92
50.65
47.88
39.15
38.33
39.52

Welfare chauvinist str.
34.40
31.50
48.06
35.18
35.99
32.35
25.74
42.39
55.63
38.29
33.16
30.88
34.96

Market cosmopolitan str.
43.62
43.19
37.26
41.17
42.96
47.02
29.77
56.34
37.29
56.11
43.64
42.92
40.33

Christian Democrats (The Austrian People’s Party, ÖVP). It is thus an important case for
examining the reactions of the center-right to the electoral threat of the radical right.
As in the Dutch and British cases, the Austrian center-right was pushed and pulled
between the welfare chauvinist and market cosmopolitan strategies. Müller, Plasser and
Ulram (2004) locate the emergence of this dilemma as early as the 1990s. These authors
trace the growing tensions between two core constituencies within the party: the steel helmet
wing and the liberal wing (pp. 162-163). The steel helmet wing comprised of more Catholic
religious voters, with stronger attachment to a traditional way of life and state benefits –
while the liberal wing pushed for more pro-market reforms and more progressive cultural
values.115 The liberal wing pushed the party to court younger, urban voters, while the helmet
steel faction demanded the party stay loyal to its traditional religious core supporters.
As the Austrian Christian Democrats veered in the welfare chauvinist direction and
formed coalition governments with the radical right during 2000-2007, the liberal wing was
marginalized within the party. Prior to the 2013 elections, a former member of the liberal
wing formed a new party, NEOS, aimed at representing the liberal vote. While it is still
unclear whether NEOS will establish itself within the fluid Austrian party system, it “was
the only clear winner in the Austrian [2013] elections" (Dolezal and Zeglovits 2014, 651).
115

Felland (2004) also explains that the “helmet faction wanted to stress traditional, conservative Catholic
positions in cultural and ethical questions, while the moderate liberal faction pleaded for a more open and
clear market-oriented positioning of the party and for greater respect for the plurality of lifestyles" (p. 93).
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Figure 25 presents the predicted share of votes for the Austrian Christian Democrats
by partisan strategy (as all other analyses in this chapter it is based on data from 2008,
so before the defection of members from the liberal wing in 2013). Again, the market
cosmopolitan strategy is superior to the welfare chauvinist strategy, yet the differences are
rather small. By moving half way in the direction of an average liberal party – which in the
Austrian case entails a shift toward more progressive positions on the two identity-based
dimensions – the Christian Democrats can potentially increase their share of votes by about
2.5%. As in the British case, most of the gains from this strategy appear at its first steps and
reach a peak around the middle of the way between the Christian Democrats’ original set of
positions and the position of an average liberal party (the market cosmopolitan strategy).
In contrast, a welfare chauvinist movement toward the average radical right positions –
in the Austrian case, this would mean more centrist economic positions and slightly more
conservative positions on the identity-based dimensions – entails a potential loss of slightly
more than 2%.
When looking at specific groups of voters, the welfare chauvinist strategy entails a loss of
support among voters with higher education and members of religious organizations. While
the market cosmopolitan strategy is associated with a predicted decline of 8% in support
among those with lower education and lower income, it also increases the support for the
Christian Democrats among those with higher education and higher income. The market
cosmopolitan strategy also attracts younger voters while suppressing support among older
voters.
Broadening the perspective and considering changes in the size of the political blocs, a
market cosmopolitan strategy not only increases the share of votes for the center-right but
also increases the share of votes for the right-wing bloc (Christian Democrats and the two
radical right-wing parties). A market cosmopolitan strategy by the Christian Democrats
increases the support for the radical-right in about 2%, while the Christian Democrats also
gain votes at the expense of the social democrats and the Green. Under the original strategy,
the size of the right-wing bloc is about 42.5%; with the Christian democrats taking a welfare
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Figure 25: Support for the ÖVP by strategy

chauvinist strategy, the right-wing bloc captures about 40% of the votes, compared to 45%
when the Christian Democrats adopt a market cosmopolitan strategy.
Germany
In examining the strategies of the German Christian Democrats, the CDU, in the last
two decades, it is harder to point at specific moments in which the party clearly turned
in either the welfare chauvinist or the market cosmopolitan directions. Debus and Müller
(2013) argue that the CDU first responded to its electoral losses in the 1998 and 2002
elections by taking more economically liberal positions in 2005, following the adoption of a
new economic program in the party congress in Leipzig in 2003. To some degree, this neoliberal turn was also a response to the Third-Way centrist agenda of the Social Democrats
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Table 19: Support for the ÖVP by strategy (percentages of votes)
Full sample
Union members
Primary education
incomplete secondary school
Secondary school
University
Low income (below 1 quartile)
High Income (above 3 quartile)
Low income, primary education
High income, university education
Member of religious organization
Age below 1 quartile (30)
Age above 3 quartile (60)

Original positions
21.47
20.16
25.91
23.29
20.89
16.89
21.64
21.46
25.28
19.76
45.83
19.68
23.99

Welfare chauvinist str.
19.09
17.47
23.02
21.32
18.15
14.09
19.43
18.86
24.22
17.03
41.37
17.12
21.61

Market cosmopolitan str.
22.87
23.45
23.41
22.09
23.98
22.72
22.65
23.21
17.19
23.24
50.05
23.51
22.21

under the leadership of Gerhard Schroder.116
While the CDU was able to regain power in 2005, the election results were perceived
as deeply upsetting, considering that the party was initially projected to win in a landslide
(Pulzer 2006).117 In response, party elites became disillusioned with the electoral prospects
of the neo-liberal turn and toned down their pro-market positions. As summarized by
Marc Clemens (2013), the CDU “lurched towards neoliberalism, pulled back, and even embraced some social democratic recipes" (191). Similarly, on immigration, the CDU took a
more conservative stand during the mid-1990s and even more so in the early 2000s, but has
moderated its positions by the late 2000s (Bornschier 2010).
Analysts of the German party system thus mostly point toward stability and gradual
evolution when examining the CDU’s position changes. In summarizing the programmatic
shifts of the CDU during 1990-2010, Debus and Müller (2013) find “that there is no major
116

As explained in an interview with a CDU party official, the centrist turn of the Social Demcorats “put the
CDU in a position that it could either oppose Schroder on being to harsh on entitlement or criticizing them
for being too weak, demanding tougher reforms. Back then the overwhelming mood, at least in the right-wing
media, was that we needed more reforms, not less." Interview conducted in Berlin, July 2014; Interviewee
A from the CDU. Another former party official noted that “Schroder moved [the Social Democrats] to the
center, even beyond the center it would be fair to claim. He [thus] pushed the CDU further towards a more
– radical isn’t the right word here – a more pro-business or pro-economics policy." Interview conducted in
Berlin, July 2014; Interviewee B from the CDU.
117
As explained in an interview with a party official, “In the Leipzig congress of 2003, the party went in a
neoliberal direction. This was more or less the platform of 2005. But the disastrous results of 2005 – which
were very disappointing – created a shock. The CDU almost lost. It was clear that people are afraid to lose
their welfare benefits." Interview conducted in Berlin, July 2014.
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trend [...] they did not adopt more economically liberal policy positions over time, but
slightly moved towards more progressive policy positions on social issues" (p. 152). Along
similar lines, Kriesi et al. (2008) also find stability in the CDU’s positions (pp. 213, 233).
This stability notwithstanding, it is still relevant to examine the potential implications
of the welfare chauvinist and market cosmopolitan strategies for the German Christian
Democrats, especially as they face growing competition from new far right actors such as
the Alternative for Germany (Arzheimer 2015).118 Also, historical work on the CDU points
at specific constituencies that may push the CDU toward these two strategies:
[The] whole universe of CDU potential [support] fell apart [in the 2000s]: into
young, highly agile economic citizens, without religion, Heimat or family and
often putting about cutting neoliberal argument, on the one hand, and rather
traditional, pious, faithful, settled, vested-interest protecting petit bourgeois of
an old style and generation on the other. The latter were worried about their
pensions, for which the former would rather not hand over a single penny more
in taxes or deductions (Walter, Werwath and d’Antonio 2011, 63).
Among party elites, the emphasis has been on courting groups of voters that are likely to
be alienated by strong cultural conservatism and anti-immigration positions. When asked
about misconceptions of the CDU among the electorate, one party official explained that
“the biggest problem with young educated people is the notion that the CDU is not flexible,
oriented toward outdated values and not ready for change and social support. There’s a
huge image problem [...] the biggest obstacle for the CDU is to address these target groups:
[young educated people,] women, migrants".119 Further emphasizing the role of immigrants,
another party official noted that “immigrants, from a strategic perspective, might be the
most interesting group in society for the CDU in the future. They combine conservative
pro-business attitudes – they often own very small business. Especially immigrants with a
118
For instance, at the state level, some CDU parties – such as in Baden-Wurttemberg and RhinelandPalatine – have taken an arguably more welfare chauvinist line during the 2016 regional elections in response
to the perceived threat from the Alternative for Germany. This strategy was especially pronounced with
regard to a more restrictive immigration stand following the refugee crisis. For more, see: Ludwig Greven,
‘Klockner und die AfD-Versuchung’, Die Zeit, February 2016.
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Interview conducted in Berlin, July 2014; Interviewee A from the CDU.
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Turkish background – the levels of being self-employed and having a small enterprise is much
higher than among native-Germans [...] and they are socially conservative."120 A welfare
chauvinist strategy would seem counter-productive for attracting these groups of voters.
In addition, there is again a reason to expect religious voters to feel unease with a strong
welfare chauvinist stand. According to Boswell and Hough (2008), it was already in the
1980s, during the CDU’s push to restrict family reunion of mostly Turkish immigrants, that
“the churches [...] pointed to the constitutionally enshrined duty of government to safeguard
the family" (p. 337).
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While the public role of religion in Germany, as in other Western

European countries, has declined since the 1980s, religious voters are still considered by
party elites as their core constituencies (Hien 2013). And as explained by one party official
with regard to religious voters and immigration: “religious organizations still have strong
contacts to the party leadership, and could easily get Merkel on the phone if they wanted.
The church is pro-immigration and pro-asylum seekers."122
An analysis of the alternative choices of the CDU suggests that the market cosmopolitan
strategy is superior to the welfare chauvinist strategy, as shown in Figure 26. Yet the
potential gains from taking the market cosmopolitan positions are limited, and so are the
predicted losses of the welfare chauvinist strategy. For the German Christian Democrats,
a shift toward the average positions of a liberal party would entail a more pro-market
stand coupled with greater openness to immigration and cultural values. Such a market
cosmopolitan strategy could potentially increase its share of votes by less than 2%. Since
the German CDU has the same economic position as the average radical right party, the
welfare chauvinist strategy entails only increased cultural conservatism and anti-immigration
stands. In taking this route, the CDU would potentially lose about 4% of its support.
120

Interview conducted in Berlin, June 2014; Interviewee D from the CDU.
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While beyond the time frame of this analysis, it is relevant to note that during the immigration crisis of 2015, Catholic leaders voiced fierce opposition to anti-immigration rhetoric originating from the
CSU, the CDU’s sister-party in Bavaria. http://www.faz.net/aktuell/politik/fluechtlingskrise/bayerischeordensobere-gegen-fluechtlingspolitik-der-csu-13908495.html
122

Interview conducted in Berlin, July 2014; Interviewee C from the CDU.
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Figure 26: Support for the CDU by strategy

As shown in Table 20, there is no constituency for which there is higher support for
the CDU under the welfare chauvinist strategy compared to its original positions. While
members of religious organizations are less likely to vote for the CDU under the welfare
chauvinist strategy compared to the original strategy, they are not expected to decrease their
support for the CDU under the market cosmopolitan strategy. Voters with lower income and
lower education are more likely to support the CDU under the welfare chauvinist strategy
compared to the market cosmopolitan strategy, albeit the difference is rather small. In
contrast, a market cosmopolitan strategy would depress support for the CDU among voters
with primary education – but would increase support among voters with a university degree.
The market cosmopolitan strategy also makes larger gains among younger voters compared
to older ones, yet the difference is again rather small.
As in the Dutch and Austrian cases, the market cosmopolitan strategy does not only
increase the party’s share of votes but also expands the size of the right-wing bloc (CDU and
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Table 20: Support for CDU by strategy (percentages of votes)
Full sample
Union members
Primary education
incomplete secondary school
Secondary school
University
Low income (below 1 quartile)
High Income (above 3 quartile)
Low income, primary education
High income, university education
Member of religious organization
Age below 1 quartile (38)
Age above 3 quartile (58)

Original positions
33.08
24.30
41.01
34.54
28.80
30.31
25.09
34.90
26.88
32.80
55.00
28.54
37.61

Welfare chauvinist str.
29.49
21.45
39.42
31.28
24.36
26.08
21.48
30.59
25.78
28.41
50.98
24.91
34.28

Market cosmopolitan str.
34.50
25.62
38.55
35.35
31.63
33.02
26.11
37.82
23.55
36.12
55.18
30.23
38.40

FDP). Under its original strategy, the size of the right-wing bloc is 44.6%. With a welfare
chauvinist strategy, the right wing bloc shrinks to 40.9%, as the CDU losses about 4% while
the liberal FDP increases its share of votes in less than 1%. Somewhat surprisingly, a market
cosmopolitan strategy by the CDU has no effect on support for the FDP. Instead, the gains
of the CDU’s market cosmopolitan strategy come at the expenses of the social democratic
SPD and the Greens, expanding the right-wing bloc to 46.2%. Yet all in all, these results
suggest that the CDU has some flexibility in changing its positions, as the gains and losses
are rather small across most groups.

Comparing strategies across countries
A comparative analysis of the trade-offs faced by center-right parties reveals both similarities and differences across the four countries. Perhaps surprisingly, in light of the allure
of a welfare chauvinist strategy for the center-right (Abou-Chadi 2014; van Kersbergen and
Krouwel 2008; Schumacher and van Kersbergen 2014), the market cosmopolitan strategy
holds the prospects of increasing support for the center-right while moving closer toward
the positions of the radical right entails a decline in its projected share of votes in all four
cases. Furthermore, the market cosmopolitan strategy does not only increase the size of the
center-right but also expands the right-wing bloc. These findings hold across all four cases,
which – as shown in Table 15 above – differ with regard to the electoral systems, party
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system configuration, and labor market structures. Yet next to these similarities, there are
also cross-national variations in the implications of these strategies for the center-right.
Figure 27 presents changes in each party’s share of votes when moving from its original
positions toward the market cosmopolitan and welfare chauvinist strategies. The market
cosmopolitan strategy has the potential to increase support for the center-right, but much
more so in the Netherlands than in Germany; and the losses center-right parties suffer when
taking the welfare chauvinist strategy are much more severe in the Netherlands than in
Austria.
Considering the small sample size of countries, it is hard to derive a definitive explanation
for these variations. Przeworski and Sprague (1986, 73) note that in explaining variations
in the trade-offs faced by the center-left, they “find [themselves] in the situation typical
of comparative analysis, where competing explanations cannot be eliminated", since the
countries compared differ “in more than one way relevant to the phenomena [they] seek
to explain". Nevertheless, it is still possible to consider the explanatory power of several
alternative arguments, based on the relevant literature.
Research on the strategic dilemmas of social democratic parties suggests several potential
explanations for these variations. Przeworski and Sprague (1986) argue that the trade-offs
parties face when shifting strategies depend on the party system configuration and politicaleconomic structures. First, they point to the availability of an ‘exit option’ and argue that
competition with a radical left parties make a centrist strategy more costly for the center-left,
as disgruntled blue-collar workers may defect to the (leftist) radicals (pp. 71-73). Second,
they argue that strong unions help solidify the support of workers when center-left parties
take a centrist strategy, thus diminishing its potential costs (pp. 78-79).
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Figure 27: Cross-national variations by partisan strategies

When shifting the focus from the center-left to the center-right, this suggests the following. First, competition with a radical-right wing party may make the market cosmopolitan
strategy more costly, as cross-pressured voters who are conservative on the identity-based
dimensions but more centrist on economic policy-making have the option to defect to rightwing radicals. Symmetrically, competition with a liberal party may make the welfare chauvinist strategy more costly, as voters who are progressive on identity-based issues but also
strongly pro-market could defect to the liberals.
In considering political-economic structures, it may be the case that the greater the
erosion of sectors on which the cross-class center-right coalition is based – the sharper the
trade-offs center-right parties face. As discussed in the theoretical chapter, the center-right
cross-class compromise has been facilitated in part by the Fordist production regime, which
linked together workers with different skill-levels; and it had been eroded by the transition
to the knowledge economy, which severed the economic complementarities between workers
with different skills and led to a bifurcation of economic prospects by skills (Iversen and
Soskice 2015).
This suggests that in countries with a larger knowledge-intensive services sector, with
greater distance between workers with different skills, moving toward one group would
quickly alienate the other group. In contrast, in countries with a greater industrial sector and greater complementarities between workers with different skills, parties have more
leeway to shape their positions without quickly alienating any of their core constituencies.
Put differently, the stronger the shift to the services, the greater the distance between constituencies with different skills, and the harder it is to appeal to all groups simultaneously
– and hence, the sharper the trade-offs center-right parties face in retaining the cross-class
base of support. At the same time, a larger knowledge-intensive services sector is likely
to make the potential gains from a liberal strategy, courting market cosmopolitans voters,
substantively larger.
When comparing the four countries, there is no evidence that competition with a radical
right-wing party makes the market cosmopolitan strategy more costly. The Dutch Christian
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Democrats compete with the radical PVV, yet it has the most to gain by turning in the
market cosmopolitan direction – more so than the German Christian Democrats, saved from
a radical-right competitor (at the time the survey data was collected). The Austrian and
German Christian Democrats both make similar gains by adopting the market cosmopolitan
strategy, albeit the Austrian Christian Democrats compete with one of the strongest radical
right-wing parties in Europe.
Competition with a liberal party does seem to make the welfare chauvinist strategy more
costly for the cross-class center-right, at least in some cases. With no liberal party (until
2013), the Austrian Christian Democrats had the least to lose by moving in the welfare
chauvinist direction. Competing with the liberal VVD, the Dutch Christian Democrats
(CDA) have much to lose by taking the positions of the radical right. The German Christian
Democrats and the British Conservatives are situated somewhere in between the extremes of
the Dutch and Austrian cases, although the British liberals are traditionally stronger than
their German counterparts with regard to share of votes.
Yet it is not clear that liberals succeed in attracting defectors when the center-right takes
the welfare chauvinist strategy. In the Netherlands, the Liberals capture only about 1.5% of
the 7% lost by the Christian Democrats when taking the welfare chauvinist strategy – while
the rest of the votes are spread across most other parties. In the German case, the Christian
Democrats’ welfare chauvinist strategy increases the Liberals’ share of votes by less than
1%. In the United Kingdom, the Conservatives lose about 6% when moving in the welfare
chauvinist direction, with the Liberal Democrats gaining about 2%. These numbers suggest
that liberal parties are not the main beneficiaries of the center-right’s welfare chauvinist
strategy.
Cross-national variations in the trade-offs parties face may be more in line with differences in labor market structures. While they differ with regard to their party system
configuration, Austria and Germany both retained the largest industrial sectors in Western
Europe, which is expected to ease the sharpness of the trade-offs cross-class parties face. And
indeed, both the potential gains and losses the German and Austrian Christian Democrats
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face in changing their positions are comparatively small. These parties seem to enjoy more
leeway in shaping their positions: when prioritizing one constituency over the other, they
face comparatively less severe consequences in terms of defections from their base of support.
The Netherlands stands at the opposing side with regard to labor market structures,
with the one of the largest knowledge-intensive services sectors in Western Europe. In line
with the expectations, it is indeed in the Dutch case that the Christian Democrats face a
harder time in simultaneously satisfying diverse constituencies. Furthermore, labor market
structures also suggest why a shift toward the market cosmopolitan strategy has the potential
for a comparatively larger gain in votes compared to Austria and Germany. In the simplest
terms, the share of the highly-skilled labor force, which is most likely to be liberal, is larger
in the Netherlands compared to the two other European continental countries – and thus
the Dutch Christian Democrats have the most to gain by moving this direction, and the
most to lose by moving away from it and adopting the welfare chauvinist strategy.
As shown in Figure 27, the British Conservatives are situated between the German and
Austrian Christian Democrats, on the one hand, and the Dutch Christian Democrats, on
the other hand. Indeed, the United Kingdom is also located somewhere in between with
regard to the size of its services sector – it has an industrial sector that is larger than in the
Netherlands but smaller than in Germany and Austria. The British Conservatives can make
potential gains by becoming more liberal, yet less so than the Dutch Christian Democrats
and more so than the German and Austrian Christian Democrats. Symmetrically, it faces
potential losses when becoming welfare chauvinist, but less so than the Dutch Christian
Democrats and more so than their German and Austrian counterparts. This is in line with
the notion that the sharpness of parties’ strategic dilemmas is shaped, at least partially, by
labor market structures.

Conclusions
This chapter examined the strategic dilemmas of center-right parties, their implications
for vote choice and the ways in which they vary cross-nationally. It thus makes a first
152

step toward incorporating the center-right within a body of research that has so far mostly
focused on the strategic dilemmas of the center-left. And while this analysis is not without
limitations, it challenges the common wisdom in the literature while also suggesting some
alternative claims.
Perhaps most importantly, the results demonstrate that center-right parties should be
cautious in their attempt to compete with radical right-wing parties by taking their positions
– in contrast to works that either recommend or document such a shift. A welfare chauvinist
strategy that combines strong anti-immigration appeals, cultural conservatism and centrist
economic positions may increase the support for the center-right among voters with lower
income and lower education (although this is not always the case), yet at the cost of alienating younger educated middle-class voters. In light of the expansion of higher education, this
seems like a short-sighted strategy. As noted by Werfhorst and Graaf (2004), “the highly educated group, due to its size, has become more attractive to political parties seeking to gain
votes. This may lead parties to adjust their positions so as to attract the votes of members
of the highly educated group" – and there is no reason to expect center-right parties to be
the exception for this rule.123
The other side of the coin is that the reservoir of low-educated, working-class voters may
not be large enough to support electoral majorities for mainstream parties. This does not
mean that center-right parties can easily give up on this constituency: social conservatives
from lower economic status have historically been an important core constituency of the
cross-class center-right (Van Kersbergen 1995).124 Under the current strategies of the centerright, voters with primary education (compared to those with higher levels of education)
have the highest share of support for the center-right in all of the four cases discussed above,
while voters with university degree have the lowest share of support for these countries.
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Albeit in the different context of American politics, Miller and Schofield (2008) considers potential defections of cultural liberals from the Republican Party as the main potential driver for center-right realignment
in the United States.
124

With regard to the United Kingdom, Beer (1965) argues that the reliance of the British Conservatives
on the working class, or the ‘Tory working man’, was key to their electorate strategy already in the early
20th century.
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Party elites may be risk-averse, preferring to preserve existing constituencies (with lower
education) over reaching out to new constituencies (with university degree). Yet again, in
all of the analyses above, a market cosmopolitan strategy increases the overall share of votes
for the center-right.125
Furthermore, a market cosmopolitan strategy does a double service to center-right parties: it increases their share of votes while also expanding the size of the right-wing bloc. The
votes lost by the center-right when moving in the market cosmopolitan direction are mostly
captured by the radical right and thus remain within the same political bloc. Considering
the growing number of cases in which radical right parties have supported right-wing governments, either formally or informally, this should strengthen the chances of the center-right
to form coalition governments (Bale 2003; de Lange 2012).126
Lastly, the relatively low trade-offs that the two strategies entail for the center-right in
some cases may appear as a non-finding, yet they carry substantive implications for the
strategic choices these moderate right elites face. Where there are no significant changes in
their share of votes whether they take the welfare chauvinist or market cosmopolitan strategies, center-right elites enjoy greater leeway in shaping their partisan appeals. They have
the capacity to prioritize some constituencies over others without fearing harsh retaliation.
Probing more closely into the considerations of these elites may prove fruitful especially in
those cases where the trade-offs parties face are relatively small, as in Austria and Germany
(see more on this in the following chapter).
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For a similar argument in the American context, see Carmines, Ensley and Wagner (2014).
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One potential caveat is that by adopting the market cosmopolitan strategy, the policy distance between
the center-right and the radical right becomes too substantial to allow the formation of shared governments.
Bale (2003) suggests that the potential of coalitional cooperation between the center-right and the radical
right provides the center-right with an incentive to create common grounds by adopting positions that are
closer to the radical right. Historical research might be able to shed more light on the trade-offs of the
center-right in choosing between expanding the right-wing bloc via the market cosmopolitan strategy or
creating grounds for cooperation with the radical right. It is relevant to note, however, the there is no
case in which radical right-wing parties supported governments led by the center-left. This suggests that
the market cosmopolitan strategy, while pushing the center-right further away from the radical right, is not
likely to serve the center-left by facilitating a hypothetical center-left and radical-right coalition.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions
The goal of this dissertation has been to develop a theoretical lens for examining the
battle for the soul of the western European right around 2010: to identify the key groups of
voters on the right, to link their belief systems to patterns of partisan support, and examine
the strategic dilemmas they pose for center-right parties. The crux of the argument has been
that there is fundamental asymmetry across the left-right divide. The ability to attract crosspressured voters, or those who are conservative on some issues but progressive on others,
distinguishes the right from the left. Yet within the right, cross-pressured voters are also the
least likely to vote for the moderate center-right. This, in turn, shapes the strategic dilemmas
center-right parties face in fashioning their partisan appeals. After discussing the theoretical
bases for these claims in chapter 2, the empirical chapters examined the determinants and
characteristics of attitudinal cross-pressures, and their electoral implications for the right.
Chapter 3 located the current tensions within the right in labor market transformations,
which have driven a wedge between economic and cultural conservatism. This chapter
demonstrated, first, that attitude constraint – the correlations between economic and cultural conservatism – had diminished in most Western European countries during 1990-2008.
Examining over-time and cross-national variations in attitude constraint, I found no evidence for a relationship between the structure of mass attitudes and partisan polarization,
in contrast to expectations from both the American and European public opinion literature. In contrast, I demonstrated that variations in attitude constraint are associated with
variations in occupational structures. Those countries that developed a larger knowledgeintensive sector within this time period have also experienced a sharper decline in the correlations of economic and cultural conservatism. Cross-nationally, countries with a larger
knowledge-intensive sector are also likely to be characterized by lower attitude constraint.
These findings, robust to different measurements of partisan polarization and occupational
structures, provide stronger support to a bottom-up labor markets explanation for variations
in the structure of mass attitudes than to a top-down partisan polarization explanation.
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After demonstrating that cross-pressures emerge inherently from the structure of postindustrial labor markets, chapter 4 described the characteristics of different cross-pressured
groups. While it is often assumed that unbundled belief systems result from lack of information and attention to elite cues, this chapter showed that some cross-pressured constituencies,
namely market cosmopolitans (economically conservative, progressive on identity-based issues), are highly informed and engaged in politics. In fact, the highly-educated are likely to
be highly cross-pressured: they tend to be economically conservative, culturally progressive,
and more centrist with regard to immigration. In contrast, welfare chauvinists (economically progressive, conservative on identity based issues) are indeed less informed and less
engaged in politics. More disturbingly, welfare chauvinists are also more disaffected with
democracy and less likely to vote. All in all, these findings suggest that there is a need to
closely consider different types of cross-pressured voters.
Chapter 5 turned to the asymmetries in mass attitudes across the left-right divide. It
demonstrated that most types of attitudinal cross-pressures are resolved through support to
the right, in contrast to arguments that expect cross-pressures to resolve in ambivalence and
a centrist position. The right stands out for its multivocality: it means different things to
different constituencies. It is able to attract voters with mutually exclusive belief systems:
both those who are economically conservative and socially progressive, and those who are
economically progressive and socially conservative. In contrast, the left seems to have one
single dominant interpretation in mass attitudes, as a strong bundle of all-progressive stands.
Put differently, while support for the left requires progressive attitudes on all issues, it is
enough to be conservative on one issue in order to support the right.
The argument of this chapter challenged work that perceives the left and right as mirror
images of each other (Roemer 2001; Stegmueller 2013), and therefore expects cross-pressured
voters to be ‘stuck’ at the center, in between (Treier and Hillygus 2009). It also questioned
the notion that left and right parties symmetrically attract cross-pressured voters by strategic choice of positions (Hillygus and Shields 2008; Somer-Topcu 2015). In contrast, my
argument on the multivocality of the right posited that there are more ways to interpret
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what the right stands for, and therefore we should expect cross-pressured voters to turn right.
This finding was supported by the cross-national analysis of survey data. I also showed this
finding holds in both the most permissive and least permissive electoral environment in
Western Europe (the Netherlands and the United Kingdom respectively), suggesting that it
is not merely a reflection of the availability of different parties on the right.127
Chapters 6 and 7 focused on patterns of support for the center-right and the strategic
dilemmas these parties face. It showed that support for the right and voting for the centerright are associated with opposite types of belief systems: cross-pressured voters are the
most likely to identify with the right and the least likely to vote for the cross-class centerright. This helps explain why the right may expand its reach while the center-right falters:
as there are more voters with unbundled attitudes, they are likely to support the right but
not the center-right.
If center-right parties are struggling with voters who are cross-pressured, in which direction should they turn? Should they adopt the positions of a typical radical right-wing
party in order to attract welfare chauvinists – or should they adopt the positions of a typical
liberal party in order to attract the market cosmopolitans? I examined this question in four
countries, which vary on their party system configuration and political-economic institutions: the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Germany and Austria. Using simulations of
projected changes in votes, I showed that the market cosmopolitan strategy is superior in all
cases. While adopting a hard line on immigration and more centrist economic positions may
increase support for the center-right among voters with lower income and education, these
gains are relatively small compared to potential losses among the larger group of voters with
higher education – although the trade-offs vary across countries.
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Although the ideological diversity of parties on the right is directly related to its multivocality, as
discussed in chapter 5
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Scope conditions, and: Are American conservatives exceptional?
The theoretical claims and the empirical analysis in this dissertation have focused on
Western Europe. Should we expect similar dynamics on the right also in other countries?
The argument regarding the multivocality of the right should be relevant in cases where
diverse actors have ‘negatively united’ against the prospect of a left-wing political project.
This type of right-wing coalitions should appear where political cleavages developed along
the lines described by Lipset and Rokkan (1967), including non-European Anglo-American
democracies. In these countries, the economic left-right cleavage developed only after previous dividing-lines – such as Church-state, rural-urban, and center-periphery – have cut
across political actors that will have later coalesced on the right. Newer democracies in
which a strong labor movement pushed together its opponents to ‘negatively unite’ on the
right, such as Israel (Shindler 2015), would fit within the scope conditions as well.
The United States suggests an especially intriguing case to consider the generalizability
of the claims developed along these pages, in light of research on American conservatives.
In their study of ideology in America, Ellis and Stimson (2012) find that compared to
self-identified liberals, there are more self-identified conservatives with unbundled belief
systems (see also Ellis and Stimson (2011); Feldman and Johnston (2014); Stimson (2004);
Zumbrunnen and Gangl (2008)). Put differently, there are more self-identified liberals with
all-progressive belief systems than self-identified conservatives with all-conservative belief
systems. Their explanation for this builds on the uniqueness of the American political
culture: they explain that within the American public discourse, the label ‘conservative’
carries positive symbolic meanings. They suggest that Americans extrapolate from nonpolitical aspects of life such as religion and family traditions, in which the label ‘conservatism’
is used in a positive way. As Ellis and Stimson (2012, 144) explain,128
many Americans do like to think of themselves as ‘conservatives’ in contexts other
than politics: in traditional, literalist religious worldviews and in conventional,
128

Note that this argument refers not only to cross-pressured voters but also to those who identify as
conservatives although they do not hold conservative attitudes on any specific issue.
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traditional approaches to social life. For some, these conceptions of conservatism
make their way in political worldviews [...] these extrapolitical conceptions of
conservatism are translated directly into political identification, irrespective of
issue or other beliefs.
Thus, if conflicted in their policy preferences, American voters are likely to prefer to attach
themselves to the positive associations of conservatism.
The glorification of conservatism in the American political culture, according to these
authors, is disseminated (among other channels) through elites’ frames in the mass media.
Ellis and Stimson (2009) argue that American right-wing elites tend to frame their claims
in symbolic terms of ideology and identity, while left-wing elites mostly frame their claims
in terms of specific policy demands (see also Grossmann and Hopkins (2015)). Voters then
internalize these messages and tend to identify with conservatism as a political ideology and
identity, even if they support some progressive policies. Further developing this argument
on exposure to elite frames, especially on the right, Claassen, Tucker and Smith (2015) find
that watching Fox News is a significant predictor for cross-pressured voters to ideologically
self-identify as conservatives.
Considering these arguments in light of this dissertation, it seems that the emphases on
the uniqueness of American political culture may miss a broader point. There is no reason
to assume that the label ‘right’ carries the same positive connotations in Western Europe as
‘conservatism’ in the United States; there is no a-priori reason to expect that European rightwing leaders frame their appeals in ideological terms or to assume that European left-wing
leaders frame their appeals in non-ideological terms; and (although perhaps more arguably)
one would be hard pressed to point at European broadcasting outlets that are as partisan
and ideological as Fox News. And yet European cross-pressured voters still gravitate to the
right – just as in the United States.
Existing research on the American right may have been somewhat limited by its tendency to shy from cross-national comparisons.129 My argument on the multivocality of
129

As noted by Phillips-Fein (2011, 743), the next step in the study of American conservatism should include
“thinking about how conservative movements around the world were able to gain strength from the economic

159

the European right may potentially bear relevance to research on American cross-pressured
conservatives – just as research on American right-wing coalitions may shed light on cases
outside the United States. Whether indeed the American right is more ideologically-diverse
than the left and how this may be reflected in public opinion is beyond the scope of this
research. This in mind, a full explanation of the ability of the American right to attract
cross-pressured voters may benefit from a broader comparative perspective. The reliance on
explanatory factors that are unique to the American political culture may overlook some of
the generalizable mechanisms at work.
One such direction for comparative study could focus on the conditions that shape the
construction of diverse right-wing coalitions. Scholars of American political development
have paid close attention to elites’ intentional efforts to weave diverse ideological traditions
under a fusionist right-wing umbrella (Gross, Medvetz and Russell 2011). Among intellectuals, consistent efforts had been made to bring together free market liberals, cultural conservatives and foreign-policy hawks in the period between World War II and the 1980s (Burgin
2012; Burns 2004a,b; Kersch 2011; Nash 1976; Noel 2014; Zelizer 2010). The construction of
this diverse coalition has also been reflected in the adoption of multivocal political language,
which could be interpreted differently by different segments of the right-wing alliance (Lowndes 2008).130 While it is of course important to know how American conservative elites have
constructed their fusionist right-wing coalition, this literature has given less attention to
how variations in political and economic (as well as political-economic) institutions shape
the ability of conservative elites to tap into diverse constituencies for support. A comparative perspective that looks also at the construction of multivocal right-wing coalitions in
other developed democracies could shed new light on this pressing question.
and cultural changes of the late twentieth century [...] What are the economic and political changes that
opened up the space for the rise of conservative activists and the entrenchment of their political ideologies,
not only in the United States but all over the globe?” One work that examines this question, although in
the context of the post-war period and from a more transnational than comparative perspective, is Burgin
(2012).
130

For instance, Lowndes (2008, 25) discusses the ways in which the term ‘states’ rights’ was understood
by some conservatives as opposed to the central government intervention in the free market, and by other
conservatives as opposed to the central government intervention in race relations.
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Contribution, implications and limitations
Brought together, the theoretical arguments and empirical findings of this dissertation
make several contributions. Their limitations, at the same time, leave important topics for
future research.
Public opinion and occupational structures
This analysis is among the first to study variations in the structure of mass attitudes
(namely, attitude constraint) in a cross-national, over-time comparative setting. My findings
challenge the common wisdom regarding the role of partisan polarization in shaping attitude
constraint and therefore contribute to the research on mass-elite linkages in Western Europe
and beyond. By shifting the focus from partisan cues to occupational structures, my findings
call for a re-evaluation of previous studies on this topic and, more generally, stress the need to
consider political-economic factors in public opinion research. For instance, Adams, De Vries
and Leiter (2012) suggest that attitude constraint in the Netherlands has declined due to
partisan depolarization; yet my analysis suggests that their findings may be driven, at least
partially, by the Dutch sharp turn toward the knowledge economy.
The analysis of changes in mass attitudes and changes in occupational structures is
limited by the number of cases and time period of available data sources. The number of
observations was less than 20; while covering the relevant universe of cases and not smaller
than previous work on the determinants of party system characteristics in Western Europe
(Ezrow 2008), it is still admittedly limited in scope. One way to expand on this in future
research would be to examine variations in the structure of mass attitudes at the sub-national
level, with a larger number of units of analysis. Also, at the subnational level (national)
partisan cues are potentially held constant while labor market indicators vary, making it a
suitable case for testing the relative explanatory power of the polarization and occupational
structure explanations for variations in mass attitudes.
Such future study could examine whether sub-national regions that are associated with
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specific occupations are also associated with specific types of belief systems. In fact, such
a hypothesis emerges from an interview with a campaign strategist for the Dutch Liberal
Party (VVD):
We have expanded more and more from the West coast to the rural areas, because
a lot of the entrepreneurs, exporters, engineers, stuff like that, are more and more
going to the middle of the country. And we have universities spread around the
country and we are going there as well.
Sub-national geographical variations in the distribution of preferences, as convincingly argued by Rodden (2010), can be a critical factor in shaping electoral outcomes. The theoretical framework developed in this paper should be relevant for this research agenda.
Left-right asymmetries and mass attitudes
In their agenda-setting volume, Beramendi et al. (2015) emphasize that multidimensional preferences have become more complex, complicated and fragmented. Within this
complexity, my findings provide a clear formulation of the relationship between conflicting
preferences and left-right ideological identities. When looking at mass public opinion, the
left is associated with a bundle of all-progressive attitudes – while the right is associated
also with conservative attitudes on each and every issue. This asymmetry adds a new layer
to research on the evolution of the left-right cleavage (de Vries, Hakhverdian and Lancee
2013; Hellwig 2014; Kitschelt and Hellemans 1990; Mair 2007).
This left-right asymmetry also carries several implications that have not yet fully explored
in this dissertation. One of these implications speaks to debates about the dimensionality
of the electoral space in western Europe (Bakker, Jolly and Polk 2012; de Vries and Hobolt
2012; de Vries, Hakhverdian and Lancee 2013; Tavits and Potter 2015; Ward et al. 2015).
Can mass attitudes on different issues be collapsed into a single dimension; and if not, how
many dimensions are there – two (Kriesi et al. 2008) or three (Kitschelt and Rehm 2014)?
My analysis of left-right assymetries suggest that the answer may vary across the ideological
divide. If indeed, as my results suggest, attitudes on the left are strongly bundled, it would
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make sense to talk about a single dimension on the left – even if this single dimension encompasses more than one issue.131 But on the right, in contrast, scholars are likely to find greater
dimensionality. For instance, it might be that on the left, cultural values and immigration
can be collapsed into a single dimension. Yet on the right, as discussed above, there are
likely to be religious voters who are culturally conservative but not anti-immigration – next
to strong opponents of immigration who are also culturally progressive. This suggests that
the discussion over dimensionality should not be reduced to methodological tests (Benoit
and Laver 2012), but also engage in theoretical discussions regarding potential variations in
the structure of mass attitudes across the ideological divide.
Furthermore, there is a place to reconsider the implications of right-wing multivocality to
the construction of electoral majorities. The ability of the right to speak in many voices – or
its inability to speak in a single voice – has been mostly portrayed in the party politics as a
weakness (Borg and Castles 1981; Castles 1978). Yet the implications for this multivocality
to electoral outcomes should depend on the structure of mass attitudes. It may be that
following the unbundling of traditional belief systems and in light of evidence on the sizable
share of voters who are cross-pressured, this diversity of voices within the right would become
a strength in its efforts to achieve electoral majorities.
There is strong evidence that partisan fragmentation on the right serves the left (Döring
and Manow 2015; Iversen and Soskice 2006). Yet in light of changes in the structure of mass
attitudes and the substantive share of voters who are cross-pressured across conservative
and progressive attitudes on different attitudes, right-wing multivocality – reflected, among
other things, in the fragmentation of the right-wing partisan bloc – may turn out to have its
own advantages. Speaking in many voices when the electorate is cross-pressured in various
ways can expand the reach of the right, and should be easier to achieve when the right is
divided across multiple parties. Whether or not this is indeed the case is left for future
research.
131

After all, if political competition unfolds exactly along the diagonal of strongly bundled positions
Kitschelt (1994b), then in practical terms there is a single dimension of electoral competition.
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The fracturing of the center-right
One of the puzzles this dissertations aimed at solving was the contrasting trajectories of
the right as a political camp, on the one hand, and the center-right as a party family, on
the other hand. While the right as a political camp has gained increased support during
1990 to 2010, the moderate cross-class center-right has gradually lost power within this time
period (Bale and Krouwel 2013). Why and when does the center-right lose when support
for the right increases? My analysis suggests that the answer lies, at least partially, in the
moderate right’s failures to attract the growing constituencies of cross-pressured voters, who
self-identify with the right but do not vote for the center-right.
These findings carry several implications for research on party strategies in general and
for the dilemmas of center-right parties in particular. First, the center-right has a greater
potential to attract cross-pressured voters compared to the center-left, considering that
these voters already identify with the right and that most voting shifts take place within the
same bloc (Mair 1997). In their effort to attract these voters, the center-right faces strong
incentives to combine polarized positions on different issues. This does not bode well for
those who wish the moderate right to regain its traditional position close to the center.132
Second, it is often assumed that center-right parties benefit from competing on immigration and traditional cultural values (Roemer 1998; Tavits and Potter 2015). Yet, when
center-right parties consider whether to adopt a hard line on immigration they are advised
to closely consider the structure of mass attitudes in the electorate in general and among
their supports in particular (see also Pardos-Prado (2015)). If conservative attitudes on immigration mostly reinforce conservative attitudes on other issues, emphasizing this issue is
likely to reinforce support for the center-right. However, if voters who hold anti-immigration
sentiments are not conservative on other issues, than taking a hard line on this issue may
alienate supporters who are more progressive on immigration, while it is also unlikely to
attract those who are anti-immigration but progressive on other issues.
132

For a related argument in the American case, see Hillygus and Shields (2008).
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Third, there is evidence that center-right parties respond to the rise of the radical right
by taking anti-immigration stands and toning down their free-market rhetoric (van Spanje
2010; Schumacher and van Kersbergen 2014). Yet my analysis reveals that the center-right
mostly struggles with market cosmopolitans, or those who are economically conservative but
also hold progressive social values and are open to immigration. If indeed this liberal share
of the electorate is growing (Giger and Nelson 2011; Oesch and Menes 2011; Oesch 2015),
then the willingness of center-right parties to compete over the blue-collar supporters of the
radical right may turn out to be a precarious and short-sighted strategy.
These empirical findings raise some question marks around scholars’ fixation on welfare
chauvinist voters, who tend to be older and with more basic levels of education. This
constituency is an important part of the right, yet it is neither the largest nor the expanding
faction of the right. To the contrary: it is likely to shrink overtime, due to the continuing
expansion of higher-education and generational replacement.
At the moment, this constituency seems to mostly play a disruptive role in party politics:
in most cases, it is not strong enough to take over the center-right yet also not weak enough
to be lost by the center-right. It is this liminal position which makes the welfare chauvinists
such a potent force in contemporary politics, their limited size notwithstanding. The degree
to which the center-right courts welfare chauvinists thus depends, at least to some degree, on
the time horizons of political elites and whether they are mostly concerned with mobilizing
existing supporters or reaching out to new constituencies, which would be required for the
party in the future. More closely examining perceptions of time horizons in making these
political calculations among elites could shed light on ways partisan strategic dilemmas are
resolved.
While it incorporated elites’ perceptions through the use of interviews with partisan
officials and elected representatives, my analysis falls short of fully uncovering considerations
of time horizons in the minds of partisan strategists. Why would some center-right parties
invest in growing groups of voters (younger market cosmopolitans), while other court groups
that are diminishing in size (older welfare chauvinists)? One option may be that parties
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simply experiment, searching for their optimal strategy through a process of trial and error.
This seems to fit the trajectory of the British Conservatives: following their colossal defeat
in 1997, the party first turned in a welfare chauvinist direction during 2001 and 2005 – in
spite of warnings that this may alienate the growing constituency of higher educated young
voters (Bale 2011). It was only after two failures that the party turned toward a market
cosmopolitan strategy, which indeed helped it get back to power in 2010. But beyond trial
and error, there might be other factors that shape (center-right) politicians’ time horizons,
such as the ability to hold-off demands from current supporters in order to reach out to new
supporters. Historical and interview-based research may shed more light on the relevant
factors at work.
One potential factor that is likely to affect the choices of the center-right is demands from
well-organized interest groups with institutionalized links to party elites. On the center-right,
such interest-groups are most likely to come from the different types of business associations
and religious organizations (Gerard and van Hecke 2004). The analysis in this dissertation
has focused on demands at the electoral arena, yet it is a clear that parties are also subject to
push-and-pulls at the arena of organized-interests mediation. It remains for future research
to make the extra step toward bringing interest groups into the analysis of center-right
politics. Yet the arguments developed along these pages should provide a useful starting
point for this analysis. For instance, it would be relevant to consider whether economic
upheavals such as labor market transformations and globalization may push different types
of business organizations closer together or further apart. For instance, variations in tensions
between large and small business within the context of the shift to the knowledge economy,
or differences in demands between export- and local-oriented firms within the context of
European integration, are likely to pose challenges for the center-right. Whether or not
this is the case is beyond the scope of this dissertation, yet it could surely complement the
analysis of center-right electoral politics.
Lastly, my analysis uncovers some of the underlying mechanisms behind the current
challenges of center-right parties. In a period of constant focus on the crisis of the left
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(Miliband 2011), this discussion of fractures within the center-right may be seen as a source
of consolation among readers with progressive inclinations. Yet such schadenfreude is a
rather meager consolation. Center-right parties have played an important historical role
in facilitating political compromise and stability in post-war Europe (Muller 2011). They
succeeded in doing so, at least to some degree, through their effort to construct cross-class
coalitions, built upon interest-mediation and moderation. Changes in the political economy
of Western democracies have made these efforts much harder. Yet giving up on this challenge
can unleash destructive and xenophobic political forces. For center-right politicians, it is
thus an effort still worth making. For political scientists, it is one more reason to pay close
attention to the politics of the center-right.
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Appendices
Appendix for chapter 1
Table 21: Party names abbreviations
Austria:
SPÖ: The Social Democratic Party
FPÖ: The Freedom Party of Austria
Belgium:
FN: The National Front
VLD: Open Flemish Liberals and Democrats
CDH: Humanist Democratic Centre
SP.A: Socialist PartyâĂŞDifferently
Denmark:
Enh: Red-Green Alliance
RV: Danish Social Liberal Party
V: Liberal Party
Finland:
SDP: Social Democratic Party
KESK: Center Party
PS: True Finns
France:
Verst: The Greens
UMP: Union for a Popular Movement
Germany:
SPD: Social Democratic Party
CDU: Christian Democratic Union
The UK:
Lab: Labour
Italy:
PD: Democratic Party
PDL: The People of Freedom
LN: Lega Nord
The Netherlands:
GL: Green Left
D66: Democrats 66
VVD: People’s Party for Freedom
Democracy
ARP: Anti-Revolutionary Party
Norway:
DNA: Labour Party
SP: Centre Party
V: Liberal Party
Portugal:
BE: Left Bloc
CDS-PP: People’s Party
Spain:
PSOE: Socialist Workers’ Party
PDP: Democratic Popular Party
Sweden:
MP: Green Party
C: Center Party
M: Moderates (Conservative Party)
Switzerland:
GPS: Green Party
SVP: People’s Party
LdT: Ticino League
GLP: Green Liberal Party

and

Grüne: Austrian Green Party
BZÖ: Alliance for the Future of Austria

ÖVP: The Austrian People’s Party
MARTIN: Martin’s List

VB: Flemish Interest
N-VA: New Flemish Alliance
ECOLO: Ecolo
Groen: Green

MR: Reformist Movement
CDV: Christian Democratic and Flemish
PS: Socialist Party

SD: Social Democrats
KrF: Christian People’s Party
DF: Danish People’s Party

SF: Socialist People’s Party
FP:Progress Party
KF: Conservative People’s Party

VAS: Left Alliance
KD: Christian Democrats
SFP: Swedish People’s Party

VIHR: Green League
KOK: The National Coalition Party

PS: Socialist Party
NF: National Front

UDF: Union for French Democracy
Con: Conservatives

Grünen: The Greens
FDP: The Free Democratic Party

Linke: The Left

Lib: Liberal Democrats

Con: Conservatives

IDV: Italy of Values
FI: Forza Italia

UDC: Union of Christian
Democrats
AN: National Alliance

PvdA: Labour Party
CDA: Christian Democrats
CU: Christian Union

SP: Socialist Party
PVV: Party for Freedom
CHU: Christian Historical Union

SV: Socialist Left Party
FrP: Progress Party

KrF: Christian Democratic Party
H: Conservative Party

PS: Socialist Party
PPD-PSD: Social Democratic Party

CDU: Democratic Unity Coalition

IU: United Left
PL: Liberal Party

PP: People’s Party
CIU: Convergence and Union

SAP: Social Democratic Party
FP: Liberal Party
SD: Sweden Democrats

V: Left Party
KD: Christian Democrats

SPS: Social Democratic Party
CVP: Christ. Democratic Party
BDP: Conservative Democratic Party
Christian Social Party

FDP: Free Democratic Party
EDU: Federal Democratic Union
EVP: Evangelical People’s Party
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Figure 28: Left-right scores by voters’ self-identification (EVS, 2008)
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Appendix for chapter 3
Table 22: Sample size by country and year
Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Great Britain

1990
1460
2792
1030
588
1002
3437
702
1000
2018
0
1017
1239
1185
2637
1047
0
1484
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1999
1522
1912
1023
1038
1615
2036
968
1012
2000
0
1003
0
1000
1200
1015
0
1000

2008
1510
1509
1507
1134
1501
2075
808
1013
1519
1610
1554
1090
1553
1500
1187
1272
1561

Table 23: Factor Analyses for 1990, 1999 and 2008
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1990
1999
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2
Private vs. government ownership business
0.55
0.00
-0.01
0.56
Individual vs. state responsibility for providing
0.56
-0.03
-0.07
0.48
Take any job vs. right to refuse job when unemployed
0.36
0.14
0.25
0.42
Competition good vs. harmful for people
0.56
-0.06
-0.06
0.53
Learn children at home: religious faith
-0.06
0.39
0.30
-0.07
Pre-school child suffers with working mother
0.04
0.42
0.60
-0.04
Women want a home and children
-0.02
0.57
0.57
0.04
Do you justify: abortion
-0.04
0.49
0.44
-0.01
Eigenvalue
1.85
1.61
1.89
1.61
Factor analysis with oblique promax rotation. For 1990, N = 15704; for 1999, N = 8401; for 2008, N = 18695

2008
Factor 1 Factor 2
-0.01
0.51
-0.04
0.53
0.14
0.49
-0.07
0.58
0.32
-0.02
0.60
-0.01
0.61
-0.03
0.55
0.02
1.91
1.77

Appendix for chapter 4
Table 24: Factor analysis, 2008
Private vs. government ownership business
Individual vs. state responsibility for providing
Take any job vs. right to refuse job when unemployed
Competition good vs. harmful for people
Do you justify: Abortion
Pre-school child suffers with working mother
Women want a home and children
Learn children at home: religious faith
Immigrants take away jobs
Immigrants undermine cultural life
Immigrants are a strain on welfare system
Immigrants will become a threat to society
immigrants increase crime problems
Eigenvalue
Std. Cronbach’s alpha
Factor analysis with oblique promax rotation. N = 17978

Factor 1
-0.02
-0.01
0.07
-0.02
0.02
-0.01
0.00
-0.12
0.65
0.72
0.82
0.85
0.75
3.67
0.88

Factor 2
0.00
-0.03
0.12
-0.05
0.56
0.59
0.60
0.35
0.16
0.09
-0.10
0.02
-0.09
1.80
0.6

Factor 3
0.51
0.52
0.49
0.59
0.02
0.01
-0.02
0.02
-0.08
-0.03
0.06
-0.03
0.07
1.59
0.61

Questions from the European Values Survey

State intervention in the economy
• Private vs. government ownership: On this card you see a number of opposite views
on various issues. How would you place your views on this scale? Private ownership
of business should be increased (1) or governmental ownership of business should be
increased (10) (e036).
• Individual vs. state responsibility: On this card you see a number of opposite views
on various issues. How would you place your views on this scale? People should take
more responsibility for providing for themselves (1) or the government should take
more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for (10). (e037)
• Take any job vs. right to refuse job when unemployed: On this card you see a number of
opposite views on various issues. How would you place your views on this scale? People
who are unemployed should have to take any job available or lose their unemployment
benefits (1) or people who are unemployed should have the right to refuse a job they
do not want (10). (e038)
• Competition good vs. harmful: On this card you see a number of opposite views on
various issues. How would you place your views on this scale? Competition is good. It
stimulates people to work hard and develop new ideas (1) or competition is harmful,
it brings out the worst in people (10). (e039)
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Cultural Values
• Child suffers with a working mother: People talk about the changing roles of men and
women today. For each of the following statements I read out, can you tell me how
much you agree with each. A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or her mother
works. (d061)
• Women want a home and children: People talk about the changing roles of men and
women today. For each of the following statements I read out, can you tell me how
much you agree with each. A job is alright but what most women really want is a
home and children. (d062)
• Abortion: Please tell me for each of the following statements whether you think it can
always be justified, never be justified, or something in between. Abortion. (f120)
• Teach children religion: Here is a list of qualities which children can be encouraged to
learn at home. Which, if any, do you consider to be especially important? Religious
Faith. (a040)

Immigration
• Immigrants take away jobs: Please look at the following statements and indicate where
you would place your view on this scale: immigrants take away jobs from natives in
a country (1) or immigrants do not take away jobs from natives in a country (10).
(g038)
• Immigrants undermine culture: Please look at the following statements and indicate
where you would place your view on this scale: a country’s cultural life is undermined
by immigrants (1) or a country’s cultural life is not undermined by immigrants (10).
(g039)
• Immigrants increase crime: Please look at the following statements and indicate where
you would place your view on this scale: immigrants make crime problems worse (1)
or immigrants do not make crime problems worse (10). (g040)
• Immigrants a strain on welfare: Please look at the following statements and indicate
where you would place your view on this scale: immigrants are a strain on a country’s
welfare system (1) or immigrants are not a strain on a country’s welfare system (10).
(g041)
• Immigrants a threat to society: Please look at the following statements and indicate
where you would place your view on this scale: in the future the proportion of immigrants will become a threat to society (1) or in the future the proportion of immigration
will not become a threat to society (10). (g042)
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Table 25: Descriptive statistics of attitudinal indices
Statistic
Economic policy-making
Cultural values
Immigration

N

Mean

St. Dev.

Min

Max

17,978
17,978
17,978

59.322
43.853
55.345

15.960
18.223
23.432

0.000
0.000
0.000

100.000
100.000
100.000
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Table 26: Attitudinal Cross-Pressures
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Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Great Britain
Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland

Economically
progressive,
culturally
conservative
0.10
0.12
0.02
0.06
0.13
0.05
0.08
0.05
0.17
0.20
0.11
0.11
0.03
0.14
0.16
0.04
0.08

Economically
conservative,
culturally
progressive
0.30
0.44
0.74
0.53
0.36
0.45
0.44
0.61
0.27
0.21
0.43
0.45
0.69
0.29
0.28
0.65
0.46

Economically
progressive,
antiimmigration
0.13
0.16
0.07
0.14
0.18
0.13
0.12
0.09
0.19
0.15
0.10
0.14
0.08
0.13
0.19
0.08
0.08

Economically
conservative,
progressive
on
immigration
0.15
0.19
0.33
0.28
0.22
0.17
0.17
0.38
0.19
0.25
0.33
0.25
0.27
0.27
0.20
0.38
0.30

Culturally
progressive,
antiimmigration
0.24
0.37
0.48
0.37
0.27
0.39
0.37
0.31
0.21
0.11
0.24
0.31
0.50
0.18
0.25
0.34
0.27

Culturally conservative,
progressive
on
immigration
0.06
0.08
0.02
0.05
0.08
0.04
0.06
0.04
0.12
0.19
0.15
0.07
0.03
0.18
0.14
0.03
0.10

Table 27: Discussing politics with friends
never
0.24

occasionally
0.58

frequently
0.19

Economically conservatives,
culturally progressive

0.18

0.61

0.20

Economically progressive,
culturally conservative

0.36

0.51

0.13

Economically conservatives,
open to immigration

0.18

0.60

0.23

Economically progressive,
anti-immigration

0.31

0.56

0.13

Culturally progressive, antiimmigration

0.22

0.61

0.17

Culturally
conservative,
open to immigration

0.29

0.54

0.17

Full sample
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Figure 31: Distribution of respondents along measurements for mass attitudes
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Table 28: Support for the right: constraint scale
Dependent variable:
Left-right self-identification
Constraint scale
Constraint scaleˆ2

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

−0.026∗∗∗

−0.032∗∗∗

−0.022∗∗∗

−0.026∗∗∗

−0.031∗∗∗

−0.033∗∗∗

−0.023∗∗

(0.007)
0.001∗∗∗
(0.0002)

(0.007)
0.002∗∗∗
(0.0002)

(0.008)
0.001∗∗∗
(0.0002)
−0.273∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.006∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.130∗∗∗
(0.012)

(0.008)
0.002∗∗∗
(0.0002)
−0.275∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.005∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.122∗∗∗
(0.012)

(0.009)
0.002∗∗∗
(0.0002)

(0.009)
0.002∗∗∗
(0.0002)

(0.011)
0.002∗∗∗
(0.0003)
−0.326∗∗∗
(0.049)
0.004∗∗
(0.002)
0.173∗∗∗
(0.017)

−0.025∗∗
(0.010)
0.002∗∗∗
(0.0003)
−0.332∗∗∗
(0.048)
0.003∗
(0.002)
0.178∗∗∗
(0.017)

0.095
(0.075)
0.046
(0.078)
−0.025
(0.078)

0.013
(0.080)
−0.068
(0.082)
−0.184∗∗
(0.082)

0.160
(0.108)
0.212∗
(0.112)
−0.024
(0.111)

0.101
(0.114)
0.057
(0.115)
−0.145
(0.116)

0.434∗∗∗
(0.054)
0.399∗∗∗
(0.074)
−0.526∗∗∗
(0.048)
4.695∗∗∗
(0.141)
Yes

5.574∗∗∗
(0.080)
No

5.701∗∗∗
(0.111)
Yes

0.428∗∗∗
(0.063)
0.541∗∗∗
(0.099)
−0.503∗∗∗
(0.059)
4.852∗∗∗
(0.164)
No

0.435∗∗∗
(0.067)
0.399∗∗∗
(0.097)
−0.501∗∗∗
(0.061)
5.095∗∗∗
(0.194)
Yes

11,802
0.077

9,946
0.022

9,946
0.089

7,299
0.071

7,299
0.125

Gender (1=Female)
Age
Income
Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
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University
(Base: primary education)
Religious organization

Country FE

5.202∗∗∗
(0.059)
No

5.255∗∗∗
(0.084)
Yes

0.512∗∗∗
(0.049)
0.450∗∗∗
(0.074)
−0.383∗∗∗
(0.046)
4.532∗∗∗
(0.117)
No

Observations
R2

16,202
0.017

16,202
0.036

11,802
0.060

Self-employed
Unions membership
Constant

Note:

Left-right score of preferred party

(1)

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Table 29: Support for the right: cross-pressures on the economic and cultural dimensions
Dependent variable:
Left-right self-identification
∆EC
∆ECˆ2

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

−0.001
(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00002)

−0.002∗∗
(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00002)

0.0004
(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00002)
−0.276∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.007∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.118∗∗∗
(0.012)

−0.0004
(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00002)
−0.279∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.006∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.109∗∗∗
(0.012)

0.001
(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00003)

0.002
(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00003)

0.00004
(0.002)
0.0004∗∗∗
(0.00003)
−0.327∗∗∗
(0.049)
0.005∗∗∗
(0.002)
0.161∗∗∗
(0.017)

0.001
(0.002)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00003)
−0.336∗∗∗
(0.048)
0.004∗∗
(0.002)
0.163∗∗∗
(0.017)

0.060
(0.076)
−0.023
(0.079)
−0.133∗
(0.079)

0.005
(0.080)
−0.102
(0.082)
−0.253∗∗∗
(0.082)

0.095
(0.109)
0.121
(0.113)
−0.159
(0.113)

0.063
(0.114)
−0.011
(0.116)
−0.253∗∗
(0.117)

0.448∗∗∗
(0.054)
0.377∗∗∗
(0.074)
−0.519∗∗∗
(0.048)
4.580∗∗∗
(0.127)
Yes

5.370∗∗∗
(0.028)
No

5.511∗∗∗
(0.086)
Yes

0.418∗∗∗
(0.063)
0.512∗∗∗
(0.099)
−0.529∗∗∗
(0.059)
4.808∗∗∗
(0.141)
No

0.461∗∗∗
(0.067)
0.371∗∗∗
(0.097)
−0.498∗∗∗
(0.060)
5.019∗∗∗
(0.175)
Yes

11,802
0.082

9,946
0.027

9,946
0.095

7,299
0.078

7,299
0.131

Gender (1=Female)
Age
Income
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Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
University
(Base: primary education)
Religious organization

Country FE

5.030∗∗∗
(0.020)
No

5.065∗∗∗
(0.063)
Yes

0.495∗∗∗
(0.049)
0.422∗∗∗
(0.074)
−0.407∗∗∗
(0.046)
4.476∗∗∗
(0.100)
No

Observations
R2

16,202
0.023

16,202
0.040

11,802
0.066

Self-employed
Unions membership
Constant

Note:

Left-right score of preferred party

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Table 30: Support for the right: cross-pressures on the economic and immigration dimensions
Dependent variable:
Left-right self-identification
∆EI
∆EIˆ2

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

−0.003∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.00005∗∗
(0.00002)

−0.004∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.00004∗∗
(0.00002)

−0.005∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗∗
(0.00002)
−0.279∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.006∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.158∗∗∗
(0.012)

−0.006∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗
(0.00002)
−0.279∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.005∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.150∗∗∗
(0.012)

0.002∗
(0.001)
0.00004
(0.00003)

0.0004
(0.001)
0.00002
(0.00003)

0.0005
(0.001)
0.0001∗
(0.00003)
−0.335∗∗∗
(0.050)
0.004∗∗
(0.002)
0.195∗∗∗
(0.017)

−0.001
(0.001)
0.00004
(0.00003)
−0.337∗∗∗
(0.049)
0.003
(0.002)
0.204∗∗∗
(0.017)

0.101
(0.076)
0.125
(0.079)
0.100
(0.079)

−0.009
(0.081)
−0.051
(0.082)
−0.112
(0.083)

0.172
(0.110)
0.294∗∗∗
(0.113)
0.061
(0.113)

0.065
(0.116)
0.046
(0.117)
−0.135
(0.118)

0.419∗∗∗
(0.054)
0.466∗∗∗
(0.075)
−0.547∗∗∗
(0.049)
4.655∗∗∗
(0.128)
Yes

5.617∗∗∗
(0.026)
No

5.664∗∗∗
(0.087)
Yes

0.432∗∗∗
(0.064)
0.591∗∗∗
(0.100)
−0.466∗∗∗
(0.059)
4.887∗∗∗
(0.144)
No

0.409∗∗∗
(0.068)
0.446∗∗∗
(0.098)
−0.530∗∗∗
(0.061)
5.117∗∗∗
(0.179)
Yes

11,802
0.063

9,946
0.001

9,946
0.072

7,299
0.046

7,299
0.106

Gender (1=Female)
Age
Income
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Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
University
(Base: primary education)
Religious organization

Country FE

5.253∗∗∗
(0.019)
No

5.175∗∗∗
(0.064)
Yes

0.536∗∗∗
(0.050)
0.524∗∗∗
(0.075)
−0.339∗∗∗
(0.046)
4.537∗∗∗
(0.101)
No

Observations
R2

16,202
0.001

16,202
0.025

11,802
0.040

Self-employed
Unions membership
Constant

Note:

Left-right score of preferred party

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Table 31: Support for the right: cross-pressures on the cultural and immigration dimensions
Dependent variable:
Left-right self-identification
∆CI
∆CIˆ2

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

−0.010∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗∗
(0.00002)

−0.010∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗∗
(0.00002)

−0.013∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗∗
(0.00003)
−0.293∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.006∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.144∗∗∗
(0.012)

−0.013∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗∗
(0.00003)
−0.293∗∗∗
(0.036)
0.005∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.130∗∗∗
(0.012)

−0.007∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0002∗∗∗
(0.00003)

−0.009∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0002∗∗∗
(0.00003)

−0.009∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0002∗∗∗
(0.00004)
−0.345∗∗∗
(0.050)
0.004∗∗
(0.002)
0.190∗∗∗
(0.017)

−0.010∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0002∗∗∗
(0.00004)
−0.349∗∗∗
(0.048)
0.003∗
(0.002)
0.189∗∗∗
(0.017)

−0.051
(0.076)
−0.040
(0.078)
−0.060

−0.067
(0.080)
−0.127
(0.081)
−0.175∗∗

0.054
(0.110)
0.179
(0.113)
−0.005

0.014
(0.115)
0.004
(0.116)
−0.131

(0.081)
0.499∗∗∗
(0.054)
0.432∗∗∗
(0.074)
−0.541∗∗∗
(0.048)
4.542∗∗∗
(0.127)
Yes

5.470∗∗∗
(0.027)
No

5.508∗∗∗
(0.087)
Yes

(0.112)
0.463∗∗∗
(0.063)
0.594∗∗∗
(0.099)
−0.516∗∗∗
(0.059)
4.830∗∗∗
(0.143)
No

(0.116)
0.477∗∗∗
(0.068)
0.444∗∗∗
(0.097)
−0.520∗∗∗
(0.061)
5.007∗∗∗
(0.177)
Yes

11,802
0.085

9,946
0.013

9,946
0.085

7,299
0.063

7,299
0.123

Gender (1=Female)
Age
Income
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Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
University
(Base: primary education)

Country FE

5.083∗∗∗
(0.020)
No

5.019∗∗∗
(0.064)
Yes

(0.078)
0.563∗∗∗
(0.049)
0.490∗∗∗
(0.074)
−0.415∗∗∗
(0.046)
4.519∗∗∗
(0.100)
No

Observations
R2

16,202
0.019

16,202
0.039

11,802
0.069

Religious organization
Self-employed
Unions membership
Constant

Note:

Left-right score of preferred party

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01
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Figure 32: Parties Left-Right Scores (from Chapel Hill expert survey, 2010)
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Table 32: Support for right and center-right, constraint scale
Dependent variable:
Self-identification with the right (=1)

Vote intention for Christian Democrats (=1)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

0.012∗∗∗
(0.002)

0.022∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.338∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.609∗∗∗
(0.070)

0.017∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.338∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.492∗∗∗
(0.072)

−0.019∗∗∗
(0.004)

−0.022∗∗∗
(0.005)
−0.095
(0.076)
1.159∗∗∗
(0.093)

−0.015∗∗∗
(0.005)
−0.133∗
(0.080)
1.341∗∗∗
(0.104)

Country FE

−0.919∗∗∗
(0.077)
No

−0.065
(0.100)
0.045
(0.104)
0.078
(0.103)
0.146∗∗∗
(0.016)
0.008∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.246∗∗∗
(0.061)
0.492∗∗∗
(0.095)
−1.452∗∗∗
(0.140)
No

−0.016
(0.111)
−0.049
(0.113)
−0.047
(0.113)
0.142∗∗∗
(0.017)
0.007∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.435∗∗∗
(0.065)
0.418∗∗∗
(0.098)
−1.591∗∗∗
(0.171)
Yes

−0.879∗∗∗
(0.108)
No

0.816∗∗∗
(0.182)
0.261
(0.193)
0.258
(0.190)
0.095∗∗∗
(0.026)
0.009∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.699∗∗∗
(0.106)
−0.085
(0.154)
−2.466∗∗∗
(0.245)
No

0.281
(0.205)
0.139
(0.210)
0.096
(0.208)
0.119∗∗∗
(0.029)
0.013∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.362∗∗∗
(0.114)
0.107
(0.164)
−2.206∗∗∗
(0.289)
Yes

Observations

11,058

8,203

8,203

7,698

5,832

5,832

Constraint scale
Gender (1=Female)
Religious organization
Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
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University
Income
Age
Unions membership
Self-employed
Constant

Note:

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Table 33: Self-identification with the right
Dependent variable:
Self-Identification with the right (=1)
(1)

(2)

(3)

∆EC

−0.005∗∗∗

−0.004∗∗∗

−0.004∗∗∗

∆ECˆ2

(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00003)

(0.001)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00003)

(0.002)
0.0003∗∗∗
(0.00003)

∆EI
∆EIˆ2

(4)

(5)

(6)

−0.002∗∗
(0.001)
0.00002
(0.00002)

−0.003∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.00004
(0.00003)

−0.004∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.00002
(0.00003)

(8)

(9)

−0.004∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.00005
(0.00003)

−0.007∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗
(0.00003)
−0.352∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.534∗∗∗
(0.073)

−0.346∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.606∗∗∗
(0.070)

−0.345∗∗∗
(0.048)
0.490∗∗∗
(0.072)

−0.336∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.566∗∗∗
(0.069)

−0.337∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.467∗∗∗
(0.072)

−0.007∗∗∗
(0.001)
0.0001∗∗
(0.00003)
−0.353∗∗∗
(0.047)
0.644∗∗∗
(0.070)

−0.046
(0.101)
0.042
(0.106)
0.061
(0.106)

0.006
(0.111)
−0.034
(0.114)
−0.045
(0.115)

−0.052
(0.100)
0.094
(0.104)
0.170
(0.103)

−0.021
(0.111)
−0.032
(0.113)
0.015
(0.114)

−0.143
(0.101)
0.009
(0.105)
0.066
(0.104)

−0.055
(0.111)
−0.083
(0.113)
−0.038
(0.113)

Country FE

−0.834∗∗∗
(0.069)
No

0.138∗∗∗
(0.016)
0.009∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.253∗∗∗
(0.061)
0.469∗∗∗
(0.096)
−1.269∗∗∗
(0.135)
No

0.136∗∗∗
(0.017)
0.007∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.426∗∗∗
(0.065)
0.404∗∗∗
(0.098)
−1.458∗∗∗
(0.166)
Yes

−0.757∗∗∗
(0.069)
No

0.163∗∗∗
(0.016)
0.008∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.228∗∗∗
(0.061)
0.538∗∗∗
(0.095)
−1.195∗∗∗
(0.135)
No

0.158∗∗∗
(0.017)
0.007∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.443∗∗∗
(0.064)
0.459∗∗∗
(0.097)
−1.393∗∗∗
(0.166)
Yes

−0.824∗∗∗
(0.069)
No

0.158∗∗∗
(0.016)
0.008∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.255∗∗∗
(0.061)
0.526∗∗∗
(0.096)
−1.212∗∗∗
(0.136)
No

0.147∗∗∗
(0.017)
0.007∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.441∗∗∗
(0.065)
0.439∗∗∗
(0.098)
−1.455∗∗∗
(0.166)
Yes

Observations

11,058

8,203

8,203

11,058

8,203

8,203

11,058

8,203

8,203

∆CI
∆CIˆ2
Gender (1=Female)
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(7)

Religious organization
Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
University
(Base: primary education)
Income
Age
Unions membership
Self-employed
Constant

Note:

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Table 34: Vote intention for the center-right
Dependent variable:
Vote intention for Christian Democrats (=1)
(1)

(2)

(3)

∆EC

−0.004∗∗

∆ECˆ2

(0.002)
−0.0001∗∗
(0.00005)

−0.001
(0.003)
−0.0002∗∗∗
(0.0001)

−0.002
(0.003)
−0.0001∗
(0.0001)

∆EI
∆EIˆ2

(4)

(5)

(6)

0.0003
(0.001)
−0.0001∗
(0.00004)

−0.003
(0.002)
−0.0001∗
(0.00005)

−0.002
(0.002)
−0.0001
(0.00005)

∆CI

(8)

(9)

0.006∗∗∗
(0.002)
−0.00003
(0.0001)

0.001
(0.002)
−0.00004
(0.0001)
−0.137∗
(0.080)
1.351∗∗∗
(0.105)

−0.089
(0.076)
1.156∗∗∗
(0.094)

−0.131∗
(0.080)
1.335∗∗∗
(0.104)

−0.101
(0.076)
1.209∗∗∗
(0.093)

−0.143∗
(0.080)
1.366∗∗∗
(0.104)

0.001
(0.002)
−0.0001
(0.0001)
−0.096
(0.076)
1.183∗∗∗
(0.094)

0.838∗∗∗
(0.182)
0.296
(0.194)
0.316
(0.192)

0.304
(0.206)
0.177
(0.211)
0.142
(0.211)

0.796∗∗∗
(0.182)
0.243
(0.193)
0.232
(0.191)

0.293
(0.205)
0.153
(0.210)
0.105
(0.210)

0.823∗∗∗
(0.182)
0.233
(0.193)
0.212
(0.190)

0.302
(0.206)
0.149
(0.210)
0.089
(0.209)

Country FE

−1.051∗∗∗
(0.093)
No

0.105∗∗∗
(0.026)
0.009∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.697∗∗∗
(0.106)
−0.065
(0.154)
−2.704∗∗∗
(0.240)
No

0.126∗∗∗
(0.030)
0.013∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.366∗∗∗
(0.114)
0.122
(0.164)
−2.376∗∗∗
(0.282)
Yes

−1.099∗∗∗
(0.094)
No

0.089∗∗∗
(0.026)
0.009∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.713∗∗∗
(0.106)
−0.091
(0.154)
−2.724∗∗∗
(0.241)
No

0.114∗∗∗
(0.029)
0.013∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.364∗∗∗
(0.114)
0.107
(0.164)
−2.389∗∗∗
(0.284)
Yes

−1.057∗∗∗
(0.094)
No

0.081∗∗∗
(0.026)
0.009∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.704∗∗∗
(0.106)
−0.114
(0.154)
−2.714∗∗∗
(0.240)
No

0.110∗∗∗
(0.029)
0.013∗∗∗
(0.003)
−0.360∗∗∗
(0.114)
0.098
(0.163)
−2.381∗∗∗
(0.283)
Yes

Observations

7,698

5,832

5,832

7,698

5,832

5,832

7,698

5,832

5,832

∆CIˆ2
Gender (1=Female)
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(7)

Religious organization
Education:
Incomplete sec. school
Secondary school
University
(Base: primary education)
Income
Age
Unions membership
Self-employed
Constant

Note:

∗ p<0.1; ∗∗ p<0.05; ∗∗∗ p<0.01

Appendix for Chapter 7
Conditional Logit Regression Tables
The coefficients for ideological distance, presented in table 16 were taken from Tables
35–38. Following Adams and Merrill (2000, 2005) and in order to simplify the presentation
of the results, I include in the conditional logit regression only those demographic variables
that turned out to be statistically significant.
Table 35: Conditional logit estimate for partisan choice in The Netherlands
Policy variables:
Economic policy making

0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.07∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)

Cultural values
Immigration
Demographic variables:
Membership in religious organizations (CDA)
Income (CDA)
Gender (VVD)
Income (VVD)
Unions (PvdA)
Membership in religious organizations (CU)
Age (CU)
Membership in religious organizations (PVV)
Log-Likelihood
N
∗∗∗ p

< 0.01,

∗∗ p

< 0.05, ∗ p < 0.1
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1.52∗∗∗
(0.19)
0.19∗∗∗
(0.05)
−0.38∗∗
(0.19)
0.31∗∗∗
(0.04)
0.49∗∗
(0.19)
3.07∗∗∗
(0.45)
−0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)
−1.36∗
(0.73)
−1124.3734
889

Table 36: Conditional logit estimate for partisan choice in The United Kingdom
Model 1
Policy variables:
Economic policy making
Cultural values
Immigration
Demographic variables:
Income (Conservatives)
Gender (Labour)
Income (Labour)
Log-Likelihood
N
∗∗∗ p

< 0.01,

∗∗ p

0.05∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.03∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.22∗∗∗
(0.05)
0.81∗∗∗
(0.19)
−0.12∗
(0.07)
-458.5381
664

< 0.05, ∗ p < 0.1

Table 37: Conditional logit estimate for partisan choice in Austria
Policy variables:
Economic policy making

0.03∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗
(0.01)
0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)

Cultural values
Immigration
Demographic variables:
Membership in religious organizations (OVP)
Higher education (BZO)
Income (BZO)
Unions (SPO)
Age (SPO)
Higher education (Greens)
Log-Likelihood
N
∗∗∗ p

< 0.01,

∗∗ p

< 0.05, ∗ p < 0.1
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1.60∗∗∗
(0.33)
−0.52∗∗∗
(0.13)
0.33∗∗∗
(0.13)
0.79∗∗
(0.32)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.30∗∗∗
(0.06)
−624.6168
864

Table 38: Conditional logit estimate for partisan choice in Germany
Economic policy making
Cultural values
Immigration
Unions (CDU)
Membership in religious organizations (CDU)
Gender (SPD)
Unions (FDP)
Age (FDP)
Gender (Greens)
Education (Greens)
Age (Greens)
Membership in religious organizations (Left)
East (Left)
Log-likelihood
N
∗∗∗ p

< 0.01,

∗∗ p

< 0.05, ∗ p < 0.1
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Model 1
0.04∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.02∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.00
(0.01)
−0.78∗∗
(0.33)
0.84∗∗∗
(0.27)
0.35∗∗∗
(0.13)
−1.50∗∗
(0.72)
−0.02∗∗∗
(0.00)
0.77∗∗∗
(0.23)
0.26∗∗∗
(0.10)
−0.04∗∗∗
(0.01)
−1.23∗∗
(0.57)
1.25∗∗∗
(0.15)
−1148.618
829

Predicted Vote Choice by Conditional Logit Estimates
The Tables below present the projected distribution of votes based on the conditional
logit estimates, compared to the distribution of votes in the sample and in elections held
around the collection of the survey data.
Table 39: Share of votes in the Netherlands (percentages)
Predicted Vote
EVS Sample
2006 Elections

CDA
22.62
26.99
26.51

VVD
18.30
17.19
14.66

PvdA
16.77
17.19
21.19

SP
9.43
12.73
16.57

D66
10.56
9.58
2.00

GL
12.27
7.18
4.60

CU
5.59
5.66
3.97

PVV
4.46
3.48
5.88

Table 40: Share of votes in the United Kingdom (percentages)
Predicted Vote
EVS Sample
2010 Elections

Conservatives
40.59
45.79
36.12

Labour
28.53
29.60
28.99

Liberal Democrats
22.34
18.07
23.00

Table 41: Share of votes in Austria (percentages)
Predicted Vote
EVS Sample
2008 Elections

OVP
21.47
25.48
25.98

FPO
12.66
11.70
17.54

BZO
8.35
7.21
10.70

SPO
38.19
38.94
29.26

Green
19.33
16.67
10.43

Table 42: Share of votes in Germany (percentages)
EVS Sample
Predicted Vote
2009 Elections

CDU
34.12
36.09
33.80

SPD
24.29
24.35
23.03
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FDP
10.51
10.01
14.56

Green
11.24
10.11
10.70

Linke
19.84
19.44
11.88

Green
8.53
6.54
0.90
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