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Abstract

Voters and parties hold different views on who belong to the nation and to
Europe. Previous research shows that radical left parties focus on the political,
economic, and cultural integration of marginalized groups, while they promote
social and cultural diversity. In contrast, radical right parties are exclusionary
and focus on the ethnic homogeneity of the nation by excluding those perceived
as non-native. While nationalism has been studied extensively at the party
level, we know relatively little about voters’ self-understanding of nationalism
and Europeanism and how it affects their level of support for radical parties.
In this article, we use survey data from the latest wave of the European Values
Study, and we employ a multilevel latent class analysis to identify varieties
of nationalism and Europeanism in Europe and they affect the support for
radical parties. Our results thus make important contribution to the study
of nationalism as well as to the study of voting behaviour in a comparative
European perspective.
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1 Introduction

The rise of radical parties in Europe during the last two decades indicates a swift of the

public opinion towards more ethnic perceptions of nationalism. Across Europe, the de-

bate on immigration has become central to debates about collective identity, while similar

debates emerged around the European identity. The process of European integration chal-

lenged the concept of national identity through the development of a supranational identity

derived from countries’ membership in the European Union (Shore, 2004). These counter-

movements fuel the rise of radical parties in Europe, that claim to bring power back to the

national sovereign – “the people”.

The concept of the people is of central importance for all radical parties, but radical left

and radical right parties hold diverging ideas about “who” belongs to the people. While

radical left parties are predominantly seen as inclusionary due to the emphasis given on the

social and cultural diversity in the society, radical right parties are predominantly regarded

as exclusionary due to their nationalist ideology and the focus on the ethnic homogeneity

of the nation (de Cleen, 2017; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013). Nationalism and the

idea of “our own people” is of central importance for radical politics, scholars have not

considered whether popular conceptions of nationhood affect the vote for radical parties

(Lubbers and Coenders, 2017, 98). To address this gap in scholarship, our study asks

whether popular definitions of national and European boundaries, the criteria perceived as

necessary for national and European membership, are associated with the vote for radical

parties. We examine this question using survey data from nineteen European countries in

a period covering the economic and the refugee crisis in Europe. Given that most studies

of nationalism are limited to a few – typically Western European – countries due to data

restrictions, the theoretical scope of our project allows us to include cross-national variations

that haven’t been examined before. In particular, we show that at the individual level

nationalism contains civic and ethnic elements in varying degrees. In some occasions civic

elements predominate, while for other groups the ethnic components are emphasised. This

finding strengthens the argument that empirically the civic versus ethnic parts of nationhood
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are not mutual exclusive. In our study we take this argument a step further and we show

that national and the European parts of nationhood are connect in more subtle way, with

the national and the European identity remaining interconnected.

The remainder of this articles proceeds as follows: we first discuss previous research on the

relationship between nationalism and the support for radical parties. We then present the

data and methods used for our analysis, while the following section discuss our findings. We

conclude with a summary of the results and further theoretical and empirical implications

of our study.

2 Theoretical Framework

In this section, we develop our theoretical argument. We begin by conceptualizing the

different approaches to nationalism among radical left and right parties. Subsequently, we

give a brief overview of the existing research on nationalism by discussing the different

concepts and dimensions on the phenomenon. Finally, we formulate our expectations about

the effect of citizens conceptions of nationhood on their support for radical parties.

2.1 Radical Parties and Nationalism

Radical parties, located at the fringes of the political spectrum, differ significantly in their

ideology and thus in the idea of whom they consider as our own people. The ideology of

radical left parties is described as an alternative type of democratic socialism emphasising on

socio-economic issues (Bonikowski et al., 2019; March, 2007, 2011, 2017; March and Mudde,

2005; Mudde, 2007; Otjes and Louwerse, 2015; Stavrakakis and Katsambekis, 2014). For

the majority of the radical left parties in Europe, the contemporary structure of capitalism

promotes the exploitation of societies and is considered as the main source of political,

economic and social inequalities – thus alternative redistribution policies are central to their

ideology (Bonikowski et al., 2019; Brubaker, 2017; March, 2011; Rooduijn and Akkerman,

2017). Radical left parties often represent libertarian and pluralistic social interests and
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cultural values such as environmentalism and feminism (March and Mudde, 2005; Rooduijn

and Akkerman, 2017).

Radical left parties aim to protect the people - the lower and middle classes - from neo-

liberal policies, while in their discourse existing inequalities are caused by elites representing

the ideas of free trade, globalization and Western imperialism (Akkerman, Zaslove and

Spruyt, 2017; Bonikowski et al., 2019; Brubaker, 2017; March, 2007; March and Mudde,

2005; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013; Rooduijn, 2014a; Rooduijn and Akkerman,

2017; Stavrakakis and Katsambekis, 2014). Radical left parties often blame the European

Union for societal inequalities, as Europe promotes capitalism and the free market economy

(Mudde, 2012). Radical left parties also hold Eurosceptic positions (de Vries and Edwards,

2009; Halikiopoulou, Nanou and Vasilopoulou, 2012; Hooghe, Marks and Wilson, 2002;

Taggart, 1998), overall they support the idea of Europe in principle, but reject the neo-

liberal economic orientation of the Union(Leconte, 2015; Pirro, Taggart and van Kessel,

2018).

The ideological core of radical right parties is a combination of ethnic nationalism and

xenophobia (Rydgren, 2007, 2018). This world view with an emphasis on nativism “holds

that states should be inhabited exclusively by members of the native group (‘the nation’)

and that nonnative elements (persons and ideas) are fundamentally threatening the homo-

geneous nation-state” (Mudde, 2007, 19). In contrast to radical left parties, radical right

parties, focus primarily on cultural issues, such as ethnic and cultural homogeneity and

national sovereignty rather than to socio-economic ones (Bonikowski et al., 2019; Brubaker,

2017). From the perspective of the radical right, the national culture and traditions as well

as the prosperity and well-being of native citizens are particularly endangered by the threat

of migration (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013; Rooduijn, 2014b).

Radical right parties define the nation in reference to country-specific values and culture,

but in recent years, the distinction between natives and non-natives in Europe increasingly

converged, based on a shift towards Islamophobic prejudices (Brubaker, 2017; Buštíková,

2018; Kallis, 2018). The conception of nationhood that excludes certain out-groups based
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on their origin or cultural differences is an important feature of the radical right (Bonikowski

et al., 2019; Rydgren, 2007). The supposed loss of cultural heritage through an influx of

migrants is encouraged by political elites who want to create a multicultural society and

undermine the sovereignty of the national people (Akkerman, Zaslove and Spruyt, 2017;

Mudde, 2007; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013; Otjes and Louwerse, 2015; Bonikowski

et al., 2019). These elites not only ignore the people’s desire for the protection of national

homogeneity, but act in favor of migrants and non-natives. Radical right parties see the

process of European integration as a threat to their national sovereignty, culture and identity

due increased migration and supranational cooperation, and therefore tend to be hard

Eurosceptics (Leconte, 2015; Mudde, 2012; Pirro, Taggart and van Kessel, 2018).

While radical left parties distinguish between natives and non-natives along socio-economic

lines, radical right parties emphasize a cultural distinction (Katsambekis, 2017; Mudde,

2007; March, 2011). Radical left parties are predominantly seen as inclusionary because

they focus on political, economic and cultural integration of lower classes and excluded

groups and embrace the social and cultural diversity of people (de Cleen, 2017; March and

Mudde, 2005; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013). In contrast, radical right parties are

predominantly regarded as exclusionary, since they exclude non-native groups from political

participation and access to state resources based on their ethnic-cultural background and

focus on the homogeneity of the people (de Cleen, 2017; Mudde, 2007; Mudde and Rovira

Kaltwasser, 2013; Rydgren, 2007). In spite of these different ideas about the nation of radical

left and radical right parties, we know little about whether their electorates represent similar

ideas about the conditions associated with belonging to nation. It is therefore questionable

whether supporters of radical left parties share an inclusive idea and supporter of radical

right parties hold an exclusive idea of nationhood, and whether and to what extent these

different conceptions of nationhood explain support for radical parties.
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2.2 Patterns of Nationalism

Nationalism employs a concept of the people that relates the nation to the state. The nation

refers to a group of people who feel that they share the same culture and values while the

state represents the political community (Bonikowski et al., 2019; Freeden, 1998). This is a

group of people who respect commonly agreed habits of making and implementing political

decisions (Deutsch, 1954). The cultural community, on the other hand, distinguishes be-

tween the sense of belonging among its members and the alienation of non-members based

on certain criteria (de Cleen, 2017). However, there are different ideas about what kind of

boundaries these imagined communities (Anderson, 2006) build on.

In modern democracies, the boundaries and criteria by which membership to the community

is regulated are inevitably linked to the concept of citizenship (Simonsen and Bonikowski,

2019). In addition to a bundle of legal rights such as access to state resources (material

inclusion) and political participation (political inclusion), citizenship regulates belonging of

and the relationship between citizens and the political system (symbolic inclusion) (Bellamy,

Castiglione and Santoro, 2004). Thereby, the “socially constructed sameness” (Kunovich,

2009, 576) among the members of a political community may have different origins, forms

and rules. The contemporary political world is dominated by nation-states, and access

to state resources is primarily granted through national citizenship regulations (Kunovich,

2009). According to this traditional understanding, citizenship is tied to a historically grown

national identity and defined by a common ethnicity, language, history, culture or the use

of the same territorial area (Almond et al., 2008). This inclusiveness and exclusiveness

of national identity also illustrates the social closure of the concept of national citizenship

(Brubaker, 1992).

While this may be true, the process of European integration increasingly challenges the

concept of national citizenship, with the aim of developing a common European identity

and thus a supranational citizenship that is adjusted to, but superior to national citizenship

(Shore, 2004). The European citizenship is linked to the idea of an open and liberal society

in which legal rights and political participation are detached from the national identity,
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and citizenship is regulated by civil and political norms rather than ethno-cultural criteria

(Habermas, 1992). The European notion of citizenship meets the demands of cosmopoli-

tanism – an ideology according to which all human beings belong to a single community

based on a shared morality (Smith, 2001). Cosmopolitans support a world without national

borders and emphasize on the equality of all humans in which rights should not be restricted

based on certain individual characteristics (Merkel, 2017). In this regard, European citizen-

ship enables the development of dual identities and promotes integration and unity among

European societies by breaking down prejudices (Curtis, 2014). At the same time, Euro-

pean citizenship only simulates an openness to the world, since the inclusion and exclusion

of people is simply raised to the level and borders of the European Union (Kunovich, 2009).

Previous studies have shown that the conditions for obtaining citizenship largely follow two

basic principles and legal rights. The first one is the right of the soil, jus soli, according

to which citizenship is granted to everyone born in the country, regardless of ethnicity.

According to the analysis by Brubaker (1992), France is a classic example of a country

following the principle of jus soli. In contrast, Germany is a classic example of a country

following the principles of jus sanguinis – the law of blood. In this case, citizenship can only

be obtained if a person is of national descent. Previous research on nationalism suggested

that citizens’ conceptions of nationhood follow the principles of jus soli and jus sanguinis and

can be distinguished between an ethnic and a civic dimension (Brubaker, 1992; Kohn, 1944;

Kunovich, 2009; Reeskens and Hooghe, 2010; Shulman, 2002; Simonsen and Bonikowski,

2019) The ethnic notion of citizenship includes “relatively fixed attributes, such as race,

ethnicity, native-born status and national ancestry, as well as deeply socialised cultural traits

like religious beliefs” (Simonsen and Bonikowski, 2019, 4). The civic notion of citizenship

encompasses transformable and assimilating ideas such as respect for national political

institutions and laws, adaptation to cultural traditions or learning the national language

(Lubbers and Coenders, 2017; Simonsen and Bonikowski, 2019; Smith, 2001). These self-

conceptions of collective in-group identity therefore include the symbolic boundaries and

criteria for belonging to a nation (Bail, 2008).
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In recent years, a societal and political clash developed around the significance of the na-

tional and the European citizenship, and is mainly related to the the ethnic and civic condi-

tions for obtaining the democratic privilege of citizenship. While nation-states and borders

gradually lose their political and societal significance, the idea of a pan-European and post-

national citizenship generates counter-movements within European societies (Brubaker,

2017). These counter-movements fuel the rise of radical parties claiming to bring power

back to the national sovereign – the people.

2.3 Citizens’ Conceptions of Nationhood and the Support for

Radical Parties

Although nationalism and the idea of the nation are of central importance for radical par-

ties, nationalistic attitudes are hardly included in empirical research on voting behaviour

(Lubbers and Coenders, 2017, 98). This seems even more surprising for radical right par-

ties than for radical left parties, given their nationalist ideology. However, with regard to

nativism - the combination of xenophobia and an excluding (ethnic) nationalism - the na-

tionalist dimension is largely neglected (Lubbers, 2019). Rather, most studies focus on the

perceived threat and thus on anti-immigration attitudes as the most relevant factor for the

support of radical right parties (Akkerman, Mudde and Zaslove, 2014; Akkerman, Zaslove

and Spruyt, 2017; Rooduijn, 2014b, 2018; Ivarsflaten, 2005; Van Hauwaert and van Kessel,

2018). In contrast, supporters of radical left parties hold more positive attitudes towards

immigration and egalitarian attitudes (Visser et al., 2014).

In the few studies that consider nationalist attitudes, they are positively associated with

the support of radical right parties (Lubbers and Coenders, 2017). Surprisingly, the flanks

of the political spectrum seem very similar in their nationalist feelings. While for radical

right voters this is attributed to dissatisfaction with the heterogeneity of the nation, for

radical left voters it is more likely to be the result from a rejection of nationalism per se

(Lubbers, 2019). At the party level, studies find that both radical left and radical right

parties have similar nationalist positions, resulting in their rejection of the European Union
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(Halikiopoulou, Nanou and Vasilopoulou, 2012; Rooduijn et al., 2017). Nationalism and

Europeanism are therefore connected and should be taken into account when considering

citizens’ conceptions of nationhood (Lubbers, 2019). Given these results and the theoretical

considerations, it is likely that voters of radical left and radical right parties hold diverging

ideas about the conditions for citizenship and that this also explains their support for these

parties. Accordingly, the resulting notion of the nation will vary depending on the type of

nationalism (de Cleen, 2017).

Given the different approaches to nationalism, conceptions of nationhood can by no means

be thought of as uni-dimensional. In addition to the distinction between ethnic and civic

characteristics, these prerequisites must be considered not only at the national but also at

the European level. Because of the number of possible combinations of characteristics that

people consider important for belonging to the nation, conceptions of nationhood should

be understood as different patterns rather than as clear dimensions (e.g. on different scales

such as civic and ethnic). Thinking nationalism as patterns of different nationalistic atti-

tudes, we expect the following: Radical left parties are predominantly seen as inclusionary

and combine a civic notion of conditions of citizenship with the rejection of nationalism.

Despite a critical stance towards the European Union, European citizenship comes closest

to the radical left ideology and its egalitarian positions, emphasizing a cosmopolitan society

without borders and the equality of all people. We therefore expect:

H1: Supporters of radical left parties are more likely to reject national and ethnic conceptions

of nationhood and more likely to hold civic notions of European citizenship.

In contrast, radical right parties embody an exclusive and ethnic form of nationalism and

rejects the European idea as a threat to national sovereignty, culture and identity. We

therefore expect:

H2: Supporters of radical right parties are more likely to hold ethnic notions of national

citizenship.
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3 Research Design

3.1 Data and Case Selection

To test our hypotheses, we use data from the latest wave of the European Values Study

(EVS) 2017 (EVS, 2020). EVS includes a series of questions measuring individual attitudes

towards national identity as well as attitudes towards the requirements to obtain citizenship

at the European level (Europeanism) - the requirements of being European. To test our

hypotheses we have included in our analysis countries with radical right, radical left. We

classified parties using the PopuList (Rooduijn et al., 2019) study. The PopuList study

provides not only a classification of populist parties but also distinguishes between radical

left and radical right parties. The definition used in the PopuList corresponds to our

definition of radical left and radical right parties (March, 2011; Mudde, 2007). We therefore

included in our analysis 19 European countries1. Our dependent variable measures the

support for either a radical left or a radical right party.

3.2 Dependent Variable: Support for Radical Parties

Our dependent variable captures support for radical parties: radical (1), a non-radical (0).

Our dependent variable derives from the question asking respondents which political party

appeals to them the most. While this variable does not allow us to make any statements

about a person’s voting intention, it does allow us to capture the level of proximity for that

party. We use the PopuList (Rooduijn et al., 2019) survey to classify the political parties.

Party classification is peer-reviewed by more than 30 experts 2.

3.3 Independent Variable: Conceptions of Nationhood

To capture citizens’ conceptions of nationhood, we use respondents’ views on the importance

of certain characteristics for belonging to their nation and to Europe. The respondents
1Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy,
Netherlands, Norway, Poland,Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland.

2Table 1 in the Appendix includes the parties classified either as radical left or radical right
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were asked on a four-point scale from not at all important (0) to very important (1) how

important they consider these attributes to belong to the nation or Europe3 Since our overall

aim is to gauge popular patterns of nationalism, we use multilevel latent class analysis

(MLCA) to cluster respondents who share similar conceptions of nationhood into groups.

This methodological procedure is described in detail below4.

3.4 Control Variables

In addition, we use a number of control variables that are considered important towards

individual support for radical left or radical right parties. Starting with the political ideology

of respondents, we use their self-positioning on a ten-point scale from left (0) to right (1).

To capture attitudes based on the radical left ideology, we use preferences for left-wing

economic policies and socio-cultural liberalism. We use two single questions to measure

support for left-wing economic policies. The first measures how important it is to eliminate

large inequalities in income between citizens on a four-point scale from not at all important

(0) to very important (1). The second question captures on a ten-point scale if private

ownership of business and industry should be increased (0) or if government ownership of

business and industry should be increased (1.0). To measure socio-cultural liberalism, we use

the acceptance of homosexuality, abortion and divorce, each measured on a ten-point scale

from never justifiable (0) to always justifiable (1), and create an additive index (Cronbach’s

α: .83).

To capture attitudes based on the radical right ideology, we use anti-immigration attitudes

as a proxy for nativism and preferences for a strong leader as a proxy for right-wing au-

thoritarianism. Anti-immigration attitudes are measured using an additive index of four
3The exact wordings of the questions is as follows: Some people say the following things are important
for being truly [NATIONALITY]. Others say they are not important. How important do you think
each of the following is? People differ in what they think it means to be European. In your view,
how important is each of the following to be European?: to have been born in [COUNTRY]; to
respect [COUNTRY]’s political institutions and laws; to have [COUNTRY]’s ancestry; to be able
to speak [THE NATIONAL LANGUAGE]; to share [NATIONAL] culture; to be born in Europe;
to have European ancestry; to be a Christian; to share European culture.

4Table 2 in the Appendix provides further information on all variables used in our analyses, such as
summary statistics. We normalize all variables within a range from 0 to 1 to allow for comparison
of coefficients and simplify the interpretation of our analyses.
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variables (Cronbach’s α: .72) that capture respondents’ position on whether immigrants

take jobs away from nationals, make crime problems worse, are a strain on a country’s wel-

fare system and whether it is better if immigrants do not maintain their distinct customs

and traditions (1). We measure right-wing authoritarianism using preferences for a strong

leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections on a four-point scale from

very bad (0) to very good (1).

We also include further variables capturing political discontent that are relevant for the

support of both radical left and radical right parties. We measure Euroscepticism on a ten-

point scale measuring whether the European Union enlargement should go further (0) or

has gone too far (1). We measure political trust with an additive index (Cronbach’s α: .83)

using people’s confidence in parliament, political parties and the government on a four-point

scale from none at all (0) to a great deal (1.0). We also measure political satisfaction using

an additive index (Cronbach’s α: .82) of people’s evaluation of democratic performance and

satisfaction with the functioning of the political system. People’s evaluation of democratic

performance is measures on a ten-point scale from not at all democratic (0) to completely

democratic (1), and satisfaction with the functioning of the political system is measures on

a ten-point scale from not satisfied at all (0) to completely satisfied (1).

We have also included political interest on a four-point scale from not at all interested (0)

to very interested (1) and the highest educational level on a nine-point scale from no formal

education (0) to university-level education with degree (1). We also control for the gender

and the age of the respondents.

3.5 Methods and Models

In this article, we employ a cross-national analysis by employing two different methods

of analysis. To examine how nationalism and Europeanism affect the support for radical

parties we rely on a battery of questions measuring the importance of multiple criteria of

national and European belonging, including ancestry, birth in the country, respect for the

country’s laws and institutions, ability to speak the country’s respective language and long-
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term residence in the country – measures that have been routinely used in other national

identity surveys.

Instead of aggregating items by additive scales, we test our items by inductively grouping

respondents according to their patterns of responses using Latent Class Analysis (LCA).

LCA is a method estimating a latent categorical variable based on observed responses to

a set of indicators. Every participant in the survey is assigned a probability of obtaining

a particular value on the so-called latent categorical variable, this is done on the basis of

the participants responses to all indicators included in the model. In our analysis with

apply a Multilevel Latent Class Analysis, by employing this approach we acknowledge the

country-specific differences on perceptions of nationalism and Europeanism.

4 Empirical Results

4.1 Latent Class Analysis

To account for differences on attitudes towards the national and the European notion of na-

tionalism, we employed a Multilevel Latent Class Analysis. The multilevel model generated

group of countries with similar profiles of variables measuring nationalism and Europeanism.

Overall, we chose a specification generating up to six meaningful classes within each coun-

try. The country distribution of the classes is presented in the table below. The results

of the Multilevel Latent Class Analysis indicated four main classes related to the idea of

nationalism and Europeanism and three groups of countries. To overcome issues related

to cross-national and within country comparability we followed the approach employed by

Simonsen and Bonikowski (2019). Our first step was to build a MLCA model and simulta-

neously assigns all countries included in the analysis into groups, based on the distribution

of the classes within the countries. This approach allowed us to identify countries that

share similar profiles of nationalism and Europeanism variables – our analysis as it can

been seen at the table below generated two distinct country groups. The second step is to

build a series of LCA models with country fixed effects using a pooled sample within each
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country–group. For the first country–level group the five classes model was the optimal one

while for the second country-group the four class model provided a better fit.

The second step was to run a separate LCA model within each country-group. By doing so

we discarded the classes produced by the multilevel model while we retained the country -

groups. The results are also included at Table 1.

The first country-group includes the following countries; Denmark, Finland, France, Ger-

many, The Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, Esthonia, and the United Kingdom.

The second group includes The Czech Republic, Poland, Portugal, Italy, Slovakia, Spain,

Croatia, The Czech Republic, and Hungary.

Individuals living in countries belonging in Group 1 form five distinct clusters of nationhood

and Europeanism. While individual living in countries belonging in Group 2 form four

distinct clusters. Following the classification given by Simonsen and Bonikowski (2019)

for both country-groups variations range from very thin to extremely thick. The first class

which is called thin, does not place any strong restrictions on the national and the European

belonging. The second, is entitled civic, and those falling into this group view the respect

for the laws and the institutions of the country and of Europe as the primary basis for

the national and the European citizenship. The third class we call it as medium, those

falling into this category are indifferent and prioritise almost equal all dimension. The final

dimension is called thick and treats all criteria as very important.

4.2 Conceptions of Nationhood and the Support for Radical

Parties

The clusters generated by the Latent Class Analysis are used to test our hypotheses regard-

ing the effect of perceptions of nationhood on the vote for radical parties. Having confirmed

our classes for the national and the European dimensions of citizenship, we use a logistic

regression model controlling for country differences. In what follows, we present the results

from the logistic regressions with country fixed effects for each country group.We have also
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Figure 1: Latent Class Analysis: Clusters by Country groups

(a) LCA: Country Group 1 (b) LCA: Country Group 2

included a series of variables controlling for other theories affecting the vote for radical

parties. We illustrate these results in Table 2.

For Group 1, the class representing thick perceptions will increase the vote for radical right

parties while as expected the thin class will decrease the level of support for the same

parties and will increase the vote for radical left parties. This finding is consistent across

all country-groups.

The control variables included in our analysis are all significant and have the expected

effect. While social liberal values have significant effects, while anti-immigration sentiments

are, as expected, a strong predictor for right-wing populist parties. The same holds for

individuals locating themselves on the right of the ideological spectrum. Finally, older and

less educated male citizens are more likely to support radical right parties.
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Table 1: Explaining support for radical parties (Logistic regression)

Dependent variable:
Radical Left Radical Right Radical Left Radical Right

Group 1 Group 2
(Intercept) −0.35 −3.59∗∗∗ −1.05∗ −5.29∗∗∗

(0.35) (0.28) (0.50) (0.35)
Class 1 −0.31∗∗ 0.14 −0.44∗ 0.33∗

(0.12) (0.10) (0.19) (0.13)
Class 2 −0.18 −0.10 −0.43∗ 0.27∗

(0.12) (0.12) (0.19) (0.14)
Class 3 −0.34 0.43∗∗

(0.19) (0.15)
Class 4 −0.12 0.10

(0.16) (0.13)
Class 5 −0.25 −1.01∗∗

(0.16) (0.33)
Left-Right scale −4.60∗∗∗ 2.68∗∗∗ −4.24∗∗∗ 2.53∗∗∗

(0.23) (0.15) (0.31) (0.16)
Income inequality 1.19∗∗∗ 0.18 1.04∗∗∗ 0.52∗∗

(0.18) (0.12) (0.29) (0.16)
Governmental intervention 1.49∗∗∗ 0.06 1.03∗∗∗ −0.04

(0.19) (0.14) (0.23) (0.14)
Social liberalism 0.45∗ −0.06 0.39 −0.58∗∗∗

(0.21) (0.13) (0.24) (0.15)
Anti-immigration −0.33 4.11∗∗∗ −0.24 1.45∗∗∗

(0.22) (0.19) (0.32) (0.20)
Authoritarianism 0.23 0.50∗∗∗ −0.01 0.30∗

(0.15) (0.10) (0.22) (0.13)
Political trust −1.19∗∗∗ −1.07∗∗∗ −0.64 −0.12

(0.24) (0.19) (0.33) (0.20)
Satisfaction: Polity −1.16∗∗∗ −1.73∗∗∗ −0.63∗ 1.08∗∗∗

(0.23) (0.17) (0.30) (0.18)
Euroscepticism 0.40∗∗ 0.95∗∗∗ −0.11 0.99∗∗∗

(0.15) (0.12) (0.22) (0.14)
Political interest 0.44∗∗ −0.30∗ −0.26 0.27

(0.16) (0.12) (0.22) (0.14)
Education −0.60∗∗∗ −1.42∗∗∗ 0.70∗ −0.71∗∗∗

(0.18) (0.16) (0.27) (0.20)
Gender −0.09 −0.35∗∗∗ −0.33∗∗ −0.10

(0.08) (0.06) (0.13) (0.08)
Age −0.33∗ −0.79∗∗∗ 0.15 −0.82∗∗∗

(0.16) (0.12) (0.26) (0.15)
AIC 4532.13 7420.56 1975.23 4596.64
BIC 4712.06 7629.67 2116.94 4762.38
Log Likelihood −2241.06 −3682.28 −964.62 −2273.32
Deviance 4516.12 7254.44 1832.04 4269.93
Num. obs. 9873 12940 3503 5595
Note: Source EVS ∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05
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5 Conclusion

This study attempts to close a significant gap in the literature on nationalism versus Euro-

peanism and the support for radical parties and has proposed a theoretical argument as to

why different notions of citizenship should be associated with the support for radical par-

ties. Following the implementation of a Multilevel Latent Class Analysis we distinguished

two group of countries for which nationhood and Europeanism follows the same pattern.

Within these groups we then identified four main types of nationalism; thin, medium, civic,

and thick.

This leads us to the second contribution of our study. Using a large cross-sectional study

at the individual level, we demonstrated that support for radical right parties is associated

with strong levels of support for nationalism and Europeanism. If this is the case, then we

have a first hint that respondents subscribing both to the civic and ethnic configuration

of citizenship may not be truly civic, but express their ethno-nationalism in civic terms.

This finding is supported in the literature analyzing the inclusiveness of civic nationalism

in relation to anti-immigration attitudes (Bonikowski et al., 2019). At the same time, this

would also indicate that ethnic Europeanism, and thus possibly European identity itself,

is not as inclusive as is often argued, and leads to exclusion from non-Europeans, which is

articulated through radical right parties.

Finally, the third empirical contribution of our study helps us to understand how different

configurations of citizenship at the national and European levels affect support for radical

parties. Our findings suggest that civic notions of national citizenship predict citizens’

support for radical right parties. This again illustrate the exclusiveness of civic nationalism,

according to which belonging to ‘the people’ is only possible through perfect adaptation and

assimilation in the national culture and its traditions.
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A Appendix

Table 2: Party classification

Country Political Party Radical Right Radical Left
Czech Republic Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia Yes
Czech Republic Communist Party of Czechoslovakia Yes
Czech Republic Coalition for Republic Republican Party of Czechoslovakia Yes
Czech Republic Sovereignty – Jana Bobosikova Bloc Yes
Czech Republic Freedom and Direct Democracy Tomio Okamura Yes
Czech Republic Dawn-National Coalition Yes
Denmark Danish People’s Party Yes
Denmark Red-Green Alliance Yes
Denmark Progress Party Yes
Denmark The New Right Yes
Denmark Socialist People’s Party Yes
Denmark Republic (Faroe Islands) Yes
Finland Left Alliance Yes
Finland Finns Party Yes
France Republic Arise | France Arise Yes
France National Front / Rally Yes
France France Unbowed Yes
France French Communist Party / Left Front Yes
France Rally for France Yes
Germany Alternative for Germany Yes
Germany The Left (Germany) Yes
Italy Tricolor Flame Social Movement Yes
Italy Brothers of Italy Yes
Italy (Northern) League Yes
Italy Southern Action League Yes
Italy Italian Social Movement Yes
Italy Party of the Italian Communists Yes
Italy Communist Refoundation Party Yes
Italy Civil Revolution Yes
Italy Left Ecology Freedom / Left Yes
Netherlands Centre Democrats Yes
Netherlands Forum for Democracy Yes
Netherlands Party for Freedom Yes
Netherlands Socialist Party (Netherlands) Yes
Norway Progress Party (Norway) Yes
Norway Red Party Yes
Norway Socialist Left Party Yes
Slovenia The Left Yes
Slovenia Slovenian Democratic Party Yes
Slovenia Slovenian National Party Yes
Slovenia Socialist Party of Slovenia Yes
Slovenia United Left / The Left Yes
Sweden New Democracy Yes
Sweden Sweden Democrats Yes
Sweden Left Party Yes
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics

Variable Min Mean Max
Left-Right 0 0.5060 1
Income inequality 0 0.5960 1
Government intervention 0 0.4607 1
Social Liberalism 0 0.8020 1
Anti-immigration attitudes 0 0.5335 1
Authoritarianism 0 0.2900 1
Political trust 0 0.4743 1
Satisfaction: Polity 0 0.6629 1
Euroscepticism 0 0.6121 1
Political Interest 0 0.6228 1
Education 0 0.547 1
Gender 0 0.4763 1
Age 0 0.5551 1
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