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Abstract 

In the last few years, the presence of extreme right parties has spread across Western Europe. 

Despite some being practically new on the political arena, they have already managed to gain 

appreciable electoral support among public opinion. That is the case of Partij voor de Vrijheid 

(PVV) in the Netherlands, that in less than ten years has become the third political force in the 

country. In the UK, the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP), although it has modest results 

at national level, it was the most voted party in the 2014 European Parliament (EP) elections. On 

the other hand, it is noticeable the case of the Front National (FN) in France, that have managed its 

best result on the last EP elections, being the most voted party in that country. All three parties have 

characterized by negative attitudes towards Europe in political, economic and social terms. 

The specific aim of this paper is analyze the ideological discourse and attitudes towards Europe of 

PVV, UKIP and FN through Euromanifestos and National Electoral Programmes, using as 

categories of analysis the following subjects: immigration, identity and economy. After the analysis 

of National and European manifestos from 1999 to 2014, we conclude on one hand, that it has been 

a radicalization of anti-immigration attitudes, a strong defence of national identity and national 
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economy. On the other hand, European issues are a significant part of the discourse of the studied 

parties not only in Euromanifestos but in National manifestos too. Due to the good results in the last 

European Elections of these three parties, we consider that European issues may have an influence 

on agendas of national parties, but we cannot be sure until we analyze the electoral programmes of 

the rest of parties in France, The Netherlands and United Kingdom. 

Introduction  

Since the first elections to the European Parliament was placed in 1979, the interest of social 

scientists in analyzing how Europe works has increased. The ratification of the Single European Act 

(1986) and The Maastricht Treaty in 1992 were two crucial events in the study of Europe. Both 

created the basis for economic and monetary union and a supranational polity. In particular, 

Maastricht Treaty laid the foundations of the development of Europe as such as we know it. Its 

purpose was to prepare the European Monetary Union and to introduce elements of political union 

like the establishment of European Union, the strengthening of Parliament as decision-maker, the 

cooperation between governments on defense, justice and home affairs, and the provision of 

common policies on foreign affairs. Years later, after the non-implementation of Constitutional 

Treaty, in 2007, the Lisbon Treaty strengthened previous treaties: the European Parliament enlarged 

its competences and developed tools for citizen participation on policies within the European Union. 

All these changes in European Union politics since 1990s have affected in every member state of 

the EU, and have resulted in some authors calling a loss of national sovereignty (Carey, 2002; Marks 

et al, 2002; Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010). Perceptions of loss of national sovereignty mean that, 

some political parties question the European integration process and its effects on economy, society 

and politics in their countries. Due to this, the issue of European integration became a wide scope 

of political research (Carey, 2002; Hooghe, Marks, & Wilson, 2002; Steenbergen, Edwards, & de 

Vries, 2007; Vázquez García et al., 2010; Conti, 2014) 

Therefore, many scholars study this issue through different approaches and diverse social 

actors - Elites, Parties, Masses, Experts, Mass media - looking for the most accurate picture of the 

effects of the European integration issue. In relation to this issue, is where political parties and 

political families understand and define the Europe that support or reject. The sources used to 

measure attitudes to European integration are varied, among which are expert surveys (Marks & 

Wilson, 2000), studies of elite attitudes (Roux & Verzichelli, 2012; Moreira et al., 2012; Conti, 

2012), mass opinion surveys (Lubbers, Gijsberts, & Scheepers, 2002; Nezi, Sotiropoulos, & Toka, 

2010; Whitaker & Lynch, 2011), and electoral manifestos from political parties (Conti, 2010; Gabel 
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& Hix, 2002; Hubé & Rambour, 2010; Kritzinger, Cavatorta, & Chari, 2004; Vázquez García et al., 

2010; Walgrave & Nuytemasn, 2006)   

In recent years, research based on collecting useful and relevant information to calculate party 

political preferences in Europe has broadly developed. This is the case of the Comparative 

Manifestos Project - supported by Social Science Research Center Berlin- where collecting 

manifestos and Euro-manifestos from 1945 until these days. A second initiative comes from the 

Mannheim Centre for European Social Research, that collaborates with European Election Studies 

and it develops the Euromanifesto Research Project. Lastly, it could be mentioned the INTUNE 

project (Integrated and United: A Quest for Citizenship in an Ever Closer Europe), a pan-European 

research project interested in the Elites analysis, mass and party attitudes, using as sources a 

compilation of surveys and the Euromanifesto Dataset.  

 

Understanding Europe through National manifestos and Euromanifestos  

As it has been discussed in previous paragraphs, there are many approaches and several sources and 

methodologies on the study of European integration. We focused on the study of party attitudes, so 

we used political parties as the object of the study and we took national manifestos and 

Euromanifestos as sources.  Manifestos and Euromanifestos are official documents where political 

parties establish the key features of their ideology and political action, besides, in most democracies, 

parties are the central political actors. Due to this, we consider manifestos as an essential source in 

European policy study (Gabel & Hix, 2002; Walgrave & Nuytemasn, 2006; etc). 

At the moment, we found few studies using national manifestos besides Euromanifestos to 

analyze perceptions of Europe integration (Kritzinger et al., 2004). One possible explanation of this 

fact is supported by the idea of European processes have not influence in national party systems 

(Mair, 2000) because of that the attention is only focused on European Elections manifestos. On the 

other hand, some scholars support the idea of European integration is increasing its influence in 

national political parties (Kritzinger et al., 2004; Poguntke, Aylott, Ladrech, & Luther, 2007), and 

following this thought, some scholars conclude that European Integration have an unequal influence 

in national political parties depending on different variables like “country-specific variables”, “non-

country specific variables” and external factors (Külahci, 2012).  We consider too that European 

issue increasingly exerts an influence on the policies and agendas of national parties, hence we 

understand that using national manifestos (besides Euromanifestos) for the study of European 

Integration it is necessary to obtain more comprehensive results. 

The debate mentioned on the previous paragraph is related to another discussion: European 

Elections are second-order or first-order elections?  Concerning this topic, we found positions that 
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have evolved over the years, especially during the last two decades, when European integration has 

become a more relevant issue in economic and political terms. European Elections have been 

considered as second-order by many authors (Hanley & Loughlin, 2012; Reif & Schmitt, 1980; 

Schmidt, 2010) mainly due to the following reasons: higher abstention rates in EP elections than 

National elections, electoral campaigns focus mostly in national issues rather than european issues, 

protest vote,  and finally, small political parties at national level receive more support in European 

Elections than in National elections. However, the literature is progressively more interested in 

knowing if European Elections behave always as second-order elections or not (Hobolt, Spoon, & 

Tilley, 2009; Whitaker & Lynch, 2011). The fact that the issue of European integration is one of the 

issues that contribute to explain the results of European Elections, have helped to feed this debate. 

Scholars as Benedetto and Varela consider that, although EP election results and campaigns are 

second-order, the content of the Euromanifestos is not second-order. As these words counts 

demonstrate, the manifestos focus on policy and institutions at the EU level. (2014: 76).   

 

Party positions and European integration 

Examining diverse approaches on the study of positions taken by parties on the European integration 

issue, the most widespread is based on the study of ideology and party competition (Conti, 2014). 

This approach suggests as a starting point, social and political divisions studied at national level but 

applied at European level.  The application of national divisions on the study of European elections 

is based on the idea that positions of political parties at European integration are organized according 

to pre-existing divisions in national party systems (Marks & Wilson, 2000). The classic divisions 

on party positioning in domestic issues, that offer a better explanation to the position of political 

parties on European Integration are: left/right dimension, mainstream / radical dimension, and 

government / opposition dimension. 

Regarding left / right dimension, both comparative studies and case studies show interest in 

analyzing the effect of ideology as a factor that explains attitudes to European integration. In 

comparative studies like Marks et al (2000), Gabel & Hix (2002), Kopecky and Mude (2002) 

conclude that this cleavage explains positions of Europarties about the European integration. More 

recent studies such as Conti (2010) focused on South European countries, resolve similar 

conclusions. In Conti´s study, one factor that exerts great influence on the positions of the parties - 

besides left/right division- is the mainstream-radical cleavage. Similar findings have been obtained 

in Spain (Vázquez García et al., 2010), where besides the right and left cleavage,  attitudes towards 

European integration have been explained by territorial status (center / periphery). 
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With respect to mainstream / radical dimension, it has been proved in theoretical terms that 

parties located on extremes of the ideological continuum tend to be more Eurosceptic (Hooghe et 

al., 2002; Steenbergen et al., 2007; Taggart, 1998). In addition, it have been probed in many studies 

that mainstream parties – which are near of the ideological center - share a positive and supportive 

to the EU integration (Gabel & Hix, 2002; Hooghe et al., 2002). One more example of the prevalence 

of this dimension is the comparative study by Conti (2014), which it includes the analysis of 

Euromanifestos of political parties in France, Italy, Great Britain, Spain, Germany, Portugal, 

Greece, Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland for the period 1994 to 2009. Looking at each specific 

cases, some of them reach to similar conclusions for the French case (1989-2004):  left-right 

cleavage doesn´t explain well the attitudes of political parties in terms of European integration, and 

however the division mainstream / radical fits much better (Hubé & Rambour, 2010); for the 

Portuguese case (Rodrigues & Santana, 2010) and Spanish case is also explained by the division 

mainstream / radical (Vázquez García et al., 2010). 

According to government/opposition dimension, the position occupied by a party on political 

space is a factor that explains different attitudes regarding European integration (Rodrigues & 

Santana, 2010). In specific studies such as French and Portuguese, we observe governing parties 

have more positive attitudes towards Europe (Hubé & Rambour, 2010; Rodrigues & Santana, 2010). 

This fact causes that opposition parties develop negative attitudes on Europe integration to 

differentiate from government parties and to obtain electoral care (Taggart, 1998). By contrast, the 

government / opposition division sometimes is less explanatory, just like the comparative study of 

Southern Europe where it “found very limited influence of this factor and only for the issue of 

membership, as governing parties expressed a slightly more sympathetic attitude towards the EU 

than opposition parties. However, this influence was pretty small” (Conti, 2010:107) 

One alternative approach to classical divisions in the party positioning – left/right dimension, 

mainstream/radical dimension and government/opposition dimension -, is the one that proposes the 

existence of transversal issues pertaining exclusively to European policy. Looking at the INTUNE 

Project, both approaches have been studied (Conti, 2014). Transverse factors underlying positions 

of parties in the European party system have been detected: “we show that there are cross-national 

factors can well explain that party choices on the EU [however] member states still present national 

specificities that are difficult to accommodate in a unique Europe-wide party system and a genuine 

supranational space for contestation of the EU has not yet emerged” (Conti, 2014: 8).  
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Euroscepticism and European Integration 

The study of party attitudes towards European integration would not be complete without talking 

about the Euroscepticism. Euroscepticism, rejects in a greater or lesser extent European integration: 

“Using word Euroscepticism could mean  outright rejection as well as permanent doubts about the 

direction of the current EU and this is what makes the concept something rather vague and all-

encompassing, which requires an effort of conceptual clarification and empirical analytical 

operation” (Rodriguez-Aguilera 2012: 27). In an attempt to clarify this term, many scholars have 

provided different classifications of this term (Kopecky & Mudde, 2002; Taggart, 1998; Flood, 

2002; Costa and Brack, 2009). One of the most used definitions is developed by Taggart and 

Szczerbiak, who applying the concept of Euroscepticism to West European countries they defined 

it as “the idea of contingent or qualified opposition, as well as incorporating out- right and 

unqualified opposition to the process of European integration” (Taggart & Szczerbiak, 2002:27). 

 In order to provide a more broadly and accurate description to Euroscepticism for the Europe 

of 25, they introduced two types: hard Euroscepticism and soft Euroscepticism. , hard 

Euroscepticism “implies outright rejection of the entire project of European political and economic 

integration and opposition to their country joining or remaining members of the EU”. On the other 

hand “Soft Euroscepticism is, contingent as it does not imply an opposition to integration on 

principled grounds but does imply that if there were alterations to either a policy area or a shift in 

national interest, European integration in its current form could be supported or even encouraged” 

(Taggart & Szczerbiak, 2002:27). 

Additional classification has been proposed by Kopecky and Mudde (2002), which established 

four types of categories of party positions: Euroenthusiasts, Eurosceptics, Eurorejects and 

Europragmatist. These categories are the result of crossing two dimensions: diffuse support – 

“support for the overall thoughts of European integration that underlie the EU” - and specific support 

– “for the general practice of European integration”- (Kopecky & Mudde, 2002:300) and four ideal 

types of positions: Europhiles, Europhobes, EU-optimists and EU-pessimists.   

Europe through political programmes of Extreme Right Parties  

One of the ideological party families showing strongest values against the European Union is the 

extreme right wing (Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010; Steenbergen et al., 2007; Taggart, 1998). “Extreme 

right” is a broad concept, the labels of this concept are numerous, and parties classified on each 

label may vary. Some of the most used labels are: Radical right-wing populist parties (Betz, 1993); 
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New right-wing parties (Ignazi, 1992); Extreme Right parties (Aarts & Thomassen, 2008; Golder, 

2003; Jackman & Volpert, 1996; Mudde, 1999; Voerman, Gerrit and Lucardie, 1992); New Radical 

Right-wing parties (Rydgren, 2007); Right-wing populist and anti-immigrant parties (Van der Brug, 

2003). In this paper we use a general meaning of Extreme Right Parties (ERPs) to include all parties 

that, although they have some differences between them, share core ideological values among 

which: Euroscepticism, rejection - to a greater or lesser extent- of the established social, political 

and economic system; a leaning towards xenophobia and use of sentiments of disenchantment attract 

the sympathy of supporters.   

Looking at the analysis of party positions of ERPs in European Elections through 

Euromanifestos, diverse classification categories it have been used. Among them, we include two 

classifications. Firstly, the classification used by Rodriguez-Aguilera (2012) for the European 

elections of 2009, where he divides it in 2 sections: national sovereignty (rejection of political 

supranational EU and immigration and Turkey issue) and Democratic Deficit & Neoliberalism. 

Second classification showed, is not only exclusively of the analysis of ERPs, but it has been applied 

for the whole of political parties competing in the European Elections. It is the case of the following 

studies which are part of INTUNE Project. They evaluate party attitudes towards the EU following 

these classificatory dimensions: identity (national and European), representation (roles in Europe) 

and scope of governance (justice, defense, foreign policy, immigration, environment and social 

issues). Some research that have applied this classification are Rodrigues and Santana (2010) for 

Portugal from 1987 to 2004; Conti (2010) for Southern Europe from 1994 to 2004; Hubé and 

Rambour (2010) for France from 1989 to 2004 and Conti (2014) for Germany, France, Britain, Italy, 

Spain, Portugal, Greece, Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland. 

We propose an alternative classification on the analysis of Euromanifestos and manifestos, 

taking into account some of the key points on the study of Extreme Right Parties. The proposed 

classification is into three main dimensions: immigration, identity and economy.  

 

Immigration, identity and Economy on Electoral Programmes 

In the first place, immigration has been considered as one of the factors that best explains the 

emergence and success of extreme right parties in Europe (Jackman & Volpert, 1996). Specifically, 

many scholars consider immigration as the ideological core of extreme right parties (Mudde, 1999; 

Rydgren, 2008). Regarding the study on attitudes of political parties towards European integration, 

immigration is also a relevant item to be considered. Extreme right parties like PVV in the 

Netherlands, UKIP in the Great Britain, VB in Belgium, LN in Italy, DF in Denmark, FPÖ in Austria 
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and FN in France, in 2009 Euromanifestos express their opposition to extra-community immigration 

to EU, as well as opposition to Turkey joining the EU, except for UKIP that has not talked about 

this particular issue. (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2012). These positions are not new, for example the 

Northern League in 2004 Euromanifesto underlined its total opposition to the integration of Turkey 

into the EU (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2008). They give cultural and historical reasons (defense of 

occidental identity). Years before, in the Netherlands the extreme right party Pym Fortyn List, 

advocated an anti-immigration position, arguing the intolerance with the intolerants and alluding to 

Muslim immigrants. The goal: to preserve the essence of Dutch society, which historically has been 

tolerant (Schmidt, 2010).  

Immigration is connected with the second dimension analyzed, Identity. In general terms, 

ERPs feel immigration is the greatest threat to survival of the national identity (Rydgren, 2007). 

Some examples of this link between immigration and identity are found in Euromanifestos from 

ERPs like Lega Nord (LN) and Pym Fortuyn List, where the main reasons to exclude immigrants 

are based on the preservation of the identity and western values.  

Regarding Identity, ERPs give particular attention to issues related with national identity 

(Rydgren, 2007), and it constitutes an important part of ERP´s ideology. Identity issue has been 

analyzed from different approaches,  focusing on citizenship (McLaren, 2004; Schmidt, 2010), on 

elites and the state (Schmidt, 2010) and political parties. Taking into account the last one, there are 

some studies (Kritzinger, Cavatorta, & Chari, 2004; Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2012) in which ERPs 

defend national identity in their Euromanifestos. Identity is related to the defence of national 

sovereignty too, as well as it exposes the results of studies on political party attitudes. It is the case 

of the Northern League (LN) since 1998. Although at the beginning this party showed positive 

attitude towards European integration, in 1998 changed this trend, adducing it to the loss of cultural 

identity and nonsense of Brussels regulations (Kritzinger et al., 2004). In both the 2004 and 2009 

manifestos LN also advocated national sovereignty over Europe and the right of people to decide 

themselves. In addition to the results of Kritzinger et al. (2004) about LN, many scholars have 

reached to similar conclusions studying Euromanifestos of  ERPs of East Central Europe (Kopecky 

& Mudde, 2002) and ERPs in European Elections 2009 (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2012).  Finally, Conti 

(2010) in a comparative study from European Elections (1994-2004) of all competing parties from 

15 Euro member states, draws some allusions to identity and reveals that it is a salient topic for 

radical parties (both extreme left and extreme right), in almost the same proportion as the 
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mainstream parties. However, it must keep in mind this study is not focused exclusively on ERPs, 

so we cannot extract strong conclusions for ERPs from this study in particular.  

Finally, Economy represents the last dimension on this study. The connection between the 

Economy and Immigration issues is noticeable. Jackman and Volpert (1996) relate the 

unemployment rates with immigration as contributing of success of ERPs in Europe from the 1980s. 

According to these authors, the extreme right parties exploit economic crises to use immigrant 

workers as scapegoats, accusing them of stealing jobs from locals. Two examples are, on one hand 

the slogan´s campaign used by the National Front in 1981: "Two million immigrants are the cause 

of two million unemployment French", on the other hand the Flemish Block "First, the people" also 

in the same year. Other economic issue which have influence in ERPs are higher unemployment 

rates, which “provide a favorable environment for these political movements” (1996: 516). This 

conclusion fits in the Theory of Ethnic Competition (Rydgren, 2007; Werts, Scheepers, & Lubbers, 

2012): “According to the ethnic competition thesis, voters turn to the new radical right because they 

want to reduce competition from immigrants over scarce resources such as the labor market, 

housing, welfare state benefits, or even the marriage market” (Rydgren, 2007: 250). Looking at 

economic policy in the EU, in Euromanifestos for the 2009 European Elections, for ERPs analyzed 

staying in Europe is expensive.  Some of ERPs as JMM, FPÖ, NSA and PRM describe European 

neoliberal policies as ruinous (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2012). UKIP, criticizes that Great Britain pays 

a lot to Europe and doesn´t have anything in return, so there is no reason to remain in Europe 

(Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2008). The Northern League in the 2004 Euromanifesto criticize the economic 

policies pursued by Europe which only benefit multinationals (Rodriguez-Aguilera 2008, 221).  

Extreme Right Parties in France, the Netherlands and United Kingdom 

As discussed earlier in this paper, the Maastricht and Lisbon treaties contributed to the strengthening 

of EU in an economic and political level, generating at the same time a controversial debate about 

the loss of national sovereignty (Carey, 2002; Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010; Marks, Wilson, & Ray, 

2002). Particularly, The Lisbon Treaty was signed two years after the attempted of implementation 

of the European Constitution, which would be paralyzed by opposition from both France and the 

Netherlands referenda. However, the process of European integration continued with the signature 

of the Lisbon treaty, that reflects essentially the proposals of the defeated Constitutional Treaty. The 

fact that two important countries of the EU voted against European Constitution, increased academic 

interest on studying attitudes of citizenship, mass media and political parties towards European 

integration (Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010).   
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Concerning the analytical section of this article, we have focused on the study of ERPs of 

France, the Netherlands and Great Britain. Firstly, we chose France and The Netherlands, because 

of “No” to European Constitution of these countries, where extreme right parties share a 

Eurosceptical position. In second place, we consider, Great Britain because historically it has been 

one of the most critical countries regarding European integration. We focused on the study of party 

attitudes, so we selected the Front National (FN) in France, Freedom Party (PVV) in the Netherlands 

and United Kingdom Independent Party (UKIP) of United Kingdom. Examining the available 

sources to study party attitudes, we opted for manifestos and Euromanifestos, because they are 

official documents where parties establish the key features of their ideology and policy action. Until 

now, most of the research on party attitudes about European integration only used Euromanifestos. 

We study national manifestos because is relevant to know whether discourses of ERPs change or 

not depending the type of election. According to some scholars, it could be some differences on 

European and national campaigns due to strategic reasons (Hubé, 2014).  Nevertheless, other authors 

like Hooghe et al., “views of the radical right on Europe are an extension of their basic orientations” 

(2002:979).  

Before starting with analytical section, we show a brief review of main literature about the 

study of Euromanifestos from Front National (FN), Freedom Party (PVV) and United Kingdom 

Independent Party (UKIP). Literature can be classified in three types: first type are studies about 

European political groups (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2008), where is more difficult to extract 

conclusions on specific national parties; second type of studies relating to national ERPs of 

European countries, on one specific European Election, which it allow us extracting more accurate 

information on each analyzed party but not to take a comparative perspective (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 

2012). Lastly, third type studies are focused on one specific country and the whole party system is 

analyzed taking into account a period of time (Conti, 2014; Conti & Memoli, 2010; Hubé & 

Rambour, 2010; Vázquez García et al., 2010).  

 

France: Front National 

In France, the Front National (FN), founded in 1972 by Jean-Marie Le Pen, has never ruled, but 

since 1990s is a party with stable electoral support. On European elections, its results have fluctuate 

between 5.7 % and 10.5% during the 1994-2009 period. In 2014 European Elections FN improved 

significantly their results, gaining 24.9% of voters and the most party voted in France.  
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Table 1. Results Front National (FN) at National Assembly Elections from 1997 to 2012. 

Sources: Ministère de L´Intérieur – France (http://www.interieur.gouv.fr/) 

 

 

Table2. Results Front National (FN) at European Elections from 1999 to 2014 

Country Party European Elections (Year) 

  1999 2004 2009 2014 

  % Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

France Front 

National 

(FN) 

5.69 (5º) 9.81 (4º) 6.34 (5º) 24.86 (1º) 

Sources: Ministère de L´Intérieur – France (http://www.interieur.gouv.fr/) 

 

The FN is France’s far-right party, although they have very recently attempted to rename 

themselves as not a “far-right” but a “right” party. The FN was founded on principles of nationalism, 

anti-globalization, fervent xenophobia, anti-immigration policy, protectionism, populism, and 

Euroscepticism (Shields, 229) 

Compared with the rest of parties of the French political system, the FN has the most stable 

position towards European Integration during the period 1989-2009 (Hubé, 2014). With the only 

exception in the last presidential campaign that it softened his anti-immigration discourse related to 

the issue of European Integration. During this period, FN is located on a party position map on the 

side of firm radical Eurocritics and strong intergovernmental positions, considering as Euro-reject 

Party France - Legislatives Elections (Year) 

 1997 2002 2007 2012 

 1º 

Round  

2º  

Round  

1º Round  2º  

Round  

1º Round  2º Round  1º Round  2º Round  

 % Vote 

(Positio

n) 

% Vote 

(Positio

n) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

Front 

National 

(FN)  

14.9 

(3º) 

5.6 (4º)  11,1  (3º)  1,9 (7º)  4,3 (4º)  0,1 (11º)  13,6 (3º) 

 

 3,7 (3º) 

http://www.interieur.gouv.fr/
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party (Hubé, 2014). In the last two European elections (2004-2009), FN attitudes to European 

integration are summarized as follows:   

Regarding identity, FN believes that Europe attacks national sovereignty. This threat on 

national sovereignty “destroy identities, sovereignty and freedoms of the people” (Rodriguez-

Aguilera, 2012: 122). While in 2004 the FN wanted withdrawal from Europe, in 2009 it has softened 

this position. It still defending national citizenship, it makes reference to the Christian roots of this 

identity, and proposed a Europe of nations, with relations of cooperation, but each state with its own 

national sovereignty. When referring to immigration, FN “opposed to freedom of movement, 

massive regulations and the granting of political rights to non-EU people” (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 

2008:214). In 2009 FN maintains same position and make reference to Islamization of Europe for 

Turkey's entry. About economic issues, the FN defends employment for the French, and in any case 

preference to community over extra-community people. In 2009 it argue leaving the euro and 

returning to the franc. Besides, FN points the problem of “financial crisis, immigration, elites, major 

parties and bankers” (Hubé, 2014). Finally it is opposed to economic EU policies on agriculture, 

hunting and fishing because they threat French economy. 

 

The Netherlands: PVV 

A brief review over the last fifteen years in the Netherlands show us the presence of extreme right 

parties on the political arena. In Dutch Elections of 2002, the extreme right party Lijst Pim Fortuyn 

(LPF) gained the 17% of the vote in its first parliamentary elections, and got to be part of the 

government coalition. One year later LPF lost two thirds of its electoral support dropping to the 

0.21% of vote, and at the end it was dissolved. Although political life of this party was short, 

extreme-right wing in this country does not disappeared. In 2006, a new party emerged: the Partij 

voor de Vrijheid (PVV) with very similar ideology to LPF. That year, the PVV won 9 seats in its 

first run to a parliamentary election. In 2009, in the European elections was the second most voted 

formation with almost 17% of the votes. In 2010 Dutch parliamentary elections, PVV won 15.46% 

of the vote, becoming the third political party in the country and forming government coalition with 

the liberals (VVD) and Cristian Democrat party (CDA). In 2012, after a dissolution of the 

government coalition and a new parliamentary elections, the PVV was again the third force of this 

chamber (10.1%). Lastly, in the 2014 European Elections was the third force more voted too. 
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Table 3. Results Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV) in Parliamentary Elections from 2002 to 2012. 

Country Party General Elections (Year) 

  2002/2003 2006 2010 2012 

  % Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

The 

Netherlands  

PVV - 

 

5.9 (5º) 

 

15.14 (3º) 10.1 (3º) 

Sources: Documentatiecentrum Nederlandse Politieke partijen (http://dnpp.ub.rug.nl/dnpp/) 

 

 

Table 4. Results Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV) in European Elections from 1999 to 2014 

Country Party European Elections (Year) 

  1999 2004 2009 2014 

  % Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

The 

Netherlands  

PVV - 

 

- 

 

16.9 (2º) 13.17 (3º) 

Sources: European Parliament (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/) 

 

Over the last years, Euroscepticism has increased in the Netherlands (Lubbers & Scheepers, 

2010). As Eurosceptical party, PVV on the 2009 EP elections, criticized the European Federal State 

and only supported economic cooperation with EU. PVV showed its opposition because to the 

integration of Turkey in EU: Turkish have “a culture diametrically opposed to our own culture” 

(Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2014:124). On the 2009 Euromanifesto the immigration issue is related to 

high levels of insecurity. In economic terms, PVV argue that the Netherlands is the country that has 

contributed more money to Europe and they want it back. (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2014). 

 

Great Britain: UKIP 

The UKIP was found in 1993 and from 1997 until now has achieved small percentages of vote in 

national elections: its better score was 3.1% in 2012. However, in European elections its results are 

much better: in 2009 was the second party most voted, with a 16.09% of total vote, and in 2014 

raised to the first position, gaining 26.6% of votes. 

http://www.parlement.com/
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In Great Britain there is also other extreme-right party named British National Party (BNP) 

with neo-Nazi background. However this party don´t be part of the study due to its modest results 

on European and national results.  

 

        Table 5. Results United Kingdom Independent Party in National Elections from 2001 to 2010 

Country Party General Elections (Year) 

  2001 2005 2010 

  % Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote (Position) 

United 

Kingdom 

UKIP 1.5 (5º) 2.2 (4º) 3.1 (4º) 

Sources: Parliament United Kingdom (http://www.parliament.uk/) 

 

Table 6. Results United Kingdom Independent Party in European Elections from 1999 to 2014 

Country Party European Elections (Year) 

  1999 2004 2009 2014 

  % Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

% Vote 

(Position) 

United 

Kingdom 

UKIP 7 (4º) 16.1 (3º) 16.5 (3º) 26.6 (1º) 

Sources: European Parliament (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/) 

 

Regarding analysis of UKIP Euromanifestos, Benedetto and Varela (2014) conducted a 

comparative analysis of British parties for the period of 1987-2009, where the negative view of 

European integration have been defended by this party since its first European Elections in 1999. In 

the 2004 manifesto, UKIP defends “national management for all policy areas” (Benedetto & Varela, 

2014: 71), and about the economy, Britain have paid a lot of money to Europe and this is not help 

for the country, because don´t receive any good (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2008). In 2009, UKIP defends 

the withdrawal from Europe, “leaving EU let us reconquer the control and putting British interests 

beyond European interests” (Rodriguez-Aguilera, 2012: 118). The relationship with Europe would 

be economically free. Regarding immigration, UKIP argues that national public services are 

deteriorating by an exacerbated immigration. Finally, in terms of economy, UKIP also complains 
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of agricultural and fisheries european policies, and it argues that British taxes are to invest in Britain, 

not in EU. 

 

Analysis of Manifestos and Euromanifestos: FN, PVV and UKIP 

Objectives and Methodology 

The GESIS Data Archive for the Social Sciences of European Election Studies provided 

Euromanifestos. On the other hand, Manifestos have been compiled from various sources: Official 

Websites of parties and the Manifesto Project Database. Then, using content analysis as 

methodology, this paper analyses Euromanifestos and National manifestos of Extreme Right 

Parties: Front National (France), Partij Voor Vridjeid (The Netherlands) and United Kingdom 

International Party (Great Britain) from 1999 to 2014. The main goal of this paper is to analyze 

perceptions of these three parties towards Europe, using immigration, identity and economy as 

principal categories of analysis.  

 

Front National (France)  

The analysis of manifestos from legislatives elections includes the period 1997-2012, in which four 

legislative elections were celebrated. However, the 2007 manifesto was not analyzed because it was 

not available in none of the sources consulted. During the studied period, FN had stable results (see 

Table 1). The analysis of Euromanifestos from European Elections includes the period 1999-2014, 

with four elections. 

Focusing on immigration, since the 1997 manifesto FN shows anti-immigration attitudes, 

supporting the expulsion of immigrants in irregular situations, preference for nationals and EU 

immigrants against “third world immigrants”.  In its discourse, FN treats European people at the 

same level of French people, they aren´t foreigners. Therefore, FN wants the “strengthening 

European borders against immigration from the Third World” (1997). The 2002 manifesto, starts to 

speak about Islamic immigration, and proposes to cut back rights for immigrants, and Muslim 

immigrants in particular: among other proposals, FN supports the end of social and legal recognition 

of polygamy, the elimination of public subsidies of association to foreigners, and the obligation of 

foreigner students to come back to their homelands after ends their studies in France. FN prioritizes 

citizens French respect foreigners in matters of civil and social rights. In the 2012 manifesto, FN 

advocates the establishment of more limited immigration quotas (10.000 per year), and speaks about 

immigration without mentioning Islam or Muslim immigrants at any point of the manifesto. 
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As we can expect, the National Front has maintained the same discourse in European 

Elections. The FN also has remained very stable party positions since 1994, with very critical 

positions always focused on globalization issues, anti-establishment arguments and, quite clearly, 

on immigration. The 2004 electoral programme for the European Parliament points out this concern 

about immigration movements and their consequences for France: 

 “France but also the whole Europe are today confronting considerable problems 

coming from immigration: management migratory flows, insecurity, international 

organized crime, human trafficking, unemployment, violence, corruption…and who is 

the responsible part? First, the Europe of Brussels and its extremist dogmas about 

liberalization and open borders, but secondly, the immigrationist ideology of our 

governments and its successive withdrawal to establish clear national laws to defend 

our borders instead of accepting the European norms” (2004) 

 Again in 2009, the arguments against immigration fluxes continue to be very similar with 

new calls for an inverted policy on immigration issues and the return to France the control on the 

borders: “A France whose laws should not be subordinated to the directives of Brussels. A France 

mastering its borders which must be retained under French control” (2009) 

The issue of Europe has relevance in National and European manifestos. For example, in the 

1997 manifesto, FN advocates for Europe of Nations. It is critical of European treaties and is against 

on Schengen and Maastricht Agreements.  In the 2002 manifesto, attitudes towards EU get worse, 

and FN wants the withdrawal of France from EU. Although this position and its reject European 

treaties, FN proposes: 

… “policy borders surveillance coordinated to other European countries, has starting 

with those who have common borders with them. All in all state case, France will keep 

its own control system of borders and sovereign will decide by the visa policy, which 

may or may not penetrate its territory” (2002). 

On the subject of identity, FN highlights the relevance to those who have French nationality, 

and argues the use of the code “according to the right of blood” (1997). In 2002 FN developed this 

idea more deeply and proposed a new one: opposition to dual nationality, “except from cases of dual 

nationality with another European country” (2012). To become French, you would have to 

assimilate the spiritual values, language, manners and practices of French civilization.  Traditional 

family values for example are basic to the idea of Frenchness, so the protection of French families 

against non-national families is quite relevant for this party. FN develop a broadly list of measures 
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to protect the family, the parenthood and suggests facilitates to find a balance between work and 

family. Education is also an important subject in manifestos: teaching history and cultural heritage 

to reinforce national identity is fundamental. Regarding security and crime, FN has stronger position 

against crime, and it wants the restauration of the death penalty on the studied period “for murderers, 

terrorists and major drug traffickers” (1997). Ultimately, the manifesto that makes more references 

to French identity is the 2002 manifesto: on one hand, FN  is in favour of recovering the national 

culture because otherwise, other cultures like America will start to develop different lifestyles in 

France. On the other hand, FN wants to expand French identity: “France will mark its interest in the 

original French communities established outside the national territory and it is related to them with 

history and civilization, conforming Frenchness” (2002).  

In the same manner, Euromanifestos series have underlined the great importance for FN to 

retake the national sovereignty: 

“National sovereignty implies the capability to decide freely by itself. It means the 

independence to exercise political power by a lawful government. However, the whole 

history of the European construction has supposed a progressive loss of national 

sovereignty in economic, social and political spheres. The final decisions taken by the 

European institutions have eroded the own notion of nation state letting the technocrats 

of Brussels to decide about national issues” (2004) 

 In addition, it can also be read in the 2002 Manifesto and 2004 Euromanifesto the radical 

opposition of National Front to establish some kind of European citizenship: “rejection of the 

principle of European citizenship as contrary to that of the nationality”. The national sovereignty 

includes independent defence, migratory policy, economic policy and socio-cultural policy.  

According to the principle of strengthening national sovereignty, FN continuously supports the idea 

of maintaining the “ancient order” of strong, independent and voluntaristic nation-states facing the 

weakness and lack of determination within the European Union: “Europe cannot be strong if the 

nations which are compounding it are not strong, prosperous, independent, sovereign, and 

reputable” (2009). In this sense, the FN claims for a  

“European project respectful towards national identities and traditions (…) reinforcing 

the national citizenship and refusing the absorption within a “European citizenship” (…) 

for a loyal Europe to its spiritual and moral values, cultural and legal heritage from the 

old Greece and Rome (…) for a policy aimed at raising the birth rate as an antidote 

against the European population decrease” (2009) 
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It seems to be also clear for the FN where to find the responsible actors for the chaotic situation, 

which is threatening the national French identity: 

“The Europe of Brussels (…) is a Europe governed by technocrats cut off from reality 

(…) It is also a Europe colonized by immigration(…), a Europe in a process of 

Islamisation that is about to make Turkey a member. These are the results of the 

betrayal of politicians and financial elites, their boundless loyalty to free trade and 

unbridled globalism” (2009) 

Lastly, in the 2012 manifesto, FN comes back to attitudes more conciliatory with Europe, but it 

claims the total failure of Europe as it is nowadays, so it proposes a solution: “We must now lay the 

foundations for Europe respectful of the sovereignty popular, national identities, languages and 

cultures, and that is truly serving the people by concrete actions” (2012). The FN maintains the same 

idea in the 2014 European Elections: “An enhanced protection of secularism in Europe, whose 

Christian and humanistic roots are threatened by the rise of radical Islam within the European Union, 

and, in general, an affirmation of the people’s identity and of the nations that make up Europe” 

(2014). Regarding the 2014 Euromanifesto, FN presented it in conjunction with the pan-europen 

political party European Alliance for Freedom.  

In relation to the Economy, and in general terms, FN stands for reducing taxes, increasing 

wages, prioritizing French workers, improving pensions, and stimulating small and medium 

companies. Also FN protects agriculture, natural farming and French production. In 1997 it suggests 

to protect European production too, however in the 2002 and 2012 manifesto the protection is only 

focused on the French economy.  In the 2002 manifesto FN proposes to give employment priority 

to the French (2002). FN wants to protect the national interests: 

“France will launch an international diplomatic initiative aimed to regulate global 

economic exchanges. It will directly avail its interests to the WTO (World Trade 

Organization) - and not by the channel of the Brussels Commission - and will not 

accept unilateral alignment customs” (2002). 

 In addition, FN wants to return to more protectionist attitudes on economy: “It should, to 

save our industries, establish permanent protection, flexible and pragmatic national borders” (2002). 

It is especially important to protect the national economy and business, which FN names as 

“economic patriotism”: “Businesses will be encouraged to give priority to equal skills, and people 

of French nationality” (2012). Furthermore, FN blames immigration of causing great expense, and 

if uncontrolled immigration is eliminated, France will save billions of euros.  



19 
 

The economic issues have been relatively less relevant in the discourse appeared through the 

Euromanifestos. However, there is a similar tendency in parallel to national programs to remark all 

the negative consequences derived from a common and liberalized European market. Consequently, 

the Front National has always supported a protectionist point of view on economic issues, opposing 

to liberalization policies and a global market, “For a Europe promoting the employment and 

prosperity, which implies protecting our economies and recovering our domestic markets” (2009) 

To finish with the economy, it is noticeable since the 2002 manifesto FN speaks about leaving 

the Euro and returning to the French currency, the franc: “This device, offered to French through a 

referendum, would oxygenate our economy and return to the path of prosperity” (2012). 

Party for Freedom - Party Vor Vreidig (PVV). 

In a few years, and as we saw on Table 3, PVV has become an established party in the Netherlands. 

After discrete results in its first national elections in 2006, PVV increased quickly its electoral 

support at European and National level. Nowadays, it is the third political force in The Netherlands. 

The analysis of manifestos from PVV on the Dutch parliamentary elections includes the period 

2006-2012, in which three elections were celebrated. We have started in 2006 because it was the 

first time that PVV presented at national elections. The analysis of Euromanifestos from European 

Elections includes the period 2009-2014. 

Starting with the analysis of manifestos, and regarding identity, PVV in the 2006 manifesto, 

argues the Netherlands must defend its identity:  “A country that is proud of its own identity, identity 

that dares to name and dares to stand up for the preservation thereof, within the increasingly 

expanding Europe” (2006). For PVV, the main threats of identity are Islam, Elites and Europe. Due 

to this, it wants to protect national identity and come back to “humanist values”. National identity 

and history become two important subjects to learn at school, and PVV supports three specific 

cultures: Christian, Jewish and Humanistic cultures. According to the 2010 manifesto, the mythic 

discourse about the origin of the Netherlands is used to compare the past glorious and the best future 

that Netherlands could have if they fight against its enemies: 

“The Dutch are a people which have no comparison. We are born out of an Uprising, 

a freedom-fight. Our ancestors have transformed a squishy marsh delta into something 

of which the whole world is jealous of. Here, behind the dikes, a prosperity and a 

solidarity has been achieved, which did not have their equal, with freedom for 

everyone and historically, with a tolerance for people who were tolerant too” (2010). 
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“The multi-cultural nightmare which is being imposed upon us, we cannot and we do 

not want to accept as an ordained fact. The People of the Netherlands has not asked 

for the mass-immigration and should not have to pay the price for this” (2010). 

“The Dutch People pays a horrible price for the lack of patriotism of a generation of 

politically-correct politicians” (2012). 

Regarding European issue, PVV in the 2006 manifesto is against European Union as political 

association, rejects the entrance of Turkey in EU, opposes Schengen Treaty, it doesn´t keep paying 

to EU and it wants to recover national powers that have been taken by Brussels. In 2010, 2012 and 

2014, PVV claims the output of EU because is a threat for Dutch democracy: “Another attack on 

our democracy called European Union. Which is an increasingly the old Soviet Union. The EUSSR. 

It's a super-state with far-reaching powers without sufficient democratic control” (2010). “Dutch 

freedom or slavery Brussels” (2012). 

Noticeable in the 2012 is the increasing relevance of the EU issue, so much so, that the 

manifesto´s title that year was: Hún Brussel, óns Nederland (their Brussels, our Netherlands). The 

manifesto could be summarized in these words: “their Brussels versus our economy, our welfare, 

our freedom, our security, our immigration policy, our care, our quality of life, our countries, our 

environment and our finances” (2012). In addition to this, in the 2012 manifesto the term 

“Eurosceptic” appears for first time, used by PVV as a synonym for patriotism. PVV maintains only 

its support to economic collaboration with Europe, but argues that “this project was hijacked by 

people who held the Great European thought and came up with a super-state” (2012). 

Furthermore, the “identity question” has been entirely addressed by the PVV Euromanifestos 

series from its first European elections in 2009. In this sense, there is a great consensus to point to 

the political elite in Brussels as the main cause of the current and problematic situation of the 

Netherlands and to judge the EU as a failed project. The PVV criticism the way Europe spends tax 

money from the Netherlands, and PVV wants to invest only in the country. Under the paragraph 

title “Championing Netherlands”, the Euromanifesto 2009 remarks how for the PVV Dutch interests 

are always first: “Netherlands should have the right of veto, The Dutch parliament should be able 

to stop every decision and again be competent in all fields” (2009). In the 2014 European Elections 

PVV - just the same at FN- , joined to the pan-European political party European Alliance for 

Freedom. However, PVV presented also a brief particular Euromanifesto in which it defends the 

national identity against “Eurabia”. 
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Regarding immigration dimension, in all its manifestos and Euromanifestos analyzed, PVV 

rejects non-western immigrants specifically Moroccans and Turks, besides Islamic religion. PVV is 

in favour to freeze non-western immigration, forbidding building mosques and Islamic School – in 

2006 these prohibitions only during last five years, but since 2010 the measure is definitive- , and 

applying quotas of asylum seekers. In addition, PVV wants to cut back rights of immigrants: abolish 

voting in municipal elections, stopping dual nationality (2006-2012).  

It is noticeable that the fear of immigration is focused on one specific group of immigrants, 

those religiously Islamic people, who are seen as especially damaging and against the traditional 

cultural values of the country. “The main concern about immigration is that coming from Islamic 

societies” (2009). This is one of the really “big enemies” of PVV in almost all public declarations 

and documents, including national manifestos and Euromanifestos. And under the rubric “Eurabia 

or Europe?” they continue: “Mass immigration and Islamization are disastrous for Europe and the 

Netherlands. The Islamization of Netherlands and Europe must be stopped. Therefore, we want to 

decide for ourselves who we allow to enter the national territory yet. The veto over immigration 

must continue. We should decide about our domestic problems, and we think that there is enough 

Islam in the Netherlands” (2009) 

In line with the 2009 Euromanifesto, in the electoral programme from 2010 National 

Elections, PVV broadly develops its discourse against Islam, and considers it mainly a political 

ideology with “ totalitarian doctrine aimed at domination, violence and oppression” (2012) and it 

blames Brussels because it is turning Europe on “Eurabia”. Because of this, in 2010 PVV toughens 

anti-immigration attitudes: without a job it is impossible to stay in the Netherlands. In addition to 

this, PVV demands the elimination of subsidies to Muslim media and multiculturalist programmes. 

Following the line drawn in 2010, in 2012 an increasing Islamic population is identified as the cause 

of “headscarves, increasing criminality, poverty, welfare dependence and medieval beliefs” (2012). 

Basically, PVV relates immigration with crime:  “The number of violence delicts rises and rises. 

More frequent is the use of brutal violence. This in conjunction with the import of people from 

cultures where plain violence is often accepted” (2012). Concrete steps must explicitly be taken as 

the last Euromanifesto in 2014 expounded:  

“The mass immigration and Islamization are disastrous for the Netherlands. Our identity 

is in danger (…) The PVV wants the Netherlands to be again the last decision making 

agent about its own borders. We decide who comes here. We close our borders to labour 

immigration from Poland, Romania , Bulgaria , etc, and for all immigration from Islamic 

countries” (2014). 
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Since 2010 PVV increases its attention to the economy. In 2006, it only makes reference to a 

reduction of taxes and less state intervention as economic proposals. In the 2009 Euromanifesto, the 

economic proposal of PVV are including some kind of cooperation with the EU but with clear 

limitations and specific regulations, keeping at all time the final decision on economic issues at 

national institutions: 

“Yes to economic cooperation, but not a super state which no one is waiting, with more 

bureaucrats , more rules, more taxes . Economic cooperation, fine! Cooperation in other 

areas can be decided only optionally and in separate treaties outside the EU” (2009) 

 

And the best strategy for PVV to improve the economic situation in the country, and avoid the 

negative impact of EU interferences is: 

 

“Netherlands must conduct its own economic policy. Outside the EU, the Netherlands 

is again able to coordinate economic and monetary policy on our own needs. The PVV 

wants to reduce the excessive duties and taxes. This leads to additional purchasing 

power; higher growth and more jobs .We will all be better off” (2009) 

 

In 2010, it develops a broader economic dimension, and start by saying that the welfare state 

is in danger, mainly because of non-western immigrants, that take advantage of 40% of resources 

of assistance: “In time, this will mean the end of the welfare state. As with many conflicts built, now 

contributing to the Islamization of the Netherlands” (2010). Secondly, PVV considers EU as the 

enemy of agriculture in the Netherlands, so it proposes to recover agricultural and fishing policy to 

the country. At the same time, PVV recommends a general tax reduction to citizens and 

entrepreneurs, promotes less economic legislation, and offers a reduction of bureaucracy, of 

government´s size and public administration.  

In 2012, PVV becomes even more critical of the effect of Europe on the political economy: 

“All those different economies cannot impose united regime, which is ultimately bad for everyone: 

one size fits none” (2012), and it criticises the money expended in Greece and EU. Lastly, it is 

perceptible in 2012 that immigration and the economy are even more connected. As well as Muslim 

immigrants, PVV becomes more critical about the open labour market with Eastern Europe: Poles, 

Romanians, Bulgarians (gypsies), especially because they compete with Dutch construction 

workers. In this respect, PVV considers that immigrants have to work for 10 years to have social 

benefits, and immigration should be temporary and only for work. 
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“The mass-immigration is intensely harmful to the Netherlands’. Outside the problems 

with the Islam that we have now imported, we see an overrepresentation of non-

western immigrants in the areas of benefits dependency, anti-Semitism, homophobia, 

discrimination of women, crime, cause trouble, school-absenteeism and honour 

killings” (2012).  

In the same line, in the 2014 European elections, PVV attacks immigration as the main cause of the 

economic problems of the country, and propose the exit from the UE to improve the national 

economy. 

“The government has taxed Netherlands to ship billions to Southern Europe and turn 

our borders wide open. All in order to meet the requirements of the European Union. 

The result? Our economy is under performing, increasingly unemployed. There is only 

one way out: the choice of the Netherlands (…) Outside the EU, the Netherlands is 

again able to coordinate economic and monetary policy on our own needs” (2014). 

 

United Kingdom Independent Party (UKIP) 

Since its founding in 1993, UKIP has been opposed to European Integration, and it recommends 

withdrawal from Europe. Leaving the Europe is the core of its ideology and because of that UKIP 

has been cataloged as single-issue party for some scholars (Usherwood, 2008; Lynch, Whitaker & 

Loomes, 2012). Analyzing manifestos from the last three national elections - 2001, 2005 and 2010- 

and Euromanifestos -1999-2014- we see that leaving of EU is its mantra too, and UKIP points at 

Europe as the main cause of all problems facing Britain.  

 When talking about identity dimension, UKIP defines itself as a patriotic party: “UKIP is a 

patriotic party that believes in putting Britain first. Only UKIP will return self-government to the 

British people” (1999). In 2001, UKIP considers that the Commonwealth represents the British 

identity and culture better than Europe. Although in 2005 UKIP doesn´t specify the cultural ties 

with the Commonwealth, talks about share language and business methods, and in 2010 as in 2001 

it highlights the cultural links with Britain: “(Commonwealth) it is a free association of independent 

nations which share our language, culture and approach to business. This is a far better model for 

international relations than the centralised, increasingly tyrannical EU” (2001). 

According to UKIP, Brussels interferes in all spheres of British lifestyle, impeding the UK. 

Regarding education, UKIP says: “Brussels makes no secret of its desire to control education, and 

EU propaganda in schools has greatly increased”. (2001). By contrast, UKIP proposes an education 

based on “genuine citizenship”, with British history as an important subject in 2001 and 2005.  In 
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addition, UKIP defends freedom and equality under the rule of the law as two British cultural 

features and it argues Europe goes against British principles:  

“UK Independence Party Euro-MPs will have no illusions about the competence, honesty 

and powers of the European Parliament. They are standing for election to give voice to 

the large number of British people who believe that Britain should not be part of the EU” 

(1999) 

“The UKIP - like the British people - believes that the state exists to protect freedom. This 

is quite different from the model favoured by the EU, in which rights are granted by the 

state and so the state can take them away. Withdrawal from the EU has become essential, 

as the only way to protect our common law rights and uphold our freedoms”. (2001) 

“We are not antiEuropean, simply anti-EU. We simply believe that the best people to run 

Britain are the British people themselves” (2004) 

“A vote for UKIP is a vote to say “No” loudly and clearly. It may be the last chance you 

get. UKIP is committed to a free, democratic, independent Britain which is governed not 

by the faceless bureaucrats in Brussels but by our own people through our elected 

Parliament at Westminster” (2009) 

UKIP goes further in its rejection of Europe. First comparing the EU's Charter of Fundamental 

Human Rights with the constitution of the old Soviet Union.  Secondly, in 2005 UKIP defines the 

European Union as undemocratic, corrupt and unreformable and finally in 2010 UKIP reinforces 

these ideas and adds “autocratic” to the previous features that define EU.  In addition to Europe, in 

2010 UKIP presents a new enemy of British identity: the Labour Government. It also criticises 

Liberals and Conservatives, but to a lesser extent. The manifesto from this year is where UKIP 

develops its stance on British identity, and where explains in detail its cultural position: 

“UKIP believes in civic nationalism, which is open and inclusive to anyone who wishes 

to identify with Britain, regardless of ethnic or religious background. We reject the “blood 

and soil” ethnic nationalism of extremist parties. UKIP opposes multiculturalism and 

political correctness, and promotes uniculturalism – aiming to create a single British 

culture embracing all races and religions” (2010). 

Finally, with the 2014 Euromanifesto that was entitled “Create an earthquake”, UKIP won 24 

seats in the European Parliament and clearly remarked again that the only solution is leaving the 

European Union: “The only way to regain control is to leave the European Union (…) Use May 
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22nd as the EU Referendum the other parties have denied you and vote UKIP to leave the EU” 

(2014). 

Regarding immigration, is remarkable the evolution to more radical thoughts against 

immigration from 1999 to 2014. In 1999, there is no negative mention to other races, but an express 

consideration of British nationality, and it defends national power to deal with immigration: 

“The aim of the UK Independence Party is to bring government back within the reach 

and influence of those who are governed, at all levels including local government. The 

Party represents all British people, of all backgrounds and races, who share this aim” 

(1999) 

“Leaving the EU will automatically release the UK from any obligations under the EU's 

open border policies. This will enable us to implement our own immigration policy and 

to safeguard against drug trafficking and other organised crime” (1999). 

In 2001, UKIP follows the same trend and it rejects racism, although considers the number of 

immigrants must be limited. UKIP doesn´t propose specific plans, only says on one hand the 

application of “Britain's immigration rules firmly but humanely” (2001), and on the other hand 

mentions Canada and United States as two good examples of migratory policy. Withdrawal from 

EU allows it to implement immigration rules conform British needs. Lastly, about asylum seekers, 

UKIP doesn´t agree with the current system and proposes “rigorous but just asylum laws are 

essential to preserve a free and tolerant society, and an atmosphere of trust politics”. (2001). 

In 2005, the discourse about immigration becomes more radical. In the first place UKIP 

accuses Europe of the migratory problem.  In second place, the objective now is “to approach zero 

net immigration both by imposing far stricter limits on legal immigrants and by taking control, at 

last, of the vexed problem of illegal immigration” (2005). In addition, UKIP proposes a list of 

specific suggestions to control and reduce immigration: evaluating applications for work before 

entry to the country, reinstating border controls, introducing Britishness tests, reducing the number 

of asylum seekers, and removing most benefits that UE immigrants have in UK. 

Following this trend, in the 2009 Euromanifesto, the message about immigration is more 

conclusive: 

“The only people who should decide who can come to live, work and settle in Britain 

should be the British people themselves. We can only do this outside of the EU political 
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union. The open-door immigration policy has been voted against by only one party – 

UKIP” (2009) 

It is remarkable, than in 2010, the electoral programme from UKIP to the National Elections starts 

to focus in more national issues. In particular, UKIP blames the Labour Government as well as the 

EU from immigration. UKIP considers that the immigration policy developed by the Labour 

government “has been a deliberate attempt to water down the British identity and buy votes” (2010). 

UKIP links immigration and identity, considering immigration as a threat to national identity.  

Regarding main proposals about immigration, UKIP supports those of 2005 but with stronger 

limitations. New immigrants will not only be allowed if they have work but will also be limited; a 

visa it will be necessary to enter Britain either holiday or for study; immigrants must pass a 

Britishness test and to sign a “Declaration of British Citizenship, promising to uphold Britain’s 

democratic and tolerant way of life”. (2010) 

 In addition, UKIP establishes immigration quotas, something that in 2005 it does not in 

favour: “We believe the above measures, properly applied, will sufficiently limit the numbers taking 

up residence here and we shall then, once again, be able to make them all welcome” (2005).  In the 

2010 national programme UKIP toughen its discourse: “End mass, uncontrolled immigration. UKIP 

calls for an immediate five-year freeze on immigration for permanent settlement. We aspire to 

ensuring any future immigration does not exceed 50,000 people p.a.” (2010) 

About asylum seekers, in 2005 UKIP maintains its opposition to EU laws, and proposes to 

change Human Rights Law and 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees to apply all suggested 

proposals on immigration an asylum seekers. In addition, in 2010, UKIP suggests a reduction of 

liberties of asylum seekers as human beings: “to avoid disappearances asylum seekers will be held 

in secure and humane centres until applications are processed, with limited right to appeal”. (2010).  

Finally, in the 2014 European Elections UKIP claims that immigration is the cause of a vast 

array of economic and social problems. Therefore, the solution is clearly linked to abandon the EU: 

“Mass immigration has coincided with soaring youth unemployment and stagnant 

wages that have not kept pace with the cost of living (…) Unlimited EU immigration 

is putting pressure on schools (…) A growing population is putting a massive strain 

on the NHS”. (2014) 

“Under EU rules, anyone in the EU can come to the UK and live, claim welfare and 

government services they have not contributed to (…) Outside the EU, we can manage 
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our borders and decide who we want to come and live and work in the UK. EU rules 

stop us from doing this” (2014) 

As regards the economy, UKIP has broadly developed in three analyzed manifestos, proposing 

abandonment of EU to enforce external and internal trade: “EU has a whole range of damaging and 

unnecessary regulations” (2001). According to UKIP during the studied period, EU Bureaucracy 

undermines and slows down the economy of the country. In particular, both the 2001 and 2005 

manifestos argue that EU regulations affect employment, and most of all it damages the smaller 

businesses, job creation, and specific population groups: women, older workers, and young people.  

In 2010, this party maintains the idea that EU regulations are damaging, but doesn´t specify in which 

population groups. In this year also gives a list of measures to promote small and medium-sized 

enterprises, and to create more skilled jobs. Special mention is given to agriculture and fishing, two 

sectors that UKIP wants to protect from EU regulations in 2001, 2005 and 2010. Lastly, UKIP 

proposes to reduce taxation, and blames EU for rising unemployment: 

“Average unemployment in the rest of the EU remains around twice as high as in the UK, 

despite the recent economic growth in euro-zone countries. The UKIP associates this 

difference with the UK's lower taxes, lighter regulation and general approach to business, 

all of which are being eroded by our continuing participation in the European Union” 

(2001). 

Same conclusions are developed in Euromanifestos from 1999 to 2014 about the damage of staying 

in EU: “It is essential that voters have a say in determining their own taxes. This fundamental 

principle of democratic government will be upheld only when Britain leaves the EU” (1999). 

“The EU already costs us enough, without this propaganda flooding our country as it has 

flooded every country due to hold an EU related referendum in the past. Every hour of 

every day, you, the British taxpayer, contribute £1.8 million to the European Union” 

(2004) 

Finally, it could be noticed that in national manifestos UKIP develop economic issues more brodly 

than in Euromanifestos, and they are oriented to the national economy. Euromanifestos of UKIP is 

strictly focus on criticizing EU with its high taxes and extended corruption:  

“The UK has one of the largest economies in the world. We are an international trading 

nation, not just a European one (…) The European Union is designed to meet the 

challenges of the 1950s, not those of the 21st Century. In the global economy in which 
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we now live, we should not be focusing on the insular regional trading blocs, but opening 

our arms to trade with the rest of the world, starting with the Commonwealth” (2009) 

 “We believe that British taxpayers’ money should be spent on British taxpayers, on their 

schools, hospitals and pensions (…) Just imagine what we could achieve if the £15bn cost 

of our membership of the EU was spent here, rather than being  lost on fraud and 

corruption in Brussels” (2009) 

“Only outside the EU can we have more flexible regulations to create more jobs” (2014) 

 

Conclusions 

Regarding the analyzed period, it seems clear that attitudes towards Europe are broadly developed 

both in national and European manifestos. This fact is quite relevant because supports the idea that 

Europe matters at national level. Henceforth, the question if European Elections are second-order 

elections could be raise again. It is hard to say if European Elections are first or second order from 

simply analyzing manifestos, however, looking at the results of this research and in the same line 

with other scholars (Benedetto and Varela, 2014) we can say that the content of Euromanifestos are 

not second-order.  

 On the other hand, although National and European electoral programmes share many ideas, 

it could be noticed that there are some differences between both types of manifestos, above all on 

the economic issues. All three parties talking about specific measures on national economy. This is 

particularly remarkable in the case of UKIP, in that although it has been defined as single-issue 

party it does not differ a lot from the discourse of FN or PVV, and since 2010 UKIP has started to 

proposes more issues in national manifesto.  

 The fact that these parties are talking about European integration also in national manifestos, 

supports the idea of some scholars (Kritzinger et al., 2004; Poguntke, Aylott, Ladrech, & Luther, 

2007), that  European integration is increasing in its influence on national political parties. In the 

light of the good results in the last European Elections of these three parties, we consider that 

European issue may have an influence on agendas of national parties, but we can not be sure until 

we analyze the electoral programmes of the rest of parties in France, The Netherlands and United 

Kingdom. 

 In general terms, UKIP could be considered as the most eurosceptical of the analyzed parties, 

because it proposes the withdrawal from EU. Based on typology of Taggart & Szczerbiak, UKIP 
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can be classified as hard eurosceptic, or as a Euroreject party following the terminology of Kopecky 

and Mude (2002). On the other hand, FN have fluctuated during this period between euroreject and 

eurosceptical positions. The main difference between these two adjectives is that Eurorejects want 

no any relationship with EU, whilst Eurosceptics is reliant on the outcome of negotiations. Because 

of this, PVV could name as eurosceptic party. 

 It is quite interesting to observe the similarities and differences between these three parties 

on immigration, identity and economy. Regarding sovereignty, related with national identity, FN, 

PVV and UKIP support national sovereignty, which allows it to have national plenty of control on 

the national economy, politics and immigration issues. The common enemy of these three parties is 

Europe. All parties feel that Europe is a threat to national identity. PVV on the other hand adds 

Elites and Islam as two more threats. The three parties reference the national identity as Frenchness 

in France, British Identity or Britishness in UK, or Dutch People in The Netherlands. The PVV even 

mythologize the origin of the Dutch people. These national identities are based on cultural heritage, 

history, etc. UKIP and PVV highlight the defence of uniculturalism instead of multiculturalism.  

 Regarding immigration, a radicalization of anti-immigration positions can be seen across the 

three parties. In particular, FN in the first manifestos analyzed the immigration issue, only with 

reference to immigration from the third world. Since early 2000, FN and PVV begin to point to 

specific groups, with criticism particularly of the Muslim culture and Islamic religion. The 

economic, political and social problems are caused by immigration in the words of PVV. Meanwhile 

although FN also criticizes Islamic culture, in 2012 it placed less attention on this, and put more 

emphasis on protecting the French against immigrants. On the other hand, UKIP does not mention 

immigrant nationalities, but in each new manifesto suggests further cuts to freedoms for immigrants, 

asylum seekers and foreigners in general. The most xenophobic party seems to be the PVV, which 

has expanded its rejection of immigration from people who come from Eastern Europe. Finally, 

border controls, tests to check values of the destiny country and immigrations quotas are some of 

the main suggestions of all three parties. 

 Concerning the economy, again all three parties are against Europe-led economic policy 

besides to leave the Euro. Overall, they defend economic protectionism against Europe, in favour 

of national interests, and they criticize the negative consequences of the European market. 

Particularly UKIP and PVV note the negative impact on agriculture and fishing and the need to 

protect these sectors. As regards national economy they propose tax cuts and give priority to 

employment of nationals. In addition FN and UKIP promote small and medium enterprises. PVV is 

the one with less interventionist positions on economic issues. 
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 The results of this analysis are a very interesting starting point for future party research.  On 

one hand, there has been a radicalization of the thoughts of the three parties in immigration issue, 

and also as to the contrary positions to Europe. Furthermore, it is clear that the issue of EU is quite 

relevant to these parties both national and European elections. In any case, it seems they have each 

found an electorate that agree with their proposals. The increasing trend of support for these 

countries would suggest that this is not simply a protest vote. At this point, there are many open 

questions to answer: Do extreme right parties give an answer to some of the new issues that society 

demands? Did they radicalize the ideological position of voters? Do people vote only based on 

dissatisfaction with the way politics and mainstream parties work? 

 To search for answers to these questions and more, we are continuing our research. In the 

next stage, we will analyze the electoral programmes of the mainstream parties in these three 

countries, and compare them with the discourses of FN, PVV and UKIP in economy, identity and 

immigration. After that, the results will be compared with the social demands generated by public 

opinion, to look for changes on demands and trends in the last years. This will include and an 

examination of whether voter ideology has really moved to the right or on the contrary, whether 

parties of the extreme right have seen an opportunity to gain votes by incorporating topics which 

appeal to the discontent of voters and seized on issues that mainstream parties have failed to address. 

 We want to know if the ideology has been legitimized by public opinion, which could 

explained the electoral success of these parties especially in European elections. In addition, it will 

be interesting to establish whether mainstream parties have toughened their positions on issues such 

as European integration and immigration as a result of the influence of extreme right parties on 

parliaments. 

 Lastly, we will analyze civil society, looking for associations, think-tanks, etc., that sustain 

the support of these extreme right parties. According to the theory of social capital, belonging to a 

civil society organization reduce the likelihood of voting for a far-right party. The aim of this part 

of the study is to confirm or reject this theory. The ultimate goal of this research is to relate the 

ideology of the extreme right parties with public opinion and civil society, to develop a 

comprehensive investigation of this phenomenon to understand better what is happening with 

extreme right ideology in France, The Netherlands and United Kingdom. 
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