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Abstract
New centrist anti-establishment parties (CAPs) are successful competitors in Central and Eastern
Europe. Due to their emphasis on anti-establishment rhetoric and a moderate ideological platform, their
breakthrough is usually explained by voters’ dissatisfaction with existing parties. However, little is known
about the ideological component of their support. Expectations on the impact of ideology on vote choice in
the protest voting literature range from ‘pure protest voting’, which denies any impact of ideology, to a
more moderate approach, which combines protest and ideological considerations. Using survey data,
I confirm that CAPs attract voters with lower levels of political trust, but ideology also matters. The
degree of ideological sorting, however, varies. While some CAPs mainly attract voters from one side of
the political spectrum, others attract voters from the left to the right more equally. The differences in
the initial composition of their electorates have implications for the parties’ future.
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Introduction
Parties that criticize the entire political establishment are on the rise in Europe and are particularly
successful in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, where electoral volatility has always
been high (Haughton and Deegan-Krause, 2015). Their success often raises the question whether
voters turn their backs to established parties mainly because of their general dissatisfaction with
politics or if ideological considerations actually play a part in these electoral choices. While
scholars come to different conclusions when looking at radical right parties (see, e.g., Birch
and Dennison, 2017), in Central and Eastern Europe, there is a successful type of party that is
most likely to benefit from non-ideological protest: centrist anti-establishment parties (CAPs).
Ideologically, CAPs do not visibly differ from the political mainstream and, therefore, most
debates about their initial breakthroughs center on their anti-establishment platform, rather than
on their ideology (Hanley and Sikk, 2016; Pop-Eleches, 2010; Učeň, 2007). This paper explores the
claim that CAPs attract protest voters independently from their ideological positions and asks
what role, if any, ideological considerations play in CAP voters’ electoral decisions. Focusing
on the parties’ electorates through the use of survey data, the paper shows that the answer is more
complex than previous literature suggests. Nearly half of all CAPs already attract either mainly
left-wing or mainly right-wing voters in their first election, while the other half attracts an
ideologically more heterogeneous electorate. This finding has important implications for further
research on CAPs and contributes to the general debate about the relationship between protest
voting and ideologically driven voting, showing that, in many cases, ideology matters even when it
is not at the core of a party’s political program.
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CAPs have won many elections in Central and Eastern Europe.1 They are defined as a type of
new party that uses anti-establishment rhetoric extensively – usually attacking the political elite for
its purported corruption – but does so without representing the extreme positions of the radical
right or the radical left. As Hanley and Sikk (2016: 523) put it, these parties are ‘[ : : : ] committed
to mainstream models of liberal democracy and the market economy and display neither the
populist radical right’s inclination to ‘illiberal democracy’, ethnocentrism and social conservatism
(Mudde, 2007) nor the anti-capitalism of the radical left (March and Mudde, 2005)’. Their
newness itself is sufficient for them to present themselves as the ‘better and cleaner’ alternative
(Sikk, 2012). Their ideological positions in the political mainstream and their emphasis on
anti-establishment rhetoric have gained them the label of centrist populists (Pop-Eleches,
2010; Učeň, 2007), anti-establishment reform parties (Hanley and Sikk, 2016), or, in this case,
CAPs.2 It is important to mention that in this paper, as well as in previous studies, the ‘centrist’
label is used to distinguish CAPs from the anti-establishment parties on the radical right and the
radical left, rather than to insinuate a clear centrist ideology or position.3

CAPs’ verbal attacks on the political elite and their inconspicuous ideological positions have led
scholars to assume that ideology only plays a subordinate role in their electoral breakthroughs.
Voters’ dissatisfaction with existing parties is singled out as the main driver of the new parties’
success. For instance, Pop-Eleches (2010: 226) describes CAPs as a manifestation of protest voting
and as purely non-ideological entities driven by particular personalities. In a similar vein, Učeň
(2007: 51) ascribed a ‘relative lack of ideology’ to them. However, apart from a few recent case
studies that reach very mixed results (Havlík and Voda, 2016, 2018; Stanley and Czesnik, 2016), no
empirical work has looked at the relationship between ideology and individual-level support for
CAPs more closely. This paper complements the few findings that existing research on the topic
has produced and, from a comparative perspective, explores whether CAPs’ success really
classifies as purely protest-driven (with ideology only negligibly affecting voters’ choice) or if
ideology actually matters despite the strong use of anti-establishment claims.

Using data for eight countries between 2002 and 2016 from the European Social Survey (ESS),
the paper takes into consideration both the level of trust and the ideological composition of the
CAPs’ electorates. It shows that, although CAPs attract voters with a lower level of political trust,
they nonetheless have ideological tendencies that sort voters along ideologies lines. The degree of
ideological sorting, however, varies across CAPs. While some parties mainly attract voters from
one side of the political spectrum, others attract voters from the left, the center, and the right more
equally.

This finding has important implications for future research on CAPs. First, it shows that even
in the most likely case of pure protest voting, when new parties are ideologically indistinguishable
from mainstream parties, as is the case with CAPs, we do find ideological sorting. Thus, CAPs

1The Czech Action of Dissatisfied Citizens (ANO2011), The Bridge (MOST) in Croatia, and Ordinary People and
Independent Personalities (OL’aNO) in Slovakia are just a few successful examples from the past few years.

2The term ‘anti-establishment’more precisely describes the party’s main characteristic, while populism implies many other
characteristics that are not fulfilled by all CAPs. Mudde (2004: 543) defines populism as a thin ideology ‘that considers society
to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite’, and
which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté generale (general will) of the people.’ Although CAPs attack
the entire political establishment as a single entity, they do not necessarily claim to represent ‘the people’, nor do all of them
refer to ‘the general will’. On the contrary, many CAPs represent a pluralistic view of society, that is, accepting that it is not one
homogeneous entity, and therefore cannot be considered populist (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2017: 7). Among some
CAPs, we even find parties that attack the political elite due to their technocratic stances, namely, the belief that technocrats
and experts, and not politicians, should rule the country (Caramani, 2017). The Croat Most is a good example of the latter.
For a more detailed discussion, see Engler et al. (2019) who discuss how the three elements of populism – anti-elitism,
people-centrism, and the general will – are used in the political communication in the region and show that, for example,
the Slovak SaS or the Czech ANO barely exhibit the latter two elements.

3The term ‘centrist’ can therewith imply a lack of ideological positioning, an incoherent party platform with left and right
issue positions, as well as a center-right or a center-left platform.
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should not be labeled non-ideological or ideologically incoherent a priori, before taking a closer
look at their ideological platforms. Second, if CAPs sort their voters ideologically to varying
degrees, the consequences of their entry on national party systems may vary as well. In most cases,
we should expect more continuity and predictability when CAPs attract an ideologically
homogeneous electorate, because their future paths and strategic options are less affected by
differing and sometimes opposing interests in their electorate. The paper thus highlights the
importance of accounting even for CAPs’ relatively modest (in terms of their positions and
the emphasis given to them) ideologies.

The paper is structured as follows: I first present the theoretical expectations about protest
voting and its relationship to ideology. I then discuss the data and the classification I use in
the subsequent section and proceed to test these expectations empirically. The final two sections
engage with the theoretical implications of the findings for CAPs’ future trajectories and concep-
tualization and offer concluding remarks.

Mainstream protest, empty protest?

Pop-Eleches (2010) has explained the electoral breakthroughs of CAPs within the framework
of protest voting. The concept of protest voting has mainly been discussed in the literature on
third-party votes in majoritarian systems, such as the U.S. or Canada (Bélanger, 2004; Bowler
and Lanoue, 1992; Kang, 2004; Kselman and Niou, 2011), or to account for popular support
for radical right parties in Western Europe (Bélanger and Aarts, 2006; Bergh, 2004; Oesch,
2008; van der Brug et al., 2000, 2005). They all have in common that citizens’ dissatisfaction
with the political establishment and the major political parties is part of the definition.
According to Pop-Eleches (2010), CAPs fit into the framework of protest voting since their
electoral breakthroughs only occurred after both mainstream political camps – the (reformed)
communist successor parties and the former anti-communist block – had alternated in govern-
ment and failed to fulfill voters’ expectations. In line with this argument, Hanley and Sikk (2016)
and Engler (2016) have shown that rising levels of corruption and bad economic outcomes explain
the success and breakthroughs of new (anti-establishment) parties. Therefore, a deep dissatisfac-
tion with the political establishment in general, and not only with the incumbents, seems to
generate support for new CAPs. Nevertheless, this relationship has only ever been tested at
the country level so far. I examine whether this relationship also holds at the individual level:

Expectation 1: The level of political trust is lower among CAP voters than the average political trust
among voters.

While protest voting clearly suggests that voters are not satisfied with the political establishment,
its meaning for the party system at large, and the role ideology plays in it, remains unclear (see
Birch and Dennison, 2017). The literature on third-party votes in majoritarian electoral systems
usually presents protest voting as the opposite of ideological voting, since voting for a third party is
perceived as irrational (a ‘waste of [one’s] vote’) and is only used to signal dissatisfaction with the
established parties (Bélanger, 2004; Bowler and Lanoue, 1992; Kang, 2004; Kselman and Niou,
2011). Similarly, several studies on protest voting in proportional electoral systems measure
the strength of protest voting with the absence or weakness of ideological/issue voting (van
der Brug et al., 2000, 2005). Talking about the electoral breakthroughs of CAPs, Pop-Eleches
(2010: 223) explicitly denies any ideological considerations behind protest voting. He defines
the latter as a pure punishment of the political establishment, independent of any programmatic
considerations on the voters’ part. This view on protest voting clearly derives from the nature of
CAPs as he perceives them. According to Pop-Eleches (2010), CAPs are empty protest vehicles
without radical ideologies rather than protest parties representing ideologies from the political
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mainstream. From this perspective of ‘pure’ protest voting, one should expect a very low ideologi-
cal coherence among CAP voters – that is, finding dissatisfied voters from the left as well as the
right, both equally supporting them.

Expectation 2a: The ideological coherence of CAPs voters is lower than the ideological coherence of
the voters of other major parties.

However, the literature also offers other interpretations that do not perceive protest voting and
ideological voting as mutually exclusive. Bélanger and Aarts (2006), for instance, have shown that
programmatic considerations and political discontent co-existed among voters of List Pim
Fortuyn in the Netherlands. Pytlas (2016) arrives at similar conclusions about the regional-level
support for the Alternative for Germany (AfD). Birch and Dennison (2017) go even further and
argue that protest voting can occur precisely because of a lack of ideological representation by the
mainstream parties. The latter might be less likely for CAPs than for anti-establishment parties of
the radical right or left, because CAPs represent positions from the ideological mainstream that
are most likely already represented by other mainstream parties.4 However, there is no reason
why the co-existence of ideological and protest considerations among CAP voters should not
be possible. On the contrary, the highly volatile party systems of Central and Eastern Europe
(Powell and Tucker, 2014) and the re-occurring success of new political parties (Haughton
and Deegan-Krause, 2015) send dissatisfied citizens a message that voting for a newcomer is likely
to result in parliamentary representation or even participation in government. Consequently, even
protest votes cannot be perceived as ‘wasted votes’ with no political consequences.

In addition, a closer look at the actual ideological positions of CAPs reveals large differences
among them (see Figure 4). Some parties, such as the National Resurrection Party in Lithuania,
indeed exhibit a ‘relative lack of ideology’ (Učeň, 2007: 51). However, the category of CAPs
also includes parties like the center-left direction (Smer), the neoliberal Freedom and
Solidarity (SaS) in Slovakia, or the conservative Law and Justice (PiS) in Poland. The first
electoral participations of Smer and Alliance of New Citizens (ANO) offer a good comparison
of distinctive ideological platforms. Both competed in the Slovak national parliamentary elec-
tions for the first time in 2002 and both parties have been classified as CAPs by earlier studies
(see Hanley and Sikk, 2016; Pop-Eleches, 2010; Učeň, 2007). Nevertheless, when asked about
these two formations, experts considered Smer a centrist-left party and ANO a more right-
leaning party in 2002 (Chapel Hill Expert Survey, see Figure 4).

Given that the ideological positions of CAPs vary greatly within the scope of the ideological
mainstream, the possibility that CAPs sort protest voters along ideological lines should be con-
sidered. In fact, Stanley and Czesnik (2016) have shown that the ideological profile of Palikot’s
Movement (TR) – a CAP that entered the Polish political arena in 2011 – was relevant to voters
despite its clear stances against the political establishment. I therefore claim that the ideological
differences of CAPs need to be taken into account and expect CAPs that are clearly identifiable as
either left- or right-leaning parties to mainly attract voters from the left or the right of the
spectrum, respectively. Conversely, CAPs that cannot be clearly assigned to either one or the other
side should have a higher ideological diversity among their voters. An alternative expectation with
respect to the ideological composition of the electorate of CAPs is therefore:

Expectation 2b: The ideological coherence of CAP voters is not necessarily lower than the
ideological coherence of other major parties (depending on the party’s ideological
platform).

4However, it should not be excluded a priori: there are some CAPs, such as the Palikot Movement, that adopted a pro-LGBT
position, unprecedented in the Polish context.
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Classification of CAPs, data, and research design

In the empirical analysis, I look at the electorates of CAPs in their first national parliamentary
elections. Following Hanley and Sikk (2016), I define CAPs as genuinely new political parties
located in the ideological mainstream that make an extensive use of anti-establishment rhetoric.
The classification is based on quantitative criteria using data from expert surveys. We have
conducted our own expert survey (Engler et al., 2020) that allows for a comparison of the parties’
salience on anti-establishment rhetoric during the electoral campaign, measured on a scale from
0 (no salience) to 10 (high salience). If a new party has a salience higher than the average salience
of all major parties in that election, it is classified as an anti-establishment party.5 From this
subsample, I exclude all anti-establishment parties that do not represent positions from the
ideological mainstream (defined as the opposite of ideological extremism, see Hanley and
Sikk, 2016: 523) and, therefore, cannot be considered CAPs. The ideological data from the
Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Bakker, de Vries et al., 2015; Bakker, Edwards et al., 2015) allow
me to identify all parties with a radical right or a radical left position. Radical right positions
are built around the traditional/authoritarian pole of the cultural dimension (comprised nation-
alist, nativist, and authoritarian values; Mudde, 2007). Consequently, all anti-establishment parties
with a galtan-value higher than 8 (0 libertarian/postmaterialist; 10 traditional/authoritarian) are
excluded.6 In contrast, radical left positions occupy the leftmost space on the economic dimension
(Bernhard and Kriesi, 2019; March, 2011), that is, all anti-establishment parties with lrecon-values
lower than 2 (0 extreme left economic positions; 10 extreme right economic positions) are also not
considered CAPs.7 Table 1 presents the remaining CAPs in all 11 Central and Eastern European
EU member states since 2000.8 Our data also show that, with the exception of the Lithuanian
cases, all CAPs listed in Table 1 also have an above-average salience of their anti-corruption
claims. This is in line with Stanley (2017), who argues that the issue of corruption often
serves as a substitute of a thick ideology that complements populist/anti-establishment claims
and, therefore, is usually part of centrist populism.

In the empirical section, I compare the electorates of all CAPs in their first national parliamen-
tary election with the electorates of the other major parties in the same election. A party is a major
party in a particular election if it ranks among the five parties that won the highest percentages of
the vote and if it won more than 5% of the vote in these elections. Because a CAP always ranks
among the five major parties in all of the elections in my sample, the analyses in fact compare
CAPs’ electorates with the electorates of the other four major parties (or fewer parties if less than
five parties reach the threshold of 5%) in each election.9 I focus on the first election because first,
CAPs are very short-lived and often lose a substantial number of votes in subsequent elections

5Major parties: The five strongest parties in an election (if their share of votes > 5%).
6There are some borderline cases with a galtan-value lower than 8, but qualitative evidence of nativist stances or higher

values of the variable nationalism that are marked as such in the classification. With the exception of Usvit, they are not part of
the analysis, as the survey data for the corresponding elections are missing.

7In cases where data for a quantitative assessment of parties’ ideological positions are missing, I considered qualitative
sources.

8Although by definition, CAPs are not radical on the one-dimensional left–right scale with an economic radical left and
cultural radical right, the definition does not exclude parties that represent extreme positions on the opposite ends, that is,
extreme culturally progressive and/or pro-market positions. Indeed, we can identify three parties that adopted extreme
positions on at least one dimension in their first election. While Palikot’s Movement and the Hungarian Politics Can Be
Different (LMP) represented very culturally progressive positions (galtan < 2), the Slovak SaS can be considered an extreme
libertarian party on both dimensions (lrecon > 8 and galtan < 2).

9The threshold of five major parties was chosen to exclude parties that are too small from the calculations, while keeping a
constant number of parties in the comparison group. The countries covered in the analysis have, on average, an effective
number of parties of five, ranging from slightly more than three in Hungary to slightly more than six parties in the
Czech Republic (BG: 4.9; CZ: 6.6; EE: 5.4; HU: 3.1; LT:5.7; PL:4.2; SK: 6.3; SI: 5.4, see Armingeon et al. 2019). In addition,
the threshold of 5% prevents the inclusion of electorally insignificant parties where the number of effective parties is much
smaller than five (e.g., Hungary in 2010).
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(Haughton and Deegan-Krause, 2015) and second, their anti-establishment appeals often wane
over time and therewith the relationship between protest voting and ideology can change as well.
By only including the first election, we avoid confounding the protest nature of the parties’ initial

Table 1. New CAPs since 2000

Country Election Party name Share of votes

Bulgaria 2001 Simeon II Movement (NDSV) 42.7
2005 — —
2009 Citizens for European Development

of Bulgaria (GERB)
39.9

2013 — —
2014 Bulgaria without Censorship (BBZ)a 5.7a

Croatia 2003 — —
2007 — —
2011 — —
2015 Brigde (Most) 13.8
2016 — —

Czech Republic 2002 — —
2006 — —
2010 Public Affairs (VV) 10.9
2013 Action of Dissatisfied Citizens (ANO2011) 18.7

Dawn of Direct Democracy (Úsvit)a 6.9a

Estonia 2003 Res Publica (RP) 24.6
2007 — —
2011 — —
2015 Estonian Free Party (EV) 8.7

Hungary 2002 —
2006 —
2010 Politics Can Be Different (LMP) 7.5
2014 —

Latvia 2002 New Era (JL) 24
2006 — —
2010 — —
2011 Zatler’s Reform Party (ZRP) 21
2014 For Latvia from the Heart (NsL) 6.9

Lithuania 2000 New Union (NS) 19.7
2004 Labor Party (DP) 28.6
2008 Nation’s Resurrection Party (TPP) 15.1
2012 — —
2016 Anti-Corruption Coalition (LCP-LPP)a 6.3a

Poland 2001 Law and Justice (PiS) 9.5
2005 — —
2007 — —
2011 Palikot’s Movement (TR) 10
2015 — —

Romania 2004 — —
2008 — —
2012 — —
2016 Save Romania Union (USR) 8.9

People’s Movement Party (PMP) 5.6
Slovakia 2002 Direction (Smer) 13.5

Alliance of New Citizens (ANO) 8
2006 — —
2010 Freedom and Solidarity (SaS) 12.1
2012 Ordinary People and Independent

Personalities (OL’aNO)
8.6

2016 We are family (Sme Rodina)a 6.6a

Slovenia 2008 — —
2011 Gregor Virant’s Civic List (DL) 8.4
2014 — —

Source: Engler et al. (2020), Bakker, de Vries et al. (2015), Bakker, Edwards et al. (2015), ParlGov-dataset by Döring
and Manow (2019).
aBorderline cases between CAPs and radical right parties.
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campaigns with their future transformations. To see whether CAPs indeed attract more voters
with low political trust and whether the voters are ideologically diverse or not, we need individual
data on vote choice, political trust, and ideological self-positioning.

I base my analyses on the ESS (rounds 1–8) that asked respondents about their vote choice in
the previous national parliamentary elections between 2002 and 2016. The covered elections
took place between 2001 and 2015. Data are available for 15 out of 27 CAPs (as not all countries
are included in all rounds). The survey allows us to identify the voters of a particular party
through the question ‘which party did you vote for in the last national election?’. Political
trust is captured by the variable trstplt that measures the respondent’s trust in politicians on
a scale from 0 (‘no trust at all’) to 10 (‘complete trust’).10 The main analysis focuses on the
general left–right axis that is included in all ESS rounds and measured by asking the respondents
to place themselves on a scale from 0 (‘left’) to 10 (‘right’). The general left–right axis has proven
to be a useful concept, and parties and voters in Central and Eastern European countries also
refer to it (McAllister and White, 2007).11 It summarizes a bundle of different issues into a single
dimension (Bobbio, 1994) and therewith makes the comparison between different national
contexts, where different issue dimensions may be important, possible. In addition, I also look
at indicators that are related to a two-dimensional model of party competition – the economic
dimension and the cultural dimension – that portrays the ideological space in European coun-
tries even more adequately (Kitschelt, 1992; Marks et al., 2006). For the cultural dimension, I use
the question that asks the respondent to rate his/her agreement with the statement ‘Gays and
lesbians [are] free to live life as they wish’ (1 agree strongly, 5 disagree strongly).12 The economic
dimension is operationalized with the item ‘Government should reduce differences in income
levels’ (1 agree strongly, 5 disagree strongly). For each dimension, I measure the ideological
coherence of each CAP’s electorate by comparing the standard deviation of the responses of
its voters to the average standard deviation of the responses of the other major parties’ voters.
In addition to comparing the ideological coherence and the level of political trust of the CAPs
electorate to those of the electorate of other major parties (using variance-comparison tests and
t-test statistics), I also conduct logistic regression models of individual vote choice [where
CAP= 1 and other parties/mainstream (non-radical) parties= 0]. The models include control
variables for age, gender, and unemployment. Instead of ideological coherence, I measure the
effect of respondents’ ideological self-positioning in two ways: respondents’ position on a 0–10
left–right scale and their closeness to the center (i.e., distance to the midpoint of five on the
left–right axis).13 Fixed effects for each country election control for unobserved variance at
the country and time level.

10Other variables that measure political trust, such as trust in political parties (trstprt) and trust in parliament (trstprl),
highly correlate with trust in politicians (r= 0.86 and r= 0.74, respectively). Trust in political parties has not been included
in all ESS rounds and is therefore not a usable indicator. Trust in parliament could be more dependent upon the majorities in
parliament and therefore does not perfectly measure dissatisfaction with the entire political establishment.

11Even though the meaning of the left–right axis can differ in Eastern Europe compared to the meaning in Western Europe –
in the East, the axis often runs from a conservative, economic leftist position (left) to a libertarian, economic rightist one (see
Kitschelt, 1992; Marks et al., 2006).

12Another set of items that is often assigned to the cultural dimension (Marks et al., 2006) asks about the respondent’s
position on immigration; however, as the topic was not salient in Central and Eastern Europe before the migration crisis
in 2015, it is not a suitable choice for measuring the ideological positions of voters in the region.

13Other than with ideological coherence, we do not have clear expectations about the effect of ideology and centrism. If
expectation 2a (incoherent electorate) is true, we should not find any effect of ideology, while in the case of expectation 2b
(coherent electorate), the effect of ideology could go in different directions (left, centrist, right, or no effect) depending on
whether all CAPs have a similar electorate of voters or not. For example, if one-third of the CAPs attract a homogeneous leftist
electorate, another third a mainly centrist electorate, and the remaining third a homogeneous rightist electorate, the result
would be ‘no effect’ despite the finding that ideology matters in more than half of the cases.
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Results
A first look at the CAPs’ electorates in their first parliamentary elections reveals that most CAPs
do in fact attract more voters with lower levels of trust in politicians than other major parties in the
same elections. However, the magnitude of the differences is often weaker than the literature on
CAPs would have led us to expect. As Figure 1 illustrates, 12 out of the 15 CAPs attract voters with
political trust lower than that of the average voter, but only for 7 of them there is significant dif-
ference (at the 90% level). None of the three parties whose voters have higher-than-average politi-
cal trust scores a significant difference with the election’s mean. The differences between CAPs
and other major parties become more apparent when excluding other anti-establishment parties
(such as the radical right attacks (ATAKA) in Bulgaria and the radical left Communist Party of
Bohemia and Moravia (KSČM) in the Czech Republic) from the calculation of the overall mean;
since those parties usually attract an audience even more skeptical than that of CAPs.14 After ex-
cluding these parties, 13 out of 15 CAPs have a level of political trust lower than that of the average
mainstream voter (for 8 CAPs, this level is significantly lower), while still no CAP attracts voters
with a significantly higher level of political trust (see Figure A1 in the appendix). To conclude,
CAPs attract voters with lower political trust, but they do so to a lesser extent than other (radical)
anti-establishment parties. This result is also confirmed by the logistic regression model that pre-
dicts the individual vote choice. As Table A1 in the appendix illustrates, the effect of political trust
on individuals’ vote for a CAP is negative in all models (with odds ratios smaller than 1), with
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Figure 1. Difference between the CAPs electorates’ trust in politicians in the first elections (mean) and the average trust of
other major parties’ electorates in the same election. Abbreviations: DL (Gregor Virant’s List, Slovenia 2011); TR (Palikot
Movement, Poland 2011); TPP (National Resurrection Party, Lithuania 2008); OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s Party, Slovakia
2012); GERB (Bulgaria 2009); Smer (Slovakia, 2002); ANO (Slovakia 2002); PiS (Poland 2001); SaS (Slovakia 2010); LMP
(Hungary 2010); VV (Czech Republic, 2010); Usvit (Czech Republic, 2013); RP (Res Publica, Estonia 2003); EV (Free Party,
Estonia 2015); ANO11 (ANO2011, Czech Republic 2013). Note: Trust in politicians ranges from 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (com-
plete trust); 90% confidence interval of estimated differences between the CAPs’ mean and major parties’ mean. Minor
parties are not considered in the calculation of the mean in order to exclude the effect of protest voters of marginal parties.
Source: Own calculations based on the ESS.

14On average, the radical anti-establishment parties’ voters [Ataka, Jobbik, KSČM, SNS (in Slovenia) and Samobroona; data
for SNS in Slovakia is missing] had 0.6 points less political trust (differences range from −0.1 to −1.0 points) than the voters of
the CAPs in the same elections.
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effects reaching statistical significance in the models that exclude the voters of radical left and
radical right parties (and both full models).

While the results in Figure 1 mostly follow the theoretical expectations of protest voting and
political trust (expectation 1), the results on the ideological coherence of the CAPs’ electorate are
much less clear. According to Pop-Eleches (2010), the success of CAPs should be a symptom of
pure protest voting without any impact of the ideological considerations of their electorates.
Consequently, we would expect CAPs to attract voters from the ideological left, center, and right
in equal proportions (expectation 2a). In a first step, I examine this expectation by comparing
the ideological variance within the CAPs’ electorates to the variance within other major parties’
electorates. Respondents were asked to place themselves on a left–right scale ranging from
0 (left) to right (10). Ideological coherence is then measured by the standard deviation of their
voters’ ideological self-positioning, for both CAPs, and the average standard deviation of each
other major party. The higher the standard deviation, the more widespread voters are on the
left–right axis.

Figure 2a compares the ideological coherence among CAP voters in the party’s first elections to
the average standard deviations of the other major parties’ electorates (displaying the differences
between the two standard deviations) on the left–right axis. There are no clear patterns with
regard to ideological coherence. Eight out of fifteen CAPs show a wider distribution of their voters’
ideological positions (i.e., displaying larger standard deviations), while the other seven CAPs
show distributions more narrow than the country’s average (i.e., displaying smaller standard
deviations).15 A statistical comparison of the variances of the different electorates16 reveals that
most CAPs do not significantly differ from other major parties, because they have a distribution of
voters similar to that of at least one other major party. Only the electorates of Civic List (DL) in
Slovenia and ANO2011 in the Czech Republic have a significantly higher variance than the voters
of any other major party in the same election.

With its electorate’s low political trust and low ideological coherence, DL seems to represent
Pop-Eleches’s (2010) archetype of pure protest voting, at least when we only consider the unidi-
mensional left–right axis.17 The results for all other CAPs, however, speak more in favor of the
second interpretation of protest voting (expectation 2b).

The picture remains mixed when we look at the economic and cultural dimension (Figure 2b).
The voters of most CAPs do indeed seem more heterogeneous on the economic dimension than
the average electorate of the other major parties; however, the opposite is true on the cultural
dimension, with most CAPs having a more coherent electorate. DL in Slovenia and OL’aNO
in Slovakia are the only examples of CAPs whose electorates’ ideological positions are always more
dispersed. All other CAPs have a voter base that is more ideologically coherent than the average
of other major parties on at least one dimension.

While the survey data confirm that CAPs mainly attract voters with a level of trust in the
country’s political elite that is lower than that of the average voter, they also show that many
CAPs sort voters along the ideological left–right axis to the same extent as mainstream parties

15A mixed picture also emerges when comparing the share of voters that did not answer the question about individuals’
self-placement on the left–right axis. When the share of non-respondents turns out much higher for the CAPs category than
for the non-CAPs category, the apparent ideological coherence of some CAPs should be interpreted with more caution.
However, CAPs and non-CAPs do not differ widely with respect to non-respondents. On average, a CAP has 8.7% of
non-respondents, whereas non-CAPs have 7.8% of non-respondents.

16Test for equality of variances (Brown and Forsythe, 1974).
17In contrast, ANO2011 raises more questions. The wide distribution of its voters along the ideological space would speak in

favor of protest voting, since ideology seems not to matter much. Their high levels of political trust, however, contradict this.
What factor, different from protest or ideology, might have mobilized citizens to vote for ANO2011? It is beyond the scope of
this paper to explain ANO2011’s success (and that of Res Publica, which follows similar, albeit not statistically significant,
patterns,). One explanation could be the timing of the survey. In both cases, respondents were interviewed only 1 year after the
party had entered government; this might have increased the level of political trust of its voters.
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Figure 2. (a) Ideological variance (standard deviation on the left–right scale) of CAPs’ electorates in their first election,
compared to the average ideological variance of the electorates of the other major parties in the same election.
Abbreviations: DL (Gregor Virant’s List, Slovenia 2011); TR (Palikot Movement, Poland 2011); TPP (National Resurrection
Party, Lithuania 2008); OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s Party, Slovakia 2012); GERB (Bulgaria 2009); Smer (Slovakia, 2002);
ANO (Slovakia 2002); PiS (Poland 2001); SaS (Slovakia 2010); LMP (Hungary 2010); VV (Czech Republic, 2010); Usvit
(Czech Republic, 2013); RP (Res Publica, Estonia 2003); EV (Free Party, Estonia 2015); ANO11 (ANO2011, Czech Republic
2013). Note: Average ideological variance: arithmetic mean of the standard deviation of each of the other major parties.
Difference> 0: ideological variance of the CAP electorate higher than the average variance; difference< 0: ideological
variance of the CAP electorate lower than the average variance. Source: Own calculations based on the ESS.
(b) Ideological variance (standard deviation on the economic and cultural dimension) of CAPs’ electorates in their first
election, compared to the average ideological variance of the electorates of the other major parties in the same election.
Note: Average ideological variance: arithmetic mean of the standard deviations of each of the other major parties.
Difference> 0: the CAP ideological variance is higher than the average variance; difference<0: the CAP ideological variance
is lower than the average variance. Source: Own calculations based on the ESS.
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do. At this stage of the analysis, it remains unclear whether this ideological coherence derives from
the fact that CAPs mainly attract moderate voters who are clustered around the ideological center
(value 5) or whether there are also parties that mainly attract voters from either the left or the right.
The results from the logistic regression models in Table A1 are not clear in this regard. Speaking to
the former, the results indeed indicate that CAP voters are generally closer to the centrist position
than are the voters of other parties. However, the results also suggest that they are mostly located
on the center-right than spread around the center on the left and the right (although the effect is
not significant). As the results very likely differ between CAPs, the next section will look more
closely at how each individual CAP’s voters are distributed along the left–right axis to better
understand where the coherence or incoherence of the electorate stems from.18

Figure 3 offers a closer look at the ideological composition of the CAPs’ electorates and
presents the mean and median values of the parties’ electorates. We find three different types
of parties: (1) the first type consists of parties where left-leaning voters alone represent at least
50% of total votes, while the remainder is split between centrist and right-leaning voters. Only
Smer, 53% of whose voters placed themselves on the left (values from 0 to 4), 31% in the
center (value 5), and only 16% on the right (value from 6 to 10), belongs to this category.
The center-leftist platform of Smer had therefore already sorted voters along the left–right axis,
albeit mainly attracting voters with lower levels of political trust. (2) The composition of the
electorates of the second type of parties, which includes parties such as Citizens for
European Development of Bulgaria (GERB) and O’LaNO, also speaks in favor of a broader con-
cept of protest voting that incorporates ideology. The CAPs of this type all have a mean and a
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Figure 3. CAPs electorates’ average positions in the parties’ first elections, grouped into categories of parties with a left-
leaning (median voter: 4), a centrist (median voter: 5), and a right-leaning (median voter: 6 or 7) electorate. Abbreviations:
DL (Gregor Virant’s List, Slovenia 2011); TR (Palikot Movement, Poland 2011); TPP (National Resurrection Party, Lithuania
2008); OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s Party, Slovakia 2012); GERB (Bulgaria 2009); Smer (Slovakia, 2002); ANO (Slovakia 2002); PiS
(Poland 2001); SaS (Slovakia 2010); LMP (Hungary 2010); VV (Czech Republic, 2010); Usvit (Czech Republic, 2013); RP (Res Publica,
Estonia 2003); EV (Free Party, Estonia 2015); ANO11 (ANO2011, Czech Republic 2013). Source: Own calculations based on the ESS.

18The subsequent analyses do not look at the economic and cultural dimensions, as the values of the variables are highly
right-skewed (in both cases, the majority of respondents in a country agree with the statements) and an interpretation of the
positions around the midpoint is not meaningful. The values on the left–right scale, on the other hand, are normally distrib-
uted, and therewith we can explore whether the coherence is mainly concentrated in the center, or on the left or the right side
of the political spectrum.
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median ideological value that is equal to 6 or higher. They therefore mainly attract voters from
the right (>50%), and less than half of their voters claim to be centrist or left-leaning. (3) The
last type of CAPs has neither a dominant left nor a dominant right electorate (i.e., both <50%).
The largest share of support for this type of party usually comes from voters who claim to be
centrist (value 5). Only ANO and ANO2011 have a higher share of right-leaning voters. The
interpretation of a respondent choosing the midpoint (5) on an 11-point left–right scale (from
0 to 10) is difficult. It can, of course, have the intended meaning of a centrist position equidistant
from the left and the right. However, there is evidence that many indecisive respondents choose
that option instead of opting for a non-response. In addition, the centrist position can also de-
rive from leftist positions on some and rightist positions on other issues, that is, a less coherent
position on the left–right scale (Kroh, 2007). If a party has a dominant group of centrist voters
(which is only the case with LMP), I therefore avoid speaking of a dominant ideological group
among its voters.

The existence of CAPs that sort voters along ideological lines (type 1 and type 2) is another
indication that we should not neglect ideology when we talk about CAPs and their ability to attract
voters with low levels of political trust. Despite the latter characteristic, CAPs neither rely on elec-
torates that are more ideologically heterogeneous than other major parties’ voters, nor are they
mainly attracting centrist or indecisive voters. Rather, many cases show pronounced differences
across the ideological compositions of the parties’ electorates. There is evidence that many CAPs
provide voters with enough programmatic reference points to explain the ideological sorting. First,
as Figure 4 illustrates, CAPs vary across clearly leftist, centrist, and clearly rightist positions. The
only common denominator is that all of them (by definition) still represent the ideological
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Movement, Poland, 2011); NS (New Union, Slovakia, 2000); LMP (Politics Can Be Different, Hungary, 2010); Smer (Direction,
Slovakia, 2002); DP (Labor Party, Lithuania, 2004); NsL (Latvia from the Heart, Latvia, 2014); TPP (National Resurrection
Party, Lithuania, 2008); NDSV (Simeon II Movement, Bulgaria, 2001); ANO11 (Action of Dissatisfied Citizens, Czech
Republic, 2013); VV (Public Affairs, Czech Republic, 2010); BBZ (Bulgaria without Censorship, 2014); GERB (Citizens for
European Development of Bulgaria, Bulgaria, 2009); ANO (Alliance of the New Citizen, Slovakia, 2002); ZRP (Zatlers
Reform Party, Latvia, 2011); OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s Party, Slovakia, 2012); JL (New Era, Latvia, 2002); SaS (Freedom
and Solidarity, Slovakia, 2010); EV (Estonian Free Party, Estonia, 2015); Usvit (Dawn of Direct Democracy, Czech
Republic, 2013); PiS (Poland, 2001). Source: Bakker, de Vries et al. (2015), Bakker, Edwards et al. (2015).
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mainstream and not positions from the radical right or left. The party positions displayed are
based on expert evaluations from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Bakker, de Vries et al., 2015;
Bakker, Edwards et al., 2015).19 If a party platform was ideologically empty, as perceived by
Pop-Eleches (2010) or Učeň (2007), a more centrist value for the same party would be the most
likely outcome of all expert evaluations taken together. This is not the case for many CAPs.

Second, as we see in Figure 5, CAPs’ electorates’ average ideological positions correlate with
their respective parties’ positions. If party positions were not communicated clearly enough to play
a role in protest voters’ choices, as the defenders of the pure protest voting thesis (Pop-Eleches,
2010) would argue, there should not be a relationship between the two. Yet, while we find a
correlation, we also see that the more clearly a CAP communicates its position, the better the
fit between the party’s position and the position of its electorate becomes. This relationship is
illustrated in Figure A2, with clarity of a party’s position measured as the degree to which experts
agree on their assessment of a party in the Chapel Hill expert survey (standard deviation of
positioning on the left–right axis).20
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Figure 5. CAPs’ positions on the left–right dimension and the average position of their electorates. Abbreviations: DL
(Gregor Virant’s List, Slovenia 2011), TR (Palikot Movement, Poland 2011), TPP (National Resurrection Party, Lithuania
2008), OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s Party, Slovakia 2012), GERB (Bulgaria 2009), Smer (Slovakia, 2002), ANO (Slovakia
2002), PiS (Poland 2001), SaS (Slovakia 2010), LMP (Hungary 2010), VV (Czech Republic, 2010), Usvit (Czech Republic,
2013), RP (Res Publica, Estonia 2003), EV (Free Party, Estonia 2015), ANO11 (ANO2011, Czech Republic 2013). Note: r= 0.73
(N= 13; party-level data are missing for DL and RP). Source: Own calculations based on the ESS; Bakker, de Vries et al.
(2015), Bakker, Edwards et al. (2015).

19The Chapel Hill Expert Survey was conducted in 2002, 2006, 2010, and 2014. For the parties whose first national par-
liamentary elections were not held in those years, I considered the values of the following wave. The values for TR were mea-
sured 3 years later which led to a more leftist position than it had had in its initial elections (Stanley and Czesnik, 2016). The
only other party that was measured 3 years after its initial breakthrough is ZRP.

20Another reason for the variations in the degree of party sorting could have to do with the existence of other anti-
establishment parties (assuming that the larger the variety of anti-establishment parties, the more ideology plays a role in
the voter’s choice of a protest party). While this alternative is hard to test for, we can at least say that the countries in
our sample do not differ strongly in this regard, as each CAP had at least one other anti-establishment party to compete
with in the same election; and in all cases except for the 2013 Czech election, there was also a radical right competitor that
could have attracted the protest voters on the right of the ideological distribution.
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We can therefore conclude that we find evidence of CAPs sorting their voters along ideological
lines. The degree of sorting, however, ranges from very weak sorting (i.e., CAPs that attract a very
mixed electorate) to CAPs whose electorate either consists of a majority of left-wing or a majority
of right-wing voters.

CAPs, ideology, and implications for future research

In the cases of at least one-half of the parties of interest, ideology seems to matter for the initial
breakthroughs more than the literature expected. Even if it is their voters’ lack of trust, and not the
CAPs’ ideological positions that contributed to their support, the results clearly show that ideology
matters at least when protest voters make a selection. While this does not necessarily make a
difference when we look at CAPs’ initial breakthroughs, as the number of protest voters, and
not their political orientations, matters most, the composition of the electorate very likely has
an impact on the party’s future trajectory.

As soon as the party has been able to stand out from the pool of challenger parties and won
seats in parliament, the pressure to take clearer ideological stances increases. Coalition negotia-
tions require commitment to other parties and policy positions; positions on a variety of issues
need to be formulated during the legislative period, where incoherence will be criticized by politi-
cal adversaries and the public; and finally, the next election poses a challenge as the initial protest
strategy of running as outsider to the entire political establishment has become more difficult.
Thus, as soon as a CAP enters the political arena, questions about whether and in which direction
it changes its political platform, and what consequences this will have for the dynamics of party
competition, arise. Changes in the political platform, however, always bear the risk of alienating
voters that hold different ideological beliefs. A quick glance at CAPs’ survival rates, for example,
points in this direction as it shows that CAPs with electorates that are more ideologically
homogeneous are much more likely to survive than those parties that attract very mixed elector-
ates (see Table A2 in the appendix). If debates about CAPs rely on a false assumption that these
parties are never more than non-ideological vehicles designed for pure acts of protest, without any
trace of ideological characteristics, an important factor relevant to many questions about a CAP’s
future trajectory and its consequences for party competition remains omitted.

This debate therewith reveals one of the main weaknesses of the conceptualization of CAPs.
While the concept is very helpful in distinguishing new anti-establishment parties from their
radical counterparts and suits the analysis of the electoral breakthrough that is embedded in
the framework of protest voting, it is problematic when it comes to analyzing the consequences
of their entry, as the latter can vary depending on the different ideological foundations of CAPs.
CAPs should therefore not be treated as an ideological category equivalent to a party family but
rather serve as a conceptualization of new challenger parties that can subsequently be further
classified according to their ideological stances and the clarity of their positions. The analyses
in this paper would suggest differentiating between at least three different subtypes: CAPs on
the center-left, CAPs on the center-right, and CAPs without any, or with, ambiguous ideological
positions. Depending on the focus of one’s research, other ideological categories (such as conser-
vative, liberal, or progressive) are also possible.

Conclusion
CAPs rank among the most successful new political parties in Central and Eastern Europe. Their
strategy of attacking the whole political establishment, while representing the same positions as
the political mainstream, has proven to be an effective way of winning votes as newcomers. Their
focus on newness (Sikk, 2012) and, less so, on other (ideological) characteristics of their political
platforms has, in the past, led scholars to the conclusion that they are mere empty vehicles of
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protest, which attract voters independent of ideological considerations (Pop-Eleches, 2010). This
has also been identified as the main reason why many CAPs are unable to maintain their support
over time and simply disappear from the political arena after a single election (Haughton and
Deegan-Krause, 2015; Pop-Eleches, 2010). While there is evidence on the macro-level that eco-
nomic downturns and rising corruption levels increase their likelihood of initial breakthrough
(Engler, 2016; Hanley and Sikk, 2016), the role of dissatisfaction and ideology has never been
tested at the individual level, except for some party-specific studies with ambiguous results
(Havlík and Voda, 2016, 2018; Stanley and Czesnik, 2016).

This paper has sought to explore whether the success of CAPs can be considered purely protest-
driven (with ideology being irrelevant to voters’ choice) or, if not, to what extent ideology matters.
Using ESS data for eight countries between 2002 and 2016, I consider both the level of trust and
the ideological composition of CAPs’ electorates. As expected, the average level of political trust of
CAPs’ electorates is indeed lower than that of the average mainstream party voter. This finding is
in line with the theory of protest voting and the findings from previous, macro-level studies on
CAPs’ electoral breakthroughs. As far as the relationship between ideology and protest voting is
concerned, however, we must reject the prevailing view that all CAPs attract groups of voters
more ideologically heterogeneous than other major parties’ electorates. Rather, evidence suggests
that protest voting can co-exist with ideological considerations. A closer look at the ideological
composition of CAPs’ electorates reveals that a non-negligible number of CAPs mainly attracted
voters from either the left or the right as early as their first elections. Voters’ ideological positions
also correlate strongly with the parties’ political platforms.

The paper therefore shows that, although unsatisfied voters are the main factor behind CAPs’
success, ideological considerations have been important since the parties’ first elections.
Portraying CAPs as empty vehicles of protest is misleading and underestimates the importance
of ideology. Although an ideological platform may not have determined whether a CAP is
successful in its first election or not, the ideological composition of each CAP’s electorate can
be an important determinant of the party’s future trajectory and can influence its decision-
making, future transformations, or coalition-building strategies.

The implications of this paper go beyond Central and Eastern Europe. First, parties such as the
Five Star Movement in Italy, Ciudadanos in Spain, or En Marche! in France strongly resemble the
definition of CAPs in their first election, and more CAP-like parties may well appear in other
Western European party systems in the future. This possibility is particularly likely in countries
where political scandals and high levels of corruption shape political life. Furthermore, the
findings contribute to the theoretical debate about the role ideology plays in the rise of radical
anti-establishment parties and, in particular, the radical right. Showing that ideology matters
for protest voters even in the least likely case – namely, when parties do not represent positions
different from those of mainstream parties – makes the claim that only dissatisfaction with the
establishment, rather than a radical agenda, makes voters opt for the radical right even less
plausible.
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Figure A1. Difference between the CAPs electorates’ trust in politicians in the first elections (mean) and the average trust of
the mainstream (i.e., non-radical) parties’ electorates in the same election. Abbreviations: DL (Gregor Virant’s List, Slovenia
2011); TR (Palikot Movement, Poland 2011); TPP (National Resurrection Party, Lithuania 2008); OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s
Party, Slovakia 2012); GERB (Bulgaria 2009); Smer (Slovakia, 2002); ANO (Slovakia 2002); PiS (Poland 2001); SaS (Slovakia
2010); LMP (Hungary 2010); VV (Czech Republic, 2010); Usvit (Czech Republic, 2013); RP (Res Publica, Estonia 2003); EV (Free
Party, Estonia 2015); ANO11 (ANO2011, Czech Republic 2013). Notes: Trust in politicians ranges from 0 (no trust at all) to 10
(complete trust); 90% confidence interval of estimated differences between the CAP mean and mainstream parties’ mean.
Source: Own calculations based on the ESS.
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Table A1 Logistic regression models of voting for CAP with country-fixed effects (odds ratios in cells)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Political trust 0.962
(0.0258)

0.940**

(0.0249)
0.961

(0.0240)
0.939**

(0.0232)
0.954**

(0.0207)
0.931***

(0.0205)
Left–right 1.140

(0.0986)
1.123
(0.103)

1.182
(0.140)

1.188
(0.155)

Centrist 1.130**

(0.0630)
1.111*

(0.0658)
1.197***

(0.0815)
1.193**

(0.0868)
Age (in years) 0.971***

(0.00540)
0.972***

(0.00591)
0.973***

(0.00650)
0.972***

(0.00506)
0.975***

(0.00700)
0.975***

(0.00755)
Male 0.924

(0.189)
0.872
(0.180)

0.946
(0.203)

0.917
(0.188)

0.928
(0.203)

0.878
(0.193)

Unemployed 0.679**

(0.105)
0.680**

(0.110)
0.682***

(0.0822)
0.665***

(0.0967)
0.690***

(0.0892)
0.694***

(0.0959)
Constant 1.474***

(0.0893)
1.704***

(0.105)
0.632
(0.296)

0.884
(0.153)

8.679***

(5.190)
10.81***

(6.825)
3.529
(3.914)

5.397***

(3.035)
1.577
(2.343)

2.029
(3.166)

Country_election fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Comparison: All parties or

mainstream (without
radical parties)

All Mainstream All All All Mainstream All All All Mainstream

Pseudo R2 0.197 0.205 0.197 0.189 0.221 0.229 0.218 0.213 0.229 0.238
N 12,618 11,413 11,736 11,736 12,553 11,356 11,674 11,674 11,581 10,476

* P< 0.10, ** P< 0.05, *** P< 0.01; Odds ratio (<1: negative effect; >1: positive effect); standard errors clustered by country election in parentheses; Lithuania is missing because there are no sampling weights
included.
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Figure A2. The distance of party position to the position of their electorate and the clarity of their position. Abbreviations:
DL (Gregor Virant’s List, Slovenia 2011); TR (Palikot Movement, Poland 2011); TPP (National Resurrection Party, Lithuania
2008); OL’aNO (Ordinary People’s Party, Slovakia 2012); GERB (Bulgaria 2009); Smer (Slovakia, 2002); ANO (Slovakia 2002);
PiS (Poland 2001); SaS (Slovakia 2010); LMP (Hungary 2010); VV (Czech Republic, 2010); Usvit (Czech Republic, 2013); RP (Res
Publica, Estonia 2003); EV (Free Party, Estonia 2015); ANO11 (ANO2011, Czech Republic 2013). Source: Own calculations
based on the ESS and Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Bakker et al. 2015a, 2015b).

Table A2 Patterns of survival and ideology composition of the CAPs
electorate in their first election

No dominant ideology
among voters (left and
right voters <50%)

Dominant ideology among
voters (>50% of voters is
either left or right)

Survived LMP
ANO11

Smer
GERB
SaS
PiS
OL’aNO

Dead EV
TR
Usvit
DL
ANO
TPP

VV

Res Publica (RP) has merged with the nationalist Pro Patria Union before
participating in a second election. It is therefore difficult to determine whether
its persistence can be counted as survival or not.
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