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In recent years, the politics and economics ofteaitg in Western democracies have been
accompanied by the rise of populist parties orritite of the political spectrum. In the United 8 the
Tea Party, a loosely organized group exercisingtsitial influence in the Republican Party, hasnbee
the principal expression of right-wing protest. Barope, some of these parties, such as Golden rawn
Greece and Jobbik in Hungary, have been labellgtitsgstem or even neo-Nazi organizations, whereas
others such as Geert Wilders' Party of Freedormhén Netherlands, Morten Messerschmidt's Danish
People's Party and Marine Le Pen's National Frorifrance appear somewhat less extreme and have
operated within the existing framework of demoaraolitics for considerable periods of tirheThese
latter parties performed well in the 2014 EuropBarliamentary elections and some of them, sucheas t
Austrian Freedom Party or the Italian National @dice, did so from a background of being coalition
partners in recent governments. This paper emppgsial and valence theories of electoral chaice t
conduct a case study of the aggregate dynamicslmfcpsupport for one of these right-wing protest
parties, Britain's United Kingdom Independence YAdKIP). Focusing on aggregate-level dynamics,
the paper differs from earlier studies that havelymed support for right-wing protest parties at th
individual level.

Using data from monthly national surveys of théi&n electorate conducted between April 2004
and April 2014, analyses of an EGARCH-M time series model dematesthat UKIP support has been
influenced by both spatial and valence forces, magmwing Euroskepticism, anti-immigration attiesl
and dissatisfaction with the performance of the <eovative-Liberal Democrat Coalition Government.
Analyses also indicate that UKIP benefited from ‘thieygen of publicity’, with volatility in its upwd

trajectory working to prompt further increases. eTpolitical context after the 2010 general election



proved beneficial as well. Many voters doubted cbmpetence of the major opposition party, Labour,
while the Liberal Democrats—formerly the princigmbtest option in British national politics—were in
government. Whether another felicitous conflueot&ssues and circumstances will enable UKIP to be
an influential player in the British party systemyiears ahead remains to be seen.

UKIP's Upward Trajectory

After the 2010 general election UKIP's vote initemtshare in opinion polls grew substantially,
with the party level-pegging with the Liberal Demats in 2012 before surging ahead in 2013 (Figire 1
The pattern continued with 15% of the respondemtthé April 2014 Continuous Monitoring Survey
(CMS) indicating that they would vote UKIP in a geal election and only 8% opting for the Liberal
Democrats. In addition to the party's upward tiajey in the polls, it recorded strong performanires
local elections, a first-place finish in the Mayl20EU Parliament election, and two by-election ofigts
in autumn 2014. Although thwarted by Britain'ssfipast the post electoral system' that awardedlyt
one seat in the 2015 general election, UKIP carne it popular votes, with a 12.7 per cent share.

(Figure 1 about here)

Regarding sources of increasing support, thesesigable negative correlation (r = -.45) between
trends in Conservative and UKIP vote shares in Gd&eys conducted between June 2010 and April
2014. Individual-level data from these surveyktted same story—between 2010 and 2014 the group of
UKIP adherents who were former Conservatives gremfless than 20% in 2011 to 61.8% in 2013 and
stood at 51.4% in 2014 (Figure 2). Similarly, fercentage of 2010 Conservatives intending to vote
UKIP increased from 2% in 2010 to over 16% in 2014.

(Figure 2 about here)

Although many UKIP supporters are former Consévesat the party has other sources of
support. For example, among respondents to thaadg#\pril 2014 CMS surveys indicating they
intended to vote UKIP in the next general electimrer one-quarter had voted either Labour (10.1f6) o

Liberal Democrat (16.5%) in 2010. Another 4.4% haded for another party and 17.7% had voted



UKIP. This diversity suggests that multiple fastanay have motivated a move to UKIP. In the next
section we discuss theoretical perspectives on thieae factors may be.
Theoretical Perspectives on UKIP Support

One theoretical perspective on support for igent right-wing parties identifies a syndrome of
economic grievance, socio-cultural threat and jealitdistrust coupled with easily understood policy
prescriptions as primary motors of party appeahcéits founding in 1993, UKIP has portrayed itsed
a ‘common-sense’ party that champions the intexdstedinary people—interests that it claims are
subverted by a policy cartel of unresponsive calfueconomic and political elités.According to this
populist narrative, these elites dominate Britam&nstream political parties and they have expalked
country to the predations of an insatiably powemngdry European Union. British citizens are burdened
by a host of vexatious regulations promulgated bglected, unresponsive bureaucrats in Brussels and
British culture and economy are threatened by areasing flood of immigrants who access the UK via
the EU's common labour market. UKIP's prescripfmmalleviating these problems is straightforward—
severing ties with the EU is essential for reswrBritain's cultural integrity, economic prosperand
political sovereignty.

The backdrop to this argument is the increaseslddsontrol by governments over the levers of
policy-making in an increasingly globalised worldzarly studies argued that globalization did not
fundamentally erode the autonomy of states to puisdependent policies (Rose, 1980; Castles, 1982;
Schmidt, 1996; Keman, 2002As Garrett put it: ‘the impact of electoral polggibas not been dwarfed by
market dynamics’ (1998: 2). However, more recentkvsuggests that an independent monetary policy is
not possible in a globalised world (Boix, 1998) ghdt governmental autonomy for other aspects of
policy-making is limited (Garrett, 2000; Caul andag 2000; Huber and Stevens, 2001). This general
tendency, coupled with the growing importance ofligyemaking at the EU level (Hix, 2004;
Featherstone and Radelli, 2003), has fed perceptibldemocratic deficits' whereby voters feelradied

from unresponsive national and EU-wide electedtin&ins (e.g., Norris, 2011). National parliarmsent



are seen to have ceded major powers to the EU wheriament is a distant, multi-national institutio
subservient to Brussels bureaucrats. Right-wingufiem with its emphasis on national control of
decision-making is one reaction to these developsredevelopments given a significant boost by the
‘Great Recession’ which seriously affected many &untries (Reinhart and Rogoff, 2009; Krugman,
2012; Fraile and Lewis-Beck, 2014).

The importance of anti-EU attitudes for understagdUKIP's rise is a prominent theme in
existing research (e.g., Ford and Goodwin, 20REsearchers also have explored the socio-demographi
and political characteristics of UKIP voters and farty's similarities to and differences from ottight-
wing parties in Europe (Abedi and Lundberg, 20@#inJand Margetts, 2009; Whitaker and Lynch, 2011;
Ford and Goodwin, 2011, 2014; Ford, Goodwin and€;@012). In UKIP's case, research indicates that
the party's strongest appeal is to older, less adilicated men, many of whom are or formerly were in
lower status occupations (Ford and Goodwin, 20b4:43. Regarding political affiliations, a studf o
voting in the 2009 EU elections reported that thetyp was more likely to attract disaffected
Conservatives than adherents of other parties @i hitand Lynch, 2011). This finding is consisteith
the observation that many UKIP supporters formedied Conservative. Previous studies indicate that
these ex-Conservatives often are Euroskeptictattao UKIP by its strident anti-EU rhetoric.

Without gainsaying the significance of anti-EU tsment for UKIP support, there is a second
theoretical perspective that merits attention. c8igally, it may be hypothesized that the Britigblitical
context after the 2010 election helped UKIP to aattrindividuals dissatisfied with high levels of
immigration and the performance of the economy keyl public services such as the National Health
Service. In the language of theories of electohalice, substantial negativity about tpatial issue of
UK membership in the European Union was supplendebteadverse judgments abowence issues
concerning the performance of the Conservativetalbé&emocrat Coalition Government and the
anticipated performance of the principal oppositjmrty, Labouf. A highly skewed public opinion

distribution is what distinguishes valence fromipos issues. In this regard, public opinion sywe



indicate that the NHS and immigration join the emny as salient valence issues in contemporarysBriti
politics®> By providing an option for people concerned witlege issues, UKIP expanded its vote-
gathering potential and enhanced its chances ajrb@g a viable electoral option. UKIP's ability to
profit from valence issues owes much to the faat the traditional catch-all protest party, the erid
Democrats, joined a coalition government in 201@ #rereby forfeited much of its appeal to voters
searching for an alternative to the major parties.

The goal of the present analyses is to explaindmamics of UKIP support and in the next
section we discuss trends in major spatial andnealdssues and accompanying party performance
judgments that may have benefited UKIP.

Issues and Party Performance

Previous research indicates that electoral chacesnfluenced by combinations of spatial and
valence issues, with the latter typically havinggé direct effects than the former (e.g., Clarkeale
2004; 2009; Whiteley et al., 2013). Accordinglg, understand UKIP’s surge, it is useful to examine
changes in public attitudes about both spatial\aidnce issues, particularly in the period of eenito
distress and partisan instability that began shaifter the run on the Northern Rock Bank in Sejutem
2007. The failure of Northern Rock heralded theetrof a financial crisis and the most prolonged
recession since the 1930s. These economic difisubccurred in a psychological context condutive
party-system change. Earlier studies have docwadetitat partisan attachments and links between
partisanship and social class identities have bamakening in Britain since at least the 1970s (darl
Crewe and Alt, 1984; Clarke et al., 2004; Clarkd McCutcheon, 2009). Voters lacking strong and
durable partisan attachments are susceptible teaéppy insurgent parties such as UKIP, espedially
political-economic contexts characterized by canitig hardship and uncertainty.

In this regard, it is noteworthy that attitudesvédnd EU membership have exhibited considerable
volatility in recent years (Figure 3). Prior toetHinancial crisis pluralities typically approved o

membership. However, after the economic meltdowtd ensuing Eurozone debt crisis, EU attitudes



became markedly more negative—in spring 2013 ne@®6 of CMS respondents disapproved of
membershif. More recently, antipathy towards the EU has desed; in April 2014, 42% approved of
membership and 43% disapproved. Britain's relatignwith 'Europe’ thus has been a dynamic spatial
issue that divides public opinion and, as previstuslies suggest, the presence of a large pooltefs/o
unhappy with the EU has significant potential ta$tothe fortunes of a party like UKIP that stridgnt
opposes continued British membership.

(Figure 3 about here)

The argument that valence issues have operateKii®'s advantage is supported by trends in
public attitudes about the economy, immigration #relNHS. After the onset of the recession in 2008
CMS surveys documented widespread pessimism albonbmic conditions. As recently as April 2013,
only 15% judged that the national economic situatiad improved during the previous year and fully
60% thought it had deteriorated. However, a ya#arlexpectations had brightened, with 40% sayieg t
economy would improve in the year ahead versus #Bégasting things would get worse. Increasingly
favourable perceptions of the national economy itbstanding, many people remained 'bearish' about
their personal prospects—for example, only 20%hef April 2014 CMS respondents judged things had
improved for themselves and their family over ttasstpyear and 39% thought they had gotten worse.
Similarly, when asked to forecast their financiahdition in the year ahead, pessimists outnumbered
optimists by 32% to 25%.

Many people also expressed unhappiness with pemtformance on the economy. Figure 4
documents that confidence in the Conservatives labdral Democrats on the economy declined
substantially (from 52% in June 2010 to 37% in A@f14), whereas positive judgments about Labour
remained an exception (e.g., 21% in April 2013).cobntrast, the group stating that they did noiebel
any party was competent or they 'didn't know' wpeinty was competent increased from 25% in June
2010 to 43% in April 2014.

(Figure 4 about here)



Regarding immigration, as observed, CMS surveyslgated since April 2004 testify that strong
anti-immigration sentiment is a persistent charégtie of British public opinion. Many people ditbt
believe the Conservative-Liberal Democrat Coalit®overnment was doing a good job on the issue
(Figure 5). Immediately after the 2010 electidre percentage of CMS respondents who said that the
Government was handling immigration ‘very' or Haiwell (30%) was nearly equal to the percentage
(33%) who reported the opposite. However, neggtidgments soon increased and in April 2014 only
one person in twenty judged that the Government heaslling immigration well and almost two-thirds
thought it was doing a bad job. Similarly, whekexshow Labour would handle the issue, only a small
minority said the party would do a good job and ynamore thought it would do a poor oneCirca
December 2013 (the most recent month for which dathabour are available), 12% were in the former
group and 51% were in the latter. These numbst8yt¢hat Labour had gained precious little crédit
how it would deal with the issue at time when cdefice in the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats
was deteriorating. In such a circumstance, ifasigble that some voters would consider an ogiarh
as UKIP, particularly since the party long had stesil that immigration cannot be controlled whilédsn
remains in the EU.

(Figure 5 about here)

The National Health Service is a third salient wake issue. The NHS has totemic status in
modern British politics and public support for & €xtremely strong. However, judgments about the
performance of the NHS are decidedly miXedttitudes about the health service are importamd
previous research indicates that they are a usefimary measure for reactions to public service
delivery more generally (Clarke et al., 2009: ch. £MS monthly surveys include questions asking
about how the Coalition Government handled, and hovabour government would have handled, the
NHS. Trends in performance judgments after theD2fdneral election resemble those for the economy
and immigration. Confidence in the Conservativedral Democrat Coalition's ability to manage the

NHS effectively quickly eroded, but Labour did Hmnefit—despite the fact that the latter partyhis t



historic architect of the health service and onésofmost vocal champions. With the Liberal Denader
in government, widespread reservations about thprngarties' performance on the NHS presented
another opportunity for an insurgent party such/EsP.

It also can be argued that UKIP benefited fronitigal events which drew public attention to it.
The party's success in local elections, EU elestanmd Westminster by-elections, as well as covevage
the party's surge in the polls, generated a fldgaublicity. This is important for protest partisach as
UKIP that risk confinement to the margins of thditpzal arena—places where many voters normally do
not look for alternatives. Such parties can berafhdsomely from the ‘oxygen of publicity’, pautarly
when it comes from the enhanced media attentiom d@ltaompanies sizable increases in support.
Favourable publicity encourages previously inattent/oters to consider what a party like UKIP is
saying and, if they like what they hear, it can diaihe likelihood that the party will attract adlolital
adherents.

A Dynamic Model of UKIP Support

Given the theoretical considerations discussed gbwoxe specify a model of the aggregate
dynamics of UKIP vote intentions as what time sedealysts call a GARCH process (Bollerslev, 1986;
Enders, 2009:143-146). A GARCH model is essentati ARMA model for the conditional variance of
a series. In the present application, the dynawfidsKIP support are specified to be governed hyr fo
sets of factors. First and fundamental is a kestiap issue—attitudes towards Britain's continued
membership in the EU. Given that opposition to Hié is at the core of UKIP's issue agenda, we
hypothesize attitudes about membership move tog@thgynamic equilibrium with UKIP support. In
the language of time series analysis, EU attituates UKIP supportointegrate (Engle and Granger,
1987; Enders, 2009). Second, following the disocusabove, we specify the effects of three impdrtan
valence issues—judgments about the economy, imtiggrand the NHS.

Third, we hypothesize that UKIP support respondedarious political events. Although there

are many events which might be considered, herexaenine the impacts of the 2004 and 2009 EU



elections and the 2005 and 2010 general electiagswell as the widely criticized March 2012
'‘Omnishambles' budget. Another event of interesPrime Minister Cameron's January 2013 speech
promising to renegotiate Britain's relationship hwithe EU and hold a referendum on continued
membership should the Conservatives win the nemeige election. Finally, to illustrate the poteati
impact of adverse publicity, we consider UKIP'spmmsion of one its local councillors in January4£201
for voicing racist and homophobic remarks.

The fourth component of the model is a 'GARCH-&&dback process which captures 'oxygen of
publicity' effects generated by volatility in UKI§upport® The GARCH-M model class originates in
financial economics where increased volatility lire tmarket price of an asset signals growing risit th
feeds back to affect the asset's price (e.g., Bn@609: ch. 3)* As applied here, it is hypothesized that
UKIP support increased when the performance ofmiggor rivals was judged poor enough to generate
uncertainty in the minds of the voters and thair thiéeention was drawn to UKIP by publicity surralimg
events such as favourable election outcomes andanmegorts of sizable increases in the party's vote
intention share in the polls. Although it wouldjuére a large-scale content analysis of media emepf
UKIP over time to study this 'oxygen of publicigffect directly, we proxy it here using the corufital
variance of the error term of the aggregate timéesanodel of the dynamics of UKIP support. The
conditional variance is specified as an EGARCH)(@rbcess (Nelson, 1991). Since attitudes towards
the EU are hypothesized to be crucial for UKIP surppghe EGARCH process itself is modelled such tha
changes in opinions about EU membership affetitility in EU support—as EU approval declined,
voters reconsidered their electoral options and thas manifested in increased volatility in UKIP
support. In turn, this increased volatility crehpblicity for UKIP that fed back to enhance itpport.

To summarize, the general EGARCH-M model of UKiPort is:

A'UKIP = X'$ + Mog(c?) + e+ Z0uew (1)

where: UKIR = UKIP vote intention share

X = predictor variables including the cointegratprgcess between UKIP support
and EU attitudes, evaluations of the ecoyy immigration and the NHS,



political events
o2 = conditional variance of process
& = stochastic error process, ~N&8)
B, A, 6 = coefficients to be estimated
A" = first-difference operator
The conditional heteroscedasticity component is:
Log(c%) = o + &i*| ea/ol +GAEU, (2)

where:('s = coefficients to be estimated
EU, = attitudes towards EU at time t

Model parameters are estimated using monthly CM8 dathered over the April 2004 to April 2014
period (N = 121).

As a preliminary step, we specify a baseline matiet includes only attitudes about EU
membershig? This model (Model A) helps us to ascertain whetB&) attitudes and UKIP vote
intentions move together in the long-term and ithie foundation for the more elaborate EGARCH
specification (see equation 1 above) that folloWwsequation form, Model A is:

AYKIP, = B + BIAEU, -a(UKIPy; - B,EUL) + & ()
where: UKIRis UKIP vote intention share

EU, are attitudes towards the EU

Bo, B1, P2 @anda are parameters to be estimated

& is a stochastic error termN(0, 6%)

A" = first-difference operator
In this specificationp, is an intercept angh estimates the short-run impact of changes in Etldés on
changes in UKIP vote intentions. The coefficiemheasures the speed at which shocks are dissipated
the cointegrating relationship between UKIP vottemtions and EU attitudes that is represented by th
error correction mechanism (UKIP- B,EU.,)."® If UKIP support and EU attitudes cointegratewill
carry a negative sign and vary between 0 and bsdolate value, with larger values indicating mapid
adjustment (Enders, 2009: ch. 6). As argued althi®gcointegrating relationship is expected giteat

Euro-scepticism motivated UKIP's creation and lesmsained the core element in party policy. The more

elaborate EGARCH specification (Model B) adds prtdi variables measuring judgments about three
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key valence issues—the economy, immigration and\tH8'* Model B also includes dummy variables
indexing EU and Westminster elections and otheiestalevents described aboVeas well as the
EGARCH-M feedback variable that indexes effectmofeased volatility in UKIP support.

We first consider Model A, the basic error correatspecification that addresses the hypothesis
that attitudes about the EU and UKIP support tiadetogether in dynamic equilibrium. The model
enables us to assess both the short- and longffects of changes in EU attitudes on UKIP vote
intentions. Short-term effects are estimated3hythe coefficient for the variable measuring chairge
attitudes about EU membership from time t-1 to timeThe strength of the tendency of UKIP vote
intentions and EU membership to travel togethehélong run is captured by thecoefficient discussed
above.

(Table 1 about here)

Model A indicates that changes in attitudes abdgtmiembership affected UKIP vote intentions
over time (Table 1). As hypothesized, increasingggative feelings about membership prompted
immediate increases in UKIP suppof; = -.160, p < .001). Also, the significant effeat the
cointegrating mechanisna & -.112, p < .01) is consonant with the hypothdésig Euro-scepticism and
UKIP support tended to move together in the long r0The value ofa indicates that shocks to UKIP
support eroded at the rate of about 11% per maeuntgesting that there was substantial opportupity f
other factors to affect the party's vote intensbare®

Model B builds on Model A. As discussed, Modelrig@arporates three valence issue variables
measuring public reactions to the economy, immignaand the NHS! as well as dummy variables that
index various political events. Model B also haE@ARCH component to capture variations in the
volatility in UKIP support, with the volatility feding back to affect the dynamics of UKIP vote
intentions. The volatility in UKIP support is hyihesized to be conditioned by attitudes towards EU
membership, with growing negative attitudes enhamdhe variance in UKIP support. As observed,

negative attitudes towards the EU increased sutisitgrafter 2010 and those dynamics influenced the
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evolution of UKIP support. When public opinion albdhe EU became increasingly negative, this
prompted enhanced volatility in the party's voteeition share and that volatility, in turn, fed bdo
affect changes in the level of UKIP support.

Model B's parameters indicates that the cointeggatelationship between attitudes towards EU
membership and UKIP support persists with contfotsseveral other predictot8. In addition to a
significant negative short-term effegd £ -.068, p < .01), the adjustment parameter far ¢nror
correction process involving UKIP vote intentionsdeEU attitudes is -.164 (p < .001). This indésat
that about one-sixth of a shock to UKIP support wesded in the following month by the long-run
cointegrating relationship involving EU attitudes.

Valence issues also mattered—reactions to econaoniditions f§ = -.081, p < .001), evaluations
of the National Health Servic@ € -.343, p < .001) and attitudes towards immigrai3 = .091, p < .05)
influenced UKIP vote intentions. As hypothesizadfavourable evaluations of the economy and the
NHS and negative attitudes towards immigration tembdJKIP support. Finally, estimates for the
EGARCH process show that there is a significantatieg relationship{ = -.063, p < .001) between
attitudes towards EU membership and volatility iKIB support. The EGARCH process, in turn, fed
back to affect UKIP's vote intention share, witlke tEGARCH-M' coefficient being positiva. € .373)
and statistically significant (p <.001). Transktfrom the log metric, the size dfindicates that a one-
point increase in theariability of UKIP support fed back to magnify its' vote intien share by 1.5
points. This effect is consistent with the hypgikehat enhanced volatility in UKIP support helged
focus attention on the party arsgferis paribus, this prompted further growth.

Finally, Model B documents that UKIP support inged at the time of the 2004 EU Parliament
election and the 2005 general election. The forefiferct is 2.40 points (p < .001) whereas the ldtte
1.51 points (p < .001). Chancellor Osborne's poogceived March 2012 budget, as well as Prime
Minister Cameron’s January 2013 EU speech, provibedsts to UKIP of 1.28 and 3.69 points,

respectively. Suspending one of its local couorslicost the party 1.37 points.
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These results testify that UKIP is not simply augsf for disgruntled Euroskeptics. The presence
of a cointegrating relationship between EU attitud@d UKIP vote intentions implies that the former
have been fundamental for the upward dynamics ¢hatacterized the party's vote intention share in
recent years. However, attitudes towards Europenar the whole story. Controlling for attituddmoat
EU membership and shocks associated with varioeatsyadverse public reactions to major valence
issues involving the economy, immigration and tHéNinfluenced UKIP support. In all three cases,
public dissatisfaction worked to increase UKIP&c&dral stock. And, net of other considerationk)RJ
benefited from volatility in its support, with thisffect interpreted as indicating the importancethef
‘oxygen of publicity' for a small party trying tatablish itself as a viable electoral option.

Conclusions: UKIP Dynamics Reconsidered

Over the past decade, right-wing populist partiase become salient players on the electoral
stage in several European countries. Britain's RJiékemplifies the genre. In recent years, UKIP
enjoyed substantial success in terms of growing \sitares and sizable increases in popularity as
documented in public opinion polls. Time seriealgses testify that opposition to EU membership and
related negativity towards immigration have beepadnant drivers of UKIP support. Anti-EU attitudes
moved in dynamic equilibrium with UKIP vote intemtis and, as opposition to continued British
membership in the EU grew, UKIP support increasdastntially. When making his case against the
EU, UKIP Leader Nigel Farage skilfully exploited deispread anti-immigration feelings, arguing that
continuing EU membership leaves the UK helplesdntrol its borders. According to the party's
narrative of populist protest, the mainstream pattishared consensus on the desirability of EU
membership means that UKIP is the only real altdreafor anyone wishing to reduce immigration,
protect British culture and restore national soiggrty.

Although present findings demonstrate that UKH?E-EU/anti-immigration message constitute
its core appeal, analyses also reveal that UKIPp@tipwas invigorated by unhappiness with the

performance of the Conservative-Liberal Democraglifion Government. UKIP benefited from the

13



populist argument that the Coalition's austeritligies privileged socio-economic elites while imas
widespread hardships on ordinary people. AlthahghBritish economy finally started to revive inl3)
many people continued to harbour reservations athweirt financial prospects for some time afterwards
This economic negativity was reinforced by unflattg judgments about the Government's performance
delivering key public services, notably the Natiddealth Service.

It is a stylised fact in the political economyeliature that negative evaluations of a government’s
performance bolster support for opposition partiekowever, after the 2010 general election, Britain
principal opposition party, Labour, was unabledweelrage the sour public mood for political advaetag
largely because its reputation for managerial cdaempe had been seriously tarnished by being iceffi
when the economic crisis began. Compounding tliblem Labour Leader Ed Miliband failed to make
a convincing case that he could restore prosparity protect vital public servicé®. For their part, the
Liberal Democrats traditionally have presented thelses as a viable option for anyone unhappy viigh t
two major parties. But, after the 2010 electioa tliberal Democrats negated their protest appeal by
joining the Conservatives in government. This @éan opening in the political choice set whiclpbé
UKIP to portray itself as the real opposition.

Benefiting from intertwined anti-EU and anti-irgrant sentiments and the effects of a deep and
protracted economic recession, UKIP and similatiggelsewhere in Europe have performed quite well
in recent years. The effects of these spatial\aence issues have been magnified to the extant th
populist parties have been able to make a casehhbmtrivals are integral parts of an ineffectiaed
unresponsive political establishment. In Britaie tpresence of a coalition government involving the
traditional protest party, the Liberal Democratgilitated this argument. Elsewhere in Europelitoa
governments are common and it may be conjectuisgdiis has helped populist parties to advance thei
claims to be the real 'none of the above' option.

When considering the future prospects of right-wpapulist parties, it is apparent that these

parties have only very limited ability to contrdieir fates. Although they may take advantage of
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widespread anti-immigrant sentiments by making-&htiarguments, they have little or no influence on
the many of the contextual or valence forces akwdrhe composition or even the presence of coaliti
governments that define the choice sets encounterezlectorates are circumstances these parties can
influence to only a very limited extent. In additj other than selecting attractive leaders andivgi
suspicions about the competence and motives gidhers that be, there is little the populist partian

do to affect valence politics considerations timdiuence electoral choice. Nor can the populistips
control the positions that major parties take @ués such as EU membership or immigration that are
central to the former's appeal. As a result,énselikely that the prospects of UKIP and othehtriging
populist parties will be largely determined by axtaie of forces beyond their controlThey may
benefit from these forces, but they can do litlshape them.

Looking forward in the British context, the forthming referendum on continued membership in
the EU presents UKIP with an opportunity and aahrel'he opportunity is obvious, as the referenéim
about the party's core issue, and UKIP will havehance to campaign as the only true champion of all
those who support '‘Brexit'. The threat is equabyious. If Britain should decide to stay in thg-&
especially if the verdict is decisive—this coul#tedEurope' off the political agenda for the foesdde
future. With its signature issue put paid, thetypaould very well find itself in serious difficylt Less
obvious, but also important will be the operatidrvalence issues such as the economy, immigratidn a
health care in the changed political context ofcagervative majority government pursuing an austeri
agenda. Studying how these various factors affectdynamics of UKIP support before and after the
referendum will help analysts to gain a fuller ursiending of the forces that govern the party'tufees.

In particular, the referendum context and its afih should provide researchers with valuable
opportunities to learn more about how the 'oxygepublicity'—and the possible lack thereof—affects

the dynamics of UKIP support in the British eleatex

15



Endnotes

! There is a sizable literature on support for Euampeght-wing populist parties. See, e.g., Be®893t
Swank and Eisinga, 1999; Hooghe, Marks and Wil20®4; Minkenberg and Perrineau, 2007; Mudde,
2007; Oesch, 2008; Mudde, 2007; Arzheimer, 2009ydBan, 2011; Ford and Goodwin, 2014. See also
Clarke et al. (1992: ch. 4); Schofield (1993); &tergen and Scott (2004); Van der Eijk and Franklin
(2004); Nagel and Wlezien (2010); Stevens (201Sge also Dalton (2013), Lewis-Beck, Nadeau and
Foucault (2013).

2The Continuous Monitoring Surveys (CMS) are natiangernet surveys conducted by YouGov. For
guestion wording, see Measurement Appendix on theq website (www. ). On the utility of
internet surveys for studying party support, seed8es et al. (2007).

3For additional information on UKIP policies and éiection manifesto, seanvw.ukip.org.

* The spatial model of party competition (Downs, 19BlAck, 1958) has stimulated much theoretical and
empirical work (see, e.g., Merrill and Grofman, 298dams, Merrill and Grofman, 2005; Eguia, 2013).
The key assumption is thabsition or spatial issues characterized by widesprealisagreement over
policy goals drives voting decisions. In contrag valence politics model argues that voterschify
focus heavily on partieperformance in delivering policies on issues on which thergéseral agreement
about policy goals (e.g., Stokes, 1963; Stokes2)199

® Questions in the November 2013 CMS showed théb 8greed that the NHS was Britain's most
valuable public service and 80% agreed that pestpbeld be proud of it. Only 7% wanted to repldwe t
NHS with privately run health care and only 3% thiouthe NHS should be abolished. Similarly,
attitudes towards immigration are highly skewedlilCMS surveys conducted over the past decade. Fo
example, in April 2014 3% wanted immigration inged and 68% wanted it restricted. Opinion is even
more one-sided among those who emphasize the issge—n the April 2015 CMS among the 49% for
whom immigration was one of the three most impdrissues, fully 93% wanted it reduced and merely
0.7% wanted it increased.

® Unlike studies of UKIP support employing individdavel survey data to conduct cross-sectional
analyses, we do not consider socio-demographicacteistics since they cannot explain short-term
dynamics in party support.

"Only 5.6% of respondents in the 2010 British EmttStudy (BES) Rolling Campaign Panel Survey
were 'very strong' Labour identifiers, 4.6% wereryw strong' Conservatives and 1.1% 'very strong'
Liberal Democrats. Similarly, only 10.2% of the ii2013 CMS respondents identified 'very strongly'

with one of these parties and 24.0% did not idgntith any party. Clarke and McCutcheon (2009)

report that an average of 34.6% of respondentsEB Bhulti-wave panel surveys conducted since the
1960s indicate changing their party identificationsnoving to-from a party identification.

8 The correlation (r) between attitudes about EU nenstiip and economic evaluations is +.54, and this
increases to +.75 after the 2010 general election.

° Although a huge majority support the NHS in prei (see note 5 above), its performance was

criticized by over one-quarter of the Nov 2013 CMSpondents, and a similar proportion were unhappy
with its treatment of the elderly and disabled.lyFwo-thirds judged that waiting times were ta@m§.
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1 GARCH stands for 'generalized autoregressive itiondl heteroskedasticity’. The EGARCH variant
is a flexible functional form that permits analyttsstudy asymmetries in GARCH-type effects (NeJson
1991; Enders, 2009, ch. 3, pp. 126). It is anigog question whether such asymmetries exist.

! Besides theoretical reasons for modelling GARCHcesses, volatility in the variance of the error
process violates the homoscedasticity assumptitimeoDLS regression model. See, e.g., Enders J2009

12 Dickey-Fuller unit-root tests (Enders, 2009: 2@-ihdicate that attitudes about EU membership and
UKIP support both are mean non-stationary, t's.37@nd -2.78, respectively (DF critical value 8%,

p = .05). Both variables become mean stationargnwfirst differenced and, accordingly, they are
modeled in first-differenced form and it is possilthat they will move together in dynamic equilibm.
See, e.g., Engle and Granger (1987); Enders (2009).

13 B, scales the linear combination that defines thentegrating relationship between UKIP vote
intentions and EU attitudes (Engle and Grangery/1B&ck, 1992). When assessing the short- and long
run effects of EU attitudes on UKIP supp@itanda are the parameters of interest.

1 These variables are factor scores produced by dgntattor analyses (Drukker and Gates, 2011) of
several variables in monthly CMS surveys (see Megsent Appendix).

> The 2004 and 2009 European Parliament electionstla@d2005 and 2010 general elections are
measured as 0-1 dummy variables, with scores efifjaed for the month of an election and 0 otherwis
The EP and EU election variables are differencedotafine their effects to the month in which they
occurred. The March 2012 budget, Cameron's Jan@aiyB speech and the January 2014 UKIP
councillor incident also are 0-1 dummy variabl&nce we hypothesize that the first two of thesenéy
have had long-lived effects on UKIP support, weredhese variables as 0 up to the month when the
event occurred and 1 thereafter.

16 As anticipated by the 'oxygen of publicity' hypesfs, residual diagnostics for Model A (see Table 1
indicate the presence of a first-order GARCH precedhe Ljung-Box Q test statistic for squared
residuals is 4.696, p = .030.

" Unit-root tests show that factor scores for evadust of the economy and the NHS and anti-immigrant
attitudes are non-stationary, with t's = -1.39651and -3.05, respectively. The variables arecsiaty
when first-differenced.

18 CMS surveys prior to 2014 do not contain variallesded to conduct an aggregate time series amalysi
of the influence of voter-party proximities on aftiright' ideological scale on the dynamics of BKI

support. However, proxy variables in the form ofitions on a tax-spend scale are available in the
January-April 2014 surveys. Multivariate analysésw that party proximities on this scale have very
modest effects on UKIP voting intentions and do megate the effects of EU membership or valence
politics considerations such as economic evaluatiamd attitudes towards immigration. See project

website (Www. ).

¥ n the December 2013 CMS (most recent survey foichwiequisite data are available), Miliband's
average score on a 0-10 competence scale wasmBaoed to 4.9 in October 2010, the first monthrafte
he became Labour leader. Cameron's competencewasr4.9, but Clegg's score was only 3.3. In June
2010, Cameron and Clegg both recorded average d¢engmescores of 5.1.
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Per cent

Figure 1. Trends in Party Support, April 2004 - April 2014
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Per cent

Figure 2. Growth of UKIP Support at the Expense of  the
Conservatives, 2010-2014
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Per cent

Figure 3. Attitudes Towards EU Membership,
April 2004 - April 2014
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Per Cent

Figure 4. Party Judged Best on the Economy,
June 2010 - April 2014
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Per cent

Figure 5. Evaluations of Conservative and Labour Performance on
Immigration, June 2010 - April 2014
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Table 1. EGARCH-M Models of the Aggregate Dynamics
April 2004 - April 2014

EGARCH-M(t)

AEU Membership(t)

Model A

Coef s.e.

-.160***  .033

-112* 047

UKIP Support(t-1)
EU Membership(t-1) -.049* .022
AEconomic Reactions(t)

ANational Health Service(t-1) ---
AAnti-Immigration Attitudes(t-2) ---

2004 EP Election(t)
2009 EP Election(t)
2005 General Election(t)

2010 General Election(t)

2012 Budget(t)

Cameron EU Speech(t)

UKIP Councillor Suspended(t) ---

Constant .615* .289

MA(1)

MA(2)

EGARCH Process

Constant
Error Variance(t-1)
AEU Membership(t)

R = 21

Resi dual Di agnostics

LBQ(df = 25) x2 = 24.098
p=.514

ARCH (df = 25) x2 =34.648
p =.095

*.p<.001;**-p<.01;*-p<.05+-p<

Dependent variable for models A and B is first diff
attimet, i.e., AUKIP,

--- - variable not included in model.
A = (first) differencing operator.

T - Bollerslev-Woolridge (1992) robust standard err

of UKIP Vote Intentions,

Model B

Coef s.e.ft

373 062
-.068*** 010
-164** 022

-.018%*
_.081***
-.3440%

.091*

2.400** 362
1.020 931

.10

1.509***
-.029
1.279%*
3.687**
-1.366**
.526*+*
-.669***
.155%**

-1.057***
1.525%+*
-.063*+*

A7

.003
.025
.030

.028

.359
.320

.160
.338
412
.099
.059
.044

141
178
.012

¥2 = 14.620
p =.908

x?=19,319
p=.782
; one-tailed test.

erence of UKIP vote intentions

ors.
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