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[bookmark: _Toc17106264]Abstract 

This thesis had the aim to better the understanding of the relationship between radical right voting and immigrant populations. This translated into the following research question ‘’what is the relationship between the stock of migrants and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands?’’. Three competing theories have been compared: the group threat theory, fear of small numbers theory, and intergroup threat theory. Hypotheses derived from these theories have been tested. The PVV has been identified as the Radical right party of the Netherlands. Several migrant groups were used as an independent variable: Western, Surinam, Moroccan, Turkish, Antillean and other non-western migrants. A regression analysis has been performed on the Dutch election data of 2017, on an aggregated municipality level. 
The result suggests that there is no general answer to question ‘’what is the relationship between the stock of migrants and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands?’’. The relationship between migrant stocks and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands differs between migrant groups. Some evidence supporting the intergroup threat theory and the fear of small numbers theory has been found. This indicates that the increase of the numbers of migrants does decrease the support for radical right parties. However, this effect fluctuates for different migrant groups. Looking at the reasoning behind these two theories, improving contact between the in- and outgroups in society could increase the understanding and decrease the tensions between these groups. Future research and policy should take this into account.



1) [bookmark: _Toc17106265]Introduction 
1.1) [bookmark: _Toc17106266]Background 
Migration has been one of the major topics of concern for the European Union (Lewis and Deole, 2017). Both internal migrations between EU countries as well as migration from outside the EU have increased (De Haas et al., 2016). Internal migration has increased due to the free movement of people introduced in the early 1990s (Okólski, 2017). In recent years the east to west migration of migrant workers has sparked some controversy. For example, Polish truck drivers accept lower wages and employment conditions than Dutch truck drivers, leading to tension in society (Hilal, 2008). 
Migration from outside the EU spiked during the so-called ‘’ migration crisis’’ in 2015/2016. Europe has experienced an inflow of about one million refugees (European Union, 2017). Most of the refugees came from Syria, followed by Afghanistan and Sudan (Berry et al., 2016). Some media outlets framed the humanitarian crisis as a threat to Europe. They showed pictures of ‘’endless streams of refugees’’ walking towards Europe. The way in which the story was framed fuelled further tensions in European society (Berry et al., 2016). 
In the Netherlands, the number of people with a migration background, first and second generation, increased from 3.359.603 in 2010 to 3.971.859 in 2018. On a population of 17.181.084 people, this means 23 percent of the Dutch population has a migration background (CBS, 2019). It is important to note that this is in total. The distribution of the migrant population is unequal throughout the Netherlands. This subject will be touched upon in section 5.2.
Another trend that is occurring in the last couple of years is the growing support for radical right parties. The Austrian National Council elections in 2017 delivered a win for a radical right-wing party. The Freedom Party of Austria had the second-largest absolute increase of seats in parliament (Bodlos and Plescia, 2018). The 2016 Brexit referendum in the UK resulted in a win for the Leave camp (McCann, 2016). Furthermore, in the Dutch parliamentary election of 2017, the Party for Freedom (PVV) of Geert Wilders became the second-largest party in the Netherlands (Inglehart and Norris, 2016). In addition, the near win for The Front National of Marine Le Pen in France can also be considered as a victory for the right-wing agenda (Essletzbichler et al., 2018). Outside of Europe, the same tendency emerges, Bolsonaro in Brazil and Trump in the US have won their elections with radical right rhetoric (Halikiopoulou, 2019). One of the main pillars of radical right parties is anti-immigrant rhetoric (Immerzeel, 2015). So the idea of a link between these two is easily made. 
The rise of right-wing parties has hardened the political and public debate (Kallis, 2018). Even in a country like the Netherlands, that has a long-lasting tradition of political consensus forming and compromising (Hendriks, 2017), political parties are excluding each other. In the Dutch parliament election of 2017, the PVV became the second biggest political party (Louwerse, 2017). However, the party was excluded from all coalition negotiations because no other party was willing to work together with the PVV (Voermans, 2018). 
The public debate has fuelled a growing polarization in society (Silva, 2018). Extreme right organizations like Pegida and extreme left organizations like Antifa are confronting each other in the public domain. Often these demonstrations lead to violent confrontations between the two sides. Special emergency regulations have to be enforced to limit civil unrest. One example is the demonstrations on 17 September 2017 in Enschede (Netherlands) (Veldhuizen, 2017). This is a prime example of the growing tensions in society.
With this in mind, to better understand this growing divergence and tensions in society, it is essential to understand how the relationship between growing immigration rates and the electoral success of radical right parties works. This thesis will try to improve the understanding of this relationship. Starting with the formulation of the research problem in the next section. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106267]1.2) Research problem 

A vast body of literature has researched the impact of migrant populations on the electoral success of radical right parties (Lewis and Deole, 2017). But so far, there is still no consensus on the direction and nature of the relationship between migrant populations and the support for radical right parties (Dovidio, 2017). The aim of this thesis is to contribute to this segment of the literature. It will do so by comparing and testing three competing theories: the group threat theory, fear of small numbers theory, and intergroup threat theory. These three theories all propose a different relationship. The question that this thesis will be trying to answer is: ‘’what is the relationship between the stock of migrants and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands?’’. 
To give an answer to this overall research question, five sub-questions have been formulated. 

1. What is the pattern of the populist vote across the Netherlands? 
2. What is the pattern of the total migrant population across the Netherlands? 
3. If there are patterns, can those be explained by one of the theories? 
4. And if so, does the outcome change for different migrant groups? 
5. How well can the theory help to predict the election results of 2017?

[bookmark: _Toc17106268]1.3) Structure of the thesis

This thesis will start by creating a theoretical framework (Section 2). This contains an introduction of the concept of radical right parties (Section 2.1), an overview of the main competing theories on the support for radical right parties (Section 2.2), supplemented by a section about the other predictors of radical right-wing voting (section 2.3). Followed by, the conceptual model that results from this (section 2.4) and the subsequent development of the main hypotheses of this thesis (section 2.5). Following this, the methodology section (Section 3) will explain the choice of research method, where and how the data is collected and the quality of the data. In the results section (Section 4) the data analysis will be elaborated on. First, the geographical distribution of the support for the PVV and Migrant populations is discussed  (Section 4.1). Subsequently, the relationship between these two variables is analysed (Section 4.2). Followed by a section about the influence of different migrant groups (Section 4.3) Before rounding up the result by an evaluation of the final model (Section 4.4). Finally, the thesis is concluded with a summary of the findings (Section 5), recommendations for further research and a reflection on the limitation of the research undertaken herein. 

2) [bookmark: _Toc17106269]Theoretical framework 
[bookmark: _Toc17106270]2.1) Radical right parties

This thesis is centred around the concept of radical right parties. This chapter will give a short overview of the mechanisms behind the demand side of radical right parties. Demand for radical right parties is influenced by the levels of nationalism and authoritarianism in society (Dunn, 2013). Both attitudes share a fear for diversification and fragmentation of society. The fear of diversification is triggered by the emergence of more progressive cultural values and the inflow of culturally different groups (Gorden, 2018). After the great wars, the support for post-materialist progressive values and the presence of other cultural groups have been increasing (Inglehart and Norris, 2016.).
In addition, the globalization process of recent decades has increased integration between countries (Steger, 2017). The borders have weakened, and the flows of capital, goods, and people between countries have increased. However, the cost and benefits of globalization are not equally distributed (Harris and Charlton, 2016). For example, the internal market of the European Union has made it easier for people to move around within the European Union. This creates opportunities for those with the right skill set but others, increasing the (perceived) competition for their jobs (Essletzbichler et al., 2018).
In recent years these developments have led to a counter-reaction from conservatives (Haidt, 2016). This group feels that their norms and traditions have come under pressure and feel the establishment does too little to protect the traditional norms and values. These feelings of fear trigger an inherent response to the search for new leaders, leaders that reject anything that is not considered to be part of the in-group. Radical right parties fulfil this demand (Oesch, 2008). One of the main characteristics of radical right parties is authoritarian party leaders. Striking examples are Geert Wilders of the freedom party in the Netherlands and Marine Le Pen of Front National in France (Charitopoulou et al., 2019). The radical right parties often focus on socio-cultural policies. These parties play into the fear of diversification. They claim that they want to preserve the traditional norms and values and argue that the inflow of migrants and the ongoing global integration of countries will result in the loss of national culture and threaten the traditional norms and values (Dunn, 2013).
Furthermore, the outgroups are used as a scapegoat for many other social and economic problems in society like the pressure on social security and health care systems, crime rates, and unemployment rates. As Klusmeyer (1993: 105 f.) notes 
‘The presence of a permanent caste of outsiders affords right-wing radicals a conspicuously visible target for their demagoguery as well as a readily available scapegoat for grievances during times of social and economic distress.’
It is important to note that although migrants may compete for resources in the host country, they also generate and bring new resources to the host country. Highly educated migrants bring new impulses of human capital, stimulating the economy of the host country (Arango, 2017). Moreover, lower educated migrant form a crucial group of cheap labour increasing the competitiveness of the local industries. The agriculture, horticulture, and Cattle breeding industries in many western countries depend on (seasonal) migrant labour to survive (Gerbeau and Avallone, 2016).  In addition, migrants have the tendency to have higher rates of entrepreneurship, although often forced by the barriers encountered in the host job market (Kushnirovich et al., 2018). These new businesses can create new jobs (Naudé, Siegel, and Marchand, 2019). Therefore these feelings of threat may not be based upon facts. This highlights the importance of the perceived part of the fear definition. 
Although changing cultural values and globalization form important factors in the demand for populist parties. This thesis will mainly address the influence of the outgroup on the demand side of radical right parties. Other factors will be included in the model as control variables. The following chapter will further elaborate on the theories and concepts surrounding the link between migration and radical right parties.
[bookmark: _Toc17106271]2.2) Migration theories 

In the previous chapter, it is stated that the demand for radical right parties is fuelled by feelings of fear. The literature on the influence of migrants on radical right voting is centered around the concept of perceived threat (Charitopoulou et al., 2019). The rise of right-wing parties is characterized as a response to increased levels of perceived threat (Salmela and Scheve, 2017). The concept emphasizes the perceived part because the perception of threat can lead to prejudice. The threat does not have to be ‘’real’’ to create the prejudice (Stephan and Stephan, 2000). How the migrant stock influences these feelings of threat is still contested in the literature (Dovidio, 2017).  This thesis will try to improve the understanding of this relation. To do so, the following chapter will further elaborate on the concept of migrant populations. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106272]2.2.1) migrant population

An important difference between the existing literature is the conceptualization of the outgroup. Migrant populations are defined in different ways. The conceptualization of the migrant population influences the implications and results of the research. Kuso and DeLisi (2016), for example, conceptualize the out-group as everyone born outside of the US. While Martinovic et al. (2009), differentiate between western and non-western immigrants. Another research looks at only polish immigrants in the Netherlands (Polek et al., 2011).  
Furthermore, distinctions are being made between the First and second-generation migrants. Yao and van Ours (2015) only look at first-generation migrants while Slootman (2016) looks at the influence of second-generation migrants. Another study of Beek and Fleischmann (2019) combines the first and second migrant group. In short, every research that looks at migrant populations uses their definition and contexts. This makes it hard to compare studies. Different outgroups are associated with different levels of perceived threat. So, the conceptualization of the migrant population influences the implications and results of the research. Examples of the influence of conceptualization will be discussed in the following chapters
For this reason, this thesis will make use of multiple outgroups to look for differences between these groups. In addition, this thesis will combine the first and second-generation migrant population. The theories that are assessed look at a perceived threat associated with migrant populations; these feelings are based on generalized images associated with migrant populations (Bordalo et al., 2016). The formation of these images does not differ for first or second-generation migrants. First and second-generation migrants are just viewed as the outgroup (McGarty et al., 2002). 
[bookmark: _Toc17106273]2.2.2) Group threat theory 

The first theory discussed is group threat theory. Two mechanisms are at play in the group threat theory: the relative size of the minority group and the economic conditions. The group threat theory states that an increase in the relative size of a minority group will result in an increase of these threat feelings among the dominant group (Quillian 1995). A growing minority group will compete for scarce resources, increasing the feelings of threat among the dominant group. This entails a positive linear relationship between the relative size of the dominant group and the support for radical right parties (Quillian 1995).
The second mechanism is related to the economic conditions of a country. When the economic conditions worsen, the dominant group can use the minority group as a scapegoat. This increases the prejudice towards the minority group, fuelling the support for radical right parties. In addition, The perceived competition for scarce resources also increases when the economic conditions deteriorate. This entails a positive linear relationship between the economic conditions and the support for radical right parties (Quillian 1995).
Several studies researched the mechanisms proposed by the group threat theory. Some of these studies supported the mechanisms on a cross-national level (Golder 2003; Lubbers, Gijsberts, and Scheepers,2002). However, Hjerm (2007), did not observe the pattern. The same contradicting results emerge when looking at the national level. De Vos and Deurloo (1999), to observe the mechanisms in the Netherlands. While lubbers and Schepers (2000), do not find the same results in the German context. These contradiction results could be addressed to differences in the definition of the migrant population, as mentioned in section 3.2.1. The next section will introduce the intergroup contact theory. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106274]2.2.3) Intergroup threat theory 

The intergroup contact theory argues that, when the relative size of an immigrant group increases compared to the domestic population, the contact between these groups increases, and therefore, prejudice decreases. This, in turn, decreases the feelings of threat (Allport, Clark and Pettigrew, 1954). This entails a negative linear relationship between the relative size of the minority group and the support for radical right parties. The main underlining assumption is that the interactions between the dominant group and the minority group increase when the relative size of the minority group increases. 
Allport et al. (1954)  identified four criteria that contribute to the contact between the majority and the minority group. (1) Equal status within the contact situation; (2) intergroup cooperation; (3) common goals; and (4) support of authorities, law, or custom. Consequent studies acknowledged the importance of these criteria but identified that the list is not exhaustive (Pettigrew et al., 2011). The way in which people come in contact has considerably changed since 1954. More recent studies identified that contact could take various forms, like online contact. Furthermore, indirect contact can also reduce feelings of threat (Pettigrew et al., 2011). Just having in-group friends who have outgroup friends can lead to diminished feelings of threat (Wright et al., 2008).
There is some criticism on the assumption that contact between minority and majority groups decreases feelings of threat. Pettigrew and Tropp (2011) state that contact can also lead to increased feelings of threat when the experience is negative. The main underlining assumption is that the interactions between the dominant group and the minority group increase when the relative size of the minority group increases. However, this might not always be the case. As Andersson et al. (2018) argue, the migrant population is, to some extent, geographically segregated. Although the concentration of a migrant group is high in these geographical areas, the interaction possibilities with the majority population are lower.
Green, et al. (2016), find that on a district and individual level, the intergroup theory holds. Contact between groups on a district level had a negative effect on radical right voting in a Swiss context. The same result was produced by Fox (2004) in a US context. This thesis will further investigate if the relationship, proposed by the intergroup contact theory, holds in a Dutch context.  
[bookmark: _Toc17106275]2.2.4) Fear of small numbers

Finally, the fear of small numbers hypothesis tries to reconcile the two competing theories. Appadurai (2006) proposes that the group threat theory holds when the size of the immigrant group is small. The dominant group wants to maintain the purity of the society leading to tensions between the dominant group and the minority group. When the relative size of the minority group increases this purity goal is no longer feasible. This is when the processes of the intergroup threat theory come in to play. The dominant group comes in contact with the minority group, decreasing the prejudice and subsequently decreasing the feelings of threat. This entails a nonlinear relationship between the relative size of the minority group and the support for radical right parties. The harsh implication of this theory is that there will always be feelings of fear and anger towards minority groups in society, Even if one group grows in size, another one will become the new minority (Dijker, 1987). This does not imply that we should neglect these feelings as unsolvable. Historically the desire for purity has led to horrific crimes against humanity. We should all strive to prevent these events from ever happening again. 
In practice, the relationship proposed by the fear of small numbers theory was found in a Belgium context by Rink, Phablet, and Swyngebouw (2009). In the voting districts the support for Vlaams Blok, a radical right party in Belgium, increased until an immigrant population of 4.8%. After this threshold, the support began to decline. The same relationship was observed by Schneider (2008) in a European context. Something that has to be stated is that the theory is relatively new. Therefore a limited amount of researchers have assessed it in the political literature. The available literature is dominated by Arjun Appadurai himself. The mechanisms proposed by the theories assessed in the previous sections will be supplemented by other variables identified in the literature. These controlling variables are discussed in the following chapter. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106276]2.3) Other predictors of radical right-wing voting
[bookmark: _Toc17106277]2.3.1) socio-economic variables

The Brexit referendum has sparked the interest of the academic world into the geography of the populist vote. The remain vote was concentrated in the large, prosperous cities of great Britain. While the leave vote was clustered in the old industrial cities and rural areas (McCann, 2016. Harris and Charlton, 2016). The same patterns seem to be occurring in other western countries. In the French presidential election of 2017, none of the large cities of France supported Marine Le Pen. The rural /urban divide can also be found outside of Europe. During the US presidential election of 2016, all US cities over one million inhabitants delivered a win for Hilary Clinton (Rodriguez-Pose, 2018). 
Essletzbichler et al. (2018) argue that the long term economic decline in these areas was one of the main causes. Over the last decades, technological development has decreased the demand for, low skilled, manual labour. Machines have replaced the need for human strength. Moreover, globalizing forces have made it easier to outsource manufacturing to low-income countries (Audretsch and Thurik, 2000). Subsequently, this increased overseas competition putting downward pressure on prices. The remaining industries were forced to keep wages as low as possible. Therefore the real wages in these industries have not increased or even decreased over the last decades (Bell, 2016). Meanwhile, the technological development and specialization of industries increased the demand for highly skilled labour. Forcing real wages for these types of jobs to grow (Gorden, 2018). The footloose character of these new industries, combined with the agglomeration benefits of large cities resulted in clustering in urban areas. This fuelled growing inequalities in jobs opportunities and wages, creating the geographical divide mentioned before. (Bell, 2016). These inequalities form fertile ground for radical parties (Charitopoulou et al., 2019). Income, unemployment, and urbanization are included in the model to control for these inequalities between municipalities. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106278]2.3.2) political trust 

The discontented group living in these areas feels that their norms and traditions have come under pressure and feels the establishment does too little to protect the traditional norms and values (Inglehart, 1997). This lack of political trust is also depicted in the election turnouts. A large share of the support base of right-wing parties is not voting (Van der Brug and Fennema, 2007). They have lost so much of their trust in politics that they do not vote at all. In areas where political trust is lower, the turnout is lower, the people that do vote are more likely to vote for radical right parties (Rooduijn, 2018).  
[bookmark: _Toc17106279]2.3.3) demographic 

A large share of the people that have the opportunities and means to leave these areas do so, leaving behind to most vulnerable group in society (Ubarevičienė and Van Ham, 2017). The demographic group that remains in these areas have, on average, lower health levels (Brown et al., 2012) are older and lower educated (Connolly et al., 2011, Piro et al., 2007, Jedwab et al., 2015). 
Brown et al. (2012), concluded that the people left behind in deprived and declining areas reported lower health levels than those that left. Lower health levels often lead to lower levels of political participation (Blakely et al., 2001).  As mentioned in the section, 2.3.2 lower levels of political participation coexist with higher levels of radical right voting. In addition, the lower health levels combined with demographic decline increases the pressure on the healthcare system in these regions (Caldwell et al., 2016). When the healthcare system is stretched to the limit, Migrant groups are blamed for putting extra pressure on these systems. These scapegoating mechanisms lead to higher levels of perceived threat, resulting in more support for radical right parties (Stephan and Stephan, 2000). Therefore, a proxy variable for health is included in the model to control for these mechanisms.
The older and lower educated people that are left behind in the declining areas are more likely to support more traditional norms and values. After the great wars, the support for post-materialist values has increased. Promoting values like environmental protection, gender equality, human rights, and multiculturalism (Inglehart and Norris, 2016). Mostly younger generations and higher educated people advocate the implementation of progressive values. While the older generations and lower educated part of society want to hold on to the more traditional norms and values (Gorden, 2018), these traditional norms and values are advocated by radical right parties. Age will be included in the model to control for this demographic and cultural divide. Education level would also be an important variable to be included in the model. However, this data is not available on a municipality level. 
Eventually, these harsh economic and social conditions combined with the feeling that their values are under attack, lead to growing levels of discontent. The discontent came to the surface in the Brexit campaign. To conclude, other predictors of radical right-wing voting proposed by the literature are age, unemployment, education, rural/urban divide, health, and turnout. The theories, mechanism, and variables discussed in the previous chapters have been put into a conceptual model. This model will be discussed in the next section.  
[bookmark: _Toc17106280]2.4) Conceptual model 
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Model 1: Conceptual model
The group threat theory conceptualizes that, a growing minority group will result in more support for radical right-wing parties. This entails a positive linear relationship between the relative size of the dominant group and the support for radical right parties.
However, the intergroup contact theory argues that when the relative size of an immigrant group, compared to the domestic population, increases the contact between these groups increases, and therefore, the perceived threat decreases. This entails a positive linear relationship between the main independent variable and the dependent variable. 
Finally, the fear of small numbers hypothesis proposes that the relationship between the independent and dependent variable is negative quadratic. At first, the support increases with an increase in the relative migrant share. Followed by a decrease in support when the share of migrants passes a specific threshold.  These different conceptualizations of the relationship between the independent and dependent variable lead to three hypotheses mentioned in the following section.
[bookmark: _Toc17106281]2.5) Hypothesis 

H1: Linear (positive)  relationship between the immigrant population and support for populist parties.
H2: Linear (negative) relationship between the immigrant population and support for populist parties.
H3: Non-linear relationship between migrant population and support for populist parties.
3) [bookmark: _Toc17106282]Methodology  
[bookmark: _Toc515974679][bookmark: _Toc17106283]3.1) Data collection 
This thesis is based on the Dutch voting data from the 2017 parliament elections. The Dutch statistical office provides per municipality, the number of votes for each party, the number of residents eligible to vote and the turnout. The independent variables are derived from the Dutch register data. All the data is freely accessible and may be used for research purposes. The data is collected and documented under strict national and international laws (Kuurstra and Zeelenberg, 2018). In the Dutch context, the data has to be compliant with the statistics Netherlands act, Personal protection act, and Public service data security regulations (Kuurstra and Zeelenberg, 2018). International the data has to be compliant with the regulations of the IMF and DQAF, the StatLaw, and the ESS quality assurance framework (Kuurstra and Zeelenberg, 2018). Due to these laws and regulations, the data can be assumed to be trustworthy. 
The thesis had to make use of aggregated municipality data because privacy laws prevent the Dutch statistical office from providing location data for individual data. The data consists of 378 municipalities, of which 15 municipalities had to be removed due to reorganizing. The missing cases are at not at random, the municipalities that are rearranged are in general less populated areas (Rijksoverheid, 2019). In addition, the missing cases are, to some extent, geographically clustered  (MAP1). An extensive reorganization in the western parts of Friesland excludes a large part of this province. The same is applicable to the central part of Groningen. However, due to the relatively limited share of the missing cases, the dataset is still considered to be representative. 
Some of the independent variables had to be transformed to be comparable between municipalities. Migrant populations have been divided by the total population of the municipalities in order the create relative numbers. The turnout percentage has been created by dividing the number of votes by the number of people eligible to vote. The old and young age dependence rates have been created by dividing the total amount of people above 65 and below 15 by the number of people in the age between 15 and 65. The exact formulation of the variables will be discussed in the subsequent chapters. 
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Map 1: Missing data (own calculations)

[bookmark: _Toc17106284]3.2) Dependent variable 

The dependent variable is the radical right-wing party of the Netherlands. In most recent literature, the Party for Freedom (PVV) of Geert Wilders is identified as a Radical right-wing party (Immerzeel, 2015. Vossen, 2016. Berning and Ziller, 2016). The PVV checks most of the boxes when looking at the main characteristics mentioned in section 3.1. The party has an authoritarian leader in the person of Geert Wilders. The party does not have a member’s structure; there is no way in which voters can influence the party system. Geert Wilders is the undisputed leader (Stavrakakis, 2017). The election program of the party is simple and clear. It consists of one page listing the main spearheads of the party. Half of the page is contributed to anti-immigrant and anti-Islam standpoints. The party wants, among others, to close the borders for migrants and ban the Koran (Akkerman, 2016). Furthermore, the party put a lot of focus on conservation of the Dutch identity. They argue that this identity is threatened by the inflow of other, mainly Islamic, migrants (Amira and Doppen, 2018). This inflow has to be stopped in order to save the Dutch society.  
[bookmark: _Toc17106285]3.3) Independent variables
[bookmark: _Toc17106286]3.3.1) Explanatory variables 

The primary explanatory variable is the percentage of first- and second-generation migrants within a municipality. The first model will make use of a board definition of the migrant population. Everyone born outside of the Netherlands. In the second model, this group will be split up into smaller groups. The non-western migrants will be further divided into smaller groups. The following subgroups are based upon the classification of the Dutch statistical office. 


· Non-western migrants 
· Surinam migrants 
· Moroccan migrants 
· Turkish migrants 
· Migrants from the Dutch Antilles 
· Other non-western migrants 
  
Historically these are the most prominent minority immigrant groups in Dutch society (van Niekerk, 2000).  The Netherlands has a long history of migration with Suriname. In 1667 the Netherlands won Surinam from the united kingdom. From that time, onwards Surinamese migrants were coming to the Netherlands for education (Oostindie 1986). The migration patterns increased drastically in the period leading up to the independence of Suriname in 1975, half of the Suriname population migrated to the Netherlands (Sharpe, 2005). In the 1980s, immigration fell to a low level but never stopped. The Netherlands is still a relevant destination country for people in Suriname. The migration history of the Dutch Antilles with the Netherlands is comparable to that of Suriname. A significant difference is that the Antilles are still part of the kingdom of the Netherlands. Migration from and to the Netherlands is without limitations. In 1886 the status of the Antilles within the kingdom changed. This resulted in an immigration peak. Between 1984 to 1999. The total population living in the Netherlands tripled 106000 (Van Hulst, 2000). Due to the long-lasting influence of the Netherlands in Suriname and the Antilles, the knowledge and understanding of the Dutch society are relatively high (Van Amersfoort and Van Niekerk, 2006). In addition, the main religion of Surinam and the Antilles, like the Netherlands, is Christianity. Following the intergroup threat theory and fear of small numbers theory discussed in section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, these factors should improve contact and result in lower levels of perceived threat. That, in turn, should lead to lower levels of radical right voting 
Turkish and Moroccan migrant arrived in the Netherlands as guest workers from 1960 onwards (Roosblad, 2017). During the oil crisis, the demand for guest workers stopped. However, immigration from Turkey and Morocco continued by means of chain migration. Family reunification and family formation prevailed throughout the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s (Zorlu and Hartog, 2001). Due to the fact that guest workers were expected to leave after a period of time, the Dutch government did not stimulate integration in any form. This has led to low levels of integration among these migrant groups (Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo, 2016). In addition, the main religion of these countries is Islam, compared to Christianity in the Netherlands. Following the intergroup threat theory and fear of small numbers theory discussed in section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, the relatively low levels of integration and different religious backgrounds should limit contact and result in higher levels of perceived threat. That, in turn, should lead to higher levels of radical right voting.
A large share of the immigrants is included in the western migrant group. The largest share of the western migrant group arrived from other EU countries (Van Mol and De Valk, 2016). Due to the free movement of people in the European Union, immigration from other EU countries has been increasing from the late 1990s onwards (Okólski, 2017). The non-western migrant group consists of all the other migrant groups that do not fall under one of the other categories. Statistics Netherlands does not provide a further specification of the western and non-western migrant groups per municipality. Therefore the composition of these migrant groups is complex. It consists of students, high skilled workers, and low skilled workers. Mainly this last group has led to some tensions in society in recent years (Hilal, 2008). It is hard to estimate the levels of perceived threat associated with these groups do the complex composition; this limits the scope of the analyses that will be performed later on.
Besides the historical and religious differences between these migrant groups, the groups also differ in terms of relative size. The share of every migrant group is displayed in chart 1. The group threat theory predicts that a larger migrant population will result in higher levels of perceived threat while intergroup threat theory and the fear of small numbers theory expect the reverse relation. However, it is essential to note that the geographical distribution of the migrant population is unequal throughout the Netherlands. Therefore these effects should differ across the Netherlands. This subject will be touched upon in section 5.2. 
In conclusion, migrant groups differ in terms of history, religion, size, and geographical distribution. These differences between migrant groups are expected to result in different levels of perceived threat. Section 4.3 will try to answer if these differences also lead to a different effect on radical right voting behaviour in Dutch municipalities.

Chart  1: Migrant share of the population (own calculations based on CBS 2019) 

[bookmark: _Toc17106287]3.3.2) Controlling variables
The variables identified in section 2.3 are included in the model as control variables. The degree of urbanization is included to account for the differences between rural and urban areas. The urbanization variable is split into urbanization classes. The reference category is set to the highest urbanization level, very urban. Unemployment levels and income are included to account for differences in economic conjecture between municipality. The old-age dependency ratios are included to account for differences in age structure between municipalities. The percentage of people with two chronic diseases or more is included, to act as a proxy for the health level in the municipality. Finally, the turnout is added to the model to account for the levels of political trust. The Variables mentioned in the previous chapters will be used as input for the analysis performed in the result part of this thesis. 
4) [bookmark: _Toc17106288]Results 
[bookmark: _Toc17106289]4.1) Pattern of radical right votes and migrant population 
[bookmark: _Toc17106290]4.1.1) Short introduction of the hotspot analysis
This section will give a short introduction to the hotspot analysis. Hotspot analysis can be used to identify spatial clusters in your data. The analysis does not only tell you where the clusters are but also if the clusters are significant and if the clusters have significantly high (hot spots) or low (cold spots) values (Mitchell, 2005). The hotspot analysis uses vectors to identify the locations of statistically significant hot spots and cold spots in data. It provides the P and Z scores for every vector. High positive Z scores and low P values for a vector identify significant hot spots. While low negative Z scores and low P values determine significant cold spots. The more a Z score deviates from zero, the more spatial clustering there is in the data (Mitchell, 2005). In the upcoming chapters, the hotspot analysis will be used as a tool to assess the patterns of radical right votes and migrant populations.  
[bookmark: _Toc17106291]4.1.2) Patterns of radical right votes
The hotspot analysis has been used to identify the patterns of radical right votes. The input data is the percentage of votes per municipality. A hot or cold spot is determined when a municipality with a high percentage of populist votes is surrounded by municipalities that also have high values and vice versa. 
In order to run the analysis, some assumptions have to be made. The spatial relationship has been conceptualized by a fixed distance, so the analysis is constant over the whole study area. Distance is conceptualized as Euclidian distance. Voting behaviour is considered to be an abstract phenomenon, so it does not spread along, for example, roads. The size of the distance to the next neighbouring municipality is determined by the incremental spatial autocorrelation (Table 1). All the distances where significant. Therefore the shortest distance is used in the hotspot analysis to create the most detailed image (Mitchell, 2005).
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Table 1: Peak allocation (own calculations based on Kiesraad 2017)
The hotspot analysis identified three regions with a significantly higher percentage of votes for the PVV, the eastern part of Groningen, Limburg and the northern parts of Zeeland. In addition, two cold spots were identified in the northern region and the central part of the country (Map 2). The conclusion can be drawn that the votes for the PVV are not randomly distributed across the Netherlands. So geography matters in the analysis of the voting behaviour. 
[image: X:\My Desktop\master\thesis\thesis\gis analysis\hot and cold spots of populist voting .jpg]Map 2: Hotspot analysis PVV voting (own calculations based on Kiesraad 2017)
[bookmark: _Toc17106292]4.1.3) Patterns of migrant populations
4.1.3.1) Total migrant population

The same analysis has been performed on the distribution of the migrant population. The hotspot analysis has been used to detect possible clusters of migrant populations. The input data is the share of migrant population per municipality. Again, the distance is identified by the incremental spatial autocorrelation, all the distances where significant (Table 2). Therefore the shortest distance is used in the hotspot analysis to create the most detailed image. 
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Table 2: Peak allocation (own calculations based on CBS 2019)
Two Clusters of migrant populations where identified, the first in the Randstad area and the second southern parts of Limburg. Significantly low concentrations of migrants were found in the northern municipalities of the Netherlands (map 3). So, the distribution of the migrant population is not randomly distributed across the Dutch municipalities. This also entails that the contact between the outgroup and the in-group is not constant between the municipalities. Following the intergroup threat theory and the fear of small numbers theory, this should also result in different levels of perceived threat. It is important to note that the prevalence and distribution of the migrant population differ per migrant group. Therefore the next section will further discuss the differences between migrant groups. 
[image: ]Map 3: hotspot analysis migrant distribution (own calculations based on Kiesraad 2017)

4.1.3.2) patterns of different migrant groups 

As discussed in section 4.3.1, the relative share of the migrant groups in the total Dutch population fluctuates between migrant groups. This section will further elaborate on the distribution of these migrant groups across the Netherlands. 
A general pattern that can be observed is that the distribution of migrant groups starts in Rotterdam, Amsterdam, and Almere. The relatively small populations of Surinamese and Antillean migrants, Only 1 % of the total Dutch population (chart 1),  are only clustered in these areas (map 4 and 8). When the relative share of a migrant group increases, the geographical distribution diversifies. The somewhat larger groups of Turkish and Moroccan migrants, 2% of the total Dutch population (chart 1), are more spread out over the central parts of the Netherlands (map 6 and 9). The two largest migrant groups, other non-western (5%) and Western migrants (10%) (chart 1), Are distributed all over the Netherlands.  
  [image: ][image: ]
Map 4 and 5: Distribution of the Antillean and western migrants 
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Map 6 and 7: Distribution of the Moroccan and non-western migrants 
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Map 8 and 9: Distribution of the Surinamese  and Turkish migrants 


4.1.4) Comparison of the different patterns  
The analysis in 4.1.2 identifies that the votes for the PVV are not randomly distributed across the Netherlands. The votes are clustered in specific regions. Following the group threat theory, These clusters should overlap with the clusters of migrant populations. The perceived threat should be the highest in these regions. This is the case in the southern part of Limburg and the northern part of Zeeland, supporting H1. However, the vote cluster the eastern part of Groningen overlaps with a low cluster of migrant populations. This is more in line with the intergroup threat theory and the fear of small numbers theory, supporting H2 and H3. The same contradiction image prevails when you look at the geographical distribution of the individual migrant populations. The main clusters for the smaller migrant groups are Rotterdam, Amsterdam, and Almere. Almere and Amsterdam fall inside the low cluster of PVV votes, while Rotterdam is a high cluster of PVV voters. 
So to conclude the patterns observed in the geographical distribution of PVV votes and migrant populations do not provide one coherent pattern. The following section will try to further investigate the relationship between these two patterns, with the help of regression modelling. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106293]4.2) Relationship between radical right votes and distribution of migrant population
The first model, model 0, only consists of the controlling variables identified in section 4.3.2. This model will serve as a base model for putting the other models into perspective. Table 3 shows the results of model 0. As predicted by the literature discussed in 2.3, the proxy variable for health is positive and significant, on a 99.9% confidence level. One unit increase in PVV votes increases the percentage of people with two or more chronic diseases with 2.126. The relationship between the dependent variable and the turnout is negative and significant on a 99.9 % confidence interval. One unit increase in PVV votes decreases the turnout with 0.671. Furthermore, the young age dependency ratio is negative, -0.00136, and significant on a 95% confidence interval. One unit increase in PVV votes decreases the turnout with young age dependency ratio 0.00136. 
However, the variable for income does not display the same relationship as predicted by the literature. The coefficient is positive and significant on a 99.9% confidence interval. One unit increase in PVV votes increases the disposable income with 0.00197. The same can be said of unemployment. The coefficient is negative and significant on a 99,9% confidence interval. One unit increase in PVV votes decreases the unemployment with -0.467.
Furthermore, the old-age dependency ratio was expected to have a positive relationship with the votes for the PVV. However, the coefficient is negative and significant on a 95% confidence interval. One unit increase in PVV votes decreases the old-age dependency ratio with 0.00104. Interestingly the level of urbanization does not have a significant relationship with the dependent variable. The lower urbanization classes do not significantly differ from very urban. The adjusted R-squared 0.535, the model can explain 53.5% of the variance.
Model 1A tests H1 and H2. The group threat theory and the intergroup threat theory both expect a linear relationship between the share of migrants in a municipality and the support for the PVV. The total share of migrants per municipality is included in the model. The coefficient is positive, 0.113 (table 4). This is in line with H1, the group threat theory expects a positive linear relationship. However, the relationship is not significant on a 95% confidence level. Therefore,  H1 and H2 are not supported; there is no significant linear relationship between radical right votes and distribution of migrant stocks. Model 1A has an adjusted R-squared 0.535, the same as the base model. So the model does not improve. 
Model 1B tests H3. The fear of small numbers theory expects a nonlinear relationship. A squared variable of the total migrant population is added to test for a nonlinear relationship between the share of migrants in a municipality and the support for the PVV. To test this, a squared variable of the share of migrants is included in the model. The coefficient is negative, -0. 326, and is significant on a 95% confidence level. This result seems to support H3 (Table 3). The adjusted R-squared does improve between model 1A and 1B and 0, but only 0.007. This is translated into 0.7% more variation explained. To test if model 1B is a significant improvement in model 1A and model 0, a log ratio test is performed (Table 3). H0 is that the model does not improve significantly. The test is significant, 0.009 < 0.05. So H0 can be rejected. Model 1B is a significant improvement in model 1A. Therefore model 1B will be used to predict the relation between the share of migrants in a municipality and the support for the PVV.
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Table 3: Log likelihood-ratio test
In (Figure 1). The coefficients of model 1B are used to predict the relation between the share of migrants in a municipality and the support for the PVV. At first, the support grows with an increase in migrant share until the migrant share is about 13%. After this point, the relation turns negative and the support for the PVV decrease. So, in conclusion, the relationship between the radical right votes and the distribution of the total migrant population seems to be nonlinear.  This is in line with the predictions of the fear of small numbers hypothesis, H3.  
Master thesis population studies, Maurice Mante (s2719460), 
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	The relation between radical right votes and migrant population
	model 0
	 
	model 1A
	 
	model 1B
	 
	model 2A
	 
	model 2B
	         

	chronicdiseases
	2.126***
	(7.62)
	2.028***
	(6.94)
	2.014***
	(6.95)
	1.621***
	(5.62)
	1.668***
	(5.94)

	turnout
	-0.671***
	(-9.42)
	-0.714***
	(-8.84)
	-0.708***
	(-8.83)
	-0.682***
	(-8.69)
	-0.642***
	(-8.30)

	DisposableIncome
	0.00189***
	(4.35)
	0.00197***
	(4.47)
	0.00187***
	(4.26)
	0.00142**
	(3.31)
	0.000927*
	(2.17)

	Oldageratio
	-0.00101**
	(-3.05)
	-0.00104**
	(-3.14)
	-0.00111***
	(-3.37)
	-0.00150***
	(-4.55)
	-0.00160***
	(-4.97)

	Youngageratio
	-0.00125*
	(-2.23)
	-0.00136*
	(-2.40)
	-0.00123*
	(-2.18)
	-0.000838
	(-1.48)
	-0.000575
	(-1.01)

	Unemployment
	-0.498***
	(-3.95)
	-0.467***
	(-3.62)
	-0.447***
	(-3.48)
	-0.329**
	(-2.62)
	-0.305*
	(-2.50)

	StronglyUrban
	0.00791
	(0.55)
	0.00667
	(0.46)
	0.00347
	(0.24)
	-0.00124
	(-0.09)
	-0.00415
	(-0.30)

	ModeratelyUrban
	-0.00385
	(-0.30)
	-0.00501
	(-0.39)
	-0.00698
	(-0.55)
	-0.0133
	(-1.08)
	-0.0184
	(-1.52)

	littleUrban
	-0.00412
	(-0.34)
	-0.00667
	(-0.54)
	-0.00666
	(-0.55)
	-0.0216
	(-1.82)
	-0.0237*
	(-2.05)

	NoUrban
	0.00415
	(0.40)
	0.00252
	(0.24)
	0.00230
	(0.22)
	-0.00644
	(-0.64)
	-0.0102
	(-1.01)

	TotalMigrants
	
	 
	-0.0270
	(-1.13)
	0.113
	(1.91)
	
	 
	
	         

	TotalMigrants*TotalMigrants
	
	 
	
	 
	-0.326*
	(-2.58)
	
	 
	
	         

	Moroccan
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	-0.216
	(-1.73)
	0.290
	(1.09)

	Antilean
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	0.313
	(0.69)
	-0.781
	(-0.87)

	Turkish
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	-0.212
	(-1.94)
	-1.018***
	(-4.08)

	Surinamese
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	0.440*
	(2.29)
	1.489***
	(3.78)

	Western
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	0.203***
	(4.50)
	0.410***
	(4.07)

	Othernonwestern
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	-0.721***
	(-5.15)
	-0.839**
	(-2.73)

	Moroccan*Moroccan
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	-8.023*
	(-2.24)

	Antilean*Antilean
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	26.28
	(0.94)

	Turkish*Turkish
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	11.05**
	(3.31)

	Surinamese*Surinamese
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	-11.16**
	(-2.84)

	Western*Western
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	-0.601*
	(-2.24)

	nonwestern*nonwestern
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-0.303
	(-0.14)

	Constant
	0.588***
	(9.93)
	0.633***
	(8.84)
	0.621***
	(8.72)
	0.659***
	(9.58)
	0.637***
	(9.31)

	Observations
	366
	 
	366
	 
	366
	 
	366
	 
	366
	         

	Adjusted R-squ~d
	0.535
	 
	0.535
	 
	0.542
	 
	0.584
	 
	0.613  
	 

	t statistics in parentheses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4: Regression models 0 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B
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Figure 1: the relationship between the total migrant population and PVV votes (based on own calculations kiesraad 2017).

[bookmark: _Toc17106294]4.3) The influence per migrant groups 

In model 2A, the migrant groups identified in section 3.3.1 are included to check for differences in a relationship. To test for a linear relationship, the percentage of migrants for every subgroup is added. Looking at this model, we can see diverging results (table 4). First of all, the directions differ,  Moroccan, Turkish, and migrants from other non-western groups have a negative relationship with the dependent variable, supporting H2. While, Antilleans, Surinamese and western migrant groups have a positive sign, supporting H1. In addition, only the coefficients of Surinamese, western and other non-western migrant groups are significant on at least a 95% confidence level. The influence of the share of migrants on the support for the PVV differs per migrant group. Model 2A has an adjusted R-squared 0.584. This an improvement in model 0, 1A, and 1B. 
Model 2B tests for a nonlinear relationship, a squared variable for every migrant group is included. The adjusted R-squared of the overall model increases from 0.584 in model 2A  to 0.613 in model 2B. To test if model 2B is a significant improvement in model 2A and, a log ratio test is performed (Table 5). H0 is that the model does not improve significantly. The test is significant, 0.0000 < 0.05. So H0 can be rejected. Model 2B is a significant improvement in model 2A. Therefore model 2B will be used to make a prediction of the relation between the share of different migrant groups in a municipality and the support for the PVV.
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Table 5: Log likelihood-ratio test
For the Moroccan Surinamese and western migrant groups, the coefficients are negative and significant. The predicted relationship is plotted in figure 2-4. The support for the PVV increases until respectively 2.1%, 6.1%, and 31.4 % after which the support decreases. This is in line with the argumentation of the fear of small numbers theory. The turning point differs between the migrant groups. Especially the high turning point of the western migrant group is striking. As explained in section 3.3.1, the western group should be associated with lower levels of a perceived threat than the non-western groups. Therefore the turning point was expected to be lower. A possible explanation could be that the Eastern European work migrants that fall within the western migrant group impose high levels of perceived threat. As discussed in the introduction, the inflow of eastern European migrants has spiked negative reactions from within society. Evidence for this explanation has been found by Hellwig and Sinno (2017),  they argue that Eastern European migrants trigger more fears about the economic impact and crime than other immigrant groups, especially when the economic conjuncture is negative. The same distinction has been found by Ford (2011), he argues that immigration from western countries has experienced little controversy. With the exception of Eastern European migrants, this group has experienced a lot of negative attention in recent years. Due to data limitations mentioned in section 3.3.1, the individual influence of the eastern European migrant group cannot be investigated.  
The coefficient of the Turkish migrant group imposes an interesting case. The coefficient is significant on a 95% confidence level, but positive. This entails that at first, the support for the PVV decreases with an increase in this migrant group until 5.1% after which the support increases (figure 5). This relationship cannot be explained by one of the three theories assesses in this thesis. 
The relationship between the percentage of votes for the PVV and the ‘’other non-western migrant group”, seems to remain negative and linear when the squared variable is included (figure 6). An increase in this group decreases the percentage of votes for radical right parties. This result supports the claim of H2. It is especially interesting to see that the percentage of PVV drop to a low level of around 2 percent. It is outside the scope of this thesis to look at the deeper mechanisms behind this specific relationship, but it would be an interesting avenue for future research. 
No significant relationship has been found between the Antillean migrant population and the support for the PVV. This could be explained by the special status and history of this population. As mentioned in section 3.3.1. The Antilleans have a good knowledge and understanding of Dutch society. Furthermore, they already possess the Dutch nationality when they migrate to the Netherlands. 
In conclusion, Moroccan Surinamese and western migrant groups have a negative nonlinear relationship with the percentage of PVV votes within a municipality, supporting H3. Furthermore, the relationship between Turkish migrants and the dependent variable is positive and nonlinear. No explanation has been found for this result. In addition, A negative linear relationship has been found between the other non-western migrants and the votes for the PVV, supporting H2. Both model 2A and 2B No significant relationship has been found between the percentage of Antillean migrants and the support for the PVV. 
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Figure 2: the relationship between Moroccan migrant population and PVV votes (based on own calculations Kiesraad 2017).
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Figure 3: the relationship between Surinamese migrant population and PVV votes (based on own calculations Kiesraad 2017).
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Figure 4: the relationship between western migrant population and PVV votes (based on own calculations Kiesraad 2017).
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Figure 5: the relationship between Turkish migrant population and PVV votes (based on own calculations Kiesraad 2017).
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Figure 6: the relationship between other non-western migrant population and PVV votes (based on own calculations Kiesraad 2017).

[bookmark: _Toc17106295]4.4) Predicting election results of 2017
In this section, the accuracy of the final model will be evaluated. The model with the highest adjusted R-squared is used as the final model. Model 2A is used to predict a percentage of PVV votes per municipality. The accuracy of the model is evaluated by the residuals between the observed votes and the predicted votes. The classification is based on the electoral threshold for a seat in parliament. A political party has to obtain 0.66% of the total votes to obtain a seat in parliament (Vossen, 2017). The results are displayed in map 10. 
Ideally, the model should predict all the cases correctly, within an interval of one seat of parliament. The current model achieves this for 25% of the cases. 39% of the cases are predicted with a deviation of 1 to 3 seats of parliament. The last 36 percent of the cases deviate more than three seats of parliament from the observed election results. The model is not good enough to accurately predict the radical right voting behaviour. 
Running a spatial autocorrelation reveals that the residuals are spatially clustered. Given the z-score of 12.6493681926, there is a less than 1% likelihood that this clustered pattern could be the result of random chance ( Table 6). This entails that the effect of the independent variables differs between areas. Therefore, one way to improve the model would be to switch from an ordinary least squares regression to a geographically weighted regression. A geographically weighted regression takes this spatial differentiation of variables into account. This would give more inside into the local effects of variables. It would mainly be interesting to see how the influence of different migrant groups on the share of PVV votes differentiates between areas. This could identify cases where the contact between the in- and outgroups is better. These cases could serve as an example to improve contact in other areas. In order to do this analysis, the dataset would need data on a lower geographical level than municipalizes. 

	Global Moran's I Summary

	Moran's Index:
	0,220071

	Expected Index:
	-0,002584

	Variance:
	0,000310

	z-score:
	12,649368

	p-value:
	0,000000


Table 6: Global moran's I summary
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Map 10: Differences between real votes and model estimations (based on own calculation)
5) [bookmark: _Toc17106296]Summary 

[bookmark: _Toc17106297]5.1) Conclusion  

This thesis had the aim to better the understanding of the relationship between radical right voting and immigrant populations. This has been translated into the following research question ‘’what is the relationship between the stock of migrants and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands?’’. In order to answer this question, three competing theories have been compared: the group threat theory, fear of small numbers theory, and Intergroup threat theory. The hypotheses from these theories have been tested. The PVV has been identified as the Radical right party of the Netherlands. The migrant groups used are Western migrants and non-western migrants. This last group has been divided among Surinam, Moroccan, Turkish, Antillean and other non-western migrants. The analysis has been performed on the Dutch voting data of 2017 on an aggregated municipality level. 
The first step in analysing the relationship between migrant populations and the support for the PVV has been to investigate the geographical patterns of PVV votes and migrant populations. By means of a hotspot analysis, the high and low clusters of these two variables have been identified. The distribution of populist vote is clustered in the eastern part of Groningen, Limburg and the northern parts of Zeeland. In addition, the distribution of the migrant population is clustered in the Randstad area and the southern parts of Limburg. Furthermore, a general pattern that can be observed is that the distribution of migrant groups starts in Rotterdam, Amsterdam, and Almere. Smaller migrant populations are only clustered in these municipalities while the other populations are more distributed across the Netherlands. Both the votes for the PVV and the migrant populations are not randomly distributed across the Netherlands. Highlighting the importance of geography in this analysis. 
Regression modelling has been used to further investigate the relationship between these two variables. The first model looked at the relationship between the radical right votes and the distribution of the total migrant population. The relationship seemed to be nonlinear. At first, the support grows with an increase in migrant share until the migrant share is about 13%. After this point, the relation turns negative and the support for the PVV decrease. This is in line with the predictions of the fear of small numbers hypothesis.
The second model looked at the individual influence of each migrant group. Moroccan Surinamese and western migrant groups have a negative nonlinear relationship with the percentage of PVV votes within a municipality, supporting the fear of small numbers theory. The support for the PVV increases until respectively 2.1%, 6.1%, and 31.4 % after which the support decreases. Furthermore, the relationship between Turkish migrants and the dependent variable is positive and nonlinear. This entails that at first the support for the PVV decreases with an increase in this migrant group until 5.1% after which the support increases. No explanation has been found for this result. In addition, A negative linear relationship has been found between the other non-western migrants and the votes for the PVV. No significant relationship has been found between the percentage of Antillean migrants and the support for the PVV. The final model had an adjusted R-squared of 0.613. So 61,3% of the variance in the votes for the PVV could be explained by the model. 
The predictions of the model have been compared to the observed values of PVV votes to evaluate the model further. The residuals per municipality, in bandwidths of seats in parliament, have been plotted on a map of the Netherlands. Ideally, the model should predict all the cases correctly, within an interval of one seat of parliament. The current model achieves this for 25% of the cases. 39% of the cases are predicted whit a deviation of 1 to 3 seats of parliament. The last 36 percent of the cases deviate more than three seats of parliament from the observed election results. So, in short, the model is not good enough to accurately predict the radical right voting behaviour. Section 5.2 will go in further detail about possible improvements for further research. 
So in conclusion, there is no general answer to question ‘’what is the relationship between the stock of migrants and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands?’’. The relationship between migrant stocks and radical right voting behaviour in the Netherlands differs between migrant groups. Some evidence supporting the Intergroup threat theory and the fear of small numbers theory has been found. Indicating that the increase of migrants does decrease the support for radical right parties. However, this effect fluctuates for different migrant groups. Looking at the reasoning behind these two theories, improving contact between the in- and outgroups in society could increase the understanding and decrease the tensions between these groups. Future research and policy should take this into account. 
[bookmark: _Toc17106298]5.2) Reflection 

An important recent development that has to be pointed out is that a new right-wing party has been gaining ground fast, The Forum for Democracy. This party won two seats in parliament in the 2017 election, so the influence was still limited in this data set. However, in the most recent 2019 second chamber elections, this party became the largest party in the Netherlands (Crum et al., 2019). Further research should include this party into the analysis.  
In addition, this thesis is based upon aggregated municipality data. Individual data would have been more appropriate. Aggregated data discards variations what the municipalities (Fotheringham and Wong, 1991). The geographical area is still very diverse. It can be the case that the migrant population all life in one part of the municipality while the native population lives in the other part. In the data, it will look like the populations are evenly distributed across the area, biasing the results. Individual data often offers the possibility for a more thorough and potentially more appropriate analysis (Cooper and Patall, 2007). However, Smith et al. (2016) conclude that general outcomes are often the same. Therefore the analysis can be assumed to be valid. 
Furthermore, there was no recent data available on religion per municipality. This would have been another interesting variable (Gorden, 2018).  The bible belt regions still have strong conservative Christian norms and values (De Pater, 2019). This should have been controlled for in the model. Another limitation of the data is that the Dutch statistical office does not further specify the western migrants per municipality. The controversy around eastern European migrant workers, discussed in section 4.3,  is one of the main topics in the debate around migrants. It would have been interesting to look at the effect of this migrant group on the PVV voters.
Furthermore as mentioned in section 3.3.1, it is hard to estimate the levels of perceived threat associated with the western and non-western groups due to the complex composition, this limited the scope of the analyses that could be performed. Final, the level of education was not available on a municipality level. This variable could have improved the performance of the model, as discussed in section 2.3.3. 
Moreover, this thesis has been focused on the share of migrants per municipality. However, this does not include refugees. In section 2.3, the negative framing of refugees is discussed; a lot of recent anti-migrant rhetoric is aimed at this group in society. Future research may include this group into the analysis furthermore after second-generation migrants leave the observed migrant population. This group still is identified by the in-group as being a ‘’other’’ due to the colour of their skin, for example, resulting in feelings of fear (Bordalo et al., 2016).  Although the data no longer consider this group as a migrant. This can bias the data. In addition, as mentioned in the 2.2.3, the migrant population is, to some extent, geographically segregated. Although the concentration of a migrant group is high in these geographical areas, the interaction possibilities with the majority population are lower. This thesis does not take this into account. Future research could try to incorporate levels of interaction between in- and outgroups in a specific area.
Additionally, there is the problem of selection effects (Bertoli et al., 2013). Migrant may choose to live in areas where Radical right parties have less support. There still would be a relation between migrant populations and support for radical right parties but not in the way the theory expects. 
Another possible avenue for future research could be to explore the impact of change over time (Korn,2018). This thesis has looked at one point in time. However, this does not capture the sentiment associated with the different variables. It could be that the unemployment level is still high but has been decreasing over time. In this case, the sentiment associated with the unemployment level could be positive. In turn, this could lead to diminishing levels of threat, even though the unemployment levels are still high. The same mechanism could be at play regarding the percentage of migrants in a municipality. The relative numbers of migrants may still be low, but if the area has been experiencing a high inflow of migrants than, the perceived threat could still be high. 
In addition, the emphasis, in theory, is often put on the cultural difference between the in and out-groups, as displayed in chapter 2.2.  However, if you look deeper to the values of the in-group, some segments of the population may be more compatible with the migrant groups than to other native groups. Conservative Christian people may have the same values as conservative Islamic people (Koopmans, 2015). Future research could look at the individual values in the host population and the migrant population. This could identify ways to stimulate interaction between the in- and outgroups. 
Finally, the theories that have been assessed mainly focus on the adverse effects that migrants may have. It has to be noted that migrants also have a lot to offer to society when they get the chance to prove them self’s and contribute. In light of our aging society, we should embrace this demographically young and productive group (Skeldon, 2013). They may be the ones that can help us out when we are old and in need of care.  
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