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Populist Radical Right Parties’ Impact on European Foreign Aid
Spending

CHRISTINE HACKENESCH, MAXIMILIAN HÖGL, HANNES ÖHLER and ALINE BURNI
German Development Institute/Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik (DIE), Bonn

Abstract
Since the early 2000s, populist radical right parties (PRRPs) have more than doubled their electoral
support in Europe. Previous research found that PRRPs impact migration policy. However, little is
known about whether they also impact other fields of domestic and foreign policy. Using a
cross-country panel analysis, we test to what extent the rise of PRRPs has influenced European for-
eign aid spending. We find that while the rise of PRRPs has not been associated with an overall
reduction in foreign aid, it has led to changes in how aid moneys are spent. PRRP strength is linked
to a higher share of aid for migration-containment objectives, and less aid for addressing climate
change and for multilateral organizations. Our analysis thereby provides evidence that the ‘elec-
toral threat’ of PRRPs puts mainstream parties under pressure not only with regard to migration
but also in relation to the climate–development nexus and aid for multilateralism.

Keywords: populist radical right parties; foreign aid; migration; climate change; Europe

Introduction

Since the turn of the millennium, populist radical right parties (PRRPs) have more than
doubled their average electoral support in European countries (TAP, 2019). Some scholars
describe this rise as the ‘biggest transformation’ of Europe’s political landscape in the
post-Cold War era (Eiermann et al., 2017). The scholarly literature demonstrates that
these parties can affect policymaking, even when they are not in power. Most of this lit-
erature focuses on PRRPs’ impact on their core issue: migration policy (Williams, 2018).
Far less is known about PRRPs’ impact on other policy areas, especially on foreign policy
(for exceptions see, for example Verbeek and Zaslove, 2015; Balfour et al., 2016).

Development policy is a particularly interesting case because it is a low-salience, tech-
nocratic policy field that has remained largely outside the spotlight of public and PRRP
interest. This suggests that it may not be impacted by PRRP strength. At the same time,
development policy has recently moved more to the centre of political debates, in light
of emerging cleavages between ‘cosmopolitans and communitarians’ (Koopmans and
Zürn, 2019, p. 3). PRRPs advocate bringing decision-making closer to ‘the people’, and
promise to close borders, restore national sovereignty and prioritize national interests.
As such, they represent an opposite ideology to the ‘globalists’ or ‘cosmopolitans’. In
the past, European mainstream parties’ positions on development policy were character-
ized by a left–right divide, with relatively low levels of polarization (Lauwers
et al., 2021; Raunio and Wagner, 2021). PRRPs, however, very fundamentally challenge
the objectives, instruments and substantive orientation of foreign aid (Hackenesch
et al., 2021).
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Previous research demonstrates that the rise of PRRPs contributes to a reframing by
governing parties of the objectives of development policy, in particular with regard to
the migration–development nexus (Bergmann et al., 2021). We do not know, however,
whether PRRP prominence also has a tangible impact on development policy. In this
article, we investigate whether PRRPs have a tangible impact on foreign aid by focusing
on foreign aid spending. More specifically, we analyse whether and to what extent the rise
of PRRPs has affected the size of foreign aid budgets as well as the substantive orientation
of foreign aid in Europe.

Three issues are particularly key in the new cleavage between cosmopolitans and com-
munitarians: migration, climate change and multilateral cooperation (Koopmans and
Zürn, 2019). They raise fundamental questions regarding border management and how
much authority should be transferred beyond the nation state (Koopmans and Zürn, 2019).
These issues are also particularly interesting from a development policy perspective as
part of foreign aid budgets are used for migration and climate objectives and to enhance
multilateral cooperation. PRRPs tend to take very critical positions on all three issues, as
well as on foreign aid more generally. The rise of PRRPs is therefore likely to have
brought a reduction in overall aid budgets, as well as substantive shifts in aid spending
concerning these three issues. The share of migration containment-related aid is likely
to have increased, alongside a reduction in the share of aid devoted to climate policy
and multilateral organizations. We tested these expectations using a sample of 23 Euro-
pean countries, which reported their aid spending to the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD). Methodologically, we employed linear panel
data regression models with country fixed effects to identify potential links between the
strength of PRRPs in European countries and patterns of aid spending.

The reminder of this article proceeds as follows. Section I presents key findings from
previous research on the influence of PRRPs on public policy and development policy.
Section II develops our theoretical framework and expectations with respect to the poten-
tial impact of PRRPs on development policy based on their ideology. Section III intro-
duces the data and methods used in the empirical analysis. Section IV presents the
empirical results, followed by conclusions.

I. Populist Radical Right Parties and their (Development) Policy Impact

This paper draws on and contributes to three strands of academic work: research on
PRRPs and their influence on domestic and foreign policies, studies on the domestic
politics of aid and research on the impact of PRRPs on development policy. As noted,
the majority of previous work on the policy impact of PRRPs focuses on migration policy
(Schain, 2006; Mudde, 2007; Van Spanje, 2010; Carvalho, 2014; Abou-Chadi and
Krause, 2018; Williams, 2018). Most studies conclude that PRRPs have influenced mi-
gration policy towards a more restrictive approach, though their impact has been limited
by factors like inter-party coalition dynamics, internal party conflicts and international
constraints. Previous research finds that PRRPs’ prospects of influencing policy do not
necessarily depend on their government participation. In addition, PRRPs electoral
success can put mainstream parties under pressure to adjust their positions (for example
Schain, 2006; Van Spanje, 2010; Odmalm and Hepburn, 2017; Williams, 2018). Initial
research on PRRPs’ impact on climate policy suggests that their participation in
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government does weaken countries’ efforts in climate and energy policy (Ćetković and
Hagemann, 2020).

Regarding the impact of PRRPs on foreign policy, previous work focus on individual
country cases or particular foreign policy issues (Liang, 2008; Chryssogelos, 2011;
Balfour et al., 2016; Wiczanowska, 2017; Plagemann and Destradi, 2019). Many studies
point out that foreign policy is not a core interest of PRRPs, and PRRPs are unlikely to
have elaborated detailed foreign policy positions. Comparing the foreign policy positions
of different types of populist parties, Verbeek and Zaslove (2015) argued that the ‘thick
ideology’ of populist parties shapes their foreign policy preferences.

Research on the domestic politics of aid has analysed the relationship between main-
stream parties and foreign aid, though political parties remain under-researched actors
in development policy. Findings concur that the left–right divide matters for foreign
policy (Rapport and Rathbun, 2021) and development policy, in particular (for example
Tingley, 2010; Lauwers et al., 2021; Raunio and Wagner, 2021). Tingley (2010) and
Allen and Flynn (2018) provided empirical evidence of the impact of the government’s
ideology on foreign aid spending. Left governments are more likely to provide bilateral
grant aid (Brech and Potrafke, 2014), and they channel more aid via non-governmental
organizations (Allen and Flynn, 2018). Right-leaning, or conservative governments, are
inclined to provide less aid. As such, Thérien (2002) argued that the worldview of the left
is more favourable to development aid than that of the right. Greene and Licht (2018)
nuanced a so-called Partisan Theory of Aid Allocation, arguing that in addition to the
left–right dimension, partisan preferences for engaging with the wider world also matter
for foreign aid allocation.

The impact of PRRPs on development policy has rarely been analysed. Jakupec and
Kelly (2019) conducted an analysis of the re-politicization of foreign aid driven by the
rise of nativism and protectionism, but they did not empirically analyse concrete impacts
of PRRPs. Chryssogelos (2011, pp. 26–30) noted that most populist parties advocate cut-
ting aid budgets. Balfour et al. (2016, pp. 36–8) found similar patterns, adding that many
PRRPs demand that development policy be used to reduce immigration flows and sug-
gesting that populist rhetoric paves the way for policy shifts in that direction. Bergmann
et al. (2021) found that the rise of PRRPs was associated with European governments’
reframing the objectives of development policy. However, it remains unclear whether
the rise of PRRPs has had tangible impact on foreign aid policies, and on foreign aid bud-
gets specifically and whether this effect goes beyond the migration–development nexus.

II. Theoretical Expectations and Hypotheses

Defining PRRPs and Conceptualizing their Policy Impact

The current study relies on a widely used definition by which PRRPs share at least three
ideological features: nativism, authoritarianism and populism (Mudde, 2017, p. 4). A ba-
sic feature of ‘Nativism’ is an in-group versus out-group dynamic in which ethnic, racial
or religious criteria are applied to define who belongs to a group (Mudde, 2007). ‘Author-
itarianism’ often translates into a law-and-order policy and can take on an anti-democratic
character (Mudde, 2007, p. 23). ‘Populism’ is defined as ‘a thin-centred ideology that con-
siders society to be ultimately separated into two homogenous and antagonistic groups’ –
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‘the people’ and ‘the corrupt elite’ where politics should be an expression of the general
will of ‘the people’ (Mudde, 2004, p. 562).

Following a distinction widely used in the literature, we considered two channels of
influence how PRRPs can influence policymaking processes: indirectly as an opposition
party and directly as a government party. PRRPs impact decision-making processes indi-
rectly when mainstream parties feel threatened by PRRPs’ electoral success. In Europe,
PRRPs have been in the role of opposition parties most of the time. When PRRPs gain
electoral support or parliamentary seats, mainstream parties have indeed been found to ad-
just their policy positions or even to co-opt PRRPs’ policy positions in order to ‘recapture
voters lost to the challenger parties’ (Schain, 2006; Carvalho, 2014, p. 1). There is broad
consensus on the basic mechanism behind issue co-optation: the more a governing or an
opposition party feels electorally threatened by a PRRP, the more likely the party is to re-
act by co-opting issues from the PRRP (Schain, 2006, p. 271). Sometimes established
parties ignore and try to isolate the challenger as well.

PRRPs’ impact decision-making directly when they participate in government,
whether as a coalition partner or as a single governing party. When entering coalition
agreements with mainstream parties, PRRPs undertake to support some mainstream posi-
tions in exchange for inclusion of their own positions in the government agenda and ex-
ecutive representation in the cabinet. Both the electoral strength of a PRRP compared to
the other coalition parties and the strategic importance of a PRRP determine its prospects
for influencing coalition agreements and government action. Particularly, the greater the
dependency of mainstream parties on the support of PRRPs to form a stable governing
coalition, the greater are the prospects for PRRPs to push their policy positions onto
the agenda (Verbeek and Zaslove, 2015). Their potential to directly influence develop-
ment policy increases if they obtain relevant positions in the cabinet.

Four Hypotheses

We assume that the basic features of PRRPs’ ideology also shape their positions on devel-
opment policy. PRRPs focus on their ‘own’ people, which leads them to question why
taxpayers’ money should be spent to pursue development goals in the faraway Global
South. Thus, PRRPs often campaign to reduce or even to eliminate foreign aid spending
(Balfour et al., 2016). The Dutch Party for Freedom (PVV) or the Finns Party, for in-
stance, have advocated radical cuts to foreign aid budgets, and reallocation of these funds
for the national population (Balfour et al., 2016, pp. 36ff). Similarly, UKIP (2020, 14) ar-
gues that foreign aid ‘goes to corrupt governments and is lost to fraud’ and that UKIP will
therefore ‘scrap the target of 0.7% of GNI for Overseas Aid and return £14 billion to the
HM Treasury to assist our own citizens in our own country’. The Flemish nationalist party
in Belgium denounced the use of EU aid to help African countries cope with the Covid-19
pandemic instead of helping the people of Flanders (Brzozowski, 2020). The Alternative
for Germany (AfD) issued a parliamentary request to freeze all funds for bilateral devel-
opment aid during the Covid-19 pandemic and to redirect these funds to domestic crisis
management.1

1See https://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/19/195/1919517.pdf
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Aid policies are informed by a variety of motives ranging from poverty reduction and
needs-based aid allocation towards using aid to advance donors’ economic or security in-
terests (Breuning, 1995). Previous research found that left-wing and right-wing parties
differ with regard to key objectives and purposes of foreign aid. Conservative parties tend
to spend less foreign aid compared to left-wing parties (Tingley, 2010) and place a stron-
ger emphasis on using aid to promote economic interests of their constituents and geopo-
litical interests of the state (Allen and Flynn, 2018). Yet, despite ideological differences,
mainstream parties do not fundamentally question the provision of aid and agree that pov-
erty reduction or supporting least developed countries are relevant motives for providing
aid. PRRPs, in contrast, often hold positions that fundamentally diverge from mainstream
parties (Lauwers et al., 2021; Raunio and Wagner, 2021). They fundamentally question
the provision of foreign aid, they ask for a reallocation of foreign aid to national citizens,
for cutting all climate-related aid or for exclusively using aid to promoting migration or
security objectives (see above). We therefore expect that when in opposition, PRRPs’ crit-
ical statements in parliament and the media puts pressure on mainstream parties to modify
their positions on foreign aid. Moreover, when in government, PRRPs are likely to seek to
implement their policy preferences directly, thus cutting aid budgets. This leads to our
first hypothesis:

H1 When PRRPs become stronger, overall foreign aid spending decreases.

PRRPs are expected to impact not only overall aid spending, but also the substantive
orientation of foreign aid. With regard to the emerging cleavage between cosmopolitan-
ism and communitarianism, three foreign aid-related issues are particularly relevant: mi-
gration, climate and multilateralism (Koopmans and Zürn, 2019, p. 3). These issues also
have close links with development policy. Aid funds are used to advance migration and
climate policy objectives and to support a broad variety of multilateral institutions. More-
over, PRRPs have been particularly vocal on these issues in their statements on foreign
aid.

With increased refugee and migrant arrivals in Europe, particularly in 2015 and
2016, migration became a foremost topic in European policy debates. In fact, the ab-
solute volume and share of development aid allocated for curbing migration signifi-
cantly increased after 2015 (Figure 1). Even though the potential of development
cooperation to reduce migrant flows is contested in academia (De Haas, 2007), policy-
makers have promulgated a strong narrative framing aid as an instrument for achieving
migration policy objectives. Broadly, they argue that aid helps contain migration if it is
used to strengthen the police, the security sector and border management capacities or
to address conflicts in countries of origin and transit (Bergmann et al., 2021;
Lauwers et al., 2021).

PRRPs frame immigration as an existential threat to the people, and call for a drastic
reduction of migrant entrance and settlement. Some advocate ‘zero migration’ for
non-Western immigrants, via extraordinary measures if necessary (McDonald, 2008).
The high salience of the migration issue among European citizens after 2015
(Kiratli, 2021) helped PRRPs exert pressure on mainstream parties to demonstrate that
they were taking the issue seriously. As development aid is a redistributive policy directed
towards third countries, it can be mobilized for migration objectives more easily than
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domestic policy. Indeed, previous research demonstrates that with regard to the ‘framing’
of the migration–development nexus, PRRPs have impacted mainstream party positions
(Bergmann et al., 2021). This leads to the following hypothesis on the impact of PRRPs
on the allocation of migration-related aid:

H2 When PRRPs become stronger, the share of aid aimed at migration containment
increases.

As climate change has gained prominence, the volume of aid allocated for climate ad-
aptation and mitigation has significantly increased, particularly since the mid-2000s
(Figure 2). Most PRRPs, however, express strong scepticism about climate policy, some
even denying that human activities contribute to climate change (Schaller and
Carius, 2019). PRRPs are also critical of the use of development aid to support climate
adaptation and mitigation in the Global South. The AfD, for instance, argues that devel-
opment policymakers fabricated ‘climate guilt’ in order to redistribute German wealth to
the Global South, and calls for immediately cutting all climate-related development aid.2

PRRPs furthermore accuse mainstream political parties and elites of ‘[subordinating]
national authority and national interest in international cooperation in the context of cli-
mate change policies’ (Fraune and Knodt, 2018, p. 2). By now, climate policy has gained
a symbolic place in populist rhetoric to convey a deep antagonism between ‘the people’
and the ‘cosmopolitan elite’ (Lockwood, 2018). PRRPs commonly frame climate as a pol-
icy field fed by fraudulent science and used by cosmopolitan elites to curb individual free-
doms in pursuit of a ‘globalist’ and multilateralist agenda, allowing populist politicians to
present themselves as the defender of ‘the little guy’ (Lockwood, 2018).

2See https://afdkompakt.de/2019/10/11/500-mio-euro-fuer-klima-entwicklungshilfe-sind-500-millionen-zu-viel/ (accessed:
December 2020).

Figure 1: Absolute Volume and Average Share of Migration Containment-Related Aid in 23
European Countries, 2000–18 [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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As climate policy has become increasingly polarized and a matter of party competition
(Fraune and Knodt, 2018, p. 2), PRRPs’ prospects for indirectly impacting this policy
field increase. Sustainability transformations can lead to social disruptions and create rel-
ative ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. PRRPs may seek to gain votes among those who perceive
themselves as losers in this process. If this strategy enables PRRPs to win more votes,
mainstream and governing parties might feel pressured to adapt their own positions and
show less support for climate policy, including provision of foreign aid related to climate.
This suggests our third hypothesis:

H3When PRRPs become stronger, the share of aid for addressing climate change decreases.

Finally, PRRPs are highly sceptical of multilateral cooperation. As nationalism and
national sovereignty are central in PRRPs’ ideology, these parties are critical of any
transfer of authority beyond the nation state. PRRPs seek to appeal to social groups
that feel left behind by economic globalization, and to represent ‘the people’ against
elites and foreign influences. As international institutions are understood to propel eco-
nomic globalization under the liberal world order, they are a ready target for PRRPs’
criticism. Moreover, as transfers of authority accelerated in recent years, PRRPs have
mobilized against ‘multilateral overreach’ (Colgan and Keohane, 2017). PRRPs are
not against all forms of international cooperation, but they call for protecting national
sovereignty by radically reducing the influence and autonomy of international organi-
zations and bureaucracies (De Spiegeleire et al., 2017). PRRPs are particularly critical
towards multilateral cooperation on migration and climate change. PRRP-run govern-
ments in Hungary, Poland and Austria, for instance, rejected the Global Compact for
Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration. Hungary’s Prime Minister Orban justified his de-
cision arguing that ‘the main premise [of the Compact] is that migration is a good and

Figure 2: Absolute Volume and Average Share of Climate-Related Aid in 23 European Countries,
2000–18 [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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inevitable phenomenon’ and that the ‘pact poses a threat to the world from the aspect
that it could inspire millions [of migrants]’ (DW, 2018). PRRPs across Europe are also
hostile towards the Paris Climate Agreement (Schaller and Carius, 2019, p. 21). The
Paris Agreement is portrayed as imposing external and unfair regulation undermining
national sovereignty in deciding about emissions. Moreover, PRRPs such as the
FPÖ, the Lega Nord or the Dutch PVV present the Agreement as a mechanism for
channelling significant amounts of aid money towards countries in the Global South
and for giving China and other countries in the Global South unfair means of eco-
nomic competition as they would not need to reduce emissions in similar ways as Eu-
ropean companies (Schaller and Carius, 2019).

We expect PRRPs’ emphasis on national sovereignty and their criticism of multilateral
cooperation to affect aid channelled through multilateral institutions. Channelling aid
through multilateral organizations such as the EU, the United Nations or the World Bank
not only strengthens these institutions, it also reduces donor countries’ influence on how
aid is spent. Compared to bilateral aid, multilateral aid gives donor countries much less
opportunity to use aid to pursue national economic, security or migration-related interests
and to use aid as a tool for economic or migration-related conditionality (Allen and
Flynn, 2018). Thus, if PRRPs gain strength, we expect mainstream parties to feel
pressured to tie aid more strongly to the promotion of national interests and therefore to
reduce the share of aid provided through multilateral institutions. This brings us to our fi-
nal hypothesis:

H4 When PRRPs become stronger, the share of aid spending channelled through multilat-
eral organizations decreases.

III. Data and Method

To investigate the impact of PRRPs on foreign aid spending, we considered the 23 Euro-
pean countries of the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) in the period
1990–2018 (see Appendix A, found online in the Supporting Information section). This
includes all EU member states except Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Malta and Romania, as they were not part of the DAC. We included Iceland, Norway
and Switzerland as they were members of the DAC and the European Economic Area.
As development aid was influenced by the geostrategic competition between West and
East during the Cold War, we started our analysis in the early 1990s.

We conducted separate analyses for a set of 18 Western European countries and for all
23 European countries, as we expected the effects of PRRPs to be more pronounced in
Western Europe. This is because development aid is less relevant in Eastern European
countries, as they formulated development aid policies only upon joining the EU
(Lightfoot and Szent-Iványi, 2014).

Our independent variable is the strength of PRRPs in the respective European coun-
tries. Building on the definition of PRRPs by Mudde (see above) we used data on PRRPs
from the PopuList database (Rooduijn et al., 2019). PopuList is a frequently updated,
peer-reviewed selection of populist, far right, far left and Eurosceptic parties which ob-
tained at least 2 per cent of the vote in at least one national parliamentary election since
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1998.3 We classified parties as PRRPs if they were defined as ‘populist’ and ‘far right’ in
the database.

We created three independent variables: PRRPs’ vote share in national elections, their
seat share in national parliaments and their participation in government. The first two var-
iables depict the indirect impact of PRRPs on development policy, while the third repre-
sents their direct effect. Vote share is the most commonly applied indicator of PRRP
strength (Abou-Chadi and Krause, 2018; Lutz, 2019), but depending on the electoral sys-
tem, the respective parliamentary representation can vary.4 The average vote share and
seat share of PRRPs in our sample had significantly increased, from about 3 per cent in
1990 to about 15 per cent in 2018 (Figure 3). Moreover, the number of countries with a
PRRP in government tripled, from about two in 2013 to about seven in 2018 (Figure 4).5

We used the ParlGov database (Döring and Manow, 2020) to collect information on
PRRPs’ vote share, seat share and government participation. As our analysis used panel
data, we needed to construct time series for these variables. To do so we considered,
for each year, the last elections that took place in that or previous years. If one or more
elections took place in the given year, a weighted average of that year’s election(s) and
the previous one was used.6

We used different aid variables as our dependent variables, relying on aid data reported
by the OECD. Stat database.7 To test whether overall aid budgets were negatively associ-
ated with the strength of PRRPs (Hypothesis 1), we employed the yearly total aid dis-
bursements of the 23 European countries over the 1990–2018 period. We looked at
disbursements and not commitments because the data for disbursements were available
for more countries for a longer time period. Conducting the analysis with data on commit-
ments yielded analogous results. Absolute aid disbursements were used as the dependent
variable (and not aid as a share of GDP), since governments decide on absolute budget
figures. However, employing aid disbursements as a share of GDP as the dependent var-
iable produced similar results.

To test whether the rise of PRRPs affected aid allocations for migration-containment
objectives (Hypothesis 2), we used sector-specific aid data from the Common
Reporting Standard (CRS) Aid Activity database.8 More precisely, we used aid in
the CRS sector ‘conflict, peace and security’. The sector category contains aid used
to strengthening border control and migration management in countries of origin and
transit as well as aid related to conflict prevention and peace-building. Conflicts and
insecurity are major reasons why people leave their home countries and PRRPs cam-
paign for using aid for migration management (see Section II). As dependent variables,
we used either the share of aid commitments in this sector in relation to total commit-
ments or total commitments in this sector. Again, the choice to use disbursements or
commitments was driven by data availability. For our sector-specific analyses, we re-
stricted our observation period to 2000–18 because CRS data were less complete

3For the current version see: https://populistorg.files.wordpress.com/2019/02/populist-version-1-20190211.pdf. Appendix
A, found online in the Supporting Information section lists the PRRPs considered in our analysis.
4As we could not disentangle the effects of the two variables because they were highly correlated (ρ > 0.95 in our sample),
we included them in separate estimations and compared the coefficients.
5Non-integer values were due to the weighting of election results in years of one or more elections.
6See http://www.parlgov.org/
7See https://stats.oecd.org/
8See https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=CRS1.
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before 2000. However, our main findings were also robust with extension of the period
to 1995–2018.

To assess whether PRRPs’ rise was linked to shifts in climate-related aid (Hypothesis 3),
we relied on OECD data on climate finance.9 Analogous to the above, we used the
share of aid commitments allocated to this crosscutting theme in total aid commitments,

Figure 3: PRRPs’ Average Share of Votes and Seats in Parliament in 23 European Countries,
1990–2018 [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

Figure 4: Number of European Countries with a PRRP in Government, 1990–2018 [Colour figure
can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

9See http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm. The
OECD Rio Markers for Climate were used to identify the projects that have as a principal or significant objective the mit-
igation of or adaptation to climate change. Note that climate-related development finance not only includes ODA, but also
other official flows.
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and total amounts as dependent variables (Figure 2). A steady increase of climate-related
aid shares can be observed. The substantial jump from 2009 to 2010 is due to the inclusion
of aid for climate adaptation in addition to mitigation starting in 2010. In the regression
analyses, we controlled for this break in the data by including year fixed effects.

To test whether the rise of PRRPs affected multilateral aid spending to a different de-
gree than bilateral aid (Hypothesis 4), we used either the share of multilateral aid in rela-
tion to total aid, or a comparison of multilateral and bilateral aid amounts (Figure 5).

To assess the association between PRRP strength and foreign aid, we employed linear
panel data regression models with country fixed effects. We lagged all explanatory vari-
ables by one year, as budget decisions take time to materialize and to mitigate
endogeneity concerns. An exception is the number of asylum seekers, as this variable
was expected to have immediate impact on the aid budgets of European countries, since
costs related to refugees and asylum seekers in the host country count as development aid
in the first 12 months of stay.

The inclusion of country fixed effects implies that our results do not reflect differences
between countries but show how changes in the explanatory variables in a country af-
fected that country’s aid budget or allocation. We clustered standard errors by country.10

The estimation equation is as follows:

Y it ¼ αþ β1Y it � 1 þ β1�Vote=seat shareit � 1 þ β2�Gov Partit � 1 þ γ0X it � 1 þ μi þ πt þ εit

(1)

where Y it and Y it � 1 is the logarithm of the aid budget of country i in year t or t-1, the
logarithm of multilateral or bilateral aid or the share of the aid budget allocated to projects
in the respective category as defined above. Vote=Seat shareit � 1 is the vote or seat share
of PRRPs in country i in year t-1,Gov Partit � 1 captures whether a PRRP was part of the
government in country i in year t-1 and X it � 1 represents control variables, introduced
below.

As controls, we used variables commonly applied in the literature on the determinants
of aid budgets (Fuchs et al., 2014). GDP per capita was used to measure the state of eco-
nomic development of a country, as we expected higher aid budgets in countries with
higher per capita incomes.11 We controlled for population size, as larger countries are ex-
pected to give more aid. We took into account the economic situation in a country by

10We took into account the relatively low number of clusters (23 countries in total and 18 Western European countries) by
applying wild bootstrap standard errors as a robustness check. In a few cases, the significance level of our main variables
decreased. As we included the lagged dependent variable in our fixed effects model, we had to deal with the so-called
Nickell bias (Nickell, 1981). This bias is particularly severe if the time dimension of panel data is short. To address this,
we employed the bias-corrected dynamic panel data estimator by Bruno (2005), which accounts for short T and N (23 coun-
tries in our case), as a robustness test (Appendices E and F). Another concern was non-stationarity of the dependent and/or
independent variables. To assess this, we used the Phillips-Perron panel unit-root test (Choi, 2001). While we found no ev-
idence that our dependent variables followed a unit root, the test did not reject non-stationarity for vote and seat share and
for PRRPs’ government participation. We therefore ran first-difference estimations, which indicated that these variables did
not follow a unit root. As our results were mostly unaffected by this choice, and given that the power of unit root tests is
generally low in small samples, we decided to keep the variables in levels. Appendices D, E and F report the results of
the first-difference estimations. Estimations with multilateral aid spending as the dependent variable yielded analogous re-
sults (Appendix G, found online in the Supporting Information section).
11Alternatively, we could have used total GDP to measure the size of the economy. Neither variable had significant influ-
ence on aid budgets, and the choice did not affect the other findings.
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considering economic growth and unemployment rates. Countries with favourable macro-
economic conditions were expected to provide more aid. In addition, we included the
number of asylum seekers, as migration-related aid might increase in countries with more
asylum seekers, because governing parties might seek to use development cooperation as
an instrument to reduce asylum-seeker arrivals (Lanati and Thiele, 2018; Dreher
et al., 2019).

In extended specifications, we included proxies for public opinion towards develop-
ment aid, migration and climate change (or environmental protection more generally).
We controlled for public opinion because changes in our dependent variables could also
be affected by changing public sentiment as public opinion may have a direct effect on
foreign aid spending (Heinrich et al., 2018). To measure public opinion, we used
Eurobarometer data.12 Specifically, we collected information referring to the following
questions: ‘In your opinion, is it very important, fairly important, not very important or
not at all important to help people in poor countries in Africa, Latin America, Asia, etc.
to develop?’ and ‘What do you think are the two most important issues facing your coun-
try at the moment?’ Immigration and environment/climate/energy were among the possi-
ble answers to the latter question. We used the share of survey participants that considered
it very or fairly important to help people in poor countries and the share of those who
chose migration and climate as key topics for their country.

Finally, in one specification, we included variables capturing government ideology and
opposition fragmentation, collected from the Database of Political Institutions. We ex-
pected conservative governments to provide less aid than left governments and, perhaps,
also to invest less in climate change adaptation and mitigation (Allen and Flynn, 2018).
On the other hand, conservative governments may invest more in aid programmes per-
ceived as helping to reduce migration flows, due to their generally more critical positions

Figure 5: Total Multilateral and Bilateral Aid Spending of 23 European Countries, 1990–2018
(billions in constant 2016 US$) [Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

12See www.gesis.org/eurobarometer-data-service/search-data-access/data-access
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on immigration (Bale, 2003). We included fragmentation of a country’s opposition be-
cause previous authors found an association between a fragmented and weak opposition
and decreased aid (Fuchs et al., 2014, p. 177). Appendix B, found online in the
Supporting Information section lists data sources and Appendix C, found online in the
Supporting Information section presents the descriptive statistics.

IV. Results

According to our analysis, PRRP strength was not associated with a decrease in overall
foreign aid spending. Using the logarithm of aid disbursements as our dependent variable
and different model specifications (Table 1), results for PRRP vote share, seat share and
government participation were positive but not statistically significant. Results remained
insignificant when we reduced our sample to Western European countries only. The effect
of the variable capturing government participation was also insignificant when vote or
seat share were omitted from the estimations. However, the 95 per cent confidence inter-
vals cover a broad range of values that appear quantitatively important. For example, the
95 per cent confidence interval for the effect of a one per cent increase in PRRP seat share
on aid spending ranged from�1.1 per cent to +0.2 per cent (column 10, Table 1).13 Hence,
we cannot conclude from our analysis that PRRP strength had no effect on aid budgets.

PRRP strength was associated with shifts in the substantive orientation of aid in regard
to migration, climate and multilateral organizations. While the results differ slightly for
the three issues, they indicate that the presence of PRRPs as an opposition party matters
for the substantive orientation of foreign aid budgets.

In addition, PRRP strength was associated with higher levels of migration
containment-related aid (Table 2). Throughout the estimations, PRRPs’ vote share and
seat share had a consistently statistically significant and positive effect on the share of
migration-related aid in total aid (at least at the 5 per cent significance level).14 In our sam-
ple, the average mean of the share of migration-related aid was 3.4 per cent. According to
our results (Table 2, column 1), an increase in the vote share of PRRPs by ten per cent led
to an increase in the share of migration-related aid by 1.2 percentage points, on average.
This corresponds to 35 per cent of the dependent variable’s mean (the 95 per cent confi-
dence interval of the effect of a 10 per cent increase is 0.4–2.0 per cent). The effects of
PRRPs’ vote and seat shares on aid amounts in this sector were also positive, though

13In Appendix D, found online in the Supporting Information section, we ran all model specifications without the lagged
dependent variable included as an independent variable. Although we observe that the current aid budgets are significantly
influenced by aid levels in the past, the inclusion of the lagged dependent variable may take up a lot of explanatory power of
the other independent variables (we are grateful to an anonymous referee for pointing this out). Nevertheless, the effects of
our main variables of interest remain insignificant with one exception. The effect of government participation is positive and
significant the 10 percent level when we also control for the general ideology of the government. This counterintuitive result
may be explained by the combination of two facts: on the one hand, the relatively few countries (10) with government par-
ticipation of PRRPs during our period of observation and, on the other hand, the high correlation between the general ide-
ology of and the likelihood of PRRP participation in the government.
14The significance decreased to the 10 per cent level in column 2 when we estimated wild bootstrap standard errors in order
to account for the relatively low number of clusters (countries). We performed a number of robustness tests with respect to
this finding (Appendix E, found online in the Supporting Information section). Using aid to the sector ‘conflict, peace and
security’ as our dependent variable, we tested whether the effect of PRRP strength on migration containment-related aid
materialized not only in the composition of the aid budgets but also in absolute aid volumes. In this case, the effects of vote
and seat share, while still positive, lost their statistical significance. A potential explanation is that PRRP strength is in-
versely correlated to overall aid spending (though we found no statistically significant evidence to support this), which
may dilute the effect of PRRP strength on conflict-related aid.

Populist Radical Right Parties’ Impact on European Foreign Aid Spending 1403

© 2022 The Authors. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies published by University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons
Ltd.



Ta
bl
e
1:

A
id

B
ud

ge
ts
as

th
e
D
ep
en
de
nt

V
ar
ia
bl
e,
fo
r
al
l
E
ur
op

ea
n
C
ou

nt
ri
es

an
d
W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op

ea
n
C
ou

nt
ri
es

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

A
l
l
co
un
tr
ie
s

V
ot
e
sh
ar
e

0.
23
8
(0
.3
53
)

-0
.0
69

(0
.3
54
)

0.
16
6
(0
.4
78
)

S
ea
t
sh
ar
e

0.
10
8
(0
.3
18
)

-0
.1
93

(0
.3
31
)

0.
10
5
(0
.4
15
)

G
ov
er
nm

en
t

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n

-0
.0
31

(0
.0
54
)

0.
00
2
(0
.0
67
)

0.
00
3
(0
.0
67
)

-0
.0
30

(0
.0
55
)

0.
01
6
(0
.0
70
)

0.
00
3
(0
.0
70
)

L
ag
ge
d
de
pe
nd
en
t

va
ri
ab
le

0.
66
0*
**

(0
.0
57
)

0.
57
2*
**

(0
.0
87
)

0.
63
5*
**

(0
.0
74
)

0.
66
4*
**

(0
.0
56
)

0.
57
2*
**

(0
.0
85
)

0.
63
6*
**

(0
.0
74
)

N
o.

as
yl
um

se
ek
er
s

0.
02
2*
**

(0
.0
08
)

0.
02
4
(0
.0
15
)

0.
02
6*
*
(0
.0
11
)

0.
02
3*
**

(0
.0
08
)

0.
02
4
(0
.0
15
)

0.
02
6*
*
(0
.0
11
)

P
er
-c
ap
ita

G
D
P

0.
59
2*
*
(0
.2
31
)

0.
38

7*
(0
.1
99
)

0.
64
4*

(0
.3
43
)

0.
58
3*
*
(0
.2
29
)

0.
40
2*

(0
.1
94
)

0.
64
4*

(0
.3
43
)

P
op
ul
at
io
n

-0
.0
51

(0
.2
59
)

0.
25
1
(0
.3
76
)

-0
.0
86

(0
.2
51
)

-0
.0
84

(0
.2
63
)

0.
21
6
(0
.3
69
)

-0
.1
09

(0
.2
51
)

G
D
P
gr
ow

th
0.
01
2*

(0
.0
06
)

0.
00

1
(0
.0
06
)

0.
01
3*

(0
.0
07
)

0.
01
2*

(0
.0
06
)

0.
00
1
(0
.0
06
)

0.
01
3*

(0
.0
07
)

U
ne
m
pl
oy
m
en
t
ra
te

-0
.0
09
**

(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
15

**
*
(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
06

(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
09
**

(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
16

**
*
(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
07

(0
.0
04
)

P
ub
lic

op
in
io
n
on

ai
d

0.
16

9
(0
.1
56
)

0.
14
8
(0
.1
62
)

F
ra
ct
io
na
liz
at
io
n

(o
pp
.)

0.
03
9
(0
.0
74
)

0.
04
1
(0
.0
73
)

L
ef
t-
w
in
g

go
ve
rn
m
en
t

-0
.0
77

(0
.0
50
)

-0
.0
77

(0
.0
50
)

C
on
se
rv
at
iv
e

go
ve
rn
m
en
t

-0
.0
90
**

(0
.0
42
)

-0
.0
89
*
(0
.0
43
)

R
-s
qu
ar
ed

0.
86
0

0.
74

9
0.
84
5

0.
85
9

0.
75
0

0.
84
5

N
o.

ob
s.

56
9

39
9

46
2

56
9

39
9

46
2

N
o.

co
un
tr
ie
s

23
20

22
23

20
22

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

(1
0)

(1
1)

(1
2)

W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op
ea
n
co
un
tr
ie
s

Christine Hackenesch et al.1404

© 2022 The Authors. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies published by University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons
Ltd.



Ta
bl
e
1:

(C
on

tin
ue
d)

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

(1
0)

(1
1)

(1
2)

W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op
ea
n
co
un
tr
ie
s

V
ot
e
sh
ar
e

-0
.1
99

(0
.2
65
)

-0
.1
13

(0
.3
71
)

-0
.4
75

(0
.3
65
)

S
ea
t
sh
ar
e

-0
.3
91

(0
.2
86
)

-0
.5
43

(0
.4
09
)

-0
.6
26

(0
.3
60
)

G
ov
er
nm

en
t

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n

-0
.0
34

(0
.0
67
)

-0
.0
14

(0
.0
86
)

0.
00
9
(0
.0
53
)

-0
.0
35

(0
.0
67
)

-0
.0
12

(0
.0
82
)

0.
00
3
(0
.0
53
)

L
ag
ge
d
de
pe
nd
en
t

va
ri
ab
le

0.
64
5*
**

(0
.0
81
)

0.
57

4*
**

(0
.0
99
)

0.
61
1*
**

(0
.1
03
)

0.
64
0*
**

(0
.0
79
)

0.
56
6*
**

(0
.0
95
)

0.
60
4*
**

(0
.1
01
)

N
o.

as
yl
um

se
ek
er
s

0.
02
7*
*
(0
.0
11
)

0.
03

8
(0
.0
23
)

0.
02
9*

(0
.0
15
)

0.
02
5*
*
(0
.0
11
)

0.
03
3
(0
.0
23
)

0.
02
8
(0
.0
16
)

P
er
-c
ap
ita

G
D
P

0.
31
0
(0
.2
00
)

0.
26
2
(0
.2
13
)

0.
45
9
(0
.3
83
)

0.
31
7
(0
.2
14
)

0.
31
9
(0
.1
94
)

0.
46
3
(0
.3
94
)

P
op
ul
at
io
n

0.
42
3
(0
.4
45
)

0.
54
8
(0
.5
31
)

0.
28
1
(0
.4
16
)

0.
43
5
(0
.4
40
)

0.
44
0
(0
.4
86
)

0.
33
1
(0
.3
95
)

G
D
P
gr
ow

th
0.
00
8
(0
.0
05
)

0.
00
2
(0
.0
06
)

0.
00
8
(0
.0
06
)

0.
00
8
(0
.0
05
)

0.
00
1
(0
.0
06
)

0.
00
8
(0
.0
06
)

U
ne
m
pl
oy
m
en
t
ra
te

-0
.0
13
**
*
(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
15
**

(0
.0
05
)

-0
.0
11
**

(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
13
**
*
(0
.0
04
)

-0
.0
17
**

(0
.0
06
)

-0
.0
12
**

(0
.0
04
)

P
ub
lic

op
in
io
n
on

ai
d

0.
39
6*
*
(0
.1
67
)

0.
33
2
(0
.1
92
)

F
ra
ct
io
na
liz
at
io
n

(o
pp
.)

0.
02
8
(0
.0
73
)

0.
03
6
(0
.0
70
)

L
ef
t-
w
in
g

go
ve
rn
m
en
t

�0
.0
98

(0
.0
63
)

-0
.0
93

(0
.0
64
)

C
on
se
rv
at
iv
e

go
ve
rn
m
en
t

�0
.0
90

(0
.0
58
)

-0
.0
82

(0
.0
60
)

R
-s
qu
ar
ed

0.
84
0

0.
75

5
0.
84
0

0.
84
1

0.
75
8

0.
84
1

N
o.

ob
s.

48
1

33
0

40
1

48
1

33
0

40
1

N
o.

co
un
tr
ie
s

18
15

17
18

15
17

N
ot
e:

S
ta
nd
ar
d
er
ro
rs

cl
us
te
re
d
by

co
un
tr
y
in

pa
re
nt
he
se
s.

*
*
*
p
<

0.
01
,*

*
p
<

0.
05
,*

p
<

0.
1.

Populist Radical Right Parties’ Impact on European Foreign Aid Spending 1405

© 2022 The Authors. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies published by University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons
Ltd.



Ta
bl
e
2:

M
ig
ra
tio

n
C
on

ta
in
m
en
t-
R
el
at
ed

A
id

S
ha
re
s
an
d
A
id

A
m
ou

nt
s
as

th
e
D
ep
en
de
nt

V
ar
ia
bl
es
,
fo
r
al
l
E
ur
op

ea
n
C
ou

nt
ri
es

an
d
W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op

ea
n
C
ou

nt
ri
es

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

A
id

sh
ar
es

A
id

am
ou

nt
s

A
ll
co
un

tr
ie
s

W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op

ea
n
co
un

tr
ie
s

A
ll
co
un

tr
ie
s

W
es
te
rn

E
ur
op

ea
n
co
un

tr
ie
s

V
ot
e
sh
ar
e

0.
12

2*
**

(0
.0
40

)
0.
14

3*
**

(0
.0
48

)
2.
77

1
(1
.8
44

)
2.
80

5
(1
.8
65

)

S
ea
t
sh
ar
e

0.
07

0*
*
(0
.0
33

)
0.
09

7*
*
(0
.0
40

)
1.
20

8
(1
.6
99

)
1.
23

2
(1
.7
30

)

G
ov

er
nm

en
t

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n

�0
.0
01

(0
.0
05

)
�0

.0
02

(0
.0
05

)
0.
00

2
(0
.0
06

)
0.
00

1
(0
.0
05

)
0.
15

6
(0
.3
28

)
0.
03

6
(0
.3
22

)
0.
16

0
(0
.3
32

)
0.
03

8
(0
.3
27

)

L
ag
ge
d

de
pe
nd

en
t

va
ri
ab
le

0.
48

5*
**

(0
.0
50

)
0.
49

1*
**

(0
.0
52

)
0.
48

3*
**

(0
.0
51

)
0.
49

0*
**

(0
.0
53

)
0.
00

2*
**

(0
.0
00

)
0.
00

2*
**

(0
.0
00

)
0.
00

2*
**

(0
.0
00

)
0.
00

2*
**

(0
.0
00

)

N
o.

as
yl
um

se
ek
er
s

0.
00

1
(0
.0
04

)
0.
00

1
(0
.0
04

)
0.
00

2
(0
.0
04

)
0.
00

1
(0
.0
04

)
�0

.0
51

(0
.0
86

)
�0

.0
53

(0
.0
87

)
�0

.0
50

(0
.0
87

)
�0

.0
53

(0
.0
88

)

P
er
-c
ap
ita

G
D
P

�0
.0
16

(0
.0
54

)
�0

.0
07

(0
.0
53

)
�0

.0
05

(0
.0
55

)
0.
00

4
(0
.0
54

)
1.
34

9
(1
.9
32

)
1.
38

9
(1
.9
43

)
1.
37

5
(1
.9
30

)
1.
40

9
(1
.9
40

)

P
op

ul
at
io
n

0.
19

8
(0
.1
39

)
0.
17

8
(0
.1
36

)
0.
18

4
(0
.1
40

)
0.
16

4
(0
.1
38

)
2.
68

6
(2
.9
61

)
2.
97

5
(2
.8
90

)
2.
64

8
(2
.9
61

)
2.
94

6
(2
.8
91

)

G
D
P
gr
ow

th
0.
00

0
(0
.0
01

)
�0

.0
00

(0
.0
01

)
0.
00

0
(0
.0
01

)
�0

.0
00

(0
.0
01

)
�0

.0
04

(0
.0
38

)
�0

.0
12

(0
.0
37

)
�0

.0
04

(0
.0
38

)
�0

.0
11

(0
.0
38

)

U
ne
m
pl
oy

m
en
t

ra
te

�0
.0
02

(0
.0
02

)
�0

.0
02

(0
.0
02

)
�0

.0
01

(0
.0
02

)
�0

.0
02

(0
.0
02

)
-0
.0
80

**
(0
.0
35

)
-0
.0
86

**
(0
.0
34

)
�0

.0
80

**
(0
.0
35

)
�0

.0
86

**
(0
.0
34

)

R
-s
qu

ar
ed

0.
49

5
0.
48

9
0.
51

0
0.
50

3

N
o.

ob
s.

33
8

33
8

31
0

31
0

33
8

33
8

31
0

31
0

N
o.

co
un

tr
ie
s

23
23

18
18

23
23

18
18

N
ot
e:

S
ta
nd
ar
d
er
ro
rs

cl
us
te
re
d
by

co
un
tr
y
in

pa
re
nt
he
se
s.

*
*
*
p
<

0.
01
,*

*
p
<

0.
05
,*

p
<

0.
1.

Christine Hackenesch et al.1406

© 2022 The Authors. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies published by University Association for Contemporary European Studies and John Wiley & Sons
Ltd.



statistically not significant. Finally, PRRPs’ participation in government had no statisti-
cally significant effect on the share of migration containment-related aid. One possible ex-
planation is that coalition foreign policymaking is often shaped by two interrelated factors
that were not accounted for in our analysis, and might well affect PRRPs’ ability to design
foreign policies when in government. One is the allocation of the foreign minister to the
senior or to a junior coalition party and the second is the degree of policy discretion as-
cribed to the foreign ministry (Oppermann et al., 2017).

Previous research indicates that PRRPs influence migration policy by pushing main-
stream parties to adopt more restrictive stances (for example Schain, 2006; Verbeek and
Zaslove, 2015). Our findings add credence to this proposition, by demonstrating that
PRRPs impact not only domestic policy, but also external migration policy, specifically
migration-related foreign aid. The ‘electoral threat’ is a plausible mechanism here. Indeed,
PRRPs mobilize and gain votes foremost around the migration issue. Therefore, it is no
surprise that governments may increase aid spending to curb migration when PRRPs gain
strength. As we controlled for the number of asylum seekers and for public opinion on
migration, our results indicate that it was not migration flows or public opinion per se
which led to the effect. Rather, PRRPs’ mobilization on migration seems to have put
mainstream parties under pressure to adjust their policies. It should be noted that we
did not find a similar effect on sectors of development policy that might prevent migration
in the longer term, like job creation. This suggests that the effect was propelled by a
short-term attempt by governments to contain migration by strengthening border manage-
ment and security systems in countries of origin and transit and to tackle the most imme-
diate causes of flight such as conflict and terror.

In addition to migration-related aid, PRRP strength was associated with reduced aid for
climate adaptation and mitigation (Table 3). Throughout the estimations, PRRPs’ vote
and seat share had a statistically significant and negative effect on the share and amounts
of climate-related aid. The average mean of the share of climate-related aid was 6.6 per
cent in our sample. This means that an increase in PRRP vote share by 10 per cent was
associated with a decrease in the share of climate-related aid by 1.8 percentage points on
average, corresponding to 27.4 per cent of its mean (based on the estimates in column 1).
When weighing countries by their importance as aid donors, the size of the effect increased
(Appendix F, found online in the Supporting Information section). Thus governments in
large donor countries appear to be especially susceptible to the influence of PRRPs with
regard to climate-related aid spending. This result was robust to inclusion of a variable
capturing public opinion on climate change. Thus, we can conclude that the changes in
climate-related aid spending were not driven by public opinion. Rather, similar to
migration-related aid, PRRP electoral strength seems to have had an independent effect
on governing parties’ policy positions. Again, we found no evidence of reductions in cli-
mate aid spending related to PRRPs’ participation in government. Previous research notes
that climate policy has evolved from a valence issue, characterized by high levels of con-
sensus, to a positional issue, meaning that it is a matter of party competition (Fraune and
Knodt, 2018). While climate policy has only recently become important among PRRPs,
our results suggest that this policy area is moving more to the fore in electoral competition.

Beyond aid related to migration and climate, we found a correlation between PRRP
strength and reduced aid for multilateral institutions, at least in our smaller sample of
Western European countries (Table 4). In the model specifications, we used the share
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and amounts of multilateral aid spending as dependent variables. PRRPs’ vote and seat
share had a statistically significant and negative effect on multilateral aid amounts in
the Western European countries (at the 10 per cent significance level). In quantitative
terms, an increase in the vote share of PRRPs by 10 percentage points led to a decrease
in multilateral aid spending by 5.2 per cent (based on column 7) in these countries.15

Employing multilateral aid shares as the dependent variable, the effects of PRRPs’ vote
and seat share were not statistically significant. Again, we found no statistically signifi-
cant effects for PRRPs’ participation in government. Our results thereby provide empiri-
cal confirmation of previous research arguing that the rise of PRRPs has made multilateral
cooperation more difficult (Colgan and Keohane, 2017; De Spiegeleire et al., 2017). In
view of their influence in shifting aid away from multilateral organizations, the rise of
PRRPs could have broader implications for the future of multilateral cooperation.

Conclusion

Has the rise of PRRPs impacted European aid spending, and if so how? Parties on the left
and right of the political spectrum have always held different positions on the objectives,
purposes and instruments of development aid. Yet, they have generally concurred on the
overall legitimacy of aid provision. PRRPs, instead, fundamentally question that develop-
ment aid should be provided to countries of the Global South or they call for using aid
only in cases where it is supposed to contribute reducing the number of refugees coming
towards Europe.

In the analysis presented here, we found that the rise of PRRPs is not a ‘niche issue’
but has broad-based implications for the orientation of foreign aid. In our period of inves-
tigation, PRRP strength did not have a statistically significant negative impact on overall
aid budgets. Instead, European governments have responded to the rise of PRRPs by
changing the substantive orientation of foreign aid. They have used aid for pursuing a
more nationally-oriented development policy, translating into greater emphasis on migra-
tion and less emphasis on climate action and multilateralism. Indeed, since the 2015 mi-
gration crisis, European governments have adopted a new narrative on foreign aid,
framing aid as an instrument for stemming migration (Bergmann et al., 2021; Lauwers
et al., 2021). The findings from our analysis suggest that this has enabled governments
to ‘ring-fence’ overall aid budgets.

In addition, our results show that the ‘electoral threat’ of PRRPs as a key mechanism
for changes in aid allocations does not only work for migration policy, but also for the cli-
mate–development nexus and aid provided for multilateral organizations. Previous work
has demonstrated that particularly in the field of migration policy, PRRPs influence
decision-making by putting mainstream parties under pressure to adjust their policy posi-
tions (Schain, 2006; Williams, 2018). Our research suggests that as climate policy and
multilateral cooperation are becoming more relevant topics for PRRPs, mainstream
parties feel pressured to also adjust development aid budgets related to these fields. Even
when controlling for public opinion, PRRPs’ share of the vote and seats in parliament
were linked to changes in aid allocations.

15For comparison, we also estimated regressions with bilateral aid amounts as the dependent variable. The effects of vote
and seat share on bilateral aid, while also negative in the sample of Western European countries, never reached statistical
significance (Appendix G, found online in the Supporting Information section).
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PRRPs’ negative impact on aid related to climate change was particularly pronounced
in the larger European donor countries. Previous research shows that the larger European
donors and the EU institutions influence the overall orientation of European development
policy (Carbone, 2007). If key European donors link aid more strongly to national inter-
ests in response to the rise of PRRPs in their countries, collective action and coordination
among European donors (Bodenstein et al., 2017) might become even more difficult.

Our paper has provided first evidence on the tangible impact of PRRPs on foreign aid
budgets across European countries. Future research could further investigate how the rise
of PRRPs across European countries and their presence in the European Parliament affect
foreign aid decision-making processes at the EU level and notably development assis-
tance provided by the EU institutions as well as the EU collectively.
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