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Abstract 

Populism has become a buzz word, as everyone, from politicians to the media, throw the 

term around without much regard to what it truly means. The great majority of the 

research on populism has been focused on radical right-wing populist movements across 

Europe, and less attention has been given to left or center populist movements. 

Additionally, most research focuses on the causes of populism, and less so on the 

characteristics of the individuals who display populist attitudes. For this reason, the 

purpose of this research is to identify the individual-level attributes and party preferences 

of populist supporters in Iceland. To do this, the thesis analyzes the repercussions of the 

2008 economic crisis and assesses whether the political events that followed the “crash” 

were the catalyst for the rise of center-left populism. Through the interpretation of the 

post-crisis election results, the study postulates who are the individuals who are most 

likely to display populist attitudes. To substantiate the hypotheses, the study builds a 

theoretically-consistent and empirically-sound mechanism to measure populist attitudes, 

through the creation of a “populism scale”. Using the populism scale, the research then 

assesses whether there exists a relationship between populist attitudes and individual-

level characteristics and party preferences. 
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Útdráttur 

Lýðhyggja, eða pópúlismi (e. populism), virðist vera orðið ákveðið tískuorð í umræðunni 

og er reglulega notað m.a. af stjórnmálamönnum og fjölmiðlum án þess að taka tillits til 

réttrar merkingar hugtaksins. Mikill meirihluti rannsókna á lýðhyggju hafa beinst að 

öfgahægrisinnuðum lýðhyggju hreyfingum í Evrópu á meðan stefnur til vinstri og til miðju 

hafa verið töluvert minna rannsakaðar. Þar að auki hefur meirihluti rannsóknarefnisins 

snúið að orsökum og upptökum lýðhyggju en síður að persónueinkennum þeirra 

einstaklinga sem aðhyllast eða sýna fram á lýðhyggju viðhorf. Af þessum sökum er 

markmið þessarar ritgerðar að rannsaka og bera kennsl á persónubundin einkenni og 

flokksstuðning þeirra einstaklinga sem aðhyllast lýðhyggju á Íslandi. Til að ná markmiðum 

rannsóknarinnar eru afleiðingar efnahagshrunsins 2008 skoðaðar og greindar og metið 

hvort að pólitísk atburðarás í kjölfar hrunsins hafi lagt grunninn að uppgangi mið-vinstri 

lýðhyggju á Íslandi. Á grundvelli þessara upplýsinga eru lagðar fram tilgátur í þessari 

ritgerð um hvaða einstaklingar eru líklegastir til þess að sýna fram á lýðhyggju viðhorf 

með túlkun kosninganiðurstaðna í kjölfar hrunsins. Til stuðnings er notaður og þróaður 

svokallaður lýðhyggju mælikvarði (e. populism scale). Mælikvarðinn er notaður til þess að 

meta hvort það sé samband á milli lýðhyggju viðhorfa og persónueinkenna og stuðning 

við stjórnmálaflokka. 
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1 Introduction 

In the past few years the term populism has become one of the most widely employed 

terms when discussing the political phenomena taking place all over the World; in fact, in 

2017 Cambridge Dictionary named “populism” Word of the Year (“Populism” revealed, 

2017). But studies on populism have in effect been consistently and unwaveringly rising 

since the 1960s (Rooduijn & Akkerman, 2015). This now-trending topic was first studied 

in an effort to develop a universal definition for the seemingly elusive term. Furthermore, 

when numerous political parties started employing populist rhetoric and tactics in the 

1990s, research began focusing on the causes of its rise, as well as the influence it had on 

the different governments and their public policy (Akkerman, Mudde, & Zaslove, 2014). 

From Alberto Fujimori and Hugo Chavez in Latin America, to radical right-wing parties, 

like France’s Front National and the Austrian Freedom Party in Western Europe, to, 

perhaps most infamously, the election of Donald Trump in the Unites States, populism 

has proven to be a ubiquitous force not looking to slow down any time soon. Even though 

the majority of the research on populism has been focused on explaining its causes, 

evaluating and theorizing populist discourse, and analyzing the impact of populist figures 

and their rise to power, much less investigation has been done to analyze populism at the 

micro-level, that is, what are the general attitudes that populist supporters share, if any.  

In 2012, three renowned scholars conducted a research that looked to measure 

populist attitudes in the United States. In this study, a new survey-measure was used to 

evaluate affinity for populism among respondents of two U.S surveys (Hawkins, Riding, & 

Mudde, 2012). The article concluded that “measures correlate in theoretically consistent 

ways with such individual-level attributes as ideology, partisanship, education, wealth, 

positions on immigration, and gender. Together, these findings support a model of 

populist attitudes as a latent disposition activated by political context” (Hawkins et al., 

2012, p.2). Building up from this research, a second study was conducted in 2014 by 

Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove, to understand if populist attitudes could also be linked 

to party preference. The scholars similarly created a survey-measure to analyze populist 

attitudes, but this time among Dutch respondents, and concluded that “voters who score 

high on the populist scale have a significantly higher preference for the Dutch populist 

parties, the Party for Freedom, and the Socialist Party” (Akkerman et al., 2014, p.1324). 
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Both scholarly contributions are significant and provide a deeper understanding into 

the relationship between populism and its supporters. The purpose of this thesis is to 

employ a similar methodology as the aforementioned-studies but apply it to a different 

case study: Iceland. Iceland belongs to a very small club of European countries that does 

not have a growing far right or far left-wing party in Parliament. However, Iceland is 

experiencing an interesting phenomenon, which is the rise of a center-left populist 

movement. The great majority of international relations literature in Western and 

Eastern Europe tends to focus on radical left or right-wing populism, and less attention 

has been given to analyzing the rise of center-leaning populism. As an example, the two 

original studies were conducted in the US and the Netherlands, two countries which are 

currently experiencing an upsurge in both radical left and right-wing populism. 

Additionally, very little English literature can be found on the existence of populism in 

Iceland, making the research into this Icelandic populist movement all the more valuable 

to international relations literature on populism.  

1.1 Purpose of the Thesis and Research Questions 

The present study aims to fill in some of the gaps that have been left out by the 

international relations literature, by focusing on populist attitudes in three specific areas 

that are often overlooked: small states, center populist parties, and populism at the 

micro-level. The focus will be on Iceland, a small state of 360,000 people; on the Icelandic 

Pirate Party, a center-left populist party; and on populist attitudes among Icelandic 

survey-respondents. 

Iceland is a very interesting case study for numerous reasons. First, in the past 10 

years, political legitimacy in Iceland has been negatively affected and has become a 

popular topic of research among Icelandic scholars. There seems to be a link between 

political legitimacy and political stability, with populism being an example of political 

instability, and arguably a good empirical factor to analyze this relationship. Populist 

tendencies might have been present in Iceland but may have been dormant until other 

factors unleashed populism in the country. Through the few studies on Icelandic 

populism, carried out by mostly Icelandic scholars, the focus has been generally on 

explaining the rise of populism, but less research has been done to analyze the populist 

voter specifically.  
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Second, as mentioned, there are numerous studies that have analyzed the factors for 

the potential rise of far-left and far-right populism in Western and Eastern Europe, but 

fewer have also sought to explain the reasons for the rise of center populism. Iceland falls 

under a selected group of countries that have not seen a rise of radical right-wing 

populism, but rather seen a surge of center and left-wing populism. Icelandic scholars 

Kristinsson and Önnudóttir (2016) argue that the Icelandic Pirate Party, along with 

Greece’s SYRIZA, Italy’s Five Star Movement, and Spain’s Podemos benefitted from the 

established parties’ loss of credibility in the face of the financial crash, which encouraged 

voters to seek a political alternative. Their study also establishes that the Pirate Party fits 

the criteria to be a populist party as it “mobilize[s] on voters’ discontent with the 

established parties and on their rhetoric of ‘us’ against them, the common people against 

the corrupt system which does not guarantee equality and welfare for all” (Kristinsson & 

Önnudóttir, 2016, p.3).  

Lastly, outside of its populist ideology, the Icelandic Pirate Party is a particularly 

peculiar case study for various reasons. First, the Pirate Party, as opposed to the most 

other parties presented in Kristinsson and Önnudóttir’s study, falls fairly close to the 

center when it comes to its political views (2016, p.18). In their study, Rooduijn and 

Akkerman (2015) conclude that populism is not affected more by being left or right wing, 

but rather by the radicalness of the party. The Pirate Party, along with the Five Star 

Movement, fall in the center when it comes to their political ideology, thus challenging 

Rooduijn and Akkerman’s conclusions (2015). However, what is interesting is that both 

parties are demanding radical change from their respective political systems, thus 

perhaps making them radical center parties, an interesting case study for Western 

European politics. Additionally, in a comparative study between populism in Latin 

America and Europe, Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2012) conclude that Latin American 

populism tends to be more inclusionary, while Western European populism is more 

exclusionary. This conclusion, once again, seems to go against the Pirate Party and its 

ideology, which seems to have more similarities to the inclusionary populism of Latin 

America. Lastly, the Pirate Party is one of the few populist movements in Western Europe 

that puts high emphasis on the need to use the power of technology in an effort to 

promote direct democracy, another interesting characteristic of the party.  
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The above-mentioned factors make our research project a unique case study, which 

seeks to answer the following questions: 

1. Who are the individuals that hold populist ideals in Iceland; do they share 

specific individual-level characteristics such as age, gender, residence, 

education, and left-right tendencies? 

2. How do populist attitudes affect party preference; do populists share a strong 

predilection for populist parties, specifically the Pirate Party?   

1.2 Presentation of the Study and Structure of Thesis 

The goal of this study is to understand if populist attitudes can be linked to party 

preference and other general demographics, such as age, gender, residence, education, 

and left-right tendencies. The study will implement data from a survey developed and 

distributed by the Social Science Research Institute (SSTI) administered by the University 

of Iceland (UI), as part of a larger study aimed at analyzing how legitimacy affects 

compliance. The focus of this thesis is to analyze the data gathered in the survey, with 

the purpose of understanding whether there exist general populist attitudes among 

Icelandic supporters, and if these populist attitudes can be linked to party preference, 

particularly for the populist Pirate Party. The goal of this thesis is to get one step closer 

to understanding: who are the populists in Iceland?  

The second chapter of the thesis focuses on the theoretical framework of the study. 

The first section of this chapter provides an empirically measurable definition of populism 

that will serve as the foundation for this paper. This is done by clearly delineating all the 

components that make up the term, as well as highlighting the opposite and mirror terms. 

The second section of this chapter addresses the role of populism within liberal 

democracies, by establishing the challenges and limitations it poses. The third section 

establishes a definition for the term political trust and describes the relationship between 

political trust and populism. The fourth section presents four main themes that have led 

to the rise of populism in Europe. The fifth section elucidates how the 2008 economic 

crisis set the stage for the growth of center and left-wing populism in Europe. The sixth 

sections presented the main theory of the thesis, which ascertains the three specific 

factors that influence the growth of left and center-left populism among countries heavily 
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affected by the 2008 economic crisis, as is the case of Iceland. This theory is critical for 

the development of the study’s hypotheses, which are established in the last section of 

this chapter. 

For the methodological framework, introduced in the third chapter, the study will 

delve into the research design, by explaining the methodologies used to gather and then 

analyze the data. In the second and third sections of this chapter the dependent and 

independent variables for the project are revealed and outlined. The fourth section 

explicates how the data will be assessed and presented. The last section addresses the 

potential limitations of the study, most importantly, due to language restrictions. 

The fourth chapter provides detailed background information pertinent to the 

development of the hypotheses. The first section explains the impact of the 2008 

economic crisis on Icelandic politics, particularly on the public’s perception toward 

political trust. The second section further explicates the rise of center-left populism in 

Iceland, by implementing the three-phase theory of chapter two. The third section of this 

chapter introduces the Pirate Party and addresses why it fits the mold to be considered a 

populist party. 

 Chapter five presents the findings of the study, which are divided into two sections. 

The first section uses the populism scale to assess populist attitudes among the different 

demographics (age, gender, residence, education, and left-right tendencies) in a general 

fashion. The second section uses the populism scale to measure populist attitudes in 

more detail. In the final chapter of the thesis, the study interprets the findings, and 

provides insight into the implications of the same. 
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2 Theoretical Perspective and Definitions 

It is inherently challenging to provide a definition for the term populism, not only because 

there is a lack of scholarly consensus, but also because the very ontology of it is contested. 

For this reason, empirical research associated with the term can be problematic. The 

most commonly used definition of populism was introduced by Cas Mudde in 2004, in his 

now-famous The Populist Zeitgeist. Since this definition has proven to be a theoretically 

sound foundation for empirical research, Mudde’s definition will serve as the basis for 

this thesis (Akkerman et al., 2014; Hawkins et al., 2012). Each element of Mudde’s 

definition will be dissected separately, since these elements are critical in the 

development of the survey questions that devise this thesis’ populism scale. The other 

portion of this section presents the terms that are relevant to populism due to their 

contrasting nature, that is, what is not populism. This study identifies and defines 

“elitism” as the mirror image of populism, and “pluralism” as its opposite term.  

The second section addresses the normative challenges associated with using 

Mudde’s definition of populism, particularly by demonstrating the challenges associated 

with the conceptualization of democracy. The third section explicates the interrelation 

between political trust and populism; first, by defining the term political trust, and 

second, by assessing the theoretical relationship between the two terms. The third, 

fourth, and fifth sections of this chapter introduce the events that will elucidate the rise 

of populism in Iceland, and that will serve as the theoretical foundation of this thesis. The 

last section will present the paper’s hypotheses, which are based on the aforementioned 

theoretical approaches. 

2.1 Populism 

Most political scientists agree that certain phenomena, such as the rise of Chavez in 

Venezuela or the success of parties like the Front National in France, are of populist 

nature. However, there does not exist a universal agreement as to what exactly is the 

definition of populism, and there continues to exist abundant conventional 

interpretations for the term. The main issue with defining populism is that it can manifest 

itself in numerous, and diverse, manners, thus making it difficult to discern the shared 

traits that define the term. Additionally, there is often a negative connotation that is 

associated with populism, as populism is usually described as a “pathological 
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phenomenon” that corrupts democratic ideals (Mudde, 2014, p.541). In the media, for 

example, a clear definition of the term populism is seldom provided, but that doesn’t stop 

the term from being thrown around in a ubiquitous and sensationalistic manner. 

Furthermore, many political figures use the term to refer to specific actions, leaders, or 

movements, and warn the public against the dangers associated with the phenomena. A 

prominent example of this is that of United States’ former President Barack Obama, who 

during a speech in Greece argued against “populist movements gaining currency around 

the world” (Eilperin & Jaffe, 2016). Following Obama’s warnings, news outlets could have 

taken some time to provide a definition for the term populism, to allow readers to have 

a clear understanding of what this phenomenon entails. Obama’s warnings about 

populism are not inaccurate, but the issue is that the Washington Post spent no time 

clarifying what exactly Obama was describing. Like this example, there are numerous 

other ways in which the term populism is often tossed around by the media, political 

figures, and the general public, without the slightest effort to explain what it is. This 

ultimately leads to a general misunderstanding, where people do not fully comprehend 

what populism is, but develop an aversion to the term because of the way it is often 

employed. 

The very ontology of populism is contested, as populism has been described as a form 

of organization, discourse, strategy, and ideology (Rooduijn and Akkerman, 2015, p.2). As 

a form of organization, populism can be depicted through the usage of charismatic 

leadership; while as a form of discourse, it can be defined by its direct communication 

strategies, such as addressing the public directly without intermediaries (Mudde, 2014, 

p.544-545). When it comes to looking at populism as a strategy, Kurt Weyland describes 

it as “through which a personalist leader seeks or exercises government power based on 

direct, unmediated, un-institutionalized support from large numbers of mostly 

unorganized followers” (2001, p.14). Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser argue for a definition 

of populism as an ideology, because the characteristics presented in the depictions of 

populism as an organization, discourse, or strategy may be presents in some populist 

phenomena, but they argue that these characteristics are not the defining properties of 

the term (2012, p.154). Kirk Hawkins agrees with the latter assertion and provides an 

interesting explanation as to why some of these characteristics may be misleading, as 

they are not exclusive to populism, “political organizations such as religious parties and 
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millenarian movements have charismatic leaders and low levels of institutionalization 

early in their organizational life cycle, but usually we do not consider them as populist’ 

(2010, p.40). In The Populist Zeitgeist, Mudde also argues that these other characteristics 

are not intrinsic to the definition of populism, but do enable the spread and existence of 

populism, “While charismatic leadership and direct communication between the leader 

and ‘the people’ are common among populists, these features facilitate rather than 

define populism” (2004, p.545). Mudde ultimately defines populism as a “thin-centered 

ideology”, where it cannot exist on its own, due to its narrow range of political concepts. 

In explaining populism like this, he was able to elucidate the varied ways in which 

populism manifests itself, as it is needs to be applied in conjunction with other “thicker” 

ideologies, such as nationalism or socialism, as examples (2004, p.544). The definition 

provided by Mudde follows Giovanni Sartori’s approach of including only the core 

characteristics of a concept, as it provides a clear and minimalist definition that may be 

applied across numerous and diverse types of movements, yet still is not thin enough to 

not be able to be concept-sensitive (Sartori, 1970). Mudde’s definition of populism as an 

ideology has been the definition most commonly employed in empirical research, due to 

its fulfilment of all the necessary and sufficient conditions (Akkerman et al., 2014). Two 

of the most renowned and relevant examples of studies that employ Mudde’s definition 

include Hawkins et al. (2012) and Akkerman et al. (2014), both of which are extremely 

relevant to the study presented in this thesis. Therefore, understanding the empirical 

value of Mudde’s definition, and in line with the successful results of the previous studies, 

this thesis will also employ Mudde’s definition of populism. 

Cas Mudde defined populism as a “thin-centered ideology that considers society to 

be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups, ‘the pure 

people’ versus the ‘corrupt elite,’ and which argues that politics should be an expression 

of the volonté générale (general will) of the people” (2004, p.543). Mudde’s definition of 

populism is crucial for two reasons: 1. It recognizes that populism is not only against 

elitism, but also against pluralism. 2. It highlights that populism is not only anti-

establishment or protest voting, but that it is postulated as an alternative to the existing 

method of “politics as usual” and should not be simply regarded as anti-elitism (Geurkink, 

Zaslove, Sluiter, & Jacobs, 2019, p.4).  
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The section below will dissect the necessary and sufficient conditions that Mudde 

utilizes to define populism: “the people”, “the elite”, and the Rousseauian term “general 

will”. Additionally, this section will define the two opposing terms to populism, “elitism” 

and “pluralism”, in order to clearly delineate the parameter of what constitutes as 

populism and what does not. 

2.1.1 The People 

Mudde explains that “the people” is the core concept of populism, as even the concept 

of “the elite” cannot exist without it (Mudde, 2004, p.543). This post-structuralist binary 

opposition, where the definition of one concept can only exists as the opposite of the 

other, further serves to illuminate the inherent antagonistic relationship of the two 

terms. This antagonism is not programmatic, but rather moralistic, as Mudde explains, 

“Essential to the discourse of the populist is the normative distinction between ‘the elite’ 

and ‘the people’, not the empirical difference in behavior or attitudes” (2004, p.544). In 

populism, the normative distinction between the people and the elite is manifested 

through its Manichaean view of the world, where if one is not good then one is evil. As 

Mudde’s definition explains, the people are good and pure, while the elite are evil and 

corrupt (2004, p.543). The Manichaean view of the world makes it impossible for there 

to exist any compromise among the two groups, since this means compromising not only 

one’s priorities and preferences, but one’s values, and permitting those with evil 

intentions to make decisions.  

 It is important to note that the goal of the populists it is not to change the people, 

as it has already been established that they are perceived as good and moral. Populists 

instead wish to emancipate the people, by opening their eyes to a perceived oppression 

carried on by the elites. They wish to change the status of the people within the political 

system, in order to develop “good” policies through the political implementation of the 

people’s consciousness, also known as common sense (Mudde, 2004, p.547). 

Additionally, the people support democracy, but they do not wish to be more politically 

active. In fact, they generally do not want to be bothered with politics, and instead prefer 

to rely on expert leadership (Mudde, 2004, p.547). In their minds, they want to be 

represented by these “experts” who already know what the people want. The experts 
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will only consult with the people in fundamental cases and will carry on their wishes 

without the political correctness of politicians (Mudde, 2004, p.558). 

Another key feature of the term “the people” is its innate vagueness. Though the 

term is tossed around by populists, the key questions of who exactly are “the people” is 

highly contested. Paul Taggart introduced the term “the heartland” as an alternative to 

“the people” and described it as an imaginary place in the populists’ minds where the 

virtuous and unified people live (2000, p.95). Mudde highlights the importance of 

Taggart’s description of the heartland as it “helps to emphasize that the people in the 

populist propaganda are neither real nor all-inclusive but are in fact a mythical and 

constructed sub-set of the whole population” (2004, p.546). In fact, such is the case, that 

the definition of the people is almost always linked to the ideology of the populist 

propaganda. As it is mentioned above, populism is a thin-centered ideology that cannot 

exist alone, therefore it is often presented with thicker ideologies. For example, for 

nationalists, the people are “the native group”, and this means that all the “non-native 

(alien) people and values are perceived as threatening to the nation state” (Mudde and 

Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012, p.168). Ultimately, the vagueness of the term “the people”, and 

its multiple interpretation of it, illuminate that there is only one clear identifier for the 

term, and that is its contrasting nature with what it is not: the elite.  

2.1.2 The Elite 

As discussed above, the term “the elite” designates the enemy of the people in populist 

parlance. In the populist ideology, the elite are evil, selfish, and corrupt. Because the 

people are not against a liberal democratic system, they blame their woes on the role the 

elites play within the system. Populists believe that the elite are only looking out for 

themselves, therefore they exploit the good and moral heartland, by making political 

decisions that are detached from the interests of the people (Rooduijn and Akkerman, 

2015, p.2). The elite are an imaginary category that varies depending on the situation. 

Therefore, like the term “the people”, the term “the elite” is depicted in a way that is 

closely associated to the political ideology to which it is attached. The elite can sometimes 

be embodied by the cultural elite (artists and intellectuals), the economic elite 

(businesses and “the 1%”), the media elite (journalists and writers), but most commonly, 

the elite stands for the political elite (political parties and politicians) (Rooduijn and 
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Akkerman, 2015, p.2). For left-wing populists, the elite are characteristically linked to 

economic topics (the 1%), while for right-wing populists, the elite are usually linked to 

cultural topics, such as immigration (Rooduijn and Akkerman, 2015, p.4). In all cases, 

however, the people believe that politicians are to blame, because they have been 

prioritizing the interests of the 1% or the immigrants, and thus they have been ignoring 

the general will of the people. For this reason, right-wing and left-wing populists agree 

on one thing: the elite neglect the interests of the people (Rooduijn and Akkerman, 2015, 

p.4). There is also a new class of elites that have been addressed in contemporary politics, 

these are the “progressives” and the “politically correct” (Mudde, 2004, p.561). As was 

mentioned above, populists are particularly attracted to charismatic leadership and 

direct communication styles, and even though these are not necessary features of 

populism, they help elucidate the aversion of populists towards elites that represent 

“politics as usual”. Mudde explains that the populist attraction to the charismatic leaders, 

who often is not one of them, exists because “What the populist supporter wants is the 

problems of ‘the common man’ to be solved, according to their own values (often 

referred to as ‘common sense’), and they accept that this will have to be done by a 

remarkable leader”. This explains why sometimes individuals like Donald Trump or Pim 

Fortuyn, who would normally qualify as members of the elite, are embraced by populists. 

  In order to fully explicate a concept, it is not only important to clearly define said 

concept with necessary and sufficient conditions, but it is also important to present a 

clear depiction of its opposing terms. By presenting the negative poles, there is a clear 

conceptual delineation of the parameters of what constitutes populism. This also helps 

avoid any confusion and promotes empirical research. The two direct opposite terms that 

will be addressed in the sections below are elitism, which will be defined as the mirror 

concept of populist; and pluralism, which will be presented as its direct opposite terms. 

2.1.3 Elitism 

The term “elitism” is not referring to the elite theories of the elitist school of thought of 

Vilfredo Paredo or Gaetano Mosca, but rather the term “elitism” used here presents the 

mirror image of populist ideology. Both the term “populism” and the term “elitism” 

employ similar characteristics, including the Manichaean view of the world, but flip the 

normative view of each side. While populism views the people as good and moral, elitism 
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sees them as vulgar and dishonest. On the other hand, while populism sees the elite as 

immoral and corrupt, elitism sees the elite as superior in cultural, intellectual, and moral 

terms (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2013, p. 152). In fact, elitism in political ideology 

has historically been extremely hostile towards populism; Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 

elucidate how there is a long tradition of philosophers and scholars, as is the case of Plato, 

who have called themselves the “guardians” of the people (2013, p.152). Elitists believe 

it is their responsibility to protect democracy, as the “uneducated mob” can easily 

degenerate the system. 

  Elitism, like populism, views the people and the elite as two homogenous groups, 

where each group shares the same interests, values and ideologies (Mudde, 2004, p.544). 

It may be surprising at first to hear that populists agree with elitists that “countr[ies] 

would be governed better if important decisions were left up to independent experts” 

(Akkerman et al., 2014, p.1331). However, as previously explained, populists want to be 

led by extraordinary leaders, who understand what the people want and can carry on 

policy according to the wishes of “the common man” (Mudde, 2004, p.560). Populists and 

elitists also agree on the statement that compromise is just another word for selling out 

on one’s principles (Akerman et al., 2014, p.1335). This makes theoretical sense, since 

both elitists and populists view each other as immoral and evil, therefore, in their 

Manichaean view of the world, compromising with the enemy really could be perceived 

as selling out on one’s principles. Compromise, which highlights the importance of 

listening to other groups, is a key characteristic of pluralism, which will be discussed in 

the following section. 

2.1.4 Pluralism 

Populists are hostile to one of the most fundamental features of liberal democracy: 

pluralism. Pluralism is a term that values compromise, different viewpoints and the need 

to listen to dissenting voices (Akkerman et al., 2014, p.1331). Kurt Weyland summarized 

his opinions on the innate contradiction between the two terms by stating, “Populism, 

understood as a strategy for winning and exerting state power, inherently stands in 

tension with democracy and the value that it places upon pluralism, open debate, and 

fair competition” (2013, p.20). The inherent animosity stems from the divergent 

depictions of “the people” that both ideologies embrace. Pluralism views the world as a 
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“heterogenous collection of groups and individuals with often fundamentally different 

views and wishes” (Mudde, 2004, p.544). This rejection of the homogeneous view of “the 

people” and “the elite”, that both populists and elitists possess, makes pluralism the true 

opposite of both terms. Individuals with pluralist views are then not only seen as not part 

of the people or the elite, but they are seen as enemies of them, due to populism and 

elitism’s Manichaean view of the world. For this reason, it is easy for populist leaders to 

claim that any person who displays pluralistic tendencies (divergence of opinion, wishes, 

or values) is not a member of the people, and thus is an enemy of them. Weyland 

highlights his concern with this practice by stating: “turning politics into a struggle of “us 

against them,” populists undermine pluralism and bend or trample institutional 

safeguards” (2013, p.21) A current example of this is U.S. President Donald Trump’s 

ubiquitous accusations of “fake news” reports, which undermine the power of 

independent opinion and brand the media as the enemy of “the people”. Ironically, the 

media, in its struggle to attract readers and viewers through focusing on extreme and 

scandalous aspects of politics, played a major role in providing Trump with a reliable 

platform that may have been fundamental in his election (Mudde, 2004, p.553). In 

summary, populists are skeptical of some of the cornerstones of pluralism, including 

compromise, mediating institutional bodies, and protecting minority rights (Akkerman et 

al. 2018, p.1327). For all these reasons, populism has often been described as antagonistic 

to liberal democracy, and thus, the following section will address the normative 

challenges associated with this relationship.  

2.2 The Role of Populism in a Liberal Democracy 

If populism is a contested subject, then this is partly because there are different 

conceptions of democracy and what it means to be truly sovereign. In The Populist 

Zeitgeist, Mudde argued that most definitions of populism are sensationalist, as they 

present populism as the de-facto enemy of liberal democracy (2004, p.541). Mudde 

states that many commentators concur that ‘populism is understood as a pathological 

form, pseudo- and postdemocratic, produced by the corruption of democratic ideals.’ 

(Mudde, 2004, p.541). He proposes that most definitions of populism can be placed in 

two pervasive groupings: 1. Those that describe populism as appealing to the “gut 

feeling” of the population, by using highly emotional and simplistic rhetoric and 2. Those 
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that describe populism as attempting to buy the support of the voters, instead of 

providing them with the “best option” (Mudde, 2004, p.542). Mudde argued that both 

definitions are better described by the words demagogy and opportunism, respectively. 

Additionally, he highlights the empirical challenges with using measures such as “highly 

emotional”, in the first definition, or “best option”, in the second. In contrast with these 

negative perceptions about the relationship between populism and liberal democracy, 

Mudde astutely argues that the liberal democracy that all these definitions seem to be 

defending is not fully democratic, “Despite all democratic rhetoric, liberal democracy is a 

complex compromise of popular democracy and liberal elitism, which is therefore only 

partly democratic” (2004, p.561). For this reason, populism can be interpreted as a 

popular response to a limited democracy, where the “silent majority” stands up to the 

limitation of their current political system.  

As was discussed in the first section of this chapter, Mudde provides a definition of 

populism that employs Jean Jacques Rousseau’s idea of “volonté générale” (general will). 

The idea of “general will” presumes that there is one common shared sense of ideals or 

desires among the people. This idea highlights Rousseau’s republican utopia of self-

government, which proposes that all people in a particular community can “unify their 

wills with the aim of proclaiming popular sovereignty as the only legitimate source of 

political power” (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser, 2012, p.151). In Le Contrat Social, 

Rousseau highlights that the power of ‘the people’ exists in their numbers, proclaiming 

that if the people are informed enough, without the need to communicate with one 

another, their numerous little differences will ultimately lead to the creation of a general 

will, with a result that will always be positive (Simeon, 1943, p.150). The danger that is 

often proposed with the idea of “general will” is that individuals who do not share the 

same ideals or believes as the masses will not be considered as members of “the people”, 

and thus will be excluded from the political process, at best, and demonized, at worst. 

Therefore, the existence of a “general will” at its most extreme interpretation, challenges 

the very idea of liberal democracy, which has as one of its main pillars to constitutionally 

protect minority rights and to protect the independence of key institutions (Mudde, 2004, 

p.561). This has been the case of Venezuela where by “using plebiscitarian strategies to 

transform the country’s liberal institutional framework, concentrate power, and entrench 

himself, Chávez set about strangling democracy and putting competitive authoritarianism 
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in its place” (Weyland, 2013, p.18). Venezuela is currently experiencing one of the most 

devastating humanitarian crises in its history and is the textbook example of the negative 

repercussion of extreme populism. 

However, as Mudde argues (see above), liberal democracy is not yet serving all of its 

constituents, which begs the question “can liberal democracy be improved?” And, in 

theory, this is what the populists are setting out to discover. Populists often attempt to 

implement radical policies, in order to expand democracy to its constituents (“the 

people”), yet the inherent mechanisms of a liberal democracy, which have been 

established to protect minority rights and key independent institutions, pose a challenge. 

This leads to a vicious circle, where established and mainstream politicians attempt to 

maintain the constitutional provisions that uphold liberal(ish) democracy, while populist 

leaders push for radical change, some of them through any means necessary, which may 

include the degradation of the democratic system through plebiscitary instruments. The 

established politicians, in an effort to push out the populist contender, employ populist 

strategies, such as populist rhetoric and themes, and thus create the famous “populist 

zeitgeist” to which Mudde (2004) refers.    

2.3 Political Trust and Populism 

There have been numerous studies that have linked populism to lower levels of political 

trust (Kriesi & Pappas, 2015; Mudde, 2004). For example, Catherine Fieschi and Paul 

Heywood argue that a cynical view of politics and political institutions will usually produce 

support for “political entrepreneurs” (new populist parties) (2004, p.289). “Trust” can be 

defined as “the evaluation that a person gives of another entity”, but the term “political 

trust” could easily refer to numerous versions of trust, such as trust in policy outcomes, 

trust in political institutions, or trust in a political regime (Geurkink et al, 2019, p.4). 

Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson describe political trust as being “generated when citizens 

perceive (according to their cognitive-based judgements) the political system as taking 

care of their interests, governing effectively and producing desirable outcomes” (2018, 

p.2014). Since citizens are not all one and the same, they will have different “interests”, 

and their perception of what constitutes as an “effective” government and “desirable” 

outcomes will be as varied as they are. For this reason, it seems theoretically sensible that 

populists would have inherently lower trust in the political systems since they believe that 
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“the people” have one general will, and they can easily perceive any policy that falls 

outside of their interests as serving the interest of the one other group: the elite. 

Therefore, a lack of political trust is closely related to the anti-elitist component of 

populism, that may lead to anti-establishments tendencies. However, many of the other 

key components of populism, such as the people-centeredness, the Manichaean view of 

the world, or the notion of general will, are not addressed by political trust. Geurkink et 

al. explain this in more detail, “Just because an individual has lower levels of trust, does 

not mean that he or she does not (or cannot) possess a pluralistic notion of the people. 

Moreover, if an individual has less political trust, this does not necessarily entail an 

antagonistic relationship between the people and the political elite, something that is 

integral to populism” (2019, p.5). Therefore, it is important to emphasize that even 

though political trust may be a contributing factor to the development of populism, it is 

not in itself the reason for populist growth or an all-encompassing measure for populist 

tendencies.   

2.4 The Rise of Populism in Europe 

Kristinsson and Önnudóttir (2016) argue that there are four general themes that have 

prompted the growth of populism in Europe in the recent years: 

1. Distrust of government and poor evaluation of government performance. As was 

addressed above, political trust alone is not sufficient to explicate populist 

growth, and it should in itself not be taken as a measurement of populism. 

However, it is worth highlighting that it is one of the general themes in European 

populism, especially when this political mistrust is combined with political 

scandals and perceptions of corruption (Kristinsson and Önnudóttir, 2016, p.9). 

2. Globalization and Vulnerability. Globalization tends to create winners and losers, 

where some groups gain from the global economic integration, while others 

become vulnerable because of it. Additionally, globalization presents new 

transnational, international, and global challenges, which national governments 

are unable to address alone. Notwithstanding, political leaders continue to frame 

these issues in national terms, thus either misjudging the magnitude of the 

problem, or, more likely, misleading voters of their capacity to address these new 
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challenges. Once politicians are unable to fulfill their promises, voters become 

disappointed and lose trust in these politicians and their ability to handle said 

issues (Kristinsson and Önnudóttir, 2016, p.10). For right-wing populist, the 

globalization threat comes from the mobilization of immigrants, refugees, and 

people from different cultures, who they perceive as threatening their ethno-

cultural values. For left-wing populists this threat comes in the form of capitalist, 

usually foreign, entities.  

3. Political alternatives. With the established political parties unable or unwilling to 

address their perceived global threats, and no other alternative parties available 

to address their grievances, populists become even more disappointed in 

politicians and the system. This, along with numerous processes that 

progressively degenerated the link between the voter and the political class, 

contribute to the creation and rise of populist parties. For example, the process 

of cartelization, which is the closing of the party system by cooptation of 

challengers, has created an even bigger rift between the voters and their political 

systems (Mudde, 2004, p.557). The effects of cartelization depend on the type of 

electoral system that is in place, for example low threshold systems may be more 

susceptible to populist challengers than high threshold systems (Kristinsson and 

Önnudóttir, 2016, p.11). Additionally, factors such as system fractionalization and 

polarization, as well ungovernability and excessive demands on government may 

affect the established challenger’s capability to act as a credible political 

alternative (Kristinsson and Önnudóttir, 2016, p.11). During crises, all of these 

tendencies tend to be exaggerated, which create an opening for populist 

opponents to enter the race. For example, economic crises tend to create “party 

system fractionalization, polarization and low confidence in the established 

political parties, [which] may create an opening for populism” (Kristinsson and 

Önnudóttir, 2016, p.12). Lastly, populist parties have a higher chance of 

succeeding if they assume similar ideologies as the incumbent government. All 

the aforementioned create the perfect political climate for the appearance of an 

attractive populist leader.  
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4. Media. In The Populist Zeitgeist, Mudde highlights the role of the media in 

reporting political content by stating, “more important than the actual increase in 

sleaze and corruption in politics, is the different way in which politics is reported 

upon in the media (i.e. a focus on the negative and sensationalist elements of 

news)” (2004, p.553). Most media have transitioned from being owned and 

controlled by political parties, to being almost totally independent. This had led 

to an increase in competition between the private and public media. This battle 

for the public’s attention has culminated in the propagation of extreme and 

scandalous aspects of politics (Mudde, 2004, p.553). This transition has been 

extremely beneficial to populist actors, who rely on this platform to reach their 

constituents. Kristinsson and Önnudóttir add that the role of social media has also 

been pivotal in providing a stage for small and new parties (populist or not), who 

are able to access large numbers of constituents at lower costs (2016, p.12). 

Additionally, for small or new populist parties, they can utilize social media to 

present sensationalist content, that may later be picked up by the mainstream 

media in an effort to attract more viewers.  

The four themes discussed above: distrust in government, perceived threats posed 

by globalization, lack of political alternatives, and the changing role of the media, are 

factors that have affected the rise of all populist parties in Europe, from both sides of the 

political spectrum. However, in the specific case of the rise of left and center-left populist 

parties, Kristinsson and Önnudóttir (2016) propose that the economic crisis of 2008 set 

the perfect stage for these parties to succeed. 

2.5 Setting the Stage: The Economic Crisis 

Kristinsson and Önnudóttir proposed that there exists a strong connection between 

countries that experienced deep economic hardships during the 2008 financial crisis, and 

the loss of credibility and governability of the established parties in these countries (2016, 

p.28). Portugal, Ireland, Greece, Iceland, Italy and Spain are the six European countries 

which were most affected by the 2008 global-credit crunch. All countries saw a drop in 

their Economic Performance Indicator (EPI) score, from either fair (Greece and Portugal), 

good (Spain and Italy), or excellent (Iceland and Ireland) to poor (Ireland, Iceland and 

Greece,) or fair (Italy, Portugal and Spain) (Kristinsson and Önnudóttir, 2016, p.15). In this 
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case, all countries had to be bailed out by either, or in some cases by both, the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the European Union (EU) (Kristinsson and 

Önnudóttir, 2014, p.22) Consequentially, these austerity measures are particularly 

detrimental to left-wing parties, as they not only risk losing electoral support, but also 

lose credibility, as they are perceived as going against their supporters’ core ideologies of 

welfare and income equality (Kristinsson and Önnudóttir, 2014, p.22). Furthermore, as it 

has been discussed in the previous section, populist often refer to international entities 

like the EU or the IMF as “the elite” who do not listen to the local needs of “the people”, 

and who bully and manipulate national governments. Ivaldi et al. explain, “populist 

parties increasingly converge towards a common definition of the elite as an international 

financial oligarchy and a global actor embedded in market capitalism. The EU is regarded 

as the Trojan Horse of globalization and Eurosceptic strategies of mobilization are a 

common feature of our populist parties which all oppose neoliberalism and free trade 

agreements” (2017, p.17). For this reason, if the established left-wing parties do not 

already have a strong support base and are perceived as being a puppet of the EU, then 

their supporters are more likely to be attracted by a new left or center-left wing party. 

Additionally, as has been thoroughly addressed in the previous section, a decrease in 

political trust has been a general trend throughout European politics. In fact, in all six of 

the aforementioned countries, there seemed to have been a general decrease in trust 

even before the 2008 financial crisis (Kristinsson and Önnudóttir, 2016, p.17). Therefore, 

this confirms yet again the previous assessment that political trust alone is not a 

measurement for populism. Nevertheless, lower levels of political trust in the established 

governments, combined with the economic crisis, left a fertile ground for the 

development of left-wing populist parties. 

2.6 Three Phases for the Rise of Left and Center-Left Populist Parties 

As stated above, Kristinsson and Önnudóttir (2016) assert that the economic crisis and 

the loss of credibility of the established left-wing parties set the stage for the 

development of the following left and center-left populist parties: SYRIZA in Greece, the 

Pirate Party in Iceland, the Five Star Movement in Italy, and Podemos in Spain. They 

propose that there are three phases that led to the growth of these populist parties 

(2016): 
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1. Phase 1: During a financial crisis all governments find themselves under strong 

international pressures to implement certain cut-backs in exchange for economic 

support. This puts the incumbent governments in a very difficult position, as they 

have to implement austerity measures to appease the international entities, while 

somehow still providing their constituents with the economic assistance they 

need through the recession. As mentioned, this is particularly detrimental to left-

wing governments, whose ideology is that of providing welfare for those in need. 

2. Phase 2: Disappointed with the government’s performance, voters elect an 

alternative established party. Nevertheless, the new government finds itself in the 

exact same situation as the first government, and it must implement austerity 

measure, and thus cannot satisfy the domestic demand once again. 

3. Phase 3: People are dissatisfied with the parties performance, and both parties 

are discredited, leaving room for a new party to arise.      

2.7 Expectations and Hypotheses 

This chapter has clarified the definitions and implications of populism, as well as provided 

four general themes that led to the rise of populism in Europe. This chapter also 

highlighted three key phases that led to the growth of left and center-left populist parties 

in countries particularly affected by the 2008 economic crisis. This thesis proposes that 

the case of Iceland, post-crisis, fits all the criteria for populist growth, therefore it is 

expected that some individuals in Iceland will demonstrated strong populist attitudes. 

Mudde stated that “the populist heartland becomes active only when there are 

special circumstances, most notably, the combination of persisting political resentment, 

a (perceived) serious challenge to “our way of life”, and the presence of an attractive 

populist leader” (2004, p.547). Mudde’s statement above beautifully encapsulates the 

case of Iceland, which after the economic crisis experiences numerous factors that 

ultimately led to the awakening of “the heartland”. Below, it is briefly summarized how 

Iceland went through the three phases that led to the growth of the center-left populist 

party, the Pirate Party.  

The 2009 and 2013 elections demonstrated to be pivotal moments in Icelandic 

political history, as these years revealed an increased distrust in government, a national 

vulnerability to the effects of unregulated globalization, diminishing support for the 
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established parties, and a more fractionalized political system (Indridason, Önnudóttir, 

Thorisdottir, & Harðarson, 2016; Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018). All of this will be 

explained in more detail in chapter 4, but below are the key events and entities that 

contributed to the political landscape: 

1. After the 2008 economic crisis, a left-wing coalition ruled the Parliament for the 

first time in Icelandic history. The reason for this is two-fold. First, Icelanders were 

disappointed with the Independence Party, as they mostly blamed it for the crisis, 

and punished it by voting for the opposition (Indridason et al., 2016). Second, 

since the Social Democratic Party (SDA) and the Left Green Movement (LGM) both 

indebted homes, after being affected by the economic crisis, many Icelanders 

were likely hoping to receive economic assistance through the left-wing coalition 

(Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018; Indridason et al., 2016).  

2. During their tenure as government coalition, the LGM and the SDA addressed 

numerous economic challenges, including unemployment and inflation. 

Additionally, they worked closely together with the International Monetary Fund 

to implement austerities measures to help in the recovery of the country. 

However, the left-wing coalition failed to ameliorate the mortgage crisis. 

Struggling Icelanders perceived the left-wing government as not addressing the 

needs to their people, particularly because they had made promises of a Nordic 

welfare system. (Indridason et al., 2016, p.29). 

3. Eleven new parties joined the ballot in the 2013 election, most of which are on 

the left-side of the spectrum. Both the LGM and the SDA shared their left-leaning 

supporters with these new parties, showing that many may had lost faith in the 

two left-wing established parties. The voters who shifted their alliance from the 

IP to the LGM in 2009, went back to the right, but this time they vote for the 

Progressive Party, who had made a strong case for assisting indebted homes 

(Indridason et al., 2016).  

4. The Pirate Party, a populist center-left party received 5.1% of the vote, earning 3 

seats in the Althingi.  
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First, based on the information above, this study postulates that left-leaning 

individuals who were highly affected by the economic crisis are most likely to display 

populist tendencies. Here’s a proposed scenario: After the economic crisis, a left-leaning 

Icelander is particularly affected by the state of the economy. The Icelander blames the 

established right-wing Independence Party for the crisis and is disappointed with the 

state of politics. After the 2009 election, the Icelander is encouraged by the appointment 

of the first left-wing government in Iceland and by the coalition’s promises of a Nordic 

welfare system and assistance for indebted homes. Instead, what the Icelander perceives 

is that his or her own government is not performing in accordance with what is best for 

the constituents (the people). The Icelander instead watches his or her government 

implement cut-backs and austerity measures to please an international entity (the IMF). 

This leaves the Icelander disappointed, with lower trust in the government, the 

established parties, and the state of the economy.  

Based on this scenario, and other studies on populist attitudes, this thesis postulates 

the following hypotheses: 

1. Age: The age groups who are more likely to have been affected by the crisis and 

who rely on government welfare are most likely to display populist attitudes. 

Since older cohorts (65+) are more likely to rely on government assistance (social 

welfare), it is very possible that they are the ones to display stronger populist 

attitudes. However, studies have found that the age group that was most affected 

during the crisis were the younger cohorts (ages 20-49), with the 30-39 cohorts 

being hit the hardest (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018, p. 224). Therefore, it 

is possible that both the oldest (65+) and middle cohorts (30-39) display stronger 

populist attitudes. 

2. Gender: It is difficult to discern if men or women are more likely to have been 

affected during the crisis, therefore this portion will assess populist attitudes 

based on levels of political trust, as it has been explained to be another 

contributing factor to populism. Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson concluded that 

“women are significantly more trusting of politicians compared with men” (2018, 

p.229), and there may be various reasons for this. For example, in Iceland there 

are increasingly higher levels of education among women, and education (as it 



32 

will be discussed below) has been shown by various studies to be strongly related 

to weaker populist attitudes (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018, p.229). A 

similar patter may exist with populist attitudes; therefore, it is expected that men 

may display more populist attitudes than women.  

3. Residence: Studies have shown that the areas that were hardest hit during the 

economic crisis were both the capital region and the Southwest (Sudurnes) 

region, where the international airport of Keflavik can be found (Magnusson, 

2016). For this reason, it is very possible that individuals from both the capital 

area and the Southwest display stronger populist attitudes. 

4. Education: The great majority of studies show that the relationship between 

education and populist attitudes is a strong one, though there have been 

numerous interpretations as for why. Hawkins et al. determine in their study 

about populist attitudes in the United States that “higher levels of education are 

associated with lower populism. The effect is strongest among postgraduates—

6-7 points—although it is also statistically significant among college graduates” 

(2010, p.20).  When it comes to political trust in Iceland, Vilhelmsdóttir and 

Kristinsson find that “citizens who have completed a university degree are more 

trusting than those with lower levels of education” (2018, p.228). This may be for 

a variety of reasons, but a potential reason is that higher levels of education lead 

individuals to understand the complexity in politics, and thus they are more 

understanding of politics and politicians. For this reason, this study hypothesizes 

that the relationship between education and populist attitudes will be a strong 

one, and that individuals with less education will display stronger populist 

attitudes than those with more education. 

5. Left-Right Spectrum: This one may seem evident, based everything that has been 

discussed; the study is expecting left-leaning individual to display more populist 

attitudes than right-leaning individuals. 

6. Party Preference: Research by Geurkink et al. indicates that there are three main 

sets of attitudes that may be linked to voting for a populist party: lack of political 

trust (anti-politician and anti-institution), negative external political efficacy, and 

populist attitudes (2019, p.2). In their research, they concluded that “the 
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likelihood of voting for populist parties is higher when political trust is low and 

populist attitudes are high, while it is not related to external political efficacy” 

(Geurkink et al., 2019, p.2). The case of Iceland seems to coincide with the 

research findings, as political trust and party identification are low, and populist 

parties seem to be garnering more voter sympathy from independent voters, 

while established parties are losing loyal voters (Önnudóttir and Harðarson, 2018, 

p.119). Additionally, though the Icelandic economy recovered after the financial 

crisis, the public’s trust could not be fully regained, “Successive governments 

after the crash have pointed to the continuously improving economic condition 

as an indicator of their trustworthiness, but voters do not appear to be in a 

trusting mood regarding political representation” (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 

2018, p.213). For this reason, the study postulates that supporters who are more 

likely to vote for new populist parties are also more likely to display populist 

attitudes. Additionally, supporters of the populist Pirate Party are more likely to 

display populist attitudes than supporters of the other 5 parties in Parliament in 

2013 
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3  Methodology 

In order to ascertain the key demographics and party preference of individuals with 

populist attitudes, this thesis utilizes survey data designed for its parent project titled 

“Does Legitimacy Make a Difference”. The parent project has as its main purpose to study 

the effect of legitimacy on compliance in several key research areas: corruption, taxation, 

and system support. Populism can be considered an empirical measure of non-

compliance, because it challenges authority structures and seeks to undermine them 

(Satori, 1976). In order to interpret the data, this research takes inspiration from the 

studies by Akkerman et al (2014). and Hawkins et al. (2012), by developing a measure of 

populist attitudes. The study then analyzes the relationship between these attitudes 

along with individual-level attributes, including age, gender, residence, education, left-

right tendencies, and party preference, with the aim of answering the question: who are 

the populists in Iceland? 

 

3.1 Research Design 

For the empirical analysis, a survey was distributed to a stratified random sample of 6400 

individuals by the Social Science Research Institute (SSRI) Online Panel, which is 

administered by the SSRI at the University of Iceland. The random samples were drawn 

from the National Population Register provided by Registers Iceland. The panel 

participants were recruited over the phone between 2010 and 2018, for a variety of 

different studies. The sample was stratified into three groups, each of which received 

questions regarding one of the three key areas of research: corruption, taxation, and 

system support. A portion of the studies focused solely on recruiting panelist, while 

others were CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing) surveys. At the end of the 

interviews, the stratified random sample of 6400 participants were invited to partake in 

the study. The samples reflected the composition of the Icelandic population as closely 

as possible, by gender, age, and residence. The general population aged 18 and above 

were the target audience.  

A total of 4564 respondents completed at least one wave of the data collection, which 

was carried out in four waves. The first wave started on March 14th, 2019, the second 

wave was on April 12th, 2019, the third wave was on May 9th, 2019, and the final wave 
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was on June 6th, 2019, with data collection being completed on July 7th, 2019. The 

respondents were invited to participate in the survey through an email that included a 

link that transferred them to the survey website. For participating, respondents had the 

opportunity to win lottery prizes, in the form of 70 Euro gift certificates. There was a 

completion rate of 71.3% for individuals who participated in at least one of the four 

waves, and an estimated 22% cumulative completion rate. 

This thesis uses the responses of the individuals that received the “system support” 

group of questions for the parent project. This group was then again stratified into 8 sub-

groups, with the purpose of measuring three factors relevant to the parent research 

project: legitimacy, compliance, and impartiality. This thesis, however, will not make use 

of the additional factors. The vignette that the respondents received is as follows, with 

some variations to measure each of the different 3 factors:  

Some people feel that there is a growing gap between what ordinary people want 
and what political elites and organized interests want. Imagine that a group of MPs 
from different   parties in parliament have put forward a proposal to introduce recall 
election intended to make politicians more accountable to voters. A petition to 
remove an MP from parliament would then trigger a constituency-wide referendum 
on whether to remove the MP. If the MP loses his or her seat a deputy member 
would fill the seat. One of the reasons for this legislative proposal is a critical 
discussion of the performance of a representative from the constituency where you 
are   registered and who is someone you would very much like to get rid of from   
parliament. The government takes the proposal seriously and puts   it through an 
extensive process of consultation, discussions, and participatory deliberation among 
the public. Opinion polls indicate that the great majority of voters supports the 
proposal During parliamentary proceedings, a clause is added to the bill that requires 
parliament to approve the petition for the recall election to take place. This might 
mean some discrimination between people when decisions on recall votes are being 
made. 

Then, additionally some respondent received the following: 

Following the decision, there are loud complaints that the result is yet another 
indication of the control of elites over decision-making. This suggests that a party 
representing ordinary people against the established elites might gain considerable 
support. 

After reading the vignette, the respondents answered a set of questions pertaining 

to the content of the vignette and other factors related to the study, which will be 

described below. 
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3.2 The Dependent Variable: The Populism Scale 

The dependent variable for this study is measured through eight survey questions, which 

are based on the previously-established definition of populism. These questions highlight 

the three core features of populism: the general will of the people, the anti-elite 

sentiments, and the Manichaean view of the world. Respondents were asked to rate the 

questions from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The eight questions are as 

follows: 

1. The people, and not the politicians, should make our most important policy 
decisions. 

2. I would rather be represented by a citizen than by a specialized politician. 

3. What people call “compromise” in politics is really just selling out on one’s 
principles. 

4. Elected officials talk too much and take too little action.  

5. The political differences between the elite and the people are larger than 
the difference among the people. 

6. The Politicians in the Icelandic Parliament (AlÞingi) need to follow the will of 
the people. 

7. Politics is ultimately a struggle between good and evil. 

8. Interest groups have too much influence over political decisions. 

Questions 1, 2, 5, and 6 all highlight the discrepancy between the people and the 

elite, while questions 3, 4, and 7 all reflect the Manichaean view of the world, where if 

one side is not good. and then it is evil. These 8 questions serve as the basis of this thesis’ 

populism scale, which will be explained in more detail below. 

3.2.1 Assessing the Accuracy of the Populism Scale 

Firstly, this study confirms the precision of assessing populism through the 8 populism 

questions. Using Akkerman et al. (2014) as reference, the study performed Principal 

Component Analysis on all 8 items, using Oblimin rotation, in an effort to assess the 

number of components the 8 items had in common (appendix A1). The results show one 

factor with an Eigenvalue of equal or larger than 1, loading at 3.561, explaining over 44% 

of the total variance. This asserts that all 8 items have 44% in common with one factor 

(populism). Then, to show the strength in relationship between all 8 items and this one 
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component, the loading dimensions of each item are extracted through a component 

matrix (appendix A2). Based on the information, the study chose to delete question 8, 

“Interest groups have too much influence over political decisions,” as it loads quite low 

at .470. 

 

3.2.2 Interpreting the Populism Questions 

The highest loading items are Question 2 “I would rather be represented by a citizen than 

by a specialized politician” and Question 4 “Elected officials talk too much and take too 

little action”. This means that these two questions showed the strongest relationship to 

populism. Question 2 is significant as it highlights the divide between “the citizens” and 

“the politicians”, and it also remarks that it is the people directly who should represent 

themselves, and not some member of the elite. Question 4 presents the populist 

Manichaean view of the world, while also highlight populist cynicism and blunt language. 

Similar to Akkerman et al., Question 7, “Politics is ultimately a struggle between good and 

evil”, loads the lowest out of all the questions. Akkerman et al. explain that, “The 

statement [question 7] was originally developed for the Latin American context, where 

populist leaders use a more religiously inspired discourse than in the more secularized 

Netherlands. It is also possible that this question, which refers to “good” and (particularly) 

“evil,” was interpreted more strictly along religious lines in the Netherlands” (2014, p.12). 

In comparison to the extremely low loading of 0.315 in the Netherlands, in Iceland this 

item loads the lowest of our items but still significantly higher at 0.575. What this may 

mean is that, even though Iceland is also more secularized than the Latin American 

countries, Icelanders may be more easily swayed by religious rhetoric than the 

Netherlands. Unfortunately, there is no data about the religiousness of our respondents, 

therefore it is not possible to compare the mean scores of those who consider themselves 

to be truly religious, to see if their responses scored higher for this question than their 

non-religious counterparts. 

In their study, Akkerman et al. found that question 3 (“What people call ‘compromise’ 

in politics is really just selling out on one’s principles”), loaded high both in the populist 

dimension and the elitist dimension (2014, p.12). This thesis does not have data to create 

an elitism scale, therefore it cannot make a similar assessment, however it is important 
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to highlight their findings. The reason why this particular question loaded high on both 

the populist dimension and the elitist dimension is that, as it has been discussed in the 

previous chapter, they’re two sides of the same coin. While the divergence between 

populism and pluralism is unmistakable, as they are true opposites, elitism and populism 

share numerous key features. As stated in the previous chapter, even though populists 

and elitists oppose each other, this question highlights that they also share disdain and 

mistrust towards politicians. Interestingly, Akkerman et al. also find that the two 

antagonistic sides also agree that “independent experts” should make important 

decisions, and not politicians (2014, p.13). The findings make theoretical sense because, 

as has been mentioned before, populists are looking for more leadership and less 

participation. Akkerman et al. further confirmed this by comparing the same question 

within the pluralist dimension, where they found that the question loaded very low, and 

concluded that “It is theoretically consistent that those who support compromise and the 

importance of listening to other groups oppose an item that frames compromise in a 

negative light” (2014, p.12).  

3.2.3 Creating the Populism Scale 

Having confirmed the accuracy in measuring populism through the 7 proposed questions, 

the “populism scale” can now be developed. This is done by summing up the scores of all 

7 factors and then taking the means of the summed-up scores. A total of 2734 participants 

participated in this portion of the survey, which accounts for an almost 60% response 

rate. 

The original questions measured populism on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 

demonstrated very populist tendencies and 5 does not demonstrate populist tendencies, 

however since no respondent in the survey gave a 5 rating (least populist) to any of the 

populism questions, the study has changed the scale to be from 0 to 4. Additionally, this 

study finds that changing the ranges of the scale to 1 being the least populist and 4 being 

the most populist seems more sensible, therefore the new scale is as follows: very 

populist (4), populist (3), somewhat populist (2), not populist (1). The populism scale has 

a mean of 2.883, a standard deviation of .84291, and a variance of .710 (appendix A3). 

The breakdown of respondent is as follows: 5.3% of the respondents comprised the not 

populist group (1), 26% the somewhat populist group (2), 43.6% the populist group (3) 
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and 25% the very populist group. At first glance this shows that the respondents have 

strong populist tendencies, but this will be analyzed in more detail in the sections below. 

 To measure the internal consistency of the scale, the study measures the Cronbach’s 

Alpha. The computed reliability coefficient of 0.819 is significantly higher than the 

acceptable 0.70 in social sciences (appendix A4). Both Principle Component Analysis, 

performed above, and Chronbach’s Alpha provide statistical support that our scale is 

unidimensional and reliable, therefore the study feels confident in using the scale to 

measure populist attitudes among Icelandic respondents.   

3.3 The Independent Variables and Coding 

The independent variables for this thesis are party preference, age, gender, residence, 

education, and left-right tendencies. For the independent variable left right-tendencies, 

the study will make use of the question “Please select the political party that you elected 

in the last parliamentary election of February 28, 2017”. Voters had the option to choose 

from a list of 11 political parties, as well as other options including “do not choose”, and 

“don’t know”. This study will only include the responses for the six political parties that 

earned Parliamentary seats in the 2013 election: Independence Party (IP), Progressive 

Party (PP), Social Democratic Alliance (SDA), Left Green Movement (LGM), Bright Future 

(BF) and Pirate Party (Pir). The study then categorizes the parties into two groups: left 

and right, based on the party’s left or right-wing ideologies. The parties with right-wing 

ideologies are IP, PP, and BF, while the parties with left-wing ideologies are SDA, LGM and 

Pir. Left-wing tendencies are coded as 0 and right-wing tendencies are coded as 1.  

This thesis will also make use of one of the questions related to the vignette in the 

parent study; question number 7, which will be used to assess predilection for a new 

populist party. The question reads as: “Suppose that a new party emerged ahead of the 

next parliamentary election with a program of better securing the power of ordinary 

people that includes measures such as recall voting. How likely or unlikely are you to vote 

for such a party?” Respondents were then given options on a scale from 0 to 10, 0 being 

very unlikely and 10 being very likely. It is important to emphasize that at no point are 

respondents told in the vignettes or the questions that this party is populist, as this would 

compromise the study. Instead, the vignette presents a situation that addressed 

elements for a more direct democracy, such as referendums, and in this manner gages 
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populist tendencies. Mudde says “populists (both leaders and followers) support 

referendums mainly as an instrument to overcome the power of ‘the elite’” (2004, p.559), 

which is why the survey employs recall voting as an example of a populist measure. 

 Participants also received a list of questions pertaining to their general 

demographics, these responses will serve as the independent variable for age, gender, 

residence, and education. For the independent variable of age, the study uses a range of 

numerical values based on the respondents’ ages. For the independent variable of 

gender, men are coded as 0 and women as 1. For the independent variable of residence, 

respondents are coded as 0 if they’re in the capital area and 1 if they are in other regions. 

For the education variable, respondents were classified into three groups, ranging from 

lowest to highest level of education: primary education (1), secondary education (2), and 

higher education (3).  

 

3.4 Data Analysis 

The analysis of the data will be conducted in two parts. The first part will perform 

binomial regression analysis to present a general overview into the relationship between 

the independent variables (individual-level characteristics) and the dependent variable 

(populist tendencies). For this section, the dependent variable is simplified from a scale 

of 0 (not populist) to 5 (very populist) to a scale of 0 (not populist) to 1 (populist). This 

portion of the research will be useful for two reasons. First, for the independent variables 

that have binary characteristics, such as gen-der and left-right tendencies, it will explicate 

the relationship between these attributes and populist attitudes. Second, for the 

independent variables that have more than two characteristics (age, residence, party 

preference, etc.), it will provide a general overview of the relationship, for example by 

demonstrating if it is significant (p-value). The second portion of the study will dissect the 

variations in populist attitudes among the different independent variable groups. In this 

section, the study will perform a multinomial regression analysis, using the populism 

scale. The reference for each category will be based on the hypotheses presented in 

chapter 2 and detailed in the findings.  
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3.5 Notes on Language and Possible Limitations 

The sources, both primary and secondary, used in this research have been primarily in 

the English language, with some exceptions regarding the data of the survey, which 

required minimal translation from Icelandic to English by the researcher. The researcher’s 

inability to speak Icelandic has limited the available research material, therefore the 

analysis, findings and conclusions were limited to material available in the English 

language. For this reason, the research has sometimes had to make use of secondary 

sources instead of primary sources, when these were in Icelandic. Given the international 

exposure that Iceland received after the financial crisis, and the type of sources that this 

study utilized, there is little doubt that the limitations will impact the effectiveness and 

value of this thesis. 

Additionally, this research seeks to explain the rise of populist attitudes that took 

place after the 2008 financial crisis, particularly because of the 2009 and 2013 elections. 

However, the data that is used for this research was collected in 2019. Numerous events 

have taken place since 2013 that may have affected the political landscape and people’s 

perception of the same. However, due to the nature of these events, which have further 

deteriorated the relationship between the public and the established parties, this studies 

key reasons for the existence of populism are still relevant. In fact, most of the literature 

that is being used for this study is fairly recent and it points to an even more polarizing 

political climate. Additionally, both political trust and populist tendencies are 

characteristics that are unlikely to shift unless the political landscape takes a significant 

turn, as Cas Mudde stated “because of the structural changes, and the consequent move 

away from legal authority and toward charismatic authority, as well as the 

demystification of politics in Western liberal democracies, populism will be a more 

regular feature of future democratic politics, erupting whenever significant sections of 

‘the silent majority’ feels that ‘the elite’ no longer represents them” (2004, p.563). 
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4 Iceland as a Case Study 

In 2019, the total Icelandic population is estimated to be 356,991, of which 51% (182,837) are 

male and 49% (174,154) are female (Statistics Iceland, 2019). Around 25% (89,762) of the 

population is less than 20 years old, 30% (107,134) is between 20 and 39 years old, 25% 

(89,524) is between 40 and 59, and almost 20% (70,571) is 60 and over (Statistics Iceland, 

2019). In comparison to other developed nations in Europe, Iceland’s population is relatively 

young, with a median age of 36.5 compared to the EU’s median age of 42.6 (Eurostat, 2019). 

Around 62% (221,334) of the population lives in the greater capital area, which is made up of 

three small constituencies called Reykjavik North, Reykjavik South, and Southwest (Statistics 

Iceland, 2019). The rest of the population is spread across the rest of the island, which is 

divided into three constituencies as well called North West, North East, and South (Önnudóttir 

and Harðarson, 2018, p.105). 

Historically, Iceland has had four established parties: the Independence Party (IP), the 

Progressive Party (PP), the Social Democratic Alliance (SDA), and the Left Green Movement 

(LGM). These four established Icelandic parties mobilized voters through 2 major political 

cleavages: the urban-rural cleavage, and the economic left-right cleavage (Önnudóttir and 

Harðarson, 2018, p.104). The four parties are divided evenly across the left-right spectrum, 

with the PP and the IP leaning right, and the SDA and the LGM leaning left. Historically, the PP 

and the LGM have received proportionally fewer votes in the capital area than the IP and SDA 

(Önnudóttir and Harðarson, 2018, p.105). However, in recent years the LGM, the IP, and the 

SDA have received support that proportionally reflects the voters living in the capital area, 

while the PP generally continues to receive more support in the rural areas (Önnudóttir and 

Harðarson, 2018, p.105). The IP can be regarded as the “natural party of government” due to 

its long history as member of the ruling coalition, and between 1983 and 2009 all four of the 

established parties made up between 85-90% of the vote, pointing at a stable political system 

(Önnudóttir and Harðarson, 2018, p.105; Indridason et al., 2016, p.12). Until 2008, Icelanders 

had been consistently experiencing political stability and powerful economic growth, making 

it one of the top countries in the United Nations Human Development Index (Vilhelmsdóttir 

and Kristinsson, 2018, p.212). 
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4.1 Iceland and the Economic Crisis 

In September 2008, the Lehman Brothers, the fourth-largest investment bank in the United 

States, filed for bankruptcy with $619 billion in debt, making it the largest bankruptcy in 

history (Lioudis, 2019). Not long after, in October 2018, the three largest Icelandic banks, 

Kaupthing Bank, Landsbanki, and Glitnir Bank, defaulted on $62 billion of foreign debt, and 

became nationalized by the Icelandic government (Amadeo, 2019). With the Icelandic 

government unable to bail out these banks, the financial collapse of these three Icelandic 

giants brought down the entire Icelandic economy; foreign investors left, the stock market fell 

by 95%, housing prices fell, mortgages costs doubled, and nearly every business in Iceland 

went bankrupt (Amadeo, 2019). What followed the crash was one of the most significant 

events in Icelandic history:  the “Pots and Pans” protest. Önnudóttir beautifully summarizes 

the causes that led to the protest, “The over-sized failed banks, the financial melt-down, the 

currency restriction and the British authorities’ use of an anti-terror law to freeze the assets 

of the Icelandic banks in their country are clear demonstrations that the issues that triggered 

the ‘Pots and Pans’ protests were both major and national ones” (2016, p.198). The protest 

ultimately led to the resignation of Prime Minister Geir Haarde and his cabinet, and an early 

election was summoned. Additionally, the directors of the Central Bank and the Financial 

Supervisory Authority were also forced to resign (Önnudóttir, 2016, p.211). 

Prior to the crisis, there were two parties that made up the governing coalition in the 

Icelandic Parliament (the Althingi): the IP and the SDA. A study by Indridason et al. (2016) 

found that during the first post-crisis election (2009), there was a significant shift toward left-

wing voting, because voters widely blamed the Independence Party for the economic crisis. 

The IP lost 12.9% of votes compared to the 2007 election, receiving 23.7% of support during 

the 2009 snap election, its worst result since its foundation in 1929 (Indridason et al., 2016, 

p.12). Conversely, the other members of recent government coalitions, the SDA (2007-2009) 

and the PP (1995-2007), both gained percentage points, demonstrating that voters assigned 

less responsibility to them. The SDA gained 3% of votes compared to the 2007 election and 

became the largest party with 29.8% of the votes. The PP also gained 3% of votes compared 

to the 2007 election and obtained 14.5% of votes. The big winner was the LGM, who received 

21.7% of the votes, a jump of 7.4% of votes in comparison to the 2007 election. Two smaller 

parties, the Civic Movement (CM) and the Liberal Party (LP) were also included in the election; 

the CM received 7.2% of the votes earning them four seats in Althingi, while the LP did not 
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make it to Parliament with only 2.2% of votes. Ultimately, the four established parties still 

earned 90.6% of the total vote, and the SDA and LGM formed the first left-wing government 

coalition in 2009 (Indridason et al., 2016, p.12). 

4.2 Three Phases for the Rise of Center-Left Populism 

Post-crisis Iceland presented a fertile ground for the growth of populist parties: there was 

higher distrust in the government, the global financial crisis brought to light the vulnerabilities 

of the government, the established parties began losing support, and new political 

alternatives started garnering support. The below sections will address this in more detail. 

4.2.1 Phase One 

As was discussed in the three-phase theory in the second chapter, the first stage of left and 

center-left populist growth is caused by the incumbent government’s implementation of 

austerity measures in order to received financial assistance from an international entity. In 

the case of Iceland, to receive a $2.1 billion bailout from the International Monetary Fund 

(IMF), the left-wing government worked closely together with the IMF to implements 

measures that would guide the country through the crisis (Indridason et al., 2016, p.13). 

Additionally, in an effort to prevent future crises, reasoning that the small Icelandic economy 

would do better if it were part of a larger economy, the left-wing coalition began negotiating 

European Union membership (Indridason et al. 2016, p.13). Arguably, the government 

coalition did not handle the crisis in an incompetent manner, in fact, numerous foreign 

sources speak highly of the way the government managed its economic recovery (Indridason 

et al. 2016, p.13). Furthermore, in a national election study in 2013, 54% of Icelanders believed 

the government dealt with the crisis appropriately, with only 23% of them believing the 

opposition would have handled it better (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018 p.223). 

However, the new coalition stretched itself too thin and made too many promises, some of 

which it was unable to address. For example, it had promised a Nordic welfare system, with 

particular stress on the protection of indebted homes, but also had to implement economic 

measures to appease the IMF (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018 p.223). In summary, the 

SDA and LGM coalition “started major initiatives concerning foreign policy, constitutional 

issues and administrative reforms, for which it lacked political support, time and policy-making 

resources to see through to completion” (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018 p.223). 

Although the economy started recovering in 2011 and has continued on a path of economic 
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growth since then, the coalition did not successfully handle one key issue: household debt, 

which was mostly due to mortgages secured in foreign currency (Vilhelmsdóttir and 

Kristinsson, 2018 p.213; Indridason et al., 2016, p.2). This will be addressed in more detail in 

phase two. 

4.2.2 Phase Two 

At this point, the country entered into the second phase of the three-phase theory: 

disappointment with the left-wing coalition’s performance, and election of an alternative 

established party. The incumbent government lost significant support: The LGM received 

10.9% of votes, a loss of 10.8% of votes from the 2009 election; the SDA received 12.9% of 

votes, a drop of 16.9% of the votes from 2009, and the lowest turn-out since its formation in 

1991 (Indridason et al., 2016, p.14). What is particularly interesting is that Icelanders elected 

the parties that they originally blamed for the crisis to make up the governing coalition: the 

Independence Party and the Progressive Party. The IP earned 26.6% of votes, the third lowest 

in its history, but still a bump of 3% of votes from 2009. The big winner, however, was the PP, 

with 24.4% of votes and an impressive bump of 9.6% of votes from 2009. Indridason et al. 

explain that the right-wing received an increase in votes, not because they took left-wing 

supporters, but rather that they took back their supporters from 2009 (2016, p.15). In 2009, 

supporters of the IP shifted their votes to the LGM. In 2013, these same voters once again 

shifted their allegiances, but this time for the PP (2016, p.15). The voters’ shift from a right-

wing party (IP) to a left-wing party (LGM) in 2009, and then from a left-wing party (LGM) to a 

right-wing party (PP) again in 2013, did not reflect a change in the left-right cleavage that 

normally mobilizes voters. The left-right cleavage refers to the extent of government 

involvement voters feel is necessary; this includes economic interference and the size of the 

welfare system (Önnudóttir and Harðarson, 2018, p.105). Put simply, left-wing voters should 

want to vote for parties leaning left, and right-wing voters should want to vote for parties 

leaning right, therefore one should be able to identify voters’ ideology based on the 

congruence between voters and their selected parties. What this change reflected was a shift 

in the party-voter linkage; as a study by Önnudóttir and Harðarson finds, “the impacts of left-

right distances between voters and parties, as well as party identification, on the vote have 

weakened” (2018, p.119). This shows that voter’s ideological bonds with parties have 
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diminished, and thus voters are more likely to vote for a party that is not ideologically close to 

them. 

Another, significant aspect of the 2013 election was the abysmal loss of the left-wing 

coalition, the SDA and the LGM. Indridason et al. point out that about 15% of supporters of 

the SDA and 20% of supporters of the LGM shifted their vote back to the right, voting for the 

PP (2016, p.15). As mentioned, this was a shift “back home” for most of these supporters, thus 

“re-establishing” the left-right balance to normality. However, what was not normal was the 

unusual fractionalization of the left. Historically, the left has been more fractionalized than 

the right, and in fact, both the SDA and the LGM were created because of a failure to unify the 

left (Indridason et al. 2016, p.15). Nevertheless, what happened in 2013 was out of the 

ordinary: 11 new parties emerged, with the great majority of them on the left side of the 

political spectrum. The ICENES survey showed that the respondents who voted for one of the 

eleven new parties in 2013 had mostly voted for left-wing parties in 2009 (Indridason et al., 

2016, p.15). Furthermore, about 72% of these same individuals had originally voted for either 

the SDA or the LGM in 2009 (Indridason et al., 2016, p.15). Another 10% of these respondents 

had voted for the Citizen’s Movement (CM) or the Democratic Movement (DM) in 2009, both 

which were left-leaning parties. These two parties were new and had been created as a 

reaction to the economic recession, and as a part of the “Pots and Pans” revolution 

(Indridason et al., 2016, p.15). Had all these left-wing votes gone to the LGM or the SDA, they 

would have received close to 43% of votes in 2013, which is not commensurate to what they 

received in 2009, but it is a bump from what they received in 2003 or 2007 (Indridason et al., 

2016, p.15). This further confirms Önnudóttir and Harðarson’s assertion that party-voter 

linkages had significantly weakened, and also that the four established parties could no longer 

rely on the support of the voters the way that they used to (2018, p.119). This, along with the 

weakening of the left-right distance between voters and their parties, is reflective of 

representation strain (Önnudóttir and Harðarson, 2018, p.19). The established Icelandic 

parties were then having to find ways to both represent their loyal supporters, but also attract 

the increasing number of independent voters. 

But then, the questions that can’t be avoided is: why did left-wing Icelandic voters desert 

the SDA and the LGM? As was addressed above, the SDA and LGM coalition did not mishandle 

the crisis; macroeconomic indicators, such as unemployment rate and inflation rate, had 
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significantly decreased, and by 2011 the economy started showing signs of recovery 

(Indridason et al., 2016). Additionally, studies showed that over 50% of the Icelandic public 

believed that the coalition handled the issue appropriately (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 

2018 p.22). Furthermore, the economy was still on the public’s mind, with 62% of Icelandic 

respondents of the 2013 ICENES survey stating that this was the number one issue to address 

(Indridason et al., 2016, p.11). Therefore, although it would seem sensible that Icelanders 

would have re-elected the left-wing coalition, they did now. Below are the potential reasons 

why.  

The first reason is that mortgage crisis played a significant role. The impact of this matter 

is both reflected through the success of the PP in the 2013 election, and the defection of left-

wing voters from the established left-wing parties. Many Icelanders had fallen behind on their 

mortgage payments and were struggling to keep their homes (Indridason et al., 2016, p.16). 

Many of them were left-leaning individuals, who had usually voted for left-wing parties that 

highlighted income equality and welfare systems. Moreover, these individuals had been 

promised by the left-wing government a Nordic welfare system, that would specifically protect 

indebted homes (Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson, 2018 p.223). When the SDA and LGM faulted 

to take decisive action, the PP jumped in, highlighting the coalition’s failure to address the 

needs of the people. For example, in the PP’s first sentence of their manifesto they stated the 

following, “The homes are the cornerstone of society…To solve the [household] debt problem 

which was not addressed following the economic collapse” (Indridason et al., 2016, p.6). The 

opposition, particularly the PP, was able to exploit the mortgage issue and make it the most 

palpable, and unaddressed, aspect of the economic crisis. The PP intelligently set the 

mortgage issue at the very top of the political agenda, and while the left-wing coalition could 

have argued against other economic measures, they could not fight against this one. The study 

by Indridason et al. confirms this assertion through its findings that “the mortgage issue had 

an outsized influence on the election outcome” (2016, p.20).  

The third reason is that even if the macroeconomic indicators pointed to an improvement 

in the economic state, the public’s disappointment with the left-wing coalition’s management 

of the mortgage crisis and the international entities proved to be more significant. This was 

partly caused by the unfulfilled over-promises of the coalition, but also by the opposition’s 

capitalization and framing of the coalition’s failure to react as a strong leader. However, the 
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public’s disappointment in government was not solely aimed at the left-wing’s performance. 

As was discussed above, voter’s ideological bonds with the established parties had been 

diminishing on all sides of the political spectrum. Vilhelmsdóttir and Kristinsson argue that 

“political trust is generated by attachment to and identification with important political actors, 

such as political parties”, therefore, even if the economic factors pointed to an effective 

management of the crisis, the political implications of the crisis were still being felt through a 

lack of political trust (2018, p.213). While the reduced political trust on the right-wing parties 

manifested itself through the volatility in vote from the IP to the LGP (2009) to the PP (2013), 

the reduced trust on the left-wing parties manifested itself through the emergence of the 

multitude of new parties, including the Pirate Party.  

 

4.2.3 Phase Three 

In phase three, people are dissatisfied with the established parties’ performance, and 

established parties are discredited, leaving room for a new party to arise. Out of the eleven 

new parties that entered the political arena only two of them made it into the Althingi in 2013: 

Bright Future (center-right) and the Pirate Party (center-left).   

Bright Future (BF) was started by Guðmundur Steingrímsson, who was the son and 

grandson of two PP leaders. To create BF, Steingrímsson joined forces with members from the 

SDA and another party called the “Best Party.” Icelandic comedian, John Gnarr, created the 

Best Party, which was ran as a satire to the political climate. Gnarr described himself as having 

had self-doubt the whole time and stated that other politicians often mocked him and 

ridiculed him aggressively (Brockes, 2014). However, it may have just been the right time for 

someone like Gnarr (based on everything that has been discussed), as many voters seemed 

charmed by him and his lack of political experience, candidness about it, and overall 

irreverence. Ultimately, Gnarr won the race to become mayor of Reykjavik in the 2010 local 

elections, elucidating the growing political distrust, in the form of cynicism in politics Although 

the Best Party is very anti-establishment, Bright Future has more central politics and is 

significantly less radical. Therefore, the members of the Best Party that joined Bright Future 

most likely also had some cynical inclinations towards the current government and were 

looking to make changes, but their approach to it was much more practical and much less 

satirical. 
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The other party that was elected to Parliament, the Pirate Party, fits the mold to be the 

populist party of phase three. The following sections will introduce the Pirate Party, its 

platform, and will assess whether or not the party can be considered populist. 

4.3 The Pirate Party 

The international Pirate Party originated in Sweden in 2006 and became renowned in 2009 for 

housing the popular torrent “Pirate Bay’s” homepage and search engine on their server. The 

Pirate Party’s leader, Rick Falkvinge, explained their decision by stating, “Unlike other parties 

we act in defense of freedom of expression and the values we consider important." 

(Sverigeradio, 2010). In 2009 the founders of Pirate Bay were convicted of promoting 

copyright infringement, and in response the Swedish Pirate Party organized numerous 

protests. The Pirate Party’s copyright reform stance earned them around 9000 new members, 

propelling them to then earn enough popularity to win two seats in the 2009 European 

Parliamentary election (Kopraleva, 2017). Their Parliamentary success inspired other similar 

movements throughout the region, including their most successful version, the Icelandic 

Pirate Party, which in 2016, earned 14.5 percent of the popular votes and 10 out of the 63 

seats in the Icelandic Parliament, the Althing.   

The Icelandic Pirate Party was founded in 2012 and outlines their core policies as “direct 

democracy, transparency, civil rights, the right to self-determination, public access to 

information and responsible decision making” (Piratar, 2019). The leader of the party in 2013, 

and one of its founders, was Brigitta Jónsdóttir, a former Wikileaks activist who describes the 

Icelandic government as being run “by a handful of mafia-style families” (John, 2016). Like the 

Swedish Pirate Party, the Icelandic Pirate Party also has a strong focus on copyright laws and 

has stated that in the spirit of transparency it welcomes hackers and whistle-blowers, most 

famously granting citizenship to the former N.S.A contractor Edward Snowden (De Freytas-

Tamura, 2016).  

The Pirate Party introduced two key strategies in an effort to advance their core policies. 

The first was to spearhead the creation of the first “crowd-sourced constitution”, with the 

purpose of allowing the Icelandic public, and not the politicians, to participate in the drafting 

of a new constitution (Kinna, Prichard, & Swann, 2016). In an article for New International, 

Jónsdóttir explains the need for updating the political system, “Our states are built around 

systems that are outdated, created in simpler times and for smaller societies. Today, those 
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systems no longer serve the people but are simply self-serving and self-preserving”. 

(Jónsdóttir, 2015). Her perspective must have resonated quite well with individuals who after 

the financial crisis were experiencing lower levels of trust in the government, and demanded 

radical constitutional reform, in order to prevent another collapse from taking place. The 

second, was to use technological means to promote political transformation. Even though 

Iceland has a 99% internet penetration rate, making it the 5th highest in the World, outside of 

the Pirate Party there are very few Icelandic political parties who use social media as a political 

tool (Internet World Stats, 2019). The Pirate Parties, along with the Fiver Star Movement in 

Italy and Podemos is Spain, are among some of the most successful “digital parties” in Europe. 

Paolo Gerbaudo refers to them as “digital parties”, or “digital populist” parties, “because of 

their conjoining of populist discourse and digital organizational techniques” (2018). Examples 

of the Pirate Party’s digital reach include working with Winnie Wong, a strategist for Senator 

Bernie Sanders, who assisted the Pirate Party’s media team to push their message through 

Facebook and Twitter, by helping them create viral content and increase their media presence 

(John, 2016). Another example of the Pirate Party’s use of technology is their outreach to the 

developers of the game PokemonGO; before the 2016 election, they requested that polling 

stations be turned into “Pokestops” in an effort to attract young voters to the polls. (England, 

2016). Summarizing the motives behind their digital focus, Jónsdóttir highlights “…our 

democratic models are hollow and crumbling at an alarming rate as we move further into a 

new era of complexity, technology and interconnectivity” (Jónsdóttir, 2015). 

The Pirate Party’s message must have resonated with some of the Icelandic public, since 

in 2013 they earned 5% of the popular vote, opening the doors of the Althing to its first three 

Pirates: Helgi Hrafn Gunnarsson, Birgitta Jónsdóttir and Jón Thór Ólafsson (Piratar, 2019).  

4.3.1 The Pirate Party as a Populist Party 

Kristinsson and Önnudóttir argue that the Pirate Party is populist because it “mobilize[s] 

voters’ discontent with the established parties and on their rhetoric of ‘us’ against them, the 

common people against the corrupt system which does not guarantee equality and welfare 

for all” (2014, p.3). An example of the Pirate Party’s employment of populist rhetoric is 

depicted in Jónsdóttir’ article for the New Independent, “Democracy is giving way to 

oppression. The police are militarized against their own people, while the élite or ‘1%’, who 

are at war with the rest of us, make use of the incredibly complex systems they have created 
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to maintain their power” (Jónsdóttir, 2015). Through this statement, Jónsdóttir captures all 

the key aspects of populism, as she mentions “the elite or 1%” (the elite) who are “at war” 

(antagonistic) with “the rest of us” (the people), and she additionally highlights that the 

current system is permitting the government to suppress the will of the people, through her 

statement that “democracy is giving way to oppression”. Additional research by Kristinsson 

and Önnudóttir has also shown that Pirate Party’s candidates “clearly express populist 

sentiments in the sense of lack of their disbelief that participation is open to all and that belief 

that special interest have too much influence on law making” (2016, p.21).  For all these 

reasons, this study concludes that the Pirate Party falls under the populism spectrum, as 

defined in the theoretical chapter of this thesis.  

Having established that the events that took place in Iceland led to the growth of center-

left populism, the chapter below will present the findings regarding the relationship between 

populist attitudes and individual-level attributes among Icelandic respondents.   
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5 The Findings: Who are the Populists in Iceland?

Our findings indicate that almost 95% of respondents display populist inclinations, and close 

to 70% of them belong in the category “populist” or “very populist”. Therefore, since the 

purpose of the study is to assess who the populists are in Iceland, the populists are considered 

those individuals who display the strongest populist attitudes, and not just those who display 

populist attitudes. 

 

Figure 1. Percentage of Populist Attitudes Among Icelandic Respondents 

The data analysis is conducted in two phases. Phase one performs binomial regression analysis 

to present a general overview of the relationship between the independent variables 

(individual-level characteristics) and the dependent variable (populist tendencies) (appendix 

A5). Phase two performs multinomial regression analysis to account for the different factors 

within each independent variable that may be affected by the dependent variable. 
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5.1 First Phase of Analysis 

In the last section of chapter 2, the study addressed the expectations and hypotheses for the 

individual-level attributes of Icelandic respondents. Here’s what was proposed: 

1. Age: Both the oldest (65+) and middle cohorts (30-39) are most likely to display 

stronger populist attitudes than other age groups. 

2. Gender: Men are more likely to display stronger populist attitudes than women.  

3. Residence: Individuals residing in the capital area and the Southwest regions are more 

likely to display stronger populist attitudes. 

4. Education: Individuals with lower levels of education (primary) are more likely to 

display stronger populist attitudes than those with more education (university). 

5. Left-Right Spectrum: Left-leaning individual are more likely to display stronger populist 

attitudes than right-leaning individuals. 

6. Party Preference: Individuals who are most likely to vote for new populist parties are 

also most likely to display stronger populist attitudes. Additionally, supporters of the 

populist Pirate Party are more likely to display populist attitudes than supporters of 

the other 5 parties in Parliament in 2013 (IP, PP, SDA, LGM, BF) 

To analyze the relationship between populist attitudes and age, gender, residence, 

education, left-right tendencies, and voting for a populist party, the first phase employs 

binomial regression analysis. As a reminder, the dependent variable is populist attitudes, 

where 0 is not populist and 1 is populist. All coefficients in the regression table are 

standardized betas, allowing for comparison in strength of the independent variables on 

populist attitudes. 
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Table 1. General Populist Attitudes 

Independent Factor Coefficient 

Age 
.321*** 

(.082) 

Gender 
-.223 

(.138) 

Residence 
.185 

(.141) 

Education 
-.199*** 

(.035) 

Left-Right Spectrum 
-.514*** 

(.142) 

New Populist Alternative 
.238*** 

(.023) 

Constant 
-.995** 

(.480) 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p < 0:10, ** p < 0:05, *** p < 0:01 

 

The independent variable for age shows a strong positive effect on populist attitudes. 

What this reflects is that as individuals age, they tend to display stronger populist attitudes. 

However, this does not provide the level of detail needed to identify if other age cohorts also 

demonstrate populist attitudes. This analysis is useful, however, in demonstrating that there 

is a strong positive relationship worth exploring in more detail below. 

 For the gender independent variable, there seems to be a weak negative effect, 

revealing that men (coded 0) display slightly stronger populist tendencies than women (coded 

1). However, this relationship is not significant, therefore there does not seem to be a strong 

relationship between gender and populist tendencies.  

The effect of the variable for residence is positive, but like with gender, it is also not 

significant. The findings show that individuals living outside of the capital area (coded 1) 

display stronger populist attitudes than those living in the capital area (coded 0), but the 

relationship is not significant. This analysis is useful in that it shows that the relationship is not 

very strong, and therefore that there may not be a strong relationship between residence and 

populist tendencies. However, this is analyzed in closer detail in the following section. 



55 

 As was expected, there is a strong positive effect for the education variable, proving 

that as individuals become more educated, they tend to display weaker populist attitudes. 

This will be further confirmed in the section below.  

Another significant finding is that of the variable for left-right tendencies. As a reminder, 

left-wing supporters were coded as 0 and right-wing supporters were coded as 1. As was 

hypothesized, there is a strong negative effect for this independent variable, showing that 

individuals who voted for left-wing parties displayed stronger populist attitudes than 

individuals who voted for right-wing parties.   

 For the last variable, with the purpose of measuring if respondents would vote for a 

new party that displayed populist tendencies (without them knowing it was populist), there 

was a strong positive effect. This demonstrates that individuals with stronger populist 

attitudes are significantly more likely to vote for a (non-established) populist party. 

5.2 Second Phase of Analysis 

To individually assess populist attitudes for each of the different independent variable groups, 

the study performs multinomial regression analyses. The results of the relationship between 

populist attitudes and each independent variable can be found below. As a reminder populist 

attitudes are measured on a 1 to 4 scale, where 1 is not populist and 4 very populist. Once 

again, all coefficients in the regression table are standardized betas, allowing for comparison 

in strength of populist attitudes among the different groups within the independent variable. 

The interpretations of the findings can be found on chapter 6. 
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Table 2. Populist Attitudes by Age 

Age Groups Coefficient 

Baseline Age: 66+ 

18-25 years -.232* 

(.131) 

26-35 years -.233** 

(.095) 

36-45 years -.209*** 

(.075) 

46-55 years -.269*** 

(.070) 

56-65 years -.136** 

(.065) 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

The reference category for the age independent variable is the 66+ group (0). The results 

reveal that there is a negative effect among the factors. The effect was less significant with 

the youngest group (15-25) and slightly less with the second youngest age group (26-35) and 

the oldest group (56-65). Nonetheless, this demonstrates that individuals with the strongest 

populist attitudes are part of the oldest age group.  

 

Figure 2. Mean Score of populist attitudes by age 
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Table 3. Populist Attitudes by Residence 

Residence Coefficient 

Baseline Region: Southwest  

Capital Region 

 

-.302** 

(.098) 

West and Northwest 
Regions 

 

-.141 

(.126) 

North Region 

 

-.380** 

(.114) 

East Region 

 

-.462** 

(.151) 

South Region 

 

-.227* 

(.120) 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

For the regional analysis of populist attitudes, the research divided the independent 

variable into 6 regions. Based on the findings on phase 1, which showed stronger (but not 

significant) tendencies outside the capital, the study uses the Southwest as its reference (0). 

The findings demonstrate a negative effect on the other factors, which validate that 

individuals in the Southwest area display the strongest populist attitudes. The capital area 

however, does not seem to show stronger populist tendencies, than the Southwest.   

 
Figure 3. Mean Score of populist attitudes by region 
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Table 4. Populist Attitudes by Education Level 

Education Level Coefficient 

Baseline Education: Primary 

Secondary Education 

 

-.177* 

(.099) 

University Education 

 

-.742*** 

(.098) 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

The results for the education variable further confirm the findings on phase 1 of the 

analysis. However, it is significant that the negative effect for the individuals with university-

level education are much stronger than those for the secondary-level education. This 

elucidates that individuals with university education are much less likely to develop populist 

attitudes than individuals with primary or (to a lesser extend) secondary education.   

 

Figure 4. Mean Score of populist attitudes by education level 
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Table 5. Populist Attitudes by Party Preference 
Political Party Coefficient 

Baseline Region: Pirate Party 

Bright Future 
 

-.557 

(.502) 

Progressive Party 
 

-.587*** 

(.218) 

Independence Party 
 

-1.031*** 

(.192) 

Social Democratic 
Alliance 

 

-.394** 

(.202) 

Left Green Movement 
 

-.390** 

(.196) 
Standard errors in parentheses 

*p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

Lastly, to measure for populist attitudes by party preference, the Pirate Party is used as 

the reference variable (0). As this study expected, there is a very strong negative effect on 

populist attitudes between the Pirate Party and four out of the five parties. As a reminder, the 

data that is available is from a survey conducted in 2019, for this reason the results for Bright 

Future are not significant. The results most likely reflect the poor results that they received in 

the 2017 election, rather than their populist tendencies. This is further confirmed by their 

large standard of error and lack of significance (p=.261). The rest of the data shows a very 

strong and significant negative effect for all the parties, demonstrating that individuals who 

supported the Pirate Party display stronger populist attitudes than those who supported other 

parties.

 
Figure 5. Mean Score of populist attitudes by party preference   
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6 Interpretation and Implications 

The findings have provided valuable insight into populist attitudes in Iceland. Firstly, it was 

eye-opening to see the percentage of Icelanders that displayed populist tendencies. As was 

previously stated, almost 95% of the respondents exhibited populist tendencies, while nearly 

70% of them were either populist or very populist. This means that the majority of the 

population displays some level of populist tendencies. This, however, does not negate the 

theories presented, as the data validates the hypotheses that those individuals demonstrating 

the strongest populist attitudes are those we postulated would be. 

Secondly, the relationships between populist attitudes and age, education, left-right 

spectrum, and party preference all proved to be significant. This elucidates, once again, that 

there is a strong relationship between populist attitudes and certain individual-level 

characteristics. The study, however, did not find a strong relationship between populist 

attitudes and gender. As for gender, it seems like both genders could have been equally 

affected by the economic crisis, and for this reason there does not exist a strong relationship 

between gender and populist attitudes. The results for residence are a bit surprising. Though 

the multinomial regression showed that the Southwest, the area most affected by the crisis, 

did display stronger populist attitudes, it did not show the same for that the capital are. The 

reason for this may be that the IP has the majority of its supporters in the capital area, and 

they are the least populist of all the parties. It could also be that the capital recovered more 

quickly than the rural areas.  

Thirdly, the findings corroborate the theory that the individuals who display the strongest 

populist attitudes are those who were most likely affected by the economic crisis and the 

subsequent government actions. For age, we hypothesized that the oldest age group was most 

likely to show strong populist tendencies, since these individuals were the most dependent 

upon government assistance and as such were the most affected during the economic crisis 

and its subsequent austerity measures. It was interesting to find that the individuals in the 

middle age group (30-39), who were the most affected by the crisis, do not show stronger 

populist tendencies. This may be because they were not as dependent on the government as 

the older age group. It could be that they were just affected by the crisis while the economy 

was suffering, but once the economy started recovering (and potentially the mortgage crisis 

was ameliorated), things improved for them. The findings for the education and left-right 
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variable were both strong and significant. For education, it was interesting to see the 

difference in populist tendencies between the secondary and university-level education. 

Though they both displayed weaker populist attitudes than the primary education group, the 

findings highlight the enormous difference that going to university has on controlling populist 

attitudes. As for left-right tendencies, this does not come as a surprise. The research based a 

whole research on its expectations that the individuals with stronger populist attitudes would 

lean left much more than right. It also does not come as a surprise that individuals with 

stronger populist attitudes would be attracted by a political party that encourages recall 

elections. For the political party preference variable, it was confirmed that individuals who 

support the Pirate Party display stronger populist attitudes. It was not surprising to see that 

the other two parties who have supporters with strong populist attitudes are the LGM and the 

SDA. What was surprising, and interesting, was the location of the PP supporters on the 

populism scale. It seems like PP supporters are closer on the populism spectrum to left-leaning 

supporters than to IP supporters. This shift may be related to the 2009 shift in supporters from 

the IP to the LGM, and then from the LGM to the PP. Those supporters, who shifted their 

support from one side of the political spectrum to the other in the 2009 election, may be the 

ones that display stronger populist tendencies within the PP. 

The findings have served to confirm some of the hypotheses postulated by this thesis. The 

study has corroborated that, in general, Icelanders who were hardest hit by the economic 

crisis developed stronger populist tendencies, partly due to their decreased levels of trust in 

the established parties. However, this study has also elucidated the strong populist attitudes 

that Icelanders, as a society, share. These findings beg the questions: What can the Icelandic 

government do to regain the pre-crisis levels of trust? What can the established parties do to 

regain the pre-crisis balance and get between 85 and 90% of the votes? What can new parties 

do to earn the trust of the people and become established parties? The simple answer seems 

to be to regain the trust of the Icelandic public. It has become evident that earning the public’s 

trust through economic growth has not been enough, so how else can politicians do this? And 

if populists do not want more democracy, but rather they want leaders who will enact the will 

of the people, to earn the people’s trust, should the government enact the people’s will and 

potentially challenge the cornerstones of liberal democracy? It seems like that is indeed the 

idea of the new populist movements. 
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 It is suggested that future studies expand on this research in a variety of manners. First, 

it would extremely eye-opening to do a comparative study with the other European countries 

affected by the economic crisis: Italy, Greece, and Spain. It would be very interesting to 

analyze if these countries also share the strong populist tendencies of Icelanders. It would also 

be interesting to compare the characteristics of each country’s left-leaning populists. Second, 

it would be interesting to gage whether populist attitudes in Iceland can be linked to any other 

forms of populism or any other parties. There have been numerous current events that may 

point to the fact that right-wing populism and left-wing populism may be present in the form 

of the Center Party and the People’s Party, two new parties that entered the political stage in 

2017. Additionally, if these two parties also prove to be populists, comparing the 

characteristics of their supporters with those of the Pirate Party could provide additional 

insight into the differences between left and right-wing populism. Studies could also further 

expand on other personal characteristics, such as income, profession, or religion; or also 

analyze ideological tendencies such as position on immigration or pro-Eu/against-EU. In 

closing, this study has proven useful in providing a new methodology to measure populist 

attitudes in Iceland, and the study hopes that more research will be conducted to further 

understand “who are the populists in Iceland?”     
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7 Conclusions 

The purpose of this thesis has been to elucidate the individual-level attributes and party 

preferences of populist supporters in Iceland. The thesis has explained that populist attitudes 

were catalyzed by political events that were brought to light by the economic crisis. By building 

on previously employed methodologies, the study has shown that it is possible to ascertain 

populist attitudes in theoretically consistent and empirically-sound ways. The study has found 

a significant relationship between populist attitudes and some individual-level attributes, such 

as age, education, and left-right tendencies. Additionally, the study has been able to confirm 

that there exists a correlation between populist attitudes and the intention of voting for 

populist political parties, which is certainly the case for the populist center-left Pirate Party. 

This study has further highlighted that there is a clear distinction between right and left-wing 

populism, and the events that may lead to the potential rise of each one. 
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Appendix A 

Tables A1 to A9 present the raw results of all the statistical analyses completed by in thesis. 

Tables A1 and A2 show the results of the Principal Component Analysis. Tables A3 and A4 

presents the statistics of the Populism Scale. Table A5 presented the results from the binomial 

regression analysis, while Tables A6 to A9 are the results of the multinomial regression 

analysis. 
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