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Introduction 

 

The Eurozone debt crisis  

 

With the introduction of the Eurozone in 1999, many thought that closer economic 

integration would be accompanied by greater economic stability in Europe. Steps were 

taken to mitigate the dangers of effectively removing sovereignty over monetary policy in 

eurozone member states – namely through the Growth and Stability Pact (GSP), which was 

meant to set clear fiscal rules for member states to abide by in order to avoid large fiscal 

imbalances emerging between Eurozone members.1 

However, the GSP would ultimately fail in its objective of ensuring fiscal stability. The 

emergence of significant asymmetries between the economies of the Northern and 

Southern member states would mean that it was profitable for creditors and financial 

institutions in the North to lend money to the Southern states, who were naturally keen to 

take advantage of this new access to cheap credit. This process would fuel consumption - 

driven economic growth in the South, that would be unsustainably financed through issuing 

more debt (something that also led to the emergence of significant bubbles in property 

markets, particularly in Ireland).2  

The first signs of trouble began to emerge with the onset of the global recession that 

began in 2007. In the Eurozone, this economic downturn meant that the Northern states 

were suddenly unable to lend money to the South, leaving the Southern member states 

with exorbitant levels of debts and facing an inevitable economic disaster.3 

Problems were exacerbated even further when, in 2009, Greece admitted that its 

budget deficit was much larger than previously disclosed. This process caused investors to 

entirely lose confidence  in Greece’s ability to repay its debts, damaging Greece’s credit 

                                                             
1 de Haan, J., Berger, H. and Jansen, D.-J. (2004). Why has the stability and Growth Pact failed? International 

Finance, 7(2), pp. 235–260.  

 
2 Frieden, J. and Walter, S. (2017). Understanding the political economy of the eurozone crisis. Annual Review 

of Political Science, 20(1), p.373. 

 
3 ibid, p.376. 
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rating, to such an extent that Greece was no longer able to borrow money on international 

financial markets and had to request assistance from the EU and the IMF.4  

With investors losing faith in Greece, attention soon turned to the remaining peripheral 

Eurozone member states, such as Ireland, with credit ratings and investor confidence 

plummeting.5 Despite the best efforts of the EU and the IMF to restore confidence, the 

Eurozone crisis had begun. 

 

Greece 

 

Greece was admitted to the Eurozone in 2001.6 However, prior to joining the Eurozone, 

the Greek economy had been suffering from deeply entrenched structural problems, 

something that can be traced back to the way that the PASOK government reformed the 

public sector during the early 1980s.  Academics such as Anderson identify these structural 

problems as consisting of ‘deep-seated corruption’, ‘weak institutions’, ‘sustained tax 

evasion, overgenerous pensions, high public salaries, and excessive state spending’7. Whilst 

Greece managed to satisfy the conditions necessary for joining the Economic and Monetary 

Union (EMU), these problems inherent in the Greek economy would still remain. 

With EMU membership achieved, the Greek government had access to cheap credit and 

European funds that it used to finance an unsustainable growth model consisting of 

consumption driven economic growth. It did this at the expense of targeting the structural 

problems plaguing the economy.8 Doing so contributed to growing macroeconomic 

imbalances that the government tried to address through even more borrowing.9 This 

                                                             
4 ibid 

 
5 Copelovitch, M., Frieden, J. and Walter, S. (2016). The political economy of the Euro Crisis. Comparative 

Political Studies, 49(7), p.815.  

 
6 Kotios, A., Pavlidis, G., & Galanos, G. (2011). Greece and the Euro: The chronicle of an expected 

collapse. Intereconomics, 46(5), p.263.  

 
7 Anderson, B. (2020). The Crisis in Greece: missteps and miscalculations. European Stability Mechanism, 

Discussion Paper series no.9, p.5. 

 
8 ibid 

 
9 ibid, pp.5-6. 
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process would continue, with the Greek government consistently accruing ever increasing 

budget deficits. The true extent of the problem was only realised when the Greek 

government revised its budget on the 5th of November 2009, which showed that the 

government deficit was at 12.7% of domestic GDP, which was double what had been 

previously estimated.10 

As was previously mentioned, this revelation caused investors to lose confidence in 

Greece, with the remaining states on the periphery soon following suit. The subsequent 

intervention by  The Troika – the International Monetary Fund, the European Commission 

(EC), and the European Central Bank (ECB) - would ultimately force the Greek government 

to embark on a policy of extreme austerity, involving cuts to public expenditure that would 

lead to the country experiencing the worst recession of the post-war period.11 By 2012, 

unemployment had reached 24% and it was estimated that national output had fallen to 

levels not experienced since Greece joined the Eurozone in 2001.12  

As well as this, the spending cuts had drastic consequences for living standards, 

especially for those at the lower end of the income distribution that were more reliant on 

the state, causing significant increases in income inequality and poverty.13  

 

Political consequences – Greece 

 

With the Eurozone crisis having such far reaching consequences for the Greek 

population, it comes as no surprise that the political ramifications of the crisis were also 

severe. In the political arena, support for the two major parties, PASOK and New 

Democracy, collapsed in the 2012 elections. Both parties regularly shared the majority of 

the vote, receiving on average 83.8% of the total vote share in elections between 1981-

                                                             
10 De Santis, R. (2012). The euro area sovereign debt crisis: safe haven, credit rating agencies and the spread of 

the fever From Greece, Ireland, and Portugal. ECB Working Paper Series 1419, Frankfurt: European Central 

Bank, p.2. 

 
11 Ellinas, A. (2013). The Rise of Golden Dawn: The New Face of the Far Right in Greece. South European 

Society And Politics, 18(4), p.544 

 
12 Anderson, B. (2020). The Crisis in Greece, p.7. 

 
13ibid 
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2009.14 In the 2012 election, the vote shared by both PASOK and New Democracy had fallen 

to just 32%.15 Whereas support declined for the two major parties, Golden Dawn (GD), a far 

right populist party16 that had only received 19,640 votes in 2009, gained 425,990 votes and 

18 seats in the June 2012 elections.17 Furthermore, SYRIZA – a radical left-wing populist 

party18 - has since been considered by some as a ‘big winner’ of the crisis, with its vote share 

rising from 4.6% in 2009 to 36.3% in 2015.19  

  

Ireland 

 

Whilst the Eurozone crisis contributed to the rise of populist parties in Greece, the same 

cannot be said for Ireland. Ireland, being a member of the European Economic Community 

before Greece, reaped the benefits of EEC membership, namely funding that would help the 

development of the country.20 This, combined with a currency devaluation and reduced 

corporation tax rates in the early 1990s, led to significant economic growth in Ireland, a 

period now known as the Celtic Tiger years.21  

Although the financial crisis materialised for different reasons, the consequences were 

just as severe in Ireland as they were in Greece. Several years of poor financial regulation 

contributed to a loosening of the fractional reserve system, whereby banks were given 

greater freedom to determine how much they could loan versus how much they would have 

                                                             
14 Ellinas, A. (2013). The Rise of Golden Dawn, p.544. 

 
15ibid 

16 Guriev, S. and Papaioannou, E. (2022). The political economy of Populism. Journal of Economic Literature, 

60(3), p.763. 

17ibid 

 
18 Guriev, S. and Papaioannou, E. (2022). The political economy of Populism, p.754. 
 
19 Ladi, S. and Tsagkroni, V. (2019). Analysing crisis parliamentary discourse in Greece: Whom should we 

blame? JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 57(4), p.734. 

 
20

 Fitzgerald, C. (2012). The debt crisis in Ireland. The Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, 53(4), 

p.353. 

 
21 ibid 
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to keep in reserve. This development contributed to considerable asset bubbles that were 

particularly significant in the housing market.  

Once the asset bubble burst in the housing market, many banks became insolvent. In 

order to avoid a total collapse of the banking sector in Ireland, the EU and IMF intervened, 

granting Ireland a bailout package in November 2010.22 As was the case with Greece, the 

bailout package was conditional on the Irish government tightening its fiscal policy, namely 

through reducing government spending and increasing tax revenue by lowering income tax 

bands, as well as reforming the financial sector.23  

Predictably, the economic cost of these policies was also drastic. Unemployment rose 

sharply from 4.5% in 2007 - before the outbreak of the crisis - to 14.5% in 2011 prior to the 

general election.24 In addition to this, economic activity declined in the same way as it had in 

Greece, with GDP falling by an estimated 21% between 2007 and 2010.25  

 

Political consequences – Ireland  

 

With both countries experiencing equally damaging economic fortunes, one may 

imagine that Ireland also experienced an increase in electoral support for populist  parties. 

However, this was not the case. The 2011 election in Ireland was the first to be held in the 

country after the crisis. Fianna Fáil (FF) had been the dominant party in Ireland since the 

1930s, with FF’s share of the total vote never falling below a threshold of 39% in all elections 

prior to 2011.26 After the 2011 election, the party’s dominance over Irish politics was lost, 

with the party receiving just 17.4% of the vote. This presents a dramatic change of fortunes 

                                                             
22 Magalhães, P. (2014). Introduction – Financial Crisis, Austerity, and Electoral Politics. Journal of Elections, 

Public Opinion and Parties, 24(2), p.126. 

 
23 Kinsella, S. (2012). Is Ireland really the role model for austerity? Cambridge Journal of Economics, 36(1), 

p.228. 

 
24 Marsh, M. and Mikhaylov, S. (2014). A Conservative Revolution: The Electoral Response to Economic Crisis 

in Ireland. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 24(2), p.160. 

 
25 Kinsella, S. (2012). Is Ireland really the role model for austerity, p.244. 

 
26 Marsh, M. and Mikhaylov, S. (2012). Economic voting in a crisis: The Irish election of 2011. Electoral 

Studies, 31(3), p.478. 
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for the party, especially when considering the fact that FF’s received 41.6% of the vote share 

in the previous election in 2007.27 Also, the Green Party that had been in a coalition with FF 

lost every one of its seats.28  

The heavy losses of FF during the election meant that the main opposition party, Fine 

Gael (FG) won enough votes to secure its position as the largest party in Ireland for the first 

time in its history. The Labour Party that would enter a coalition with FG saw its share of the 

vote almost double.29  

Whereas some scholars have used the Pedersen index to show that the turnaround in 

electoral fortunes in Ireland were some of the most dramatic in post-war Europe, Marsh and 

Mikhaylov argue that the 2011 election in Ireland was “merely one where one centre right 

party replaced another”30. This would suggest that the net result of the election was far less 

dramatic than what was experienced in Greece. More importantly, the crisis in Ireland did 

not lead to the emergence of populist challenger parties. Sinn Fein – being the only one of 

the long standing political parties that could be considered to  be populist – experienced 

some gains in the 2011 election, winning 9 seats and 9.9% of the popular vote, which took 

the party’s total number of seats to 14.31 

So, whilst it is true that the election in Ireland was also dramatic, the political 

consequences were entirely different, since no significant populist challenger party emerged 

(as was the case in Greece). This presents an interesting research puzzle, especially given 

the similar economic consequences of the crisis in both countries.  

 

Relevance and Scope 

 

                                                             
27ibid 

 
28 Marsh, M. and Mikhaylov, S. (2014). A Conservative Revolution, p.161. 

 
29 ibid 

 
30ibid 

 
31 Cline, R. and Wolff, G. (2012). Sepcial Report 21: Resolving the European Debt Crisis. Illinois: Versa Press, 

p.39. 
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Whereas several studies already exist in the literature that consider either the political 

economy of the Eurozone crisis in Greece/Ireland, or the reasons for diverging levels of 

economic recovery across the most affected Eurozone states, very little attention has been 

devoted to investigating why the political consequences of the crisis were so much more 

extreme in Greece than they were in Ireland. 

Thus, it was decided that the following approach would be the most appropriate for 

plugging this gap in the literature: 

 

1. A number of enabling factors contributing to the success of populist parties were 

identified and classified (see Fig 1). 

2. Whilst it would be possible to also look at all 3 types of enabling factors, it was 

ultimately decided for the purposes of this project to focus on demand side factors. 

This was done chiefly because it is easier to gain access to primary sources related to 

demand side factors (such as the ESS dataset), therefore making it easier to carry out 

a quantitative analysis. 

3. A number of demand side frameworks were investigated and compared using the 

following criteria: 

- Best fit/coverage of the demand side factors. 

- Best fit for the data available (the ESS datasets). 

 

Frameworks 

 

Eatwell and Goodwin, two prominent figures in the contemporary study of populism, 

suggest that there are 4 ‘deep rooted societal changes’ that have occurred in recent times, 

the presence of which increases the likelihood of populism to thrive.32 In their book titled 

National Populism: The Revolt Against Liberal Democracy, these are called the 4 Ds: 

Destruction, Deprivation, De-Alignment, and Distrust (see Fig 1). 

                                                             
32 Eatwell, R. and Goodwin, M. (2018). National populism – the revolt against liberal democracy.1st ed. 

London: Pelican, pp.11-13. 
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Although it was eventually decided to use the 4Ds framework for the purposes of this 

project, it should be taken into consideration that other academics have devised similar 

frameworks. Whilst it would not be possible to list all of approaches given the spatial 

constraints of this project, a couple of examples will be considered in this section, but these 

are by no means exhaustive.  

For example, a similar set of contributing factors was devised by Pappas et al, this time 

consisting of 4 ‘guiding hypotheses’33 (or 4 Hs – see Fig 1). It should be apparent that there 

are certain parallels between the framework developed by Eatwell and Goodwin and Pappas 

et al, particularly between H1 and Deprivation and H2 and De-Alignment.  

In a largely similar vein to Goodwin et al and Pappas et al, Aiginger also proposes that 

the recent success of populist parties can be attributed to 4 root causes: ‘economic 

problems’, ‘cultural causes’, ‘the speed of change generated by globalisation and 

digitalisation’, and ‘the failure of policy to manage a transition to higher welfare, globally 

and locally’34.  

A somewhat different approach to understanding why populist parties emerge is offered 

by Berman, who divides the causes of populism into ‘demand side’ and ‘supply side’ 

explanations. Demand side explanations focus on the demands of the electorate for populist 

parties and the origins of this demand; namely economic and socio-cultural grievances that 

motivate people to vote for populist parties, whilst supply side explanations focus on the 

deficiencies present within modern democracies that empower populist parties – i.e. “the 

failures of governments, politicians, policy makers, parties, and other actors”35. 

 

Justification for using the 4 Ds framework  

 

                                                             
33 Pappas, T. and Kriesi, H. (2015). European populism in the shadow of the great recession, 1st ed. Colchester : 

ECPR Press,  pp.11-14. 
 
34 Aiginger, K. (2020). Populism: Root causes, power grabbing and counter strategy. Intereconomics, 55(1), 

p.38.  

 
35 Berman, S. (2021). The causes of populism in the West. Annual Review of Political Science, 24(1), p.73. 
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It was ultimately decided to use Eatwell and Goodwin’s 4 Ds framework to determine 

why the Eurozone crisis caused populist challenger parties to emerge in Greece but not in 

Ireland. This was done chiefly for two reasons. 

Firstly, it was deemed that Eatwell and Goodwin’s 4 Ds framework best fits the theory 

surrounding populism. Other frameworks, for example, overlook the role played by 

immigration, which, as is explained in the literature review, is something that populist 

parties frequently use when forming an out-group. 

Secondly, after checking the variables available in the ESS dataset, it became clear that 

there were multiple variables available in the dataset that would be relevant for each D. In 

this way, it was determined that the 4 Ds framework provided the best fit for the data 

available; on these grounds, Eatwell and Goodwin’s framework was selected over the 

alternatives.  

In using the 4 Ds framework, I make the prediction that the reasons for the differing 

fortunes of both countries lies in the fact that Ireland only satisfies a few of Eatwell and 

Goodwin’s contributing factors, and where it does satisfy a factor, it’ll always be to a lesser 

extent than Greece. 

In this way, not only would this research actually test the robustness of Eatwell and 

Goodwin’s theory of the 4 Ds– it may also broaden our understanding of the conditions 

contributing to the rise of populism, as well as providing more detailed insights as to why 

Ireland and Greece experienced such different political fates from the same economic 

shock. This is something that could act as a springboard for fellow academics to take 

advantage of in order to further our understanding of the rise of populism. 

 

Overview of structure  

 

This thesis will be structured as follows. In the subsequent chapter, the existing 

literature on populism, Greece, and Ireland in the context of the Eurozone Crisis will be 

analysed.  

Following on from the literature review, the methodology will provide a justification for 

the case selection, a brief summary of the approach used to tackle the research question, as 
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well as a discussion of the methods of data gathering and why it was decided to conduct a 

quantitative study over a qualitative study. 

In the next chapter, titled Case Analysis, it is shown how the value of each D (i.e. the extent 

to which each D applies to each case study) was calculated. This involves the process of 

allocating observable variables from the ESS dataset to each one of the 4 Ds. Furthermore, 

since it was frequently the case that the observable variables from the ESS survey had 

different measuring scales (see tables in Appendix 1), it was necessary to ‘standardise’ the 

variables, such that each variable would have the same scale. The formulas that were used 

to do this, as well as the formulas used to calculate each D, are also included in this section. 

The results chapter firstly provides a discussion of any trends that were noticed when 

processing the data, followed by a more detailed discussion of the results, where the 

findings of this project are then linked back to the literature. 

In the final chapter, some general conclusions will be made, as well as a brief discussion 

of the limitations of this project. 
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Literature Review 
 

Literature on populism  

 

One of the first things that becomes apparent in the literature on populism is the 

difficulty associated with deriving a definition for the term populism. Cases can be made for 

a wide array of different movements, systems, or regimes - from the Peron regime in 

Argentina, George Wallace in Alabama, to the Solidarity movement in Poland – to be 

labelled as populist.36 The problem here lies in the fact that all of the aforementioned 

political movements/political phenomena had very little in common with each other from 

an ideological perspective. Yet, the word populist can be used in every single example 

mentioned.37 

 In this way, academics cannot reach a consensus when it comes to defining populism. 

This is something that is encapsulated by Laclau, a prominent scholar in the field of 

populism, who said that “Few terms have been so widely used in contemporary political 

analysis, although few have been defined with less precision”38. 

As well as proving notoriously difficult to define by academics,, usage of the word 

populist itself is often used as a political slur by the political parties, most often the 

opposition, in an attempt to discredit the policy initiatives of rivals.39  

Furthermore, unlike other political movements - where it has been generally agreed 

upon by the members of each movement what the movement stands for -  the same is not 

true for populism. As Cannovan notes, there was never any international conference where 

populists from across the globe met to agree upon what “their movement stood for”40.  

                                                             
36 Taggart, P.A. (1996). The new populism and the new politics: New protest parties in Sweden in a comparative 

perspective. 1st ed. Basingstoke: Macmillan, p.32. 

 
37 Allcock, J. (1971). Populism, p.372. 

 
38 Laclau, E. (2005) On populist reason. 1st ed. London: Verso, p.143. 

 
39 Albertazzi, D. and McDonnell, D. (2008). Twenty-first century populism. 1st ed. Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan, p.2. 

 
40 Canovan, M. (1981) Populism, pp.5-6. 
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As such, it should become fairly clear already that it would not be possible to come up a 

single definition for every instance of populism that would hold true for every single case. 

Because of this, some have considered whether to stop using the word altogether due to its 

confusing nature.41 

Nonetheless, whilst efforts to formally define the word populism will undoubtedly 

continue, academics are more able to reach a consensus regarding the key features of 

populism. At its core and in its most simplest form, each populist movement consists of an 

effort to unify the people against some sort of enemy of the people.42 In this way, populists 

from a type of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ rhetoric, whereby the ‘us’ refers to the people (sometimes 

called the in-group) and ‘them’ refers to the enemy of the people (sometimes also called the 

out-group in the literature).43  

What is exactly meant by the people will vary in each case of populism. Cannovan, for 

example, identifies 3 main different interpretations, whereby the people can entail the 

‘united people’, ‘common people’, or ‘our people’44. However, as Taggart argues – 

sometimes the notion of the people is not always clear in every instance, as it is often the 

case that “they may not know who they are, but they know who they are not”45. 

In this way, sometimes it is easier to identify who the populists are discriminating 

against rather than who belongs to the movement. Generally speaking, those that belong to 

the out-group – i.e. those that the populists will attempt to discriminate against -  will often 

consist of (but is by no means limited to) “liberal elites, the establishment, and minorities 

and/or immigrants”46. 

That being said, it is not the purpose of this project to derive a new definition of 

populism. Therefore, the definition proposed by Albertazzi and McDonell will be used in this 

project. They define populism as follows: 

                                                             
41 ibid,, pp.6-7. 

 
42 Canovan, M. (1999). Trust the People! Populism and the Two Faces of Democracy. Political Studies, 47(1), 

p.3. 

 
43 Berman, S. (2021). The causes of populism in the West, pp. 72-73. 

 
44 Canovan, M. (1999). Trust the People, p.5. 

 
45 Taggart, P.A. (1996). The new populism, p.33. 

 
46 Berman, S. (2021). The causes of populism in the West, pp.72-73. 
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“An ideology which pits a virtuous and homogeneous people against a set of elites and 

dangerous ‘others’ who are together depicted as depriving (or attempting to deprive) 

the sovereign people of their rights, values, prosperity, identity and voice”47 

 

Literature on Greece and Ireland 

 

Furthermore, whilst a significant amount academic attention has been devoted to 

defining populism or understanding the causes of populism, it should be noted that a 

surprisingly small volume of academic research has been directed towards investigating why 

populism thrives in some European countries and not in others. In particular, the interesting 

case of Greece and Ireland - two seemingly similar Eurozone member states that have had 

entirely differing experiences with populism -  has largely gone unnoticed. 

The existing literature in this field can be divided into three general categories. The first 

two types are studies that either deal with populism in Greece or Ireland. The third type 

consists of comparative studies that compare multiple EU member states (in which 

sometimes Greece and Ireland are included) with the attempt of explaining why populist 

parties have enjoyed greater success in certain parts of Europe. Whenever Greece is the 

focus of an academic study,  the emphasis is very much placed on understanding the rise of 

populism in Greece, whilst whenever Ireland is the sole focus of an academic study, the 

objective is to investigate the apparent lack of a populist challenger party in Ireland.  

Out of all the three types, the first type - i.e. studies that focus specifically on Greek 

populism - are the most numerous, to such an extent that it would be difficult to list all of 

them (see the citation below for a few examples, but this list is by no means exhaustive).48 

                                                             
47 Albertazzi, D. and McDonnell, D. (2008). Twenty-first century populism. 1st ed. Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan, p.3. 

 
48 Vasilopoulou, S., Halikiopoulou, D. and Exadaktylos, T. (2013). Greece in Crisis: Austerity, Populism and the 

Politics of Blame. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 52(2), pp.388-402; Lamprianou, I. and Ellinas, A. 

(2016). Institutional Grievances and Right-Wing Extremism: Voting for Golden Dawn in Greece. South European 

Society and Politics, 22(1), pp.43-60; Mavrogordatos, G. (1997). From Traditional Clientelism to Machine 

Politics: the Impact of PASOK Populism in Greece. South European Society And Politics, 2(3), pp.1-26; 

Stavrakakis, Y. (2014). The Return of “the People”: Populism and Anti-Populism in the Shadow of the European 

Crisis. Constellations, 21(4), pp.505-517. 
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Without overtly generalising, the bulk of this research has provided five key arguments for 

the historical and current salience of populist parties in Greece. These are: the legacy of the 

Ottoman occupation of Greece (also sometimes referred to as ‘Greek underdog culture’49 in 

the literature), the role that immigration has played50, the role of clientelism and 

corruption51, and the impact of the Eurozone crisis itself.52 

Whilst Greece has become somewhat of a focal point for scholars of populism, Ireland 

has not received the same attention. This is particularly interesting, especially when 

considering that Ireland satisfies many of the conditions required for a populist parties to 

emerge.53  

Nonetheless, even though Ireland has attracted less attention from scholars, some 

research on the topic of Irish populism has already been carried out. For example, McDonell 

argues that Ireland presents the ideal conditions for the emergence of a populist challenger 

party, something which he calls “opportunity structures for populism in Ireland”54. These 

conditions are: Irish political culture, the political system in Ireland, the Irish economy, 

Immigration, European Integration, and Corruption.55  

                                                             
49 Diamandouros, N. (1994). Cultural Dualism and Political Change in Post-authoritarian Greece. Working 

paper, 50, Madrid: Instituto Juan March de Estudios e Investigaciones, Centro de Estudios Avanzados en 

Ciencias Sociales 50, p.40; Papathanassopoulos, S. (2018). Greece: Populism Between Left and Right. Populist 

Political Communication In Europe, pp.205-216; Ellinas, A. (2013). The Rise of Golden Dawn: The New Face 

of the Far Right in Greece. South European Society And Politics, 18(4), pp.543-565.  

 
50 Lamprianou, I. and Ellinas, A. (2016). Institutional Grievances and Right-Wing Extremism: Voting for 

Golden Dawn in Greece. South European Society and Politics, 22(1), pp.46-47; Bistis, G., 2013. Golden Dawn 

or Democratic Sunset: The Rise of the Far Right in Greece. Mediterranean Quarterly, 24(3), pp.35-55 

 
51 Lamprianou, I. and Ellinas, A. (2016). Institutional Grievances and Right-Wing Extremism: Voting for 

Golden Dawn in Greece. South European Society and Politics, 22(1), p.47; Mavrogordatos, G. (1997). From 

Traditional Clientelism to Machine Politics: the Impact of PASOK Populism in Greece. South European Society 

And Politics, 2(3), p.19. 

 
52 Ellinas, A. (2013). The Rise of Golden Dawn: The New Face of the Far Right in Greece. South European 

Society And Politics, 18(4), p.544; Lamprianou, I. and Ellinas, A. (2016). Institutional Grievances and Right-

Wing Extremism: Voting for Golden Dawn in Greece. South European Society and Politics, 22(1), p.46. 

 
53 Guildea, A. (2021) Ireland presents all the conditions for the emergence of a radical right populist party – 

except there isn't one, The Loop. 

 Available at: https://theloop.ecpr.eu/ireland-presents-all-the-conditions-for-the-emergence-of-a-radical-right-

populist-party-except-there-isnt-one/ (Accessed: October 20, 2022).  

 
54 McDonnell, D. (2008) The Republic of Ireland: the dog that hasn’t barked in the night?, in: D. Albertazzi & 

D. McDonnell (Eds). Twenty-First Century Populism. The Spectre of Western European Democracy. 

Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan, p.199. 

 
55 ibid, pp.199-208. 



19 
 

Written in exactly the same year, O’Malley also looks into why Ireland has been able to 

resist the rise of what he calls “radical right parties”56. In a similar vein to McDonnell, he too 

acknowledges that Ireland satisfies many of the necessary conditions for such a party to 

emerge and analyses more or less the same conditions as McDonnell, just phrased 

differently. These are: increased immigration, the party system in Ireland, the presence of 

clientelism and corruption in Irish politics, and the presence of a post-industrial society.57 

This is not the only contribution that O’Malley has made to this field of research. A joint 

effort with Fitzgibbon in 2014 was also written in a similar style, wherein the puzzling case 

of Ireland’s reaction to the Eurozone crisis is considered, given that the majority of other 

Eurozone member states experienced a rise in support for right-wing populist parties whilst 

Ireland did not.58   

One final contribution to the topic of Irish populism that should be acknowledged is the 

work of McGuigan, who also attempts to explain why Ireland managed to resist the trend of 

rising support for populist-parties in the immediate aftermath of the Eurozone crisis.59 

However, whilst it is implied by the others that the rise of populism should be treated 

negatively, McGuigan differs somewhat in his approach, in the sense that he attempts 

justify populism as “a constructive style of politics, which articulates social demands for 

segments of society who lack a voice”60. 

The third type of study, as mentioned earlier, relates to comparative studies that 

compare the rise of populism across multiple EU member states. As was the case with the 

rise of populism in Greece, these studies are numerous. However, a comparative study 

conducted by Pappas and Kriesi presents a fantastic example of these types of study. By 

systematically dividing Europe into several geographical regions, they compare the fortunes 

                                                             
 
56 O'Malley, E. (2008). Why is there no radical right party in Ireland? West European Politics, 31(5), p.960. 

 
57ibid, pp.965-966. 

 
58 O’Malley, E. and FitzGibbon, J. (2014). Everywhere and nowhere. Populism and the puzzling non-reaction to 

Ireland’s Crises. In Pappas, T. and Kriesi, H. (2015). European populism in the shadow of the great recession. 

1st ed. Colchester: ECPR Press, pp.281-282. 

 
59 Mcguigan, P. (2014). An Examination of the'far right' and 'populist politics' in contemporary Ireland. 

In Rising Populism and European Elections Collection of selected contributions, 55(4), pp.153-177. 

 
60 ibid, p.153. 

 



20 
 

of parties that they consider to be populist by aggregating changes in electoral support for 

these parties both before and after the Eurozone crisis began.61 Naturally, since the study 

involved the entire EU, this means that both Greece and Ireland are included in the study. 

Nonetheless, since Greece and Ireland belong to different geographical regions - with 

Ireland belonging to what Pappas and Kriesi call the ‘Anglo-Celtic countries’62 - and Greece 

belonging to the ‘Southern group’63, no in depth comparisons between the two are made. 

A more recent comparative study was conducted by Salgado et al that considered the 

representation of populist parties and political figures across several European countries (of 

which Greece and Ireland are also included). However, whilst the sample size is far smaller 

than the study conducted by Pappas and Kriesi, it should be noted that the emphasis is very 

much placed on how populist and non-populist parties were represented in the media and 

investigating whether there exists a link between media representation and the success of 

populist parties.64 

It should also be noted that several other comparative studies related to populism that 

also use ESS data already exist. Many examples of these can be found in a study conducted 

by Guriev and Papaioannou.65 

The only comparative study that could be found that directly compares the fortunes of 

only Greece and Ireland in the context of the Eurozone Crisis just so happens to have been 

conducted by Pappas and O’Malley. Pappas and O’Malley solely compare Greece and 

Ireland and investigate why the same level of civil unrest in Greece following the economic 

crisis was not witnessed in Ireland. As well as considering cultural differences, their 

argument is chiefly based on the strength of both states – i.e. the ability of the sate ‘to 

                                                             
61 Pappas, T. and Kriesi, H. (2015). Populism and Crisis: A Fuzzy Relationship, in: Pappas, T. and Kriesi, H. 

(2015). European populism in the shadow of the great recession. 1st ed. Colchester: ECPR Press, pp.303-304. 

 
62 ibid, p.320. 

 
63ibid, p.312. 

 
64 Salgado, S. et al. (2021). Crisis and populism: A comparative study of populist and non-populist candidates 

and rhetoric in the news media coverage of election campaigns. European Politics and Society, pp. 1–16.  

 
65 Guriev, S. and Papaioannou, E. (2022). The political economy of Populism. Journal of Economic Literature, 

60(3), pp.782-783,794. 
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continue providing ‘basic public goods and other state-related services’66 - being different in 

both countries.67 They argue that the ability of the Greek government to continue to 

provide to the people was severely hampered by the crisis, where the PASOK government 

had to drastically cut public expenditure and the provision of public goods/services.68 This 

was not the case in Ireland, where despite support for Fianna Fail drastically falling, the Irish 

state was still able to provide these services.69  

However, as was the case with the research conducted by Salgado et al, the focus of the 

study differs somewhat to what is being proposed in the previous chapter.  Whereas Pappas 

and O’Malley focus on the varying strength of both states, this constitutes a slightly 

different approach to what is being proposed in this project, since this project is attempting 

to explain the different political outcomes in both countries in terms of demand side causes 

of populism (see Fig 1). 

Thus, taking all of this into consideration, it would appear to be the case that a gap exists 

in the academic literature, since - to the best of my knowledge – no direct comparative 

study exists that compares Greece and Ireland and attempts to explain the different political 

outcomes in both countries using demand side explanations. Given the absence of a such a 

study, I believe that this is likely to be one of the first studies in this field to directly tackle 

this research puzzle from this perspective. 

As such, insights gained from this research would achieve two things. Firstly, the gap 

that has been identified in the literature would be filled, something that is likely to improve 

our understanding of populism in general and the factors that can contribute to the spread 

of populism. Secondly, by approaching this research puzzle from a unique perspective that 

has not been attempted before, it is likely that this research will contribute something new 

to the existing debates about the rise of populism.   

 

                                                             
66 Pappas, T. and O’Malley, E. (2014). Civil Compliance and ‘political luddism’. American Behavioural Scientist, 

58(12), p.1592. 

 
67 ibid, pp.1603-1607. 
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69 ibid, p.1604.  

 



22 
 

 

 

Methodology 

 

Case selection  

 

As mentioned in the previous two chapters, the case of Ireland and Greece in the 

context of the Eurozone Crisis offers an interesting research puzzle. Both countries were 

exposed an economic shock of similar proportions, yet the political consequences that can 

be observed in both nations are entirely different.70 Moreover, what makes the case of 

Greece and Ireland even more interesting is how much the two countries have in common 

with each other. For example, Pappas and O’Malley go so far as to say that Greece and 

Ireland also share a similar “cultural background, social composition, ideological profiling, 

and party system dynamics, among other factors”71. 

With such striking similarities, the case selection is justified for two reasons. Firstly, the 

cases in question present a natural experiment. We have an example of two cases with 

similar inputs (i.e. the similarities that both states shared before the crisis began that have 

already been identified by Pappas and O’Malley) but with differing outcomes. Secondly, 

given the spatial constraints of this project, it is unlikely that studies a la Pappas and Kriesi 

or Salgado et al that were considered in the previous chapter would be feasible, since it 

would be difficult to devote enough attention to each case whilst also simultaneously 

remaining within the word limit. Bearing this in mind, the cases of Greece and Ireland 

provided an ideal situation for a two country comparative study to be conducted that would 

explain the differing fortunes of both countries in the context of the Eurozone crisis. 

                                                             
70 Pappas, T. and O’Malley, E. (2014). Civil Compliance and ‘political luddism’. American Behavioural 

Scientist, 58(12), p.1602. 

 
71 ibid, p.1592. 
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Originally proposed by Mill, this type of case selection has become known as the most 

similar method, or the most similar case study design and the logic behind this type of case 

selection is as follows: 

 

“If an instance in which the phenomenon under investigation occurs, and an instance 

in which it does not occur, have every circumstance save one in common, that one 

occurring only in the former; the circumstance in which alone the two instances 

differ, is the effect, or cause, or an indispensable part of the cause, of the 

phenomenon”72 

 

As such, the case selection is fairly self explanatory. Provided that is possible to prove 

the effects of the economic crisis were similar in both countries, whilst also simultaneously 

showing that some of the Ds do not fully or only partially apply to the Irish case, then it is 

highly probable that this will offer the reason as to why no significant populist challenger 

party emerged in Ireland. 

 

Research Goals 

 

Taking into consideration what has already been written about Greece and Ireland in the 

previous sections, I propose the following research question: 

 

Despite having similar economic consequences in both countries, why did the Eurozone 

Crisis contribute to the rise of populism in Greece (and not in Ireland)?  

 

In order to answer the research question, the following research goals have been proposed: 

1. Show that both Greece and Ireland experienced an economic crisis of similar 

proportions. 

2. Prove that whilst Greece satisfies all 4 Ds, Ireland only satisfies some (and where it 

does, it is always to a lesser extent than Greece). 

                                                             
72 Mill, J.S. (1869). A System of Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive: Being a Connected View of the Princilples 

of Evidence and the Methods of Scientific Investigation. New York: Harper and Brothers, p.225. 
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3. Link the different political outcomes of the crisis in Ireland – i.e. the apparent lack of 

an Irish populist challenger party emerging – to the fact that Ireland satisfies these 

enabling factors to a lesser extent than Greece, or even not at all. 

4. Link the success of the Greek populist parties to the fact that Greece satisfies all 4 of 

Eatwell and Goodwin’s enabling factors. 

5. Compare the results of this research project to the existing literature on populism in 

order to test whether the findings synthesise the literature. 

 

Satisfying the research goals  

 

To satisfy these research goals, the following approach will be taken. Firstly, in order to 

satisfy the first research goal, the existing literature on Greece and Ireland will be analysed. 

From this, it will be shown that both nations suffered an economic shock of similar 

proportions.  

Secondly, in order to answer the remaining research goals, European Social Survey (ESS) 

data will be used to determine whether or not Eatwell and Goodwin’s  4 Ds apply to both 

cases, and – should these enabling factors apply – the magnitude with which each case 

satisfies each factor. 

 The survey is conducted biannually from 2002 to present in every single EU member 

state. In the survey, respondents in each member state are asked to answer questions 

about a wide variety of aspects relating to social life within the EU, ranging from attitudes 

towards immigration and political preferences, to trust in political institutions, both at the 

national and EU level. As such, the survey data provides an ideal dataset from which it is 

possible to analyse the significance of the 4 Ds in each case study. 

From the survey data, ‘variables’ have been selected in order to measure the extent to 

which each individual D applies in each national context. In this way, each of the 4 Ds is 

treated as a complex variable that would be incredibly difficult to measure given how 

broadly each D can be interpreted. Given this, it becomes apparent that a logical approach 

would be to break down each D into smaller variables or ‘sub-variables’ that can be more 

easily measured. As such, each D is to  be broken down into a set of corresponding sub-

variables that can be measured directly using the ESS data. This process of measuring the 
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complex variables using sub-variables (which can be directly measured) can be generalised 

and is summarised in the following section. 

 

Measuring complex variables  

 

This section gives a brief summary of the main steps that were followed in order to 

measure/calculate the complex variables which can not be measured directly. 

1. Breaking down complex variables into simpler (and measurable) sub-variables.  This step 

involves the following sub-steps: 

 Identifying the sub-variables. Any variables that had the potential to contribute to a 

complex variable (i.e. the 4 Ds) was listed in order to help with the next step.  

 Allocating sub-variables to complex variables (for each complex variable). In this 

process, each of the variables that made the shortlist was then allocated as a sub-

variable to measure the complex variable (in our case, the 4 Ds - Deprivation, 

Destruction, De-Alignment, and Distrust). 

 Formal validation of allocation using statistical tools and techniques (optional). 

 

2. Metrics design. This step involves developing functions e.g. formulae to calculate the 

complex variables using the corresponding sub-variables. These functions (or formulae) can 

vary, from trivial averages to quite complicated functions – this depends on the nature of 

data. 

 

3. Calculations. This step involves calculations using functions (e.g. formulae) developed in 

the previous step. In this way, the complex variables can be quantified, allowing for easier 

comparisons to be made in the analysis.  

 

Qualitative vs Quantitative 

 

As has been already mentioned, data from the ESS dataset will be used to measure the 

extent to which each case satisfies the conditions identified by Eatwell and Goodwin. This 



26 
 

means that this work qualifies as a quantitative study. The justification for choosing a 

quantitative study – rather than a qualitative study – is as follows. 

Firstly, there is a lack of empirical studies in this field of research. The limited empirical 

studies that have already been carried out have been identified in the literature review, 

where it was established that there is a lack of academic interest in this field of research in 

general, let alone research backed up by arguments supported by empirical evidence (see 

previous section). 

Secondly, as Libarkin and Kurdziel note, the main strength of qualitative research – i.e 

that the research is based upon interpretations and not raw data -  is also its weakness. This 

is because “the training and beliefs of the qualitative researcher may themselves shape the 

research structure and findings”73. As such, through basing the research and analysis in this 

thesis on empirical data, we can eliminate any interpretation bias that is inherent in 

qualitative research.  

Lastly, the availability of data played a significant role in influencing the decision to 

undertake a quantitative study over a qualitative study. Not only is the ESS dataset reliable, 

it is also free to access and can be easily summarised, manipulated, and presented, which is 

incredibly convenient for the purposes of this research. Given all these considerations and 

the accessibility of the data, it was decided that a quantitative study would be more 

appropriate to tackle the task of answering the research question. 

 

 

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
73 Libarkin, J. and Kurdziel, J. (2002). Research methodologies in science education. Qualitative Data, Journal 

of Geoscience Education, 50(1), p.79. 
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Case Analysis 

Introduction 

 

This chapter will be structured as follows. Firstly, the selection process that was used to 

select the sub-variables from the ESS dataset (which would be used to measure each D) will 

be explained. This will be followed by a short justification as to why these specific sub-

variables were chosen for each relevant D.  

Next, a more formal  approach that determined the allocation of these sub-variables to 

the corresponding Ds will be discussed. A table that neatly summarises all of the sub-

variables (including the codes for each variable) can be found in Appendix 1. From the table 

it will become clear that the sub-variables used to measure each D tend to have different 

scoring systems, both in terms of the numerical scoring scale available to respondents and 

in terms of the interpretation of the scores (for some variables a score of 10 implies 

stronger populist tendencies, whereas for other variables this is denoted with a 0).This is all 

summarised and explained in the table. 

The next section explains how the metrics were designed for measuring the Ds - i.e. the 

process and formulae that were used to calculate each one of the Ds.  The results of these 

calculations are presented in the last section, along with the relevant discussion of the 

results.  

 

Selection and allocation of sub-variables     

 

As was already mentioned in the previous chapter, each complex variable (i.e. each one 

of the 4 Ds) has to be broken down into a group of smaller sub-variables that would be 

easier/simpler to measure. In other words, the selected sub-variables have to be allocated 

to appropriate Ds. This selection and allocation process is presented in this section. 
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Destruction  

 

In order to better gauge the extent to which respondents felt that immigration 

threatened the identity of their national group (Destruction), the following variables were 

chosen: 

 

 

The selection of all variables from imsmetn to imwbcnt is fairly self explanatory. All offer 

an insight into public attitudes towards immigration in both countries and, in being selected, 

will make it possible to determine the role that immigration plays in the spread of populism.

  

Deprivation  

 

To understand the role that economic considerations could have played in both cases, 

Deprivation was also broken down into a series of sub-variables: 
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As was the case with Destruction, the variables selected here to measure the magnitude 

of Deprivation (the role that rising income inequality played in the growth of populism) are 

also mostly self explanatory. Given that incomes tend to be related to and closely follow 

macroeconomic performance, gincdif was selected on the basis that respondents would be 

more in favour of government intervention should income inequality be high. Stfeco was 

included as it will give an insight into the attitudes of respondents towards national 

macroeconomic performance.  

Hincfel was selected to gauge the attitudes of respondents in both cases towards 

household income. Again, should attitudes towards household income be negative, then it is 

more likely that income inequality is prevalent. 

Several variables related to unemployment  (namely uemp12m, uemp3m, and uemp5yr) 

were considered for selection on the basis that long periods of unemployment are likely to 

contribute to greater income inequality among respondents. According to Eatwell and 

Goodwin’s theory, this should contribute to more pro-populist responses from survey 

respondents, thus making the inclusion of these variables in the calculations particularly 

interesting.  

However, these variables are dummy variables – i.e. they are scored with 0s and 1s, 

which makes the inclusion of these variables problematic when having to take averages. As 

such, the selection of these variables was considered but ultimately it was decided that they 

would not be selected. 

 

De-Alignment 

 

The next complex variable to be broken down was De-Alignment. These are the sub-

variables that were selected to measure the magnitude of this variable: 
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Euftf was included in the selection so that it would be possible to observe whether the 

distrust of respondents was solely directed at national governments, or whether this 

distrust was also prevalent at the supranational level. 

Stfgov was a necessary inclusion for the calculations. Through this variable it was 

possible to gauge the attitudes of respondents towards the respective national 

governments, with the assumption being that higher levels of dissatisfaction with domestic 

governments would contribute to respondents seeking political alternatives, some of which 

could be on the more extreme end of the political spectrum.  

 

Distrust  

 

The last of the 4 complex variables that needed to be broken down was Distrust. The sub-

variables chosen to measure the magnitude of this D are as follows: 

 

 

As was the case with Destruction, the vast majority of the chosen sub-variables here are  

mostly self explanatory. Trstplt, trstprl, and trstprt all reveal the level of trust that 

respondents have in the various aspects of the political apparatus in both national contexts. 

Trstep was included since it would be interesting to see if there is a relationship between 

distrust at the national and supranational levels – in other words, whether respondents also 

distrusted the European Parliament if they distrusted their own country’s parliament. 

To further investigate the distinction between higher levels of distrust and the demand 

for more extreme political alternatives, stfdem was included. Should respondents be 

dissatisfied with the way that democracy works in their country, then it stands to reason 
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that they should be more willing to vote for a populist party. With higher levels of distrust in 

these, it will be assumed that respondents are more willing to turn to political alternatives 

that may be more extreme (such as populist parties). 

 

Validation of informal selection and allocation of sub-variables  

 

In this section, a more formal approach is used for grouping the sub-variables or, in 

other words, allocating the sub-variables to each appropriate D. A few statistical techniques 

were considered, such as Factor Analysis (FA) and Principal Component Analysis (PCA). 

However, it was decided not to use these techniques for the following reasons. 

FA is typically used to reduce variability among observed, correlated variables (in this 

case, sub-variables) in terms of a larger number of unobserved factors (i.e. complex 

variables). The observed variables are then modelled as linear combinations of factors. In 

my research, I am more interested in modelling factors/complex variables as linear 

combinations of observable variables/sub-variables. For this reason, it was decided not to 

use FA. 

PCA seems to be a suitable technique for my research, but possibly too elaborate for the 

purpose of validating the allocation of observable sub-variables to each relevant D. For this 

reason, it was decided not to conduct a PCA. 

In the end, it was decided that a far simpler approach to validate the allocation would be 

to use a correlation matrix (see Appendix 2). The matrix was calculated on a substantial 

section (around 20%) of the ESS datasets. It clearly shows two highly cohesive groupings of 

observable variables, corresponding to Destruction and Distrust. 

However, the same cannot be said about Deprivation and De-Alignment. It seems that 

Destruction and Distrust are rather one-dimensional vis-à-vis the ESS dataset, while 

Deprivation and De-Alignment are multi-dimensional, i.e. less cohesive. This may explain the 

difference. So, a more sophisticated approach might be suitable. 

 

Metrics design for Ds 
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In this section, the process of designing the metrics for the Ds is explained. Each D consists 

of the ‘sub-variables’ identified in the previous section. The main assumption here is as 

follows: 

 

The higher the value of each D, the better the conditions for a populist challenger party 

to emerge. 

 

In other words, should such a case arise where the value of one D for Country 1 is 

greater than the value of D for Country 2, then it can be inferred that the likelihood of 

populist parties succeeding in Country 1 will be greater.   

When selecting and allocating sub-variables to the Ds, it soon became apparent that the 

way in which the ESS survey was conducted means that certain sub-variables have different 

measuring scales. Broadly speaking, each of the sub-variables used in this project from the 

ESS survey can be placed into 4 main categories: 

 

Type 1 sub-variable, or a ‘standard’ sub-variable. These are measured on a scale that 

uses a scoring system from 0-10, where survey responses with higher values indicate 

preferences that are more ‘pro-populist’. 

 

Type 2 sub-variable, or an ‘inverted’ sub-variable. These variables are exactly the 

same as above, with the key difference being that the measuring scale is inverted, 

such that in this case, lower value survey responses indicate pro-populist response 

(instead of higher values). 

 

Type 3 sub-variable. These variables use a smaller measuring scale in terms of range. 

With these variables, the smaller range is between N1:N2 (where 0 ≤ N1 < N2 < 10 or 0 

< N1 < N2 ≤ 10). Here, higher values also indicate more pro-populist attitudes, but 

survey respondents have a much more limited range of possible responses. 

 

Type 4 sub-variable. The final type of sub variable is the exact same as above but, 

once again, lower values indicate more pro-populist preferences rather than higher 

values. 
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Since sub-variables with the range 0-10  are the most numerous in the dataset, the 

range 0-10 encompasses all other ranges, and, given that it seems more logical that higher 

survey response values should correspond to more pro-populist political preferences, it was 

decided that Type 1 sub-variables would be used as a template and all the other types of 

sub-variables identified above would be adjusted accordingly to maintain a consistent 

approach. 

 

Metrics for Ds 

 

It was decided to base the metrics for the Ds on averages, or the mean of the 

corresponding sub-variables. If some of the constituent sub-variables are not standard sub-

variables, their averages/means must be adjusted accordingly. 

 

 In general the formula for each D will be as follows: 

 

D =
𝐴𝑉𝐺𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 1+𝐴𝑉𝐺𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 2 +….𝐴𝑉𝐺𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝐾

𝐾
  

 

Where K is the number of sub variables that have been allocated for the particular D in 

question. 

 

The process of adjusting the averages/means of non-standard sub-variables (as well as the 

formulas used) in order to fit the standard set by the Type 1 variable scoring system is as 

follows: 

 

Type 2 variables. In order to adjust the averages of type 2 sub-variables, the 

following formula was used: 

 

AVGstandard = 10 – AVGType 2 
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Type 3 variables. In order to adjust the averages of type 3 sub-variables, the following 

formula was used, where the value of Type 3 is from the range N1:N2: 

 

 

AVGstandard = (AVGType 3 – N1) x 
10

N2−N1
 

 

Type 4 variables. To adjust the averages of type 4 sub-variables, the following formula 

was used. As was the case in the previous formula, the value of Type 4 is from the 

range N1:N2:     

 

AVGstandard = 10 - (AVGType 4 – N1) x 
10

N2−N1
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Results 

 

In this section, the results of the calculations performed are summarised. The second 

column of each table shows the  number of sub-variables allocated to each D and the third 

provides the value of each D as calculated by the formulas (see previous section). 

  
 

ESS1 – 2002* 
 

Greece 

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 6.51 

DEPRIVATION 3 5.70 

DE-ALIGNMENT  1 5.94 

DISTRUST 4 5.08 

 

Ireland  

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 4.37 

DEPRIVATION 3 4.41 

DE-ALIGNMENT  0   

DISTRUST 4 5.43 

 

*For De-Alignment, data entries for the variable euftf were missing for both countries. For 

Ireland, data entries were also missing for stfgov. For this reason, it was not possible to 

calculate a value for De-Alignment in ESS1 for Ireland. 

 

ESS2 - 2004 
 

Greece  
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Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 6.34 

DEPRIVATION 3 5.75 

DE-ALIGNMENT  2 4.54 

DISTRUST 5 5.29 

 

 

 

Ireland  

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 4.15 

DEPRIVATION 3 4.21 

DE-ALIGNMENT  2 4.56 

DISTRUST 5 5.22 

 

ESS3 - 2006 
 

Whilst data for Ireland is available for the third ESS round, unfortunately Greece did not 

participate in ESS3. As a result of this, it would not be possible to make any comparisons between 

the two countries for this round and, as such, it was decided to not include ESS3 in the calculations. 

 

ESS4 - 2008 
 

Greece 

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 6.55 

DEPRIVATION 3 5.76 

DE-ALIGNMENT  2 5.97 

DISTRUST 5 6.54 

 

Ireland  

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 4.52 

DEPRIVATION 3 4.55 

DE-ALIGNMENT  2 6.13 

DISTRUST 5 6.10 

 

ESS5 - 2010 

 
Greece 
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Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 6.76 

DEPRIVATION 3 5.91 

DE-ALIGNMENT  1 8.16 

DISTRUST 5 7.94 

Ireland  

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 5.07 

DEPRIVATION 3 5.04 

DE-ALIGNMENT  1 6.47 

DISTRUST 5 6.28 

 

ESS6 – 2012* 
 

Ireland  

 

Type of D Number of sub variables Value of D 

DESTRUCTION 6 4.79 

DEPRIVATION 3 4.99 

DE-ALIGNMENT  2 6.11 

DISTRUST 5 6.13 

 

*As was the case with ESS3, Greece did not participate in ESS6. Therefore, data is only 

available for Ireland for this round. 
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Data trends – each D by ESS round 
 

In this section, the results from each table have been represented graphically. There are 

4 graphs and each represents the value of that particular D across all 4 ESS survey rounds in 

both countries (as well as ESS6 for Ireland). This means that changes in attitudes relating to 

each D can be more easily tracked over time. 
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Discussion of the results  

 

Trends 

 

Considering the above graphs, it becomes clear that the first two Ds (Destruction and 

Deprivation) share a similar pattern, and the remaining two Ds (De-Alignment and Distrust) 

share a different pattern. However, all 4 Ds in ESS round 5 (i.e. in 2010, immediately after 

the crisis) clearly show a significant difference between Greece and Ireland. As well as this, 

it is important to note that the value of each D fell between ESS5 and ESS6 for Ireland, 

which is significant because the data for these rounds would have been collected at the 

same time as the 2011 general election in Ireland.  

In addition to this, it becomes clear that overall survey responses from both countries 

across each D increased over time (i.e. it can be said that political preferences became more 

populist over time).  

Other significant points of comparison include the fact that the value of each D in many 

cases actually fell between ESS1 and ESS2. This is true for Destruction (where it can clearly 

be seen that the values for both countries fell), Deprivation (where only Ireland experienced 
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a marginal decrease and Greece experienced a marginal increase), De-Alignment (where 

Greece experienced a significant decrease) and Distrust (where Greece once again 

experienced a marginal increase and Ireland a marginal decrease). 

Furthermore, there are only two points across all the datasets where survey responses 

in the Irish ESS survey responses actually outscored the survey responses from Greece. 

These are: De-Alignment between ESS Rounds 2 and 4 and Distrust between ESS Rounds 1 

and 2. However, in both cases, the following survey round saw a return to the expected 

result of Greek survey responses being more populist, meaning that the values of both Ds 

taken from Irish survey responses outscoring Greece only occurred across one ESS round.

   

 

 

 

 

Destruction  

 

In the case of Destruction, Greek survey respondents consistently gave higher scores in 

their survey responses than their Irish counterparts, which can be seen from the noticeable 

distance between the points on the scatter graph. This is something that is true across all 

ESS rounds, which is shown by the analogy between the two lines across the entire 

timeframe. 

This would strongly suggest that attitudes towards immigration in Ireland, whilst 

gradually becoming more pro-populist over time, are far less extreme than is the case in 

Greece, which could offer an explanation for the apparent lack of a populist challenger party 

in Ireland. Since populist parties often seek to exploit anti-immigrant sentiments across the 

electorate74, the significantly more tolerant attitudes towards immigration in Ireland 

suggest that part of the explanation could be related to differences between preferences for 

immigration.  

                                                             
74 Yılmaz, F. (2012). Right-wing hegemony and immigration: How the populist far-right achieved hegemony 

through the immigration debate in Europe,” Current Sociology, 60(3), pp. 368–369, Vieten, U.M. and Poynting, 

S. (2016). Contemporary far-right racist populism in Europe. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 37(6), pp. 533–

540.  
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This would be consistent with what has already been found in the existing literature on 

populism in Greece and Ireland. Ireland experienced high levels of immigration from central 

and Eastern Europe75, which should theoretically satisfy one of the enabling factors 

identified by Eatwell and Goodwin (Destruction). Nonetheless, the data from the ESS survey 

for immigration clearly shows that Irish respondents have more tolerant attitudes towards 

immigration. O’Malley suggests that this is down to Ireland’s history, namely Ireland’s 

problematic past within the United Kingdom.76 He argues that this historical context 

contributes to more tolerant attitudes in a few ways. Firstly, the Irish were an oppressed 

ethnic minority within the United Kingdom, something which has contributed to “the rights 

of small nations and minorities” being “important to Irish politics”77. Secondly, Ireland was 

always traditionally an emigration country, which has also led to the Irish being more open 

towards immigration.78 Thirdly, he suggests that Sinn Fein were wise enough to realise that 

migrants would form an important voting bloc, and as such actively took strides to represent 

the rights and welfare of migrants in their policies to gain electoral support.79 

However, the case of Greece challenges O’Malley’s second argument – that Ireland, 

being an emigration country, contributed to more tolerant attitudes towards immigration. 

This is due to the fact that Greece, just like Ireland,  has also historically been considered an 

emigration country.80 Yet the data clearly shows that attitudes towards migrants are 

significantly different. Taking this into consideration, there must therefore be another 

explanation for the differing attitudes towards immigration in the two countries.  

In an empirical study, Karyotis and Patrikios pin this more hostile attitude towards 

migrants in Greece down to the role played by the Greek government and the Greek 

Orthodox church. Faced with overwhelming migration flows following the collapse of the 

                                                             
75 O'Malley, E. (2008). Why is there no radical right party in Ireland? West European Politics, 31(5), p.961.  

 
76 O’Malley, E. and FitzGibbon, J. (2014). Everywhere and nowhere, p.283. 

 
77 ibid 
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80 Karyotis, G. and Patrikios, S. (2010) “Religion, securitization and anti-immigration attitudes: The case of 

Greece,” Journal of Peace Research, 47(1), p.45. 
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Eastern Bloc81, they find that political discourse on migrants became highly securitised by 

the Greek government during the 1990s. They find that offensive language was often 

directed towards migrants in this discourse in order to gain support for more restrictive 

migration policies. Moreover, migrants were frequently scapegoated and blamed for any 

social problems affecting the country, with the participation of migrants in criminal activities 

being frequently overexaggerated, as well as the burden of immigrants on the state - 

something which has since been disproven consistently by criminologists.82 Naturally, the 

media echoed this sentiment, as the media would also present migrants in a negative light.83 

According to Karyotis and Patrikios, the Greek Orthodox church also contributed to 

forming these negative attitudes for two reasons. Firstly, whereas the Church and state are 

in theory separated by the Greek constitution, the Greek Orthodox church still has a 

significant influence over politics.84 The second reason is that the Greek Orthodox religion 

has strong ties to Greek nationalism; the notion here also being that Greek national identity 

historically is strongly linked to the orthodox church. In this way, the Church did not directly 

target migrants in its discourse in the same way that political actors did, but it was naturally 

opposed to immigration since the migrants did not belong to the Greek Orthodox church.85 

In this way, as was mentioned in the literature review chapter, it was easy to identify an in-

group (members of the Greek Orthodox church) and an out-group (migrants that had 

different religions), something which fed into the populist rhetoric at the time.86 

 

Deprivation  

 

                                                             
81 Tsatsanis, E., Andreadis, I. and Teperoglou, E. (2018). Populism from below: Socio-economic and 

ideological correlates of mass attitudes in Greece. South European Society and Politics, 23(4), p.434; Cholezas, 

I. and Tsakloglou, P. (2009). The economic impact of immigration in Greece: Taking stock of the existing 

evidence. IZA Discussion Papers, No. 3754, p.3. 
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The results for Deprivation are not as clear cut as is the case with Destruction. For 

example, survey responses from Greek respondents remained fairly consistent over the ESS 

rounds, whilst Irish responses actually increased in magnitude over the ESS rounds, 

indicating a more significant shift towards populist attitudes across the time period than in 

Greece. 

However, whilst not as clear cut as the results from Destruction, Deprivation can also 

offer an explanation for the apparent lack of populism in Ireland. As has already been 

established in the previous chapters, populist parties attempt to appeal to inequalities in 

the distribution of income to gain support. Since the survey responses suggest that the 

extent of Deprivation in Ireland (i.e. inequalities in the distribution of income) are far less 

significant than they are in Greece, then it is likely that a populist challenger party in Ireland 

would not be able to take advantage of this in order to gain electoral support. 

This is something that would be consistent with the existing literature. For example, 

Tsatsanis et al conducted an empirical study in which they found that personal income 

‘demonstrates the strongest effect on populist attitudes’, such that lower household income 

and greater inequality in the distribution of income indicated more pro-populist attitudes 

among voters.87 Taking this into consideration, it would appear that the data from the ESS 

rounds supports the findings made by Tsatsanis et al. Barring the gradual convergence 

towards the final ESS rounds, the estimate for Deprivation in Greece was consistently higher 

than in Ireland which, according to the populist theory, would suggest that there should be 

more populism in Greece than in Ireland. 

The work of academics such as Stankov can account for these differences in survey 

responses for Deprivation. Stankov acknowledges that, whilst the crisis hit both Greece and 

Ireland similarly hard, the reaction and recovery of the crisis was entirely different in both 

nations. According to Stankov, this is largely due to ‘economic freedom’. Stankov argues 

that Ireland responded to the crisis by introducing economic reforms that guaranteed 

greater ‘economic freedom’, which protected flexibility in ‘product, labour, and financial 

markets’. Greece, on the other hand, ‘continued to fall in the economic freedom rankings 

                                                             
87 Tsatsanis, E., Andreadis, I. and Teperoglou, E. (2018). Populism from below: Socio-economic and ideological 

correlates of mass attitudes in Greece. South European Society and Politics, 23(4), pp. 429–450 
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ever since’88. As such, this meant that unemployment in Greece would eventually rocket to 

26%, whilst the Irish were able to slow down the rate of growth of unemployment and 

eventually unemployment after the crisis began to fall.89  

This is also backed up by the growth statistics in both countries following the crisis: by 

2015, Ireland’s GDP level was almost at 150% of the level that it was in 2000, whilst at the 

same time, ‘Greece was still struggling to regain its 2000-level of per capita GDP’90. 

In addition to this, it is highly likely that exports can account for the different levels of 

economic recovery in both countries. As Gros notes, many of the crisis affected Eurozone 

member states were able to at least partially make up for the fall in domestic demand 

caused by the crisis and subsequent austerity measures by increasing their exports.91 

Ireland, being an open and export orientated economy, benefitted greatly from this, 

something that is shown by the subsequent recovery from the crisis in Ireland. This was not 

the case in Greece, which has a more closed economy. According to Gros, export growth in 

Greece following the crisis was far lower in comparison to the other states on the periphery, 

which is likely to account for the slower economic recovery in Greece.92  

Thus, whilst the initial economic shock was of similar proportions, the reaction and 

subsequent recoveries in both cases was vastly different. In this way, it would appear that 

the stronger recovery in Ireland could also offer an explanation for the apparent lack of a 

populist challenger party emerging. 

 

De-Alignment 
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With De-Alignment, there is no real significant difference between responses made by 

survey respondents in both countries in the early rounds. However, in the final ESS rounds 

(2010), a clear difference between the two countries does emerge. This would suggest that 

the relationship between De-Alignment and the growth of populism is clear in this particular 

instance.  

As such, the results from the ESS survey for De-Alignment fit the main narrative found in 

the literature. In the case of Ireland, academics have argued that the elections held 

immediately after the outbreak of the crisis were dramatic, but that the net change was 

minimal, since in essence the result was ‘merely one where one centre right party replaced 

another’93. The Greek case is far more significant, with the elections held immediately after 

the outbreak of the crisis leading to a collapse in support for PASOK and New Democracy, 

the two dominant parties in Greek politics.94 

The different electoral outcomes can be attributed towards the different responses to 

the crisis in both countries. The case of Ireland presents a typical case of what is known in 

the literature as economic voting – i.e. where voters attribute the negative consequences of 

the economic crisis with the incumbent party. Thus, the incumbent party is punished during 

the election by voters for mismanaging the economy and voters end up voting for a political 

alternative.95 This is what happened in Ireland. Voters associated the negative 

consequences of the crisis with Fianna Fail.96 FG and Labour, having spent many years as the 

opposition, avoided any association with the crisis since they had no input over policy 

decisions.97 In this way, no extreme political alternatives arose in Ireland. 

                                                             
93 Marsh, M. and Mikhaylov, S. (2012). Economic voting in a crisis, p.161; O’Malley, E. and FitzGibbon, J. 

(2014). Everywhere and nowhere, p.287. 
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47 
 

Greece presents an entirely different case. It is true that the incumbent party (PASOK) 

was punished by voters during the election, making PASOK’s demise at first glance another 

typical case of economic voting (much in the same way as FF in Ireland).98 However, the role 

that blame shifting played during the Greek elections must also be considered.99 For 

example, Ladi et al argue that the case of Greece is not a typical case of economic voting 

due to the presence of blame shifting. Not only were PASOK blamed for the ensuing 

economic chaos, they were also seen by many as part of the ‘old establishment’ that 

colluded with foreign actors (such as the EU).100 Ladi et al claim that this is a necessary 

condition for protest parties to emerge, which naturally led to new and more extreme 

parties (such as SYRIZA) emerging and enjoying so much electoral support.101 

This would offer an explanation as to why the scores for De-Alignment were so different 

in both countries. Simply put, in Ireland, voters engaged in classical economic voting 

behaviour, seeking to punish the incumbent party and vote for the traditional opposition 

parties, whilst in Greece voters wanted to seek a more extreme alternative whilst also 

punishing the incumbent party, something that is reflected in the findings of this project 

Distrust  

 

Distrust  follows a similar pattern, whereby there is no significant difference between 

the two nations and only in the final 2 ESS rounds does a significant difference emerge. This 

pattern observed in the data would once again be consistent with the empirical research 

conducted by others. Melios, for example, looks at levels of trust in national governments in 

EU member states and finds that Ireland qualifies as a ‘mid/high’ trust country in his 
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research, whilst Greece qualifies as a ‘low trust’ country.102 The same is also true for 

corruption.103 

This would be consistent with other academic studies, especially with the work made by 

O’Malley, where he also notices that trust in political institutions in Ireland was incredibly 

low from ESS data in subsequent ESS rounds.104  

A possible explanation for these differences is offered by Halikiopoulou et al. By 

comparing Greece with other peripheral Eurozone members, their key argument is that it 

was not the economic crisis per say that enabled the rise of multiple populist parties in 

Greece, but rather the fact that the economic crisis caused what they call ‘an overall crisis of 

democratic representation’105. In other words, the Greek people effectively lost faith in the 

ability of the government to deal with the economic crisis. This is something that 

Halikiopoulou attributes to Greece’s historically week democratic institutions and clientelist 

networks that emerged following the democratisation of the country during the 1970s.106 

Given this, the loss of faith in the established parties then opens up the space for other 

parties to emerge that offer the electorate an alternative. In the Greek case, this resulted in 

the rise of more extreme protest parties, many of which were populist.107  

This sentiment is also echoed by Pappas et al, who argue that the economic crisis in 

Greece contributed to a political crisis, whereas the crisis in Ireland did not lead to a political 

crisis.108 

Whilst weak democratic institutions led to the Greek electorate losing faith in all of the 

traditionally established political parties, the same is not true for Ireland. O’Malley et al 
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attribute these differences to the fact that, as was the case with De-Alignment, the political 

opposition in Ireland had been out of power for so long that the electorate attributed the 

blame of the crisis on the incumbent party (FF) and were willing to give the opposition a 

chance. As such, there was no opportunity for more extreme alternatives to emerge.109  

This would explain why the values for De-Alignment diverged so significantly in the last 

two ESS rounds. In Greece, the electorate lost its faith in the mainstream parties and sought 

more extreme alternatives, whilst in Ireland the electorate still had faith in opposition 

parties. 

 

Brief summary  

 

The fact that we can see clear differences between survey responses for all 4 Ds would 

strongly support the hypothesis established in the research objectives/goals, whereby it was 

stated that the emergence of populism in Greece, but the lack thereof in Ireland was most 

likely going to be due to Ireland only satisfying some of Eatwell and Goodwin’s enabling 

factors. As the data suggests, this assumption is valid in this context, since the results for 

Ireland strongly indicate that Ireland does not satisfy all 4 factors identified by Eatwell and 

Goodwin, thus leading to differing political outcomes from the crisis, despite the apparently 

similar economic shock and the many other similarities shared between the two nations. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

Limitations 

 

When considering the methodology, it is worth highlighting a few of the limitations that 

exist in this project that arose as a result of spatial constraints. For example, given more 
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time and space, it would have been beneficial to analyse the manifestos of the political 

parties in question, using various analysis techniques (such as content analysis).  

However, election manifestos, especially from the 2012 elections in Greece, are not 

easily accessible. One of the very few manifestos that could be found was SYRIZAs 

Thessaloniki Programme from the 2015 elections. The manifesto is incredibly condensed 

and uncharacteristically short, mainly containing policies aimed at tackling the humanitarian 

effects of the economic crisis in Greece.  

That being said, some preliminary research was carried out on manifesto analysis 

techniques, such as key word count/analysis and populist statements count in the main 

body of the manifestos. Also, some investigation was carried out on the Manifesto Corpus – 

a substantial database of election manifestos. The summary of this preliminary research can 

be found in Appendix 3. 

Furthermore, due to the previously mentioned constraints, there was not enough space 

to provide a justification for labelling the political parties in this project as populist. 

Nevertheless, a glance at the Chapel Hill Survey – an online dataset that tracks the position 

of political parties on key policy issues - will quickly reveal that the parties in question 

undoubtedly have strong populist tendencies. 

The analysis of other factors, such as news/media coverage of election campaigns, al la 

Salgado et at, was also considered, but it was not possible to do this whilst remaining within 

the word limit. As well as this, it would be possible to use a more formal approach to the 

allocation of observed sub-variables from the ESS dataset to the complex variables – i.e. Ds 

(such as principal component analysis).  

As well as there being methodological limitations, there exists the possibility to apply 

the formulas developed in the methodology to even more ESS rounds (2012 and onwards) 

to better understand trends a few years after the crisis. However, in this particular context, 

this was not possible because Greece stopped participating in the ESS survey rounds after 

2010 and only re-appears in the 10th survey round (in 2020). 

It seems however that the results from ESS5 (2010) for both countries - as well as ESS6 

results for Ireland only – can account for the different political outcomes that can be 

observed in the general elections that were held immediately after the crisis. This is 

because: 
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1. Both elections took place not long after ESS5 (2010) was published. In Greece, data 

for ESS5 was collected between the 6th of May and the 5th of July 2011. In Ireland, 

data was collected from the 20th of September 2011 until the 31st of January 2012. 

2. According to Eatwell and Goodwin, all Ds can be viewed as long term trends.   

- Both Destruction and Deprivation look stable for both countries between 

2002-2010, with a clear gap between both cases. This trend continues in 

Ireland after 2010 and into the subsequent ESS round (ESS6). 

- De-Alignment and Distrust diverged substantially between 2008 and 2010 

in both countries. Both Irish Ds flattened out between 2010 and 2012. 

 

So, given how turbulent the 2012 election was in Greece, it seems unlikely that all 4 Ds 

for Greece would decrease rapidly in this time period. In other words, it is very likely that 

the gap between Greece and Ireland was preserved in 2010-2012.  

Regarding the metrics design for each one of the Ds, it should be considered that more 

sophisticated statistical tools/techniques could be used when designing metrics for Ds.  

Considering the sub-variables used to measure each D, for De-Alignment, only 2 sub-

variables were used (euftf and stfgov). This was due to the fact that many of the variables 

that could have been used for this D were rotational variables – i.e.  they appear on a  few 

ESS Rounds, but not necessarily in every round, meaning that they could not be used. That 

being said, electoral turnout for the elections (and the data for this) can easily be included in 

order to supplement the list of sub-variables. 

In a similar vein, it should also be noted that in some places, data was missing for certain 

sub-variables in certain ESS rounds. This can be seen in ESS 1 for De-Alignment, where euftf  

was missing for both Greece and Ireland. The other sub-variable for De-Alignment, stfgov, 

was also missing for Ireland in this round, meaning that, out of a total of 2 sub-variables 

used, both were missing in the Irish survey responses. This problem partially repeats itself in 

the 5th round, where euftf  is missing in ESS 5 for both Greece and Ireland. 

 

Conclusion 
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By comparing the puzzling case of Greece and Ireland in the context of the Eurozone 

Crisis, it has been shown that, on the surface, both countries suffered an economic shock of 

similar proportions. By using Eatwell and Goodwin’s 4 Ds framework, as well as the ESS data, 

it has been shown in this project that the differing political outcomes of the crisis can be 

attributed to the fact that Greece outscores Ireland in ESS 5 (the last round before general 

elections were held in both countries) across all 4 Ds. The differences between Distrust and 

De-Alignment in particular seem to be significant. 

Possible explanations for these differences were discussed in the results section, 

whereby for Destruction, it was shown the Greek government and the Greek Orthodox 

church played a significant role in shaping negative attitudes towards immigrants, whilst this 

did not occur in Ireland. For Deprivation, it was shown that whilst the immediate economic 

impact of the crisis was of a similar magnitude, the Irish government handled the economic 

crisis significantly better than the Greek government.  

For the final 2 Ds, De-Alignment and Distrust, it was shown that Ireland only satisfies 

these Ds to some extent, and always to a lesser extent than Greece. It was determined that 

this was largely due to the differing nature of the crisis that emerged in both countries. In 

Greece, the economic crisis rapidly became a political crisis, causing dramatic changes in 

Greek politics and the emergence of several populist protest parties (such as SYRIZA). On 

the other hand, in Ireland, the crisis was mainly an economic crisis, with the electorate 

deciding the punish the incumbent party by electing the opposition. In this way, it was not 

possible for a populist challenger party to emerge in Ireland.
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Appendix 1 

 

Table with summarised variables  

 

Destruction        Deprivation 
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 De-Alignment  
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Appendix 2 

 

Correlation Matrix 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



57 
 

Appendix 3 

 

Manifesto Analysis 
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