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Abstract

We investigate the effect of populism in countries experiencing severe eco-
nomic inequality. We posit that left populist parties use a mix of strong
redistribution policies, which tackle the roots of political dissatisfaction, and
anti-elite rhetoric, which increases credibility in maintaining the electoral
pledges, to build electoral support. In turn, this policy and rhetoric innova-
tion leads to an increase in trust in institutions among left populist voters,
especially when their party is in power. We test our argument in Latin Amer-
ica, using a repeated cross-section individual-level dataset (1995-2020) and an
original survey experiment. We find strong evidence that left populist par-
ties elevate political trust among their voters and that this positive effect is
driven by pledges to implement generous redistributive policies. Trust does
not increase among voters of other party’s families, including right populist
parties. We also find that the use of populist rhetoric increases voters’ confi-
dence in the actual implementation of social spending and poverty reduction

programs when left populist parties are the incumbent.
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Introduction

Populism has a bad reputation and, given its record, it is easy to see why. On
one hand, previous research has stressed the polarizing and divisive effects of pop-
ulism on society (Ballard-Rosa, A. Jensen, and Scheve 2021; Levitsky and Ziblatt
2019; Norris and Inglehart 2019; Pappas 2019). In particular, authoritarianism,
nativism, distrust of officials and elites, and the embrace of inflammatory rhetoric,
which are associated with populism, are all sources of political dysfunction in es-
tablished democracies. On the other hand, a long-standing body of research points
out the economic costs of populism in terms of long-term decline in consumption
and output and increasing macroeconomic instability (Bellodi, Morelli, and Van-
noni 2022; Dornbusch and Edwards 1991; Edwards 2019; Funke, Schularick, and
Trebesch 2021).

In this paper, we explore the positive externalities associated with populist par-
ties gaining power. We begin by observing that a large part of the population is
dissatisfied with the political offer in many democratic polities. According to an
OECD Trust Survey, 53% of respondents believe that they do not have a political
voice.? Importantly for our argument, political dissatisfaction lowers trust in insti-
tutions. According to the same OECD survey, 44% of the respondents have little or
low trust in government, which is particularly low among those who feel that they
do not have a political voice.

We focus on a specific source of democratic dissatisfaction: economic inequality,
which is high or on the rise around the world (Clark 2023; Piketty and Saez 2014; A.
Sen 1997).2 We build on a recent contribution to the supply side of populism liter-
ature which argues that populist parties bring into politics both policy and rhetoric
innovations (De Vries and S. B. Hobolt 2020). Crucially, we distinguish between
left- and right-wing populism in our argument. Policy-wise, left populism advocates
for significantly larger redistribution than traditional left parties. Moreover, a pop-
ulist rhetoric signals to voters a commitment to implementing the policy pledges
related to redistribution, thus increasing the credibility of the political message of
populist left parties. This combination of policy and rhetoric innovations, which is

specific to left populist parties, speaks directly to the issue of inequality, increasing

1The definition of populism remains controversial. Some studies distinguish between exclu-
sionary and inclusionary populism (Mudde and Cristobal Rovira Kaltwasser 2013), while others
distinguish between ideological and strategic populism (Gidron and Bonikowski 2013)

2Report available at https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/trust-in-governm
ent.html [consulted on September 6, 2024]. This survey mirrors the results of others, e.g. PEW
(available at https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2019/04/29/many-across-the-globe-a
re-dissatisfied-with-how-democracy-is-working/ [consulted on September 6, 2024]).

SThere is a vast literature on the relationship between inequality and democratic dissatisfac-
tion. See Acharya, Blackwell, and M. Sen 2018; Andersen 2012; Bienstman, Hense, and Gangl
2024; Huang and Zuo 2022; Krieckhaus et al. 2014; Wu and Chang 2022, among others.
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trust in political institutions among left populist voters, especially when their par-
ties gain power. We argue that the same increase in political trust is unlikely to be
observed when right-populist parties are in power because their political platform
is not centered on redistribution.

We test our argument in the context of Latin America, a region with a strong
presence of populist parties that is plagued by high levels of inequality and low
levels of trust in political institutions. Indeed, trust in political institutions is lower
in Latin America when compared to advanced industrial democracies (Catterberg
and Moreno 2006). Several reasons have been identified to explain this pattern.
Mainwaring 2006 argues that the most important driver of such low levels of political
trust is the under provision of public goods by states. Other studies suggest that
high perceptions of corruption erode trust in political institutions by reinforcing a
popular view that the state redirects resources from the people to the elites (Morris
2004; Segovia Arancibia 2008). In both perspectives, the failure of states to promote
redistribution through the provision of public services and goods plays a crucial role
in explaining low levels of political trust in Latin America.

The combination of the exclusion of large parts of the population and low levels
of trust in political institutions created fertile ground for the emergence of populist
leaders who pledge to include the excluded. For example, populist leaders in the
first wave of populism in Latin America in the 1930s and 1940s (also referred to
as “classical populism”), promoted the inclusion of the excluded by expanding the
franchise, fighting against electoral fraud, and promoting redistributive social poli-
cies. More recent examples of populist leaders in the 2000s, such as Evo Morales
in Bolivia and Rafael Correa in Ecuador, leverage old left-wing ideas to mobilize
the population who was largely dissatisfied with neoliberal economic policies of the
1990s. Similarly to classical populism, this new wave of populist leaders pledged to
include the excluded both through expanding the ways citizens can participate in
politics (often through participatory democracy) and the promotion of redistribu-
tive policies (De la Torre 2017). As such, populism in Latin America is markedly
different from populism in Europe and other advanced industrial democracies. In
Latin America, “inclusionary populism” has historically been more common, while in
Europe and other advanced industrial democracies, “exclusionary populism”, which
is often associated with nativism, xenophobia, and antiimmigration attitudes, is the
norm (Mudde and Cristobal Rovira Kaltwasser 2013).

To test whether inclusionary populism, by pledging to include the excluded, can
promote political trust, we rely on two types of data. First, individual-level data
from the Latinobaréometro allows us to measure party affiliation and political trust
over time. Second, the V-Dem dataset allows us to identify populist parties. We

also rely on the CHES dataset to measure the policy positions of each party. We



merge these two types of data to create a repeated cross-sectional dataset (1995-
2020). We leverage this dataset in a differences-in-difference (DiD) design, in which
we compare political trust under the occurrence of left populist parties” incumbency
and other types of incumbents to identify a pre- and post-effect. Building on recent
methodological advancements (Borusyak, Jaravel, and Spiess 2024; Callaway and
Sant’Anna 2021; de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfoeuille 2022b), we supplement this
traditional DiD setup with an event-study DiD model, which allows for flexible
estimates of our incumbency effect, which switches on and off at different times for
different countries.

We find strong and robust evidence that political trust increases differentially
more among left populist voters when their parties are in power than among other
voters (right populist and non-populist parties) when their parties are in power.
These effects are large: Government trust more than doubles among left populist
voters when their parties are the incumbent. The effect is also long-lived: The
differential increase in political trust remains significant after 15 years. Furthermore,
we show that both a strong emphasis on redistribution policies and a strong anti-
establishment rhetoric are the key drivers of these findings. Moreover, our results
indicate that, when their parties are in power, left populist voters feel higher levels
of political inclusion and of democratic and economic satisfaction than other voters
do (when their parties are the incumbent). These results are not sensitive to our
categorization of different political parties and they are robust to a plethora of
additional checks, which dissipate concerns about model dependency.

Furtheormore, we document other findings, which are largely in line with our ar-
gument. First, the differential increase of trust associated with left populist parties
in power pertains to the democratic institutions (e.g. the executive and legislative
power) and not to the specific leader in power. Second, we show that economic in-
equality and, to a lesser extent CCT programs, increase differential more with left
populist parties in power than with any other party family. Third, there is some
evidence that the overall political trust increases significantly more when left pop-
ulist parties are incumbent than when other party families are in power. However,
this country-level effect is weaker than the effect among populist left voters alone
(as to be expected).

We complement the observational analysis with a within-respondent vignette ex-
periment in Mexico, a country that recently in June 2024 elected a second consecu-
tive left populist president after generations of establishment party rule. The survey
experiment has three goals: (1) to corroborate the causal relationship between left
populist political platform (i.e. strong redistribution and populist rhetoric) and
political trust; (2) to pin down the policy/ies driving the increase in political trust;

(3) to test the mechanism linking populist rhetoric and credibility of the electoral



pledges. Experimental evidence supports the results of the observational analysis.
Specifically, strong redistribution policies increase political trust. Strong populist
rhetoric increases the probability that voters believe in the electoral pledges of their
party through the belief that their voice will be heard. Both a strong emphasis on
redistribution and populist rhetoric increase the belief that economic conditions will
improve in the future. All these effects are more pronounced among left populist
voters (Movimiento de Regeneracion Nacional) than among right populist voters (
Partido Accion Nacional).

Our paper speaks to two broad streams of the literature. First, several studies
find that economically vulnerable voters increasingly turn toward populist parties
(Baccini and Weymouth 2021; Ballard-Rosa, Malik, et al. 2021; Colantone and
Stanig 2018; Gidron and Hall 2017; Gingrich 2019; C. Jensen et al. 2017; Milner
1991; Owen and Johnston 2017 ). However, the evidence that populist governments
are effective in addressing economic grievances is limited. If anything, populism
seems to lead to additional economic problems rather than contributing to solve
them. In fact, in reviewing the economic effect of populism, Guriev and Papaioan-
nou 2022 concludes that “the rise of populism bears substantial economic costs.”
While populism might not contribute to overcome its economic inefficiencies, our
results suggest that populism can help foster trust in democratic institutions. How-
ever, details matter. Only populist parties that push for aggressive redistribution
policies are responsible for an increase in political trust.

Second, a large literature provides a convincing link between social spending and
political stability (Gingrich and Ansell 2012; Kurer and Gallego 2019; Walter 2010).
The argument is that safety nets help voters cope with the uneven distributional ef-
fects of globalization. For example, these policies increase the support for openness
(Hays 2009; Rickard 2015) and decrease the risk of political backlash (Halikiopoulou
and Vlandas 2016; Margalit 2011; Richtie and You 2020; Rudra 2005; Vlandas and
Halikiopoulou 2022). In contrast, austerity programs, which reduce social spending,
are associated with political polarization and the rise of populism (Baccini and Sat-
tler 2024; Cremaschi et al. 2024; Grittersova et al. 2016; Hopkin 2020). We provide
further evidence on the microfoundations of the effect of redistribution on political
stability. By advocating for significantly more redistribution than traditional par-
ties, left populist parties help increase trust in the political system when they gain
power. Overall, our results suggest that some degree of populism may contribute
to building faith in democratic institutions in contexts where economic inequality

remains high.



Theory

Political institutions in Latin America suffer from low levels of trust and legitimacy.
Many are the causes of this phenomenon. Among the most relevant factors is a
generalized sense of exclusion and marginalization (Scott, Bejarano, and Leongémez
2006). Historically, efforts to mobilize the poor, elect leftist governments and pro-
mote redistribution have often been offset by conservative reactions and military
coups (Kapiszewski, Levitsky, and Yashar 2021, p. 3). The debt crises in the 1970s
and 1980s and the resulting constraints imposed on legislatures and executives con-
tributed to the erosion of Latin American governments’ capacity to respond to
popular demands for more equal distribution of income, wealth, and rents (América
Latina y el Caribe [CEPAL] 2005; United Nations Development Program [UNDP]
2004). Subsequently, economic liberalization disappointed, failing to deliver strong
growth and generating employment (Seligson 2019; United Nations Development
Program [UNDP] 2004). Furthermore, “truncated welfare states” benefit formal
workers and urban dwellers at the expense of informal workers and residents of iso-
lated areas, contribute to create the perception that political institutions are unable

or unwilling to redistribute resources to the ones most in need (Holland 2018).

Figure 1: Inequality Across the World
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Source: World Inequality Database

Notes: Figure 1 displays the average percentage of net personal wealth held by the top 1% of
individuals by wealth during the period of 1990-2010, according to the World Inequality Database
(World Inequality Database 2025). These national statistics were calculated based on the total
and adult resident population, following SNA (System of National Accounts) definitions and do
not require adjustment for currency differences/inflation. Annual shares were averaged to produce

one mean for each country. Data was extracted from the WID API using the wid-r-tool R package.



Since the 1990s, an enduring and widespread presence of competitive elections
allowed for redistributive demands to be heard. A series of reforms promoting the
recognition of marginalized groups (e.g., constitutional reforms promoting multicul-
turalism and pluralism; the expansion of rights to racial minorities and LGBTQIA+
population); access to the political process (e.g., the establishment of participatory
and deliberative channels) and redistribution of resources (e.g., progressive tax re-
forms) were implemented. As a result, historically marginalized groups experienced
meaningful changes (Abreu Maia, Chiu, and Desposato 2023). Remarkably, inequal-
ity levels plummeted and, millions were lifted out of poverty, making the 2000s one
of the best decades for the poor in Latin American history (Holland and Schneider
2018). Yet, Latin America remains one of the most unequal regions in the world (see
Figure 1). Inequality, high levels of crime and widespread perceptions of corruption
contribute to persistent low levels of trust and a generalized crisis of institutional

representation (Scott, Bejarano, and Leongémez 2006, Doyle 2011, Saiani et al.

2021).

Figure 2: Party Positions by Party’s Category in Latin America
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Notes: Party position data comes from the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) Latin America
(2020), which codes political parties’ rhetoric and policy positions. We match 109 parties repre-
sented in both Latinobarémetro and CHES data (of the CHES’s 125 total) and assign them party
types as in our observational analysis. Because certain parties belong to different party types in
different years, we compute the displayed mean party type scores weighted by the proportion of
years the party belongs to that type out of the total years it is found in the Latinobarémetro.
Populist rhetoric is the mean of the “anti-elite salience” and the “people making decisions over
elites” variables (alpha = 0.783) and redistribution is a scale for favors/opposes redistribution
(exact question text can be found in Appendix A). All items are 0-10 scales, rescaled to 0-1 for
our analysis. Confidence intervals are draw at the 95% level. Appendix ?? contains an expanded
version of this analysis benchmarking the average level of each party type’s policy position against
that of the populist left. Results are in Appendix Table B1.



How can Latin American democracies recover from such generalized crisis of in-
stitutional representation and low levels of trust in political institutions? We argue
that the entrance of left-populist candidates in the executive or legislative increases
trust in these institutions, thereby ameliorating the generalized crisis of institutional
representation in Latin America. Our argument is twofold. First, mainstream par-
ties are not perceived as being responsive to citizens' interests. Due to a history
of unful lled promises, citizens perceive the electoral pledges of mainstream parties
as lacking credibility. Moreover, because inequality is so acute in Latin Amer-
ica, many citizens perceive the redistributive pledges of mainstream parties as too
moderate. In fact, mainstream left-wing parties hold much more moderated redis-
tributive positions than populist left-wing parties (see Figure 2). Moderation, in
this context, might also signal a lack of commitment to ghting inequality and pro-
moting inclusion. We do not expect that this demand for strong redistribution to
come exclusively from the poorest part of the population. Indeed, previous research
has shown that even high-income citizens support redistribution in Latin America
(Holland 2018).

Second, from the voter's perspective, the combination of anti-establishment and
people-centric rhetoric devices (see Figure 2), which we label populist rhetoric, dis-
tances populist parties from the political establishment (i.e., \the corrupt political
elites”) and brings them closer to \the pure people” (Mudde and Crisbbal Rovira
Kaltwasser 2017). In the case of left-wing populist parties and candidates, these
rhetorical devices lend further credibility to their strong redistributive and inclusion-
ary pledges. These ideas are in line with the idea that left-wing populism in Latin
America is \inclusionary"”, meaning that it promotes the inclusion of marginalized
groups (Mudde and Cristobal Rovira Kaltwasser 2013). As a result, when left-wing
populist political forces enter parliament or win executive o ces, their voters gain
trust in the potential of political institutions to represent them and promote the
inclusion of marginalized and disadvantaged groups. In sum, the strong redistribu-
tive pledges of populist-left wing parties and candidates combined and their populist
rhetoric increases the perceived credibility of their electoral pledges | which leads
to the perception that the government hears citizens' voices | and leads to more
optimism toward the future of their own economic condition, especially among left-
wing populist voters.

Although populist rhetoric is also present in the populist-right, we do not ex-
pect that incumbency of right-wing populist parties increases trust among their
voters to the same extent as incumbency of populist-left wing voters increases trust
among their voters. The underlying rationale is that redistribution and inclusion of
marginalized groups are the main driver of trust in political institutions, and the
populist-right does not focus on these issues in their political platforms. Indeed,



the position of the average right-populist party on redistribution is as ambitious
as the position of the average mainstream right-wing party. Compared to the av-
erage mainstream left party, the average right-wing populist party position on re-
distribution is signi cantly lower (let alone that of the average left-populist party)
(see Figure 2). In short, right-wing populist parties do not push for policies that
tackle economic inequality, which is a problem endemic to Latin American societies.
Therefore, while the populist right's anti-establishment and people-centric rhetoric
may increase trust in institutions among their voters, the low salience of redistri-
bution in their political platforms and the lack of ambition of their redistributive
pledges limit the e ect of their incumbency on trust in institutions even among
their own voters. As a result, we expect that incumbency of right-wing populist
parties increases trust in institutions less among their voters than incumbency of
left-populist parties does among their voters.

In sum, populist rhetoric lends credibility to the redistributive pledges of left-
wing populist parties through the belief that the government hears voters' voices.
In turn, this belief increases trust in political institutions. We also expect that this
e ect is stronger among left-wing voters, who are more concerned about inequality
and a lack of economic opportunity. By contrast, we expect the incumbency of
right-wing populist parties does not increase trust in institutions as much as the
incumbency of left-wing populist parties. This expectation is rationalized on the
basis of right-wing parties' low emphasis on redistribution.

Hypotheses

Our theory generates the following main hypothesis:

H1: The incumbency of left-wing populists’ parties increases political trust among
their voters more than the incumbency of other parties (i.e. mainstream parties
and right populist parties) does among their voters.

Moreover, our argument stresses the importance of policy positions to explain
an increase in political trust when left-wing populist parties are in power. Building
on our theoretical framework, we expect that redistribution and populist rhetoric
are the key drivers of political trust.

H2: When incumbent parties hold a stronger policy position on redistribution, po-
litical trust increases among their voters.

H3: When incumbent parties use stronger populist rhetoric, political trust increases



among their voters.

Moving to the mechanisms, we expect that redistribution and populist rhetoric
increase optimism regarding future economic conditions and the perception that the
government hears citizens' voices.

H4a: When incumbent parties hold a stronger policy position on redistribution,
their voters become more optimistic about economic conditions.

H4b: When incumbent parties use stronger populist rhetoric, their voters become
more optimistic about economic conditions.

H5a: When incumbent parties hold a stronger policy position on redistribution,
their voters believe more that the government hears citizens' voices.

H5b: When incumbent parties use stronger populist rhetoric, their voters believe
more that the government hears citizens' voices.

Furthermore, we expect that the increase of political trust is driven by left-wing
populist voters for which redistribution is a rst-order policy and populist rhetoric
acts as a credible commitment to redistribute.

H6: The e ects hypothesized in H2, H3, H4a, H4b, H5a, and H5b are stronger for
left-wing populist supporters than for right-wing populist supporters.

lllustrative Cases

Before introducing the observational and experimental analysis, we discuss some il-
lustrative cases of left populist parties in power [JOHN]. In line with our argument
and hypotheses, the goal of these cases is two-fold: 1) To show how the tenure of
left populist parties is associated to generous redistributive policies; 2) to highlight
how the populist rhetoric is tightly linked to the issue of redistribution.

Bolivia What are the main redistributive programs implemented by theMove-
ment for Socialism(MAS) during its tenure in Bolivia? The MAS governed Bolivia
from 2006 to 2023, interrupted only by a brief political crisis between 2019 and 2020
and the expulsion of current President Luis Arce from the party in 2023 following
a power struggle with former President Evo Morales. During his administration



(2006{2019), Morales pursued a policy of annual minimum wage increases above
in ation. # Key programs launched under his leadership included tlgono Juancito
Pinto, aimed at students; Renta Dignidad targeted at senior citizens; andBono
Juana Azurduy, designed for pregnant women and mothers with young children.
His government also implemented initiatives to combat child malnutrition, notably
through the Programa Multisectorial Desnutricon Cero (PMDC). >

The Bono Juancito Pinto was among the rst to be introduced, launching in
October 2006. It aimed to boost school enrollment and attendance by providing an
annual benet of 200 bolivianos (around 30 USD) to public school students with
over 80% attendance. TheRenta Dignidad implemented in 2007, o ered income
supplements to citizens over 60 years old|250 bolivianos for those already receiving
pensions and 300 bolivianos for those without one, such as informal workers unable
to contribute during their working lives. This program is funded through taxes on
oil and gas resourceslifipuesto Directo a los Hidrocarburoy and dividends from
public companies.

The Bono Juana Azurduy provides nancial support to pregnant women and
mothers of children up to two years old living in vulnerable conditions. Funded
by the Treasury, this bene t requires recipients to follow vaccination schedules and
attend medical checkups. The program was launched in April 2009, shortly after a
Bolivian delegation visited Brazil to study the Bolsa Famlia program.

What about the populist rhetoric linked to these redistributive pledges? Evo
Morales' background as an indigenous leader who rose from humble beginnings has
helped solidify his credibility among supporters of leftist policies. His rhetoric often
emphasizes social justice and equality, resonating deeply with marginalized com-
munities who feel represented by his leadership. Even Evo's way of dressing has
become a mark of his connection with the Bolivian people and his commitment
to social justice. Headlines emphasizing his government's achievements in poverty
reduction reinforce public belief in the e ectiveness of these redistributive e orts.

Mexico What has Morena done to reduce inequality? What are the type of
social programs and transfer of resources from the rich to the poor? How does
redistribution in Mexico by Morena relate to austerity? Morena was founded in
2011 as a civil society organization in Mexico. In 2014, it achieved political party
status, and by 2018, it rose to power under the leadership of its most prominent
gure, lopez Obrador, unseating the country's traditional parties. Since then,

*https://economia.uol.com.br/noticias/efe/2017/05/01/evo-morales-firma-decre
tos-que-aumentam-salario-minimo-na-bolivia.htm [January 24, 2025].

Shttp://www.scielo.org.bo/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1012-29662019000
200007seconcentraenlaerradicaci  Asndeladesnutrici  #Asnenlasni Asasyni Asosmenoresdeci
ncoarsos [January 24, 2025].
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poverty rates in Mexico have decreased from 52 million to 47 million people, and the
minimum wage has increased by 90%AMLO replaced the pioneering conditional
cash transfer programProspera with Becas Benito Jwarez removing some of the
previous program's conditionalities, such as monitoring school attendante.

The Morena administration followed a similar approach with several other social
programs, replacing them with its own initiatives and increasing social welfare and
pension spending by nearly 2 percentage points of GBRAccording to experts, the
new programs were designed with a universalist approach, reaching a broader audi-
ence but not necessarily targeting those most in neédCritics argue that changes
in program design contributed to the rise in extreme poverty and the reduction of
the poorest population's share of government transfers. Another factor cited was
the increase in informality, which excluded a signi cant portion of the population
from bene ting from the rise in the minimum wage.

On scal policy, the Morena government implemented administrative reforms
and what it called \republican austerity", cutting public sector salaries and priv-
ileges while raising the minimum wagé? Instead of proposing wealth taxes, as
many left-wing parties do, AMLO focused on cutting the gains of the country's
political elite, aligning with his anti-corruption agenda. This e ort was part of
what AMLO referred to as the Cuarta Transformacon, a peaceful shift meant to
follow three major historical milestones in Mexico, all marked by violence. Despite
the confrontational style of the populist leader, these changes required policies that
balanced social demands with those of the productive class.

Uruguay What are the main redistributive programs implemented byFrente
Amplio during its tenure in Uruguay? From 2005 to 2020, Uruguay was governed
by the center-left political party Frente Amplio. During this period, the government
implemented various redistributive policies, cementing the country's reputation as a
model for development with reduced poverty and inequalit}t Following the reces-
sion between 1999 and 2002, tligente Amplio government introduced a Temporary
Social Emergency Plan (PANES) from 2005 to 2007, aimed at addressing extreme

Shttps://www.economist.com/the-americas/2023/11/16/andres-manuel-lopez-obrad
or-has-reduced-poverty-in-mexico [January 24, 2025].

"https://www.nytimes.com/2022/07/18/world/americas/mexico-economy-poverty.htm
| [January 24, 2025].

8https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economics/2024/can-mexicos-new-president
-sustain-amlonomics  [January 24, 2025].

®https://apnews.com/article/mexico-poverty-election-lopez-obrador-182061c2920
9528ea5553ce89d6db09dJanuary 24, 2025].

Onhttps://elpais.com/mexico/2024-09-25/la-austeridad-republicana-y-una-politic
a-de-luces-y-sombras-definen-el-legado-cultural-del-sexenio-de-lopez-obrador.h
tml [January 24, 2025].

R https://Iwww.imf.org/external/np/blog/dialogo/033115.pdf [January 24, 2025].
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poverty through targeted cash transfers. In 2007, it launched a more permanent Eg-
uity Plan, which expanded social assistance policies and implemented far-reaching
tax and healthcare reforms.

According to an IMF study, the tax reform made Uruguay's tax system progres-
sive, while the healthcare reform nearly tripled public health insurance coverage,
achieving near-universal access. Social spending increased from 20% of GDP in 2005
to 25% in 2012. The reforms introduced by th&rente Amplio focused on long-term
public policy continuity rather than short-term measures. Uruguay's largest social
assistance program, theAsignacon Familiar from the Plan de Equidad (AFAM-
PE), is a conditional cash transfer initiative targeting low-income households with
children or pregnant woment?

What about the populist rhetoric linked to these redistributive pledges? In
Uruguay, former President Jose Mujica's personality played a crucial role in the
approval of his work. According to Interconsult director Juan Carlos Doyenart,
Mujica \kept his closeness to the people, his lifestyle, his humility, and his commu-
nication skills intact from the rst to the last day, which earned him high popularity
ratings." His personal narrative strongly resonated with voters, demonstrating that
leaders who align their actions with their rhetoric can signi cantly boost their cred-
ibility. Headlines often highlight Mujica's lifestyle as a testament to his authenticity
and dedication to social justice. For example, articles discussing his modest home
and frugal habits frame him as a leader genuinely committed to the welfare of the
people.

Observational Analysis

We use longitudinal cross-sectional survey data from every year of the Latino-
baometro dataset (1995-2020) to capture individuals' political views and their trust
in government. We use responses to the questidinelections were held this Sunday,
which party would you vote for?to determine party a liations. As this question
contains many options, not all respondents can be matched to a party. To ensure
that there is a meaningful reference category aina liated we only include in this
category those respondents who select\none", \don't know", or\no party", thereby
excluding\other",\not registered”, \null"and\not asked". The former group re ects
those that do not support a party in particular, but could participate in the political
process if desired, whereas the latter is more ambiguous. \Other" may include par-
ties not listed in the list provided by Latinobaometro (including local and minor
parties) and \not registered"Anull" could be a result of unwillingness to participate

https://lwww.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0047272720301778
[January 24, 2025].
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in the political process (akin to nona liation) or legal inability to vote. Erring on

the side of caution, we exclude the latter, as even though the data loss introduces
potential bias, it should create less potential bias than if respondents 'treated" with
party a liations are incorrectly added to the control group of una liated voters.
The regression analysis therefore only features those with a de nitive party a I-
iation and those with a de nitive lack of a liation that cannot be attributed to
inconsistency in the merging process. We acknowledge potential bias caused by the
types of parties not included in Latinobaiometro. It is possible that smaller and/or
localized parties are disproportionately those not o ered as options to the respon-
dents, and such voters may have systematically di erent levels of trust from other
voters. Unfortunately, we must proceed with this as an unresolvable limitation of
our work.

We then designate these parties according to both populism and ideology. To
identify whether parties are populist, as well as their ideological position, we match
parties in the Latinobaometro dataset with party scores from the V-Dem V-Party
Dataset, which contains both left-right ideology and aggregated populism scorés

Given the wide variation in how populism is de ned and operationalized by
researchers, we de ne populism in line with the thin ideology view of populism
(Stanley 2008), wherein we do not impose a particular set of policies as the criteria
for a populist party. Rather, we focus on the rhetorical positioning of the party,
with populist parties being those that focus their political approach on anti-elite
rhetoric and the construction of a people against which an \other" group is juxta-
posed. This de nition is thus inclusive of a variety of substantive policy positions of
the parties, and is not left-right ideologically speci c. This de nition also matches
the empirical operationalization of populism within the V-Dem dataset from which
we draw populism scores. While the V-Dem dataset aggregates expert codings of
populism and is thus subject to individual variation in evaluations and interpreta-
tion of the V-Dem's de nition, V-Dem's working de nition of populism follows the
understanding proposed by Mudde (2004) of \a set of ideas 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 ex-
pression of the volonee generale (general will) of the people” (ibid. in Ruth-Lovell,
Luhrmann, and Grahn 2019). We argue accordingly that the theoretical de nition
of populism that grounds our study is consistent with the empirical de nition used
to study it.

As the V-Dem dataset contains expert evaluations from multiple years that do
not exactly correspond with the years of the Latinobaometro, we rst compute
the average party scores for ideology and populism. This way, parties in a given

BRull question text can be found in Appendix A
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year of the Latinobaometro not covered in V-Dem are not given an unnecessarily
high/low populism/ideology score from the closest year, and are instead given a
score re ecting the parties' overall ideological/populist tendency over time. These
party scores are then matched to each respondent, via a crosswalk of V-Dem to
Latinobaiometro parties (given that the same party may have di erent names/IDs

in the di erent datasets). Then, cognizant of intercountry di erences in overall
levels of populism and ideology, we relativize the party ideology to the country
baseline and then relativize the threshold for populism to both the country and the
individual end of the ideological spectrum. That is, leftist parties are designated
as those with an ideology level (scale 0-10; far left = 0, far right = 10) below the
country's median party ideology, and we subsequently designate populist parties
as those with a populism level (scale, 0-10) above the country's median populism
level within its respective ideological side. This additional step is taken to prevent
potential imbalances between the general populism levels of left and right parties
and countries from creating an imbalance in party a liations. Rather than use
an arbitrary threshold, relativizing the scores ensures that parties are designated
as populist if they are more populist than the median populism level of their di-
rect competitors. Given this concern about the arbitrary nature of the populism
threshold, as a robustness check, we perform sensitivity analysis by adjusting the
threshold for populist parties, employing alternative cuto points for populisn*.

Ultimately, this creates four mutually exclusive categories of left, right, left
populist, and right populist, which are compared against the reference category of
una liated voters; that is, those indicating that they would abstain or not vote
for a listed party. This inclusive approach incorporates a wide range of parties
throughout all the countries within the dataset, maximizing variation in the forms
of populist-pluralist and left-right parties available.

For the main outcome variables, we use questions of con dence in political in-
stitutions, as a metric of satisfaction with political representation. Our preferred
outcome is con dence in congress, which has substantially better coverage than the
comparable question for \government" trust and greater closeness to the proposed
mechanism, as the notion of \government" may draw on other features unrelated to
representation. We complement this outcome with other measures to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of how citizen's attitudes are shifted by party a li-
ation and incumbency. Summary statistics on all the variables operationalized in
the paper can be found in Table A1 within Appendix B.

The key interaction e ect in the study is incumbency, which is de ned as whether
the government is controlled by the individual's reported party at the time of the sur-
vey. We hand-code congressional/parliamentary incumbency for all parties across

14See appendices E and F.
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all years of the Latinobaometro data, as this information is not available within

the raw dataset itself. We also do so to account for changes in party hames over
time, to ensure that all parties that are functional equivalents of one another are
considered the same regarding incumbency, should a legacied name be used in a
particular Latinobaometro wave.

We incorporate controls for socioeconomic status, education, gender, and age,
alongside subnational region-wave xed e ects to account for general variation in
attitudes based on time, location, economic/political circumstances, government
performance, and other in uences. All such factors are available within the Latino-
baometro data.

Empirical Strategy

In order to evaluate our hypotheses, we use a di erence-in-di erence (DiD) design
where incumbency and political party a liation are \treatments" assigned to re-
spondents and their attitudinal outcomes are the dependent variable. The unit of
observation is the individual respondent. Given that there is a time-variant treat-
ment, the cross-sectional nature of the data, and the on-o nature of incumbency's
violation of the Irreversibility of Treatment Assumption (Callaway and Sant'Anna
2021) necessary to capture a standard D-i-D with multiple periods, we use two iden-
ti cation strategies. Firstly, to identify correlations between party a liation and
government trust conditional on incumbency, we use the following basic DiD model
outlined in Equation 1:

Yi = iAliation i + ,Aliation ; Incumbency, + Xi? 1
+ X2 Incumbency, + X; Aliation y + i+ "i M)
whereY;; is the outcome variable for government trust (or alternative outcome
variables) of respondent at time t. Aliation j is a factor variable for a respon-
dent's belonging to a particular party a liation (where the una liated voter is
the reference level) at timet, , is the coe cient of interaction between a liation
and incumbency. We juxtapose this model with ones for alternative outcome vari-
ables, including economic satisfaction, in order to refute objections that the e ect
in reported congressional satisfaction is merely a function of increased perception
of one's personal standing accompanying incumbency.

Incumbency, is a dichotomous variable for whether the respondent's party is in
power at the moment of the survey's delivery. This variable varies at the country
level over time. The key coe cients of interest are ; and 5, which makes it
possible to testH1.

X is a vector of individual-level controls for age, gender, education, and socioe-
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conomic status understood to a ect political views and trust. We also test these
controls in interaction with incumbency and a liation, represented by the coe -
cients and , respectively, given that groups entering treatment and selecting
particular parties may be systematically di erent.

o represents the intercept and j; represents a vector of region-wave xed ef-
fects, which account for subnational, international, and temporal uctuation in trust
levels. Note that these xed e ects absorb the coe cient of Incumbency, which
only varies at the country level, not at the region. " is the error term.

For models measuring heterogeneous e ects, we merely adopt the framework
outlined in Equation 1, and perform similar analysis on subsets of the data, inter-
acting relevant covariates with the a liation and incumbency terms, as well as the
controls.

Collapsed Models

Given that dividing the data by parties categories, years, and incumbency periods
in our various settings quickly reduces the size of our sample groups and statistical
power, we include collapsed models in which party a liation juxtaposes the left-
wing populist party voters with all other party types grouped together. Given that
our logic holds that right-wing populist voters should not exhibit the trust e ects
observed for their equivalents on the left, we can group these with the mainstream
parties for a cleaner, more digestible depiction of incumbency's trust e ects. For
analysis with the collapsed models, our empirical strategy is identical to those in
Equations 1 and 2, with the exception of the term A liation;; being a three-level
factor with the levels \Left Populist”, \Other" and \Una liated" (instead of the
original ve levels).

Event Study DiD

In order to investigate causality, we run a second event-study DiD model (Borusyak,
Jaravel, and Spiess 2024) that accounts for variation in the timing of incumbency.

Given that incumbency is an unconventional treatment, that there are multiple
treatment periods and that treatment may be sustained through multiple treatment
periods, the event-study design allows us to more precisely assess the relationship
between incumbency and trust levels, while also testing for pretreatment trends
that would jeopardize causal e ects inferred in the DID analysis. While this does
accommodate multiple periods of treatment, it is not ideal to capture the capacity
for respondents to enter, exit, and re-enter treatment prior to their wave of obser-
vation in the Latinobaometro data. We therefore exercise caution in interpretation
of results. The event-study design is outlined in Equation 2.
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Following de Chaisemartin and D'Haultfoeuille (2022b) we use a two-way xed
e ects event-study design, which applies group xed e ects at the level of the region
instead of the individual, since the data is non-panel. The empirical strategy for
this design can be found in Equation 2. As above,; represents the coe cient on
the e ect of the factor variable for partisan a liation. , once again represents the
coe cient of that factor's interaction; however, this time it is not merely interacted
with the incumbency dummy. Instead, the event-study is made possible by the

interaction with ¢ 1f =1t Accessiopg, where is a numerical value of

= 15
treatment status dgetérmined by the number of years of incumbency the respondent's
party has had, with negative numbers representing the number of years prior to that
party's accession to o ce.

The two additional sets of inequalities within the equation group together times-
to-treatment that are very distant (past 15 years pre- or post-incumbency), given
that treatment groups at the very ends of the temporal range become increasingly
less common and less substantively meaningful. Rather than attempt to assess the
parallel trends assumption on many individual time periods when distance from the
treatment is so great that it may be less important, we simply bin these together
so that they are assessed as two pre- and post-treatment groups.

To enable the most accurate analysis of the data, we exclude countries in which
there are no cases of populist left incumbency or continuous, unbroken populist
left incumbency. No countries t the latter criteria; however, Honduras and Costa
Rica never had left populist incumbents within the study period and thus cannot
be included in this event-study design.

As with incumbency in Equation 1, accession is de ned at the country level.
Once again, region-year xed e ects are applied and represented by and errors
are clustered at the country-year level, matching the level of the incumbency treat-
ment's distribution. Controls remain interacted with a liation and the treatment
term (this time time-to-treatment, not the incumbency dummy).
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While alternatives to two-way xed e ects that provide more consistently unbi-
ased estimation such as Local Projections (LP)-DID (Dube et al. 2023) have been
proposed, our analysis cannot accommodate such techniques as it is constrained
by the cross-sectional nature of the design. We must therefore proceed with the
analysis, cognizant of potential issues with the \cleanness" of the control group
(the never-treated). Furthermore, we cannot fully overcome the incumbency treat-
ment's potential violation of the Irreversibility of Treatment Assumption (Callaway
and Sant'Anna 2021) necessary to capture a standard DIiD with multiple periods,
but the event-study framework allows us to parse out di erences in e ect duration.

To break down the results of this analysis, we present the e ects of the time-
to-treatment for both the left-wing populists relative to the mainstream left and
the right populists relative to the right. We do this since the parameter of interest
is not merely the incumbency e ect on trust, but the di erential e ect by party
type. We might therefore expect some degree of increase in trust with incumbency
across all parties, but the measure of interest is the size of such increase among the
left-wing populists, in contrast to the other party types.

This distinction is also critical when assessing the parallel trends assumption.
To conduct valid causal inference, it is well understood that parallel trends must
be assured in the pre-treatment period in order to allay concerns that confounders
drive the observed e ect. Should we only compare the left-populist treatment e ects
relative to the una liated, we might observe some shift in trust in the period prior
to incumbency; however this alone does not compromise the parallel trends assump-
tion. Instead, a violation of the assumption would only be present if a di erential
trend in trust between the party types was detected in the pre-treatment period. By
visualizing the event-study results in both ways we can evaluate this threat to our
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design, and provide an accurate representation of not only whether incumbency bol-
sters trust, but also whether for left populists it does so in (statistically signi cant)
excess of other party types.

Given the degree of imprecision in de ning the treatment periods and binning
observations into them, in Appendix Figure C4 we replicate the main results with an
alternative operationalization that instead bins the respondents by 5-year periods
before and after incumbency, without setting equal sized short medium and long-
term periods or dropping the respondents never treated throughout the incumbency
period. As with the main analysis, we also present disaggregated e ect comparisons
for each individual party type in Appendix Figures C5, C6, and C7.

Results

Results for the time-invariant DiD are displayed in Table 1. Columns 1 and 2
display the results for the collapsed model in which the Populist Left and all other
parties are juxtaposed, while columns 3 and 4 display the results when other party
types are disaggregated. Columns 1 and 3 include country and year xed e ects,
while columns 2 and 4 report the results of our preferred setting, region-year xed
e ects. As anticipated, we nd signi cant e ects for the interaction of incumbency
and party a liation, unique to the populist left.

The size of these dierences in incumbency's e ect on trust is visualized in
Figures 3 and 4. We nd that upon incumbency trust among populist left voters
is signi cantly higher than when in opposition, unlike for all other party types.
Furthermore, that increased level of trust exceeds all trust levels for every other
party type regardless of incumbency status, with the exception of the mainstream
right, which is not signi cantly lower in trust than the populist left when incumbent,
despite a much lower point estimate for trust and the lack of a signi cant e ect above
the baseline trust level when in opposition.

With respect to e ect size, the marginal e ect on trust for the populist left
upon incumbency is 12.17%, 7.13 percentage points greater than the baseline in-
crease of 5.04% for populist left a liation without incumbency. In more substantive
terms, when all numerical variables are standardized, the e ect for left-wing pop-
ulist incumbency is an increase of 0.474 standard deviations of government trust,
compared to an increase of only 0.168 standard deviations above the una liated
when not incumbent. For further perspective, the next highest trust e ect | that
of the mainstream right | is an increase of only 0.339 standard deviations of trust,
well below that of the populist left. To provide context regarding e ect sizes more
broadly, Table A1 within Appendix A includes descriptive statistics of all the rel-
evant dependent and independent variables used in all the models, in order to
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Table 1: Time-invariant DiD

Notes: Table 1 displays the results of time-invariant DiD xed-e ects regressions on trust in
congress. Included but omitted from the output are controls for age, gender, socioeconomic status
and education, which are all interacted with the party a liation and incumbency variables. Models

1 and 2 present the collapsed models in which all other a liations are grouped together, while 3
and 4 disaggregate by party type. Models 1 and 3 display the results of country and year xed
e ects, while 2 and 4 use region-year xed e ects. Con dence intervals are drawn at the 95%
level.
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Figure 3: Time-invariant DiD (Populist Left vs All Other A liations)

Notes: Figure 3 displays results of the collapsed time-invariant DIiD setting with region-year xed
e ects. The gure corresponds to the model run in column 2 of Table 1. Con dence intervals are
drawn at the 95% level. Errors are clustered at the country level.
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Figure 4: Time-invariant DiD (Populist Left vs Individual A liations)

Notes: Figure 4 displays results of the disaggregated time-invariant DiD setting with region-year
xed e ects. The gure corresponds to the model run in column 4 of Table 1. Con dence intervals
are drawn at the 95% level. Errors are clustered at the country level.
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Figure 5: Flexible DiD

Notes: Figure 5 displays the di erence in marginal e ects of a liation on trust between the pop-

ulist and mainstream voters in a given period of incumbency, for both the left and right. Positive
values indicate a higher marginal trust e ect for the populist party over the mainstream party.
Periods of incumbency are binned such that the number of observations in each period pre- and
post-accession are as close to equal as possible. The reference period is the rst period preceding
incumbency. Con dence intervals are drawn at 95%, region-year xed e ects are included and
errors are clustered by country.

understand how large trust increases associated with the predictors are relative to
the distributions of the outcome variables.

We next turn to our dynamic event-study DID model. Figure 5 displays the
di erence in e ect between populist and non-populist a liation at each period of
incumbency or opposition, for both the left and right. We can see clearly that while
right-wing populists experience no increase in trust relative to the mainstream right,
the left-wing populists demonstrate a clear increase in trust that is statistically
signi cant by the medium-term post-treatment period. We can conclude from this
that while (consistent with the conventional assumptions within the literature) there
is no additive e ect of populism on trust for the right-wing | and indeed there is
some possibility of a negative e ect | there is evidently a positive additive e ect
on the Latin American left.

Disaggregated results which display comparisons of the left-wing populist trust
e ects vs the left, right and right-wing populist e ects individually are included in
Appendix gures C1, C2 and C3, respectively.
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Additional Evidence

Having identi ed the dynamic trends using the event-study DiD approach, we turn
to alternative settings to evaluate the mechanisms we hypothesize as accountable
for the trust e ects we observe.

Policy Position

Our analysis is grounded in the di erences we observed between the party charac-
teristics as the source of the di erential trust e ect. In order to ensure that these
di erences in policy and rhetoric actually account for potential trust e ects ob-
served, we need to test these characteristics as determinants of incumbency-based
trust increases in isolation, instead of within an overall party platform.

To this end, we follow the empirical strategy of the time-invariant model outlined
in Equation 1, but in place of the A liation  term (both interacted and non-inter-
acted), we instead include a continuous variable for the policy/rhetorical position of
the respondent's party, taken from the CHES party data. All other aspects of the
model (country-level clustering, region-year xed e ects, etc.) are maintained. This
allows us to assess whether certain party types' trust e ects that we link theoret-
ically to their policy/rhetorical characteristics corroborate when assessed in isola-
tion, rather than as part of the overall party package. While we certainly anticipate
some inherent correlation between the various party characteristics | indeed these
correlations explain our argument for left-wing populists unique position | using
the party characteristics themselves nonetheless speaks more directly to the policy
positions/rhetoric's in uence than does the generalized variable of party a liation,
which may not consistently match the policy positions we target as mechanisms.

Should the trust e ects be maintained for the speci ¢ dimensions we associate
with left-wing populist parties and no signi cant trust e ects be observed for in-
cumbency interacted with alternative party characteristics, this would increase con-
dence that 1. left-wing populist voters are uniquely poised for incumbency-based
increases in trust and 2. our proposed policy/rhetorical mechanisms are those driv-
ing the e ect.

On atechnical level, one di erence in our outputs is the presentation of marginal
e ect slopes as opposed to point estimates, due to the continuous variables found in
the CHES data. Reliance on the CHES data for party codes also reduces the sample
size to not include the full set of parties within the Latinobaometro, but instead
only those present in both datasets. This also skews the analysis more towards
recent parties, give the recency of the CHES wave (2020).

Figure 6 displays the results of the marginal e ect of incumbency on trust in
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interaction with the three main policy positions and stances we identify as dis-
tinguishing the party types. For these models, we run the individual party char-
acteristics (continuous numerical variables) in place of the party a liation factor
variable in the time-invariant DiD model.'®> The results show clear di erences in
the e ect of incumbency across these party dimensions. While populist rhetoric and
redistribution at low levels imply a lower trust e ect than the incumbency e ect
across all levels of the law and order policy position, the incumbency e ect of the
former two quickly surpasses that of law and order as parties increase the strength
of their position on these issues. While redistribution cannot be concluded to have
a signi cantly stronger e ect than law and order, populist rhetoric can. What we
can infer from these results is however limited by the well understood correlation
between these policy dimensions, with left populist parties having an intense link
between populist rhetoric and redistribution, so we cannot isolate the two in this
model. We therefore turn to alternative outcomes of our baseline model to gain
further insights into these mechanisms.

Figure 6: Policy Positions and Incumbency in Latin America

Notes: Figure 6 displays the results of time-invariant DID models in which continuous party
policy positions (from CHES data) are substituted for the party a liation factor variable of the
main analysis. Separate models are run for each policy position, in which the policy position
replaces the party ID both alone and in interaction with the incumbency term. Since no position
data exists for non-incumbents, the sample is limited to only respondents with party a liations
carrying positions. The displayed slopes do not cover the entire range from 0 to 1 as the available
sample of parties did not have policy positions throughout the entire range, therefore the plots
are automatically bounded at the minimum and maximum of only the parties under analysis.
Con dence intervals are draw at the 95% level. Errors are clustered by country. We replicate this
analysis for alternative policy positions in Figure E1 within Appendix P.

We rst attempt to gain a sense of the tangible meaning of the trust e ect identi-

15Since this model requires party characteristics for estimation, the sample is slightly di erent,
with no una liated voters and no voters without a party designation within the CHES dataset.
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ed by seeing if the trust is restricted to the legislature (itself the immediate holder
of incumbency) or whether such trust extends to other institutions. Figure D1 dis-
plays the main time-invariant DID models, with trust in alternative institutions |
the government writ-large, the military, and the police | as dependent variables.
We nd that for the populist left, incumbency correlates with signi cantly higher
trust for all institutions, whereas for the other party types results are more mixed,
with some trust increases and others not.

Alternative and Intermediate Outcomes

As alluded to above, to increase con dence in the robustness of our ndings, we
complement the main outcome for trust in congress | which has substantially bet-
ter coverage than the government trust question | with alternative trust outcome
variables. We include trust in the government, police and army, to assess whether
our ndings are merely abstract or have more concrete implications for institutional
trust. Trust in congress alone is somewhat non-speci ¢ and open to various inter-
pretations by the respondent that may range from trust in individual institutions,
trust toward politicians, or general satisfaction with political representation. Using
these alternative outcomes allows us to assess whether the trust e ect is meaningful
for voters' everyday lives.

In addition to probing the trust related outcomes, Figure 7 assesses whether
potential intermediate outcomes between party positions and trust change as an-
ticipated with incumbency by party type. Here, we test four measures: one for
satisfaction with the economic situation, one for satisfaction with democracy, one
for respondent's belief that the country is governed for all, not just the powerful
few and one for trust in political parties® We would expect both measures of rep-
resentative inclusion within the democracy and economic standing to shift for the
populist left, if the combination of populist rhetoric and redistribution are truly the
drivers of the increasing trust in government. In line with the credibility mecha-
nism argument, we would expect an increase in trust in parties associated with the
populist left, however we would expect their baseline trust in their party to likely
exceed that of the other parties as well.

18Fyll question text can be found in Appendix I.
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Figure 7: Intermediate Outcomes

Notes: Separate models are run for each intermediate outcome variable, which are identical ex-
cept for the di erent DV and slight changes in the coverage period caused by the the DV used.

Con dence intervals are draw at the 95% level, region-year xed e ects are included and errors

are clustered by country.

Both sets of models are run with an empirical strategy identical to that outlined
in Equation 1. The only departures from the main model are reductions in samples
size for variables that do not have as extensive coverage as the main trust outcome.

Results of the alternative outcomes can be found in Appendix J Figure D1 and
results for the intermediate outcomes can be found in Appendix J Figure'7.

Indeed, we nd similar heterogeneity in the incumbency e ect by party as we do

"Due to the number of outcomes, we display the collapsed speci cation for intermediate out-
comes. However the results disaggregated by party type are displayed in gure D2 within Ap-
pendix.
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for the main outcome. For the alternative outcomes, we see that the incumbency of
left-wing populists leads to signi cantly higher trust in all three institutions, most
especially in government trust itself. E ects for the other parties are not consistently
strong nor signi cant, with only the mainstream left showing a conclusive e ect
for military trust, the populist right showing an e ect for military trust and the
mainstream right showing a much reduced government trust e ect and a lower
police trust e ect. It is unsurprising that there would be slight e ects for police
trust and military trust, which are more in line with right-wing policy preferences,
however the main trust e ect remains strongest for the populist left.

For the intermediate outcomes, only the populist left has statistically signi cant
increases for all intermediate outcomes, most especially for the perception of the
country being government for all. The lone exception is the right having statisti-
cally signi cant increase for democratic satisfaction, however even that is not as
pronounced a di erence as that of the populist left. While the populist left also
starts out during non-incumbency with a higher point estimate for thecountry for
all measure than the others, this baseline di erence is only signi cantly di erent
from the populist right.

This analysis o ers stronger evidence that the trust e ect indeed operates through
the policy/rhetoric channel that we propose.

Presidential Incumbency

Since populist campaigns often go hand-in-hand with personalism and intense focus
on individual, anti-establishment leaders (CITE), it is important to assess the ro-
bustness of our nding with respect to presidential incumbency, as opposed to that
of the legislature. While we maintain that congressional incumbency and trust are
the most apt for the main treatment and dependent variables in our analysis | on
both theoretical and pragmatic grounds, due to sample better longitudinal coverage

| we are cognizant of the important role that individual party leaders/candidates
play in driving populist voting and the concomitant need to assess such leaders im-
plications for the development of political trust more directly than through congress.
At times populist leaders have secured the executive branch while unable to estab-
lish pluralities in congress, so such scenarios should be unpacked to assess whether
trust similarly increases, in line with our theory.

To test this, Appendix G contains results from models run with the same em-
pirical strategy as our main time-invariant congressional trust model, but with
presidential incumbency as the incumbency term. The outcome variables include
government trust (allowing comparisons with the government trust model in Ap-
pendix Figure D1) and presidential trust. Appendix gure F1 displays the marginal
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e ects in both models, revealing the same pattern in the case of presidential incum-
bency as within the congressional incumbency-based model: a unique positive e ect
on trust upon incumbency by the populist left. As a test of e ect speci city, Figure
F1 also includes an alternative outcome of respondents’ presidential approval. In
this case, we nd that the approval rating increases signi cantly for all party types
upon presidential incumbency, which we nd not unsurprising. Such an e ect adds
precision to the nature of our nding for the link between left populism and polit-
ical trust: while all parties may be satis ed and approving of the incumbency of
their preferred candidate, this mere satisfaction does not lend itself to deeper in-
stitutional trust, except in the case of the populist left, in line with our theoretical
expectations.

Economic Outcomes

A logical question resultant from our ndings is the extent to which the trust-
building electoral pledges that distinguish populist left candidates from other parties
are actually implemented and how this itself in uences trust. Trust built o policy
commitments and trust built o of their delivery represent two related but di erent
mechanisms, and while our empirical results provide support for the con rmation
of the former, it is also important to gauge the plausibility of the latter. We do
this by assessing the e ects of incumbent left populist administrations along two
dimensions: actual redistributive policies and actual changes in inequality. The
promise of both of these policy items is at the heart of left-populist platforms,
making them the logical areas

In order to assess these two areas, in Appendix H we run panel DiD models with
country-year level observations in which the treatment is the entry of left populist
parties into incumbency. No individual-level data is incorporated, thus entry into
incumbency is uniform across the country. We compare the treatment group of
countries having elected populist-left governments against untreated and not-yet-
treated country-year observations, assessing their populist incumbency's e ect on
two outcomes: spending on conditional-cash-transfer (CCT) programs and income
inequality. Data for CCT spending was extracted from the Economic Commission
for Latin America and the Caribbean's Non-contributory Social Protection Pro-
grammes Database Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean
2025 and processed to only include actually spent funds (as opposed to allotted).

We operationalize CCT spending as a proportion of national GDP and income
inequality as the share of national income held by the top 10%. We estimate these
DiD regressions using the Callaway-Sant'/Anna estimator (Callaway and Sant'/Anna
2021) in which treatment groups are determined by the period (year) of entry into
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populist left incumbency. Given the limited number of countries and thus few ob-
servations within treatment groups, we do not include controls as their inclusion
exceeds the sample size necessary for clean estimation. When visualizing the re-
sults, we preset the dynamic TWFE results averaged across all groups, showing the
e ect for each period of time-til-treatment regardless of the period of entry into
treatment. We also note that under this operationalization we treat populism as
an absorbing treatment, which cannot be shut o . We argue this makes theoretical
and empirical sense since CCT programs once implemented and inequality reducing
policies implemented should be somewhat sticky and thus material e ect should
be felt even after the ouster of a particular administration (in the cases when this
occurs, to say nothing of those populist left administrations that were sustaining
long term. Even if this choice potentiates some bias, we argue it actually creates a
more conservative test: if anything, our e ects of populist left governance may be
underestimated as we include many years in which non-populist left governments
might erode such progress.

Results from the proportional CCT-spending models are present in Appendix
Figure G2. Results for top 10% income inequality are found in Appendix Figure G1.
We nd clear evidence of reductions in inequality upon populist left incumbency and
more modest but still present evidence of increases in CCT spending. These results
indicate that beyond policy promises, left populist administrations have coincided
with tangible expansions of redistributive policies and reductions in the social ill
redistributive policies targets. The extent to which this reinforces or drives the
trust e ect beyond rhetorical pledges cannot easily be assessed, but the results at
minimum indicate the tangible policies are not inconsistent with our theoretical
premise.

Country-level Trust

In line with our operationalization for economic outcomes, we also assess whether
the incumbent-voter-speci c trust e ects translate to aggregate level trust impacts
on the country in Appendix H contains the results of a panel DiD analysis using the
Callaway-Sant'Anna estimator (Callaway and Sant'/Anna 2021 to evaluate the e ect
of entry into populist incumbency on average congressional trust at the country
level. Average trust is computed as the mean trust of the Latinobarometer data.
In cases of a missing wave of Latinobarometer data, the trust is imputed as the
average of the preceding and following year. To preserve statistical power amid low
numbers of country-year-level units, we bin all observations with years-til-treatment
values below -8 and above 8.

Appendix Figure H1 displays the results of the DiD anlaysis. Con dence levels
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are drawn at the 90% level. We nd strong evidence that not only does trust
di erentially increase at the individual level for party supporters, the average levels
of trust in government increases

Determinants of Party A liation

Given that our theory rests on the assumption that the policy positions and rhetoric
of di erent party types appeals to distinct constituencies, we must ensure that these
distinct constituencies are re ected in the data itself. We therefore test models
predicting a liation with particular party types, based on political and sociodemo-
graphic characteristics. For this purpose, we construct a set of multivariate linear
probability models (LPMs) where the outcome is a dummy variable for a liation
with a particular party and independent variables are the respondent characteristics.
As with our main models, we employ region-year xed e ects.

To assess whether the voters of the di erent parties are di erent from one an-
other, we perform overlap analysis on the estimated coe cients of the predictors of
party a liation to determine if they are statistically di erent from one another. We
would expect observed di erences to correspond to the dimensions of inequality and
authoritarianism posited in the theory. It is important to note that these LPMs do
not incorporate incumbency in any fashion, as their intention is to assess the deter-
minants of party a liation regardless of the party's incumbency status. We caution
that some covariates do not have as extensive coverage as the outcome variable of
our main model (most notably, ethnicity), limiting the number of waves that the
party prediction analysis can directly assess. However, by carefully selecting covari-
ates to maintain maximal coverage, we can be con dent in our results' ability to
provide a general understanding of the constituencies upon which the party types
draw.

Table I1 displays the results of the LPMs for every political a liation, with
the columns after the populist right, left and right columns indicating whether the
estimate is signi cantly di erent (with 95% con dence) from that of the populist
left. On the policy side, we observe that populist left supporters are signi cantly
di erent from the other party types in their profound opposition to US Foreign
In uence and their opposition to authoritarianism. The populist right is the only
party group opposed to US in uence, and while only the populist right is proba-
bilistically amenable to authoritarianism, Populist Left opposition to it exceeds that
of the mainstream parties as well. This result aligns with our theoretical under-
standing of left-wing populists as capturing a market for voting based on prolonged
inequality and opposition to the status quo, both of which are viewed as linked to
US/neoliberal in uence in Latin America.
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Table |1 also analyzes sociodemographic characteristics as correlates of partisan
a liation. We nd that left-wing populist left voters are slightly more male than
the other political parties, somewhat less educated and on average younger, but the
most profound di erences are with respect to ethnic background and socioeconomic
status, where the populist left is the only political a liation for which there is a
reduced likelihood of holding the party a liation when the respondent is white and
similar reductions in likelihood at higher levels of economic standing. This further
supports our conception of the populist left's market, as non-white voters are dispro-
portionately those belonging to the marginalized economic and political classes for
whom issues of inequality and redistributive equality are likely salient, and the lower
socioeconomic status validates perceptions of a greater focus on material inequality
among the populist left.

Robustness Checks

To increase con dence in our results, we perform a number of robustness checks
aimed at addressing potential sources of skepticism in our research design. Given
coding choices made in establishing thresholds for populist parties and the bias that
potentiates. In Appendix B we replicate our main nding under di erent populist
thresholds and in Table J1 provide examples of parties sensitive to that threshold.

Given that we work with 22 years worth of data implemented in di erent coun-
tries with varying circumstances, it is to be expected that there should be some data
loss. Indeed, this is present in the survey data, as in the controls model, case-wise
deletion prompts a loss of 4% of the total observation count. As another robust-
ness check we therefore implement Multiple Imputation (Ml) to resolve gaps in the
data and control models to test whether the inclusion of these otherwise dropped
observations alters the results, which can be found in AppendX? Results of the
imputation-based analysis compared to the baseline time-invariant DiD model are
found in Appendix Figure K1, alongside traceplots validating the imputation pro-
cess in table K2.

Finally, given that the designation of populist and non-populist parties hinges
on decisions made in the operationalization of our raw data, in Appendix K and Ap-
pendix L we conduct sensitivity analysis on the time-invariant and event-study DiD
setups. For these sensitivity analyses, we replicate the main models run throughout
the paper with varying thresholds for designation as a populist party, including the
30th percentile, 40th percentile, 45th percentile, 55th percentile, 60th percentile and
70th percentile as cuto s. The time-invariant DIiD results are found in Appendix
Figures J1-J6. For the event-study setup, we conduct the sensitivity analysis on
both our main setup o balancing pre- and post-treatment sample bins (Appendix
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Figures L1-L4) and the 5-year bin robustness check (Figures L5-L8).

Experimental Evidence

To complement our observational ndings, we present experimental evidence that
more directly tests the causal impact of the political appeals of populist and non-
populist candidates on trust. We do so with a within-subject vignette experiment
that asks respondents to evaluate the trust they feel in political institutions (gov-
ernment, congress, police) in hypothetical scenarios where candidates of identi ably
centrist, extremely pro-redistribution, extremely anti-redistribtion and rhetorically
populist positions are elected.

Survey Design

Our within-subject vignette survey design features three treatments and a control
condition, to all of which the respondent is assigned in a randomized order. These
vignettes present the respondent with a hypothetical candidate running for o ce,
which make appeals isolating redistribution, populist rhetoric, or anti-redistribution.

T1 (Redistribution): \When elected, | will implement generous anti poverty
programs, block the privatization of our public companies, and use their pro ts
to create a ordable housing and good jobs for working communities. | will tax
large corporations to pay for this welfare expansion. | will create a more equal
Mexico!"

T2 (Anti-redistribution): \When elected, | will cut regulations and indiscrim-
inate welfare bene ts. | will privatize national companies and welcome foreign
investment. State intervention is always bad, because it is based on coercion,
and coercion is never good. Mexicans will thrive in a free market economy,
because the market is ourselves."

T3 (Populist Rhetoric): \When elected, | will serve the people of Mexico,
not the corrupted economic and political elites who have failed to deliver on
their promises to Mexicans for generations. The government must work for
the people and not the people for the government. | will always put the people
rst!"

Control (Centrism): \When elected, | will increase the government's spend-
ing without running a government de cit and without upsetting international
investors. | believe in both the role of the market and of the government for
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improving your lives. It is time to put our di erences aside and create a better
Mexico!"

The treatments allow us to isolate the dimensions of populist and mainstream
parties that we believe drive/do not drive change in institutional trust. Because
of the combination of additive treatments and single appeal treatments, we can
compare di erences between these treatment conditions to assess which appeals
move voters' trust the most, and whether policy appeals are contingent populist
rhetoric to lend it credibility.

All respondents receive all 3 treatment arms (candidates) and the control in a
randomized order. After reading each candidate's message, they then receive a se-
ries of outcome questions, beginning with questions on the intermediate outcomes of
perceived future economic conditions and voice in government under the new can-
didate, proceeding to trust questions and ending with a thermometer of approval
of the candidate writ-large, before the next candidate. Our outcome variables are
measured on 10-point sliding scales and ordered in line with our proposed mech-
anism, as we view trust in government and institutions as downstream from the
credibility mechanism that we posit.

We conduct our experimental analysis on a preregistered sample of 1430 voting-
age Mexican adults, recruited by Bilendt® Out of a nationally-representative sam-
ple, we select only respondents whom indicate the party they feel closest to is either
Movimiento Regeneracon Nacional (Morena) or Partido de Action National (PAN),
established left and right populist parties, respectively. This is in line with our ob-
servational evidence as speci city of left-wing parties' the incumbency e ect for left
populist parties, when that incumbency matches the party of the respondent.

We selected Mexico as our case on the basis of Mexican parties presenting a
strong, identi able contrast between left populist and right populist candidates
consistent with the typology identi ed in our observational evidence (see Figure 2).
The full questionnaire in both English and Spanish can be found in Appendix O.

Empirical Strategy

Our main empirical strategy for analyzing the surveys is displayed in Equation 3.

Y; = .Candidate + »A liation+  s;Candidatg Aliation ; + ;+ " 3)

Bpower analysis on the results of our non-preregistered pilot study indicate a sample of size
1000 was the maximum necessary under the least conservative setting to detect an e ect in a
two-sided test, meaning that power demands for our one-sided test would require a much lower
sample size than our ultimate 1200 at approximately the same e ect size.
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Where Y; is the main outcome variable of trust in the particular institution in
guestion (or the intermediate outcome), ; is the coe cient for the factor variable of
the particular candidate (treatment) to which the respondent is assigned in a given
task, , is the coe cient of the respondent's given closest party and 3 represents
their interaction. ; represents the respondent xed e ect, and; is the error term,
which we cluster at the respondent level: the level of the assignment of treatment
within the within-subject design.

Using this strategy we recover the Conditional Average Treatment E ect (CATE),
allowing us to compare the strength of the given treatment on the trust outcome
relative to the other treatments and the control group, across party types. The
reference group fo Candidate) is the control condition of a centrist candidate

. The within-subject design eliminates variation in the treatment e ect due to
unobserved confounders; however, we also run heterogeneous e ects on subgroups
beyond party a liation to further contextualize the e ect. This includes baseline
pretreatment measures of the outcome variables without any hypothetical candidate
position given, to test whether appeal-based trust increases are more pronounced
for those with prior de cits in trust.

Quality Control

We ensure the quality of respondents in our sample in four ways. Firstly, our sample
relies on recruitment of respondents from the rm Bilendi, which maintains its own
internal screening measures on its panel, eliminating respondents who fail their own
periodic attention checks. Secondly, we screen out respondents who fail our own
attention checks within our survey, two questions asking the respondent to select a
particular color, placed before and after the main experimental vignettes. Thirdly,
we remove speeders from the sample, de ned as those that complete the survey in a
response time under 2 standard deviations below the median response time from an
unregistered pilot. This threshold came out to 100 seconds. The experiment was not
pre-registered, thus we do not include the ndings within this paper; however e ects
were generally consistent with those reported in our pre-registered analysis. Finally,
we also screen out \straightlining” respondents, ltering out those that select the
same response at the ends or midpoint of our sliding scales (0, 10, or 5, respectively)
80% or more of the time. This removes those that are merely picking responses
without critically evaluating the candidates positions. These screening measures
all remove the respondents from the sample, prior to completion of the survey
(including for the speeder check, as time is logged prior to eventual submission).
We therefore do not include any respondents in the analysis that have potentially
guestionable attentiveness, while maintaining full quotas and a full sample size,
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even as respondents are screened out. All respondents are allowed to opt out of any
guestions as they see t, with the exception of the party screening question, which
is mandatory. However, respondents are reminded once to complete unanswered
guestions before proceeding with the survey.

In addition to these major methodological choices for ensuring a quality sample,
we also incorporate some mechanical design choices to reduce potential bias. For
the trust outcome battery, we randomize the order of the institutions listed, and we
randomize the order of the two intermediate mechanism questions. This, alongside
randomization of the candidate pro les shown allows us to measure potential order
e ects and adjust our results accordingly. We also x all sliders at the midpoint
of the scale, to have a neutral baseline. Furthermore, we randomize the order of
parties mentioned, maintain a large list and do allow non-responses to all questions,
drawing out the sampling process by ensuring voters are indeed committed to their
reported positions.

Results

As we write this version of the paper, we are currently in the eld with our survey.
We report the results of a subsample of 482 Morena respondents and 217 PAN
respondents who have so far opted in our survey. The main results are reported in
Figure 81° As expected, both the redistribution and populism treatments increases
Morena voters' trust in the legislative. On the contrary, the anti-redistribution
treatment lowers Morena voters' trust in the legislative power more than the centrist
political message does. This nding seems to suggest that Morena voters respond
to the speci c policy position rather than to the speci c party proposing it.

Results are very di erent for PAN voters whose trust in the legislative power is
at its lowest when exposed to the redistribution treatment. Interestingly, even the
populist treatment does not increase PAN voters' trust, which (if anything) declines
as a result of a populist rhetoric.

Conclusion

In this paper we explore the positive externalities of populism in the Latin Amer-
ican context. Our main ndings are the following: 1) when in power, left-wing
populist parties increase political trust among their voters di erentially more than
any other party does, including right-wing populist parties; 2) emphasis on strong
redistribution policies is the key mechanism explaining why left-wing populism leads

190ther results are showed in Appendix N.
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Figure 8: Experimental Results: Congressional Trust

Notes: Figure 8 displays the results of the within-respondent experimental vignettes on trust in
the Legislative Assembly. Estimates are the coe cient for the particular vignette on the outcome
variable. Respondent xed-e ects are used. Con dence intervals are drawn at the 95% level.
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to this di erential increase in political trust; 3) populist rhetoric increases voters'
con dence that electoral pledges will indeed be ful lled.

A large body of literature shows that lack of political trust is a driver of populism
(Di Cocco et al. 2024; Fieschi and Heywood 2004; Rooduijn 2018). We provide
evidence of a more subtle relationship between populism and political trust: Left
populist parties increase trust in democratic institutions through an emphasis on
redistribution and aggressive anti-elite rhetoric. The strong version of our argument
is that some degree of populism may help democratic polities to navigate raising
economic inequality, which is a key feature of the current wave of globalization.

While the results are in line with the argument that we advance, there are
limitations to our analysis. For one, our argument is particularly suited to explain
why left-wing populist parties have an edge over traditional left-wing parties when
it comes to increasing political trust. The evidence that we provide on this point
is convincing. On the other hand, our results are less conclusive in explaining
why left-wing populism increases political trust more than right-wing populism.
Redistribution is indeed much stronger among left-wing populist parties than it is
among right-wing populist parties, which is consistent with our argument. However,
we cannot rule out that other core values of right-wing populism may be at odds with
con dence in political institutions. More research is necessary on this important
point.

Finally, there are limitations to the external validity of our ndings. One of
the key assumptions of our argument is that long-lasting economic inequality leads
to political dissatisfaction among a part of the population, which loses con dence
in traditional parties. This dissatisfaction is a key component of why populist
parties enter into the political system and o er both policy and rhetorical innovation
to these dissatis ed voters. While inequality is increasing in many polities, our
argument is not suitable to explain populist movements and their e ects in countries
with relatively low levels of inequality.
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Appendix A: Descriptive Statistics

Table Al: Descriptive Statistics

Note: Descriptive statistics of the variables used within the analysis, when normalized and unstan-
dardized. Excluded are multilevel factor variables for incumbency and party a liation. Female,
White ethnicity, and secondary education are all dichotomous and are merely displayed to indicate
their ratio among respondents. Age is normalized to between [0,1] by rescaling the range of raw

years.



Appendix B: Party Position Benchmark

Table B1: Party Prediction

Note: Table B1 displays the results of four separate bivariate OLS regressions in which the inde-
pendent variables are factors for party types and the outcome variable is the party policy positions
on a scale from 0-1. Policy positions come from the CHES data and party types are calculated as
operationalized throughout the paper. Weights are added in the case of parties that at di erent
times register as di erent party types, with the weight corresponding to the proprotion of years
in the latinobarometer data that the party holds the given party type. All estimates are bench-
marked against the reference level of populist left. Errors are 1ID.



Appendix C: Alternative Event-study DiD
Main Speci cation (Disaggregated)

Figure C1: Event-study DiD (Left Populist vs Left)

Notes: Con dence intervals represent the di erence in the marginal e ects of incumbency between
the left populist and left voters in the given (pre-)treatment period. Years of treatment periods
are binned to create roughly even groups on both sides of incumbency. Con dence intervals
are computed by subtracting the Left point estimates from those of the Left Populists by each
incumbency period and using the covariance matrix to compute the con dence interval of that
di erence, given that variance di ers between the party samples. Con dence intervals are drawn
at the 95% level and errors are clustered by country.



Figure C2: Event-study DiD (Left Populists vs Right)

Notes: Con dence intervals represent the di erence in the marginal e ects of incumbency between
the left populist and right voters in the given (pre-)treatment period. Years of treatment periods
are binned to create roughly even groups on both sides of incumbency. Con dence intervals
are computed by subtracting the right point estimates from those of the left populists by each
incumbency period and using the covariance matrix to compute the con dence interval of that
di erence, given that variance di ers between the party samples. Con dence intervals are drawn
at the 95% level and errors are clustered by country.

Figure C3: Event-study DiD (Left Populists vs Right Populists)



5-year Period Speci cation

Figure C4: Event-study DiD, 5-year Spans

Note: Figure C4 displays the di erence in marginal e ects of a liation between the populist and
mainstream parties on trust at various periods of incumbency, for both the left and right. Positive
values indicate a higher marginal trust e ect for the populist party over the mainstream party.
Periods of incumbency are binned such that the number of observations 5 year spans pre- and
post-accession are grouped together. Distances from accession beyond 15 years before or after are
automatically regrouped to the maximum period of -3/3 5-year spans. The reference period is
the rst period preceding incumbency. Con dence intervals are drawn at 95%, region-year xed

e ects are included and errors are clustered by country.



5-year Period Speci cation (Disaggregated)

Figure C5: Event-study DiD (Left Populist vs Left)

Note: Figure C5 displays the dierence in the marginal e ects of aliation on trust, between

the populist left and left voters in a given period of incumbency. Positive values indicate a
higher marginal trust e ect for the populist left than for the left. Periods of incumbency are
binned such that the number of observations 5 year spans pre- and post-accession are grouped
together. Distances from accession beyond 15 years before or after are automatically regrouped
to the maximum period of -3/3 5-year spans. The reference period is the rst period preceding
incumbency. Con dence intervals are drawn at 95%, region-year xed e ects are included and
errors are clustered by country.



Figure C6: Event-study DiD (Left Populists vs Right)

Note: Figure C6 displays the di erence in the marginal e ects of a liation on trust, between the
populist left and mainstream right voters in a given period of incumbency. Positive values indicate

a higher marginal trust e ect for the populist left than for the left. Periods of incumbency are
binned such that the number of observations 5 year spans pre- and post-accession are grouped
together. Distances from accession beyond 15 years before or after are automatically regrouped
to the maximum period of -3/3 5-year spans. The reference period is the rst period preceding
incumbency. Con dence intervals are drawn at 95%, region-year xed e ects are included and
errors are clustered by country.



Figure C7: Event-study DiD (Left Populists vs Right Populists)

Note: Figure C5 displays the di erence in the marginal e ects of a liation on trust, between the
populist left and populist right voters in a given period of incumbency. Positive values indicate

a higher marginal trust e ect for the populist left than for the left. Periods of incumbency are
binned such that the number of observations 5 year spans pre- and post-accession are grouped
together. Distances from accession beyond 15 years before or after are automatically regrouped
to the maximum period of -3/3 5-year spans. The reference period is the rst period preceding
incumbency. Con dence intervals are drawn at 95%, region-year xed e ects are included and
errors are clustered by country.



Appendix D: Alternative and Intermediate Outcomes

Figure D1: Alternative Outcomes

Notes: Separate models are run for each alternative outcome variable, which are identical except
for the di erent DV and slight changes in the coverage period caused by the the DV used. Con-

dence intervals are draw at the 95% level, region-year xed e ects are included and errors are

clustered by country.



Figure D2: Intermediate Outcomes (Disaggregated)

Notes: Separate models are run for each intermediate outcome variable, which are identical ex-
cept for the di erent DV and slight changes in the coverage period caused by the the DV used.

Con dence intervals are draw at the 95% level, region-year xed e ects are included and errors

are clustered by country.



Appendix E: Alternative Policy Positions Analysis

Figure E1: Policy Positions and Incumbency in Latin America

Notes: Figure E1 displays the results of time-invariant DiD models in which continuous party
policy positions (from CHES data) are substituted for the party a liation factor variable of the
main analysis. Separate models are run for each policy position, in which the policy position
replaces the party ID both alone and in interaction with the incumbency term. Since no position
data exists for non-incumbents, the sample is limited to only respondents with party a liations
carrying positions. The displayed slopes do not cover the entire range from 0 to 1 as the available
sample of parties did not have policy positions throughout the entire range, therefore the plots
are automatically bounded at the minimum and maximum of only the parties under analysis.
Con dence intervals are draw at the 95% level. Errors are clustered by country.



Figure E2: Policy Positions and Incumbency in Latin America

Notes: Figure E2 displays the results of time-invariant DiD models in which continuous party
policy positions (from V-Dem data) are substituted for the party a liation factor variable of the
main analysis. Separate models are run for each policy position, in which the policy position
replaces the party ID both alone and in interaction with the incumbency term. Since no position
data exists for non-incumbents, the sample is limited to only respondents with party a liations
carrying positions. The displayed slopes do not cover the entire range from 0 to 1 as the available
sample of parties did not have policy positions throughout the entire range, therefore the plots
are automatically bounded at the minimum and maximum of only the parties under analysis.
Con dence intervals are draw at the 95% level. Errors are clustered by country.



Appendix F: Presidential Incumbency

Figure F1: Presidential Incumbency

Note: Figure F1 displays the marginal e ect of aliation with political parties on a variety of
presidency-related attitudinal outcomes, by presidential incumbency status. Government trust
measures respondents overall trust in government, consistent with the alternative outcome for the
congressional incumbency analysis in Appendix Figure D1. Presidential approval asks respondents
to identify the extent to which they approval of the president's handling of the country, o ering

a test of a variable less related to trust. Finally, Presidential Trust refers to the same style
trust question as the main analysis, but with the president as the direct recipient of the trust.
Because of inconsistent variable coverage, estimates of these di erent models cannot be directly
compared. However the variation in the signics of e ects provides some suggestive evidence
of e ect specicity in that trust only increases es consistently upon left-populist incumbency
while generalized approval increases with the candidate of one's preferred party being incumbent
regardless of the party type. All model speci cations are identical to that of main analysis except
for the outcome variable under analysis and the associated sample size after list-wise deletion.

Con dence intervals are drawn at the 95% con dence level.
5



Appendix G: Economic Outcomes

Figure G1: Country-level DiD Analysis: Income Inequality (Top 10%)

Note: Figure G1 displays the average marginal e ect of left populist incumbency on income
inequality measured using the Callaway-Sant'Anna estimator (Callaway and Sant'/Anna 2021).
The unit of observation is the country-year (1995-2022) and estimates are computed by averaging
the time-til treatment across all treatment groups (years of rst entry into treatment). Due to the
sparse number of countries within each group, \not yet treated" is included alongside never-treated
units as the control group to enable the TWFE estimation. The dependent variable is the share
of annual national income held by the top 10%, as reported in the World Inequality Database
(World Inequality Database 2025). Treatment status is absorbing. Con dence intervals are drawn
at the 90% level.



Figure G2: Country-level DiD Analysis: CCT Spending as a Proportion of National
GDP

Note: Figure G2 displays the average marginal e ect of left populist incumbency on condi-
tional cash transfer spending measured using the Callaway-Sant’Anna estimator (Callaway and
Sant'Anna 2021). The unit of observation is the country-year (1995-2022) and estimates are com-
puted by averaging the time-til treatment across all treatment groups (years of rst entry into
treatment). Due to the sparse number of countries within each group, \not yet treated"is included
alongside never-treated units as the control group to enable the TWFE estimation. The dependent
variable is the proportion of annual GDP spent on Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) programs,
as reported in the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean's
(ECLAC) Non-contributory Social Protection Programmes Database (Economic Commission for
Latin America and the Caribbean 2025). Data on annual GDP is taken from the World Bank
(The World Bank 2025) and country-speci ¢ currencies are converted to USD in the respective
year before calculating the proportion. Treatment status is absorbing. Con dence intervals are
drawn at the 90% level.



Appendix H: Aggregate Trust Outcomes

Figure H1: Country-level DiD Analysis: Congressional Trust

Note: Figure H1 displays the average marginal e ect of left populist incumbency on aggregate
congressional trust measured using the Callaway-Sant'Anna estimator (Callaway and Sant'/Anna
2021). The unit of observation is the country-year (1995-2020) and estimates are computed by
averaging the time-til-treatment across all treatment groups (years of rst entry into treatment).
Due to the sparse number of countries within each group, \not yet treated" is included alongside
never-treated units as the control group to enable the TWFE estimation. The dependent variable
is the average level of congressional trust, as reported in the Latinobarometer. In cases of missing
years of Latinobarometer data, the average trust is imputed as the average of the nearest years
before and after (one or the other in cases of end/start years). To preserve statistical power
amid the limited observation count, observations with time-til-treatment values at or above 8 are
binned together and at or below -8 are binned together. Treatment status is absorbing. Con dence
intervals are drawn at the 90% level.



Appendix |: Party Prediction

Table I1: Party Prediction

Note: Table I1 displays the results of four separate LPMs in which the model speci cation is
identical for each model, except for the outcome variable being di erent party a liations. Errors
are IID. Overlap analysis is performed to identify whether the other LPMs' individual regressors
are statistically di erent from those of the populist left, with 95% con dence.



Appendix J: Sensitivity Analysis

Comparing parties across 22 years of data and averaging party populism and ide-
ology scores over time imposes a tradeo of some arbitrariness in the designation
of the party types. While we contend that designating ideology and populism rel-
ative to the country-speci ¢ median is the optimal measurement approach | as it
identi es these two dimensions' e ect relative to the country norm against which
the voter compares the party | it is possible that the results could be sensitive to
particular parties' inclusion in the populist side, should they hover near the median
populism level.

Table J1 provides a sample of parties that would vary in their designation as
populist or non-populist depending on the threshold, alongside those solidly within
the populist and nonpopulist camps regardless of the threshold set for populist
status.

Table J1: Party Populism Sample

Since some patrties evidently shift depending on where the threshold is set, we
perform sensitivity analysis by adjusting the threshold for populist parties, and re-
estimating the main model. Instead of the median as the cuto point, we repeat the
main analysis of our preferred model speci cation (region-year xed e ects) with

10



other percentiles (30%, 45%, 55%, 70%, etc.) as the threshold to determine whether
the ndings are robust to these di erent populism thresholds.

In all settings, the distinction between left populism and the conventional left
and populist right is maintained.

One caution is that though the observed e ect holds under the low-threshold
models, we do not observe a progressively stronger e ect with higher levels of pop-
ulism. If left populism were uniformly to increase trust, one would expect an in-
creasingly strong e ect at higher thresholds, as at lower ones some more mainstream
populist parties would be grouped into the populist side. This is not indicated by
the test, which suggests somewhat of a ceiling e ect, wherein once a certain level of
populism has been attained, trust does not increase in excess of that initial boost.
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Figure J1: Sensitivity Analysis Re-estimation: 30th Percentile Populism Threshold

Notes: Model setting used is identical to the disaggregated region-year xed e ect model displayed
in column 4 of Table 1 and visualized in Figure 4, except that the threshold for designation as a
populist party is set at the 30th percentile of a country's average populism scores, rather than the
median. Controls, interactions, clustering, sample size, and con dence intervals drawn at 95% are
all maintained.
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Figure J2: Sensitivity Analysis Re-estimation: 40th Percentile Populism Threshold

Notes: Model setting used is identical to the disaggregated region-year xed e ect model displayed
in column 4 of Table 1 and visualized in Figure 4, except that the threshold for designation as a
populist party is set at the 40th percentile of a country's average populism scores, rather than the
median. Controls, interactions, clustering, sample size, and con dence intervals drawn at 95% are
all maintained.
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Figure J3: Sensitivity Analysis Re-estimation: 45th Percentile Populism Threshold

Notes: Model setting used is identical to the disaggregated region-year xed e ect model displayed
in column 4 of Table 1 and visualized in Figure 4, except that the threshold for designation as a
populist party is set at the 45th percentile of a country's average populism scores, rather than the
median. Controls, interactions, clustering, sample size, and con dence intervals drawn at 95% are
all maintained.
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Figure J4: Sensitivity Analysis Re-estimation: 55th Percentile Populism Threshold

Notes: Model setting used is identical to the disaggregated region-year xed e ect model displayed
in column 4 of Table 1 and visualized in Figure 4, except that the threshold for designation as a
populist party is set at the 55th percentile of a country's average populism scores, rather than the
median. Controls, interactions, clustering, sample size, and con dence intervals drawn at 95% are
all maintained.

15



Figure J5: Sensitivity Analysis Re-estimation: 60th Percentile Populism Threshold

Notes: Model setting used is identical to the disaggregated region-year xed e ect model displayed
in column 4 of Table 1 and visualized in Figure 4, except that the threshold for designation as a
populist party is set at the 60th percentile of a country's average populism scores, rather than the
median. Controls, interactions, clustering, sample size, and con dence intervals drawn at 95% are
all maintained.
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Figure J6: Sensitivity Analysis Re-estimation: 70th Percentile Populism Threshold

Notes: Model setting used is identical to the disaggregated region-year xed e ect model displayed
in column 4 of Table 1 and visualized in Figure 4, except that the threshold for designation as a
populist party is set at the 70th percentile of a country's average populism scores, rather than the
median. Controls, interactions, clustering, sample size, and con dence intervals drawn at 95% are
all maintained.
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Appendix K: Multiple Imputation

Assessing missingness' impact on the results | despite it's small presence | is
important for two reasons. Firstly, given that the disparities in e ect between the
control and backbone models suggest a very real impact of the controls on modeling
trust, any systematic loss of socioeconomic controls could lead to imprecision. And
while the loss of these covariates is itself minor, accounting for less than 1% of the
data, less minor is the missingness in the trust outcome variable: 4%, nearly all
coming from a missing wave in 2017. Omitting data for this entire year to the
exclusion of all the control and party data that would otherwise be incorporated
potentializes a fair amount of bias, and when working with models that account for
time-to-treatment, it would be best to avoid the loss of other treatment groups that
correspond to that year.

MI as a method of resolving missingness gures prominently into the political
science literature. Missingness presents a substantial problem to a discipline em-
bracing increasingly complex models and causal identi cation strategies that may
be sensitive to miss-estimation in the presence of bias resultant from exclusion of
observations Lall (2016)'s meta-analysis of recent publications in political science
that use multiple imputation nds signi cant di erences | including overt reversals
of identi ed e ects | when replicated without an MI method's incorporation. This
is not to cast doubt on the validity of the results; rather, it underscores the critical
value of imputation for proper e ect estimation.

We implement multiple imputation using the mice package in r (Buuren and
Groothuis-Oudshoorn 2011), which is recognized as state-of-the-art within the dis-
cipline. We use predictive means matching as the method, because it is more robust
to model miss-speci cation and we operate under the assumption that the data is
missing at random (MAR) as opposed to missing completely at random (MCAR)
given that there may be systematic reasons for non-responses on the controls and
the exclusion of the particular year's trust outcome. enabling legitimate imputation.
Though MAR implies certain dependencies within the structure of the data that
contribute to disproportionate missingness, King et al. (2001) still contend that Ml
can validly be applied, provided there is some degree of randomness.

We therefore do not run multiple imputation on incumbency or party-type for
those respondents who have a party a liation, but lack V-Dem data for the variables
of interest. Such party values are not random in their missingness: decision-making
processes among V-Dem researchers went into determining the lists of parties to
include and exclude from the expert survey, and these likely correlate with parties
perceived as being less relevant or commanding smaller voteshares. Such patterns
violate assumptions of even MAR data; thus, imputation is infeasible without mod-
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eling other dependencies in an application-speci ¢ manner.

We do, however, impute for missing observations on both lefthand and righthand
variables, consistent with Kontopantelis et al. (2017)'s nding that use of the DV for
imputation of covariates, as well as it's own imputation, improves accuracy. King
et al. (2001), among others, aver that variables not used in the complete regression
can indeed be legitimately used in the Ml method without causing methodological
problems. We therefore include a battery of many other variables related to voter
attitudes towards government and politics writ largé® not included among the main
model's controls, which are relevant to the estimation of government con dence.
These variables may at best enhance the estimation of the imputed variables, but
at worst will not jeopardize the MI process, regardless of whether they are included
in subsequent regression analysis.

We use 10 imputations with 100 iterations each, which is well beyond what
would be necessary for imputation of the total missingness proportion. Trace-plots
for each imputed variable's convergence can be found in Appendix Figure K2.

We run the imputed datasets with model speci cations identical to the original
and pool their results to re-estimate the models as the average of the separate
imputations, accounting for the covariance matrix. Figure K1 displays the estimates
of all coe cients from the original model and the imputed analysis together. We
show all coe cients instead of marginal e ects in order to detect any di erences
for individual covariates as well. While there are slight deviations from individual
estimates, there are no major changes, and no changes in the signi cance of the
e ect observed in the original data. We therefore have more assurance that the
data loss is not substantially biasing the results.

20The full list of variables used for imputation includes the following: Year, Age, Female,
Socioeconomic Status, Trust in Congress, Life Satisfaction, Country for all, and Openness to
Authoritarianism
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Figure K1: Pooled Imputed Model vs Original Model Estimates

Note: Comparison of the coe cients for the main model speci cation of the time-invariant DiD
modeled in column 4 of Table 1 and the analysis run with imputed data. Region-year xed e ects
are included, errors are clustered by country and con dence intervals are drawn at 95%.
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Figure K2: Multiple Imputation Traceplots

Notes: Traceplots indicating convergence reached with a su cient number of iterations for impu-
tation.
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Appendix L: Sensitivity Analysis (Event-study)

Main Speci cation Sensitivity Analysis

Figure L1: Event-study DiD Sensitivity Analysis

Notes: Figure L1 displays the di erence in marginal e ects of a liation on trust between the
populist and mainstream voters in a given period of incumbency, for both the left and right, with
varying thresholds for the level of populism necessary for designation. Positive values indicate
a higher marginal trust e ect for the populist party over the mainstream party. Periods of in-
cumbency are binned such that the number of observations 5 year spans pre- and post-accession
are grouped together. Distances from accession beyond 15 years before or after are automatically
regrouped to the maximum period of -3/3 5-year spans. The reference period is the rst period
preceding incumbency. Con dence intervals are drawn at 95%, region-year xed e ects are in-
cluded and errors are clustered by country.
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Main Speci cation Sensitivity Sensitivity Analysis (Disaggregated)

Figure L2: Event-study DiD Sensitivity Analysis (Left Populist vs Left)

Notes: Con dence intervals represent the di erence in the marginal e ects of incumbency between
the left populist and Left voters in the given (pre-)treatment period, at various thresholds necessary
for populist designation. Years of treatment periods are binned to create roughly even groups
on both sides of incumbency. Con dence intervals are computed by subtracting the Left point
estimates from those of the Left Populists by each incumbency period and using the covariance
matrix to compute the con dence interval of that di erence, given that variance di ers between
the party samples. Con dence intervals are drawn at the 95% level, region-year xed e ects are
included and errors are clustered by country.
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Figure L3: Event-study DiD Sensitivity Analysis (Left Populists vs Right)

Notes: Con dence intervals represent the di erence in the marginal e ects of incumbency between
the left populist and right voters in the given (pre-)treatment period, at various thresholds neces-
sary for populist designation. Years of treatment periods are binned to create roughly even groups
on both sides of incumbency. Con dence intervals are computed by subtracting the Right point
estimates from those of the Left Populists by each incumbency period and using the covariance
matrix to compute the con dence interval of that di erence, given that variance di ers between
the party samples. Con dence intervals are drawn at the 95% level, region-year xed e ects are
included and errors are clustered by country.

Figure L4: Event-study DiD Sensitivity Analysis (Left Populists vs Right Populists)

Notes: Con dence intervals represent the di erence in the marginal e ects of incumbency between
the left populist and right populist voters in the given (pre-)treatment period, at various thresholds
necessary for populist designation. Years of treatment periods are binned to create roughly even
groups on both sides of incumbency. Con dence intervals are computed by subtracting the Populist
Right point estimates from those of the Left Populists by each incumbency period and using the
covariance matrix to compute the con dence interval of that di erence, given that variance di ers
between the party samples. Con dence intervals are drawn at the 95% level, region-year xed
e ects are included and errors are clustered by country.
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