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Populism and the Skill-Content of Globalization:
Evidence from the Last 60 Years

Abstract

We analyze the long-run evolution of populism and explore the role of globalization in shaping
such evolution. We use an imbalanced panel of 628 national elections in 55 countries over 60
years. A first novelty is our reliance on both standard (e.g., the ”volume margin”, or vote share of
populist parties) and new (e.g., the "mean margin”, a continuous vote-weighted average of
populism scores of all parties) measures of the extent of populism. We show that levels of
populism in the world have strongly fluctuated since the 1960s, peaking after each major
economic crisis and reaching an all-time high — especially for right-wing populism in Europe —
after the great recession of 2007-10. The second novelty is that when we investigate the “global”
determinants of populism, we look at trade and immigration jointly and consider their size as well
as their skill-structure. Using OLS, PPML and IV regressions, our results consistently suggest that
populism responds to globalization shocks in a way which is closely linked to the skill structure
of these shocks. Imports of low-skill labor intensive goods increase both total and right-wing
populism at the volume and mean margins, and more so in times of de-industrialization and of
internet expansion. Low-skill immigration, on the other hand, tends to induce a transfer of votes
from left-wing to right-wing populist parties, apparently without affecting the total. Finally,
imports of high-skill labor intensive goods, as well as high-skill immigration, tend to reduce the
volume of populism.
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1 Introduction

The recent surge of populism is often portrayed as a rebellion of the losers from globalization. The
fall of the Communist Block and the ensuing opening of EU markets to trade and immigration from
Eastern Europe, China’s entry into the WTO in 2001, or the generalization of offshoring practices
toward low-wage countries since the 1990s have exposed workers and firms in industrialized countries
to a global competition that some (and certainly the populists) characterize as unfair. The same 'unfair
competition’ argument is used to describe the effects of low-gkill immigration from poor countries on
rich countries native workers’ labor market outcomes. In this context, globalization has gradually
become a salient issue in the political discourses and public debates of most Western democracies.
This is best illustrated by the 2016 Brexit referendum in the UK, the election of Donald Trump in
the U.S. that same year, or by the electoral agenda and performance of populist parties in recent
elections in virtually all Western European countries. Besides their anti-establishment and anti-media
rhetoric, populist-nationalistic parties have long tried to gain popular support by tapping on people’s
concerns about the economic and social implications of globalization. And indeed, the link between
populism and globalization seems to cross the ages. As recalled by Guriev and Papaioannou (2021),
the late-19th-century American People’s Party, one of the first populist parties in the modern sense,
had a clear anti-globalization agenda. This link seems more relevant than ever, as evidenced by the
recent anti-globalization campaigns of La Lega and Movimento 5 Stelle in Italy, the Front National
and Reconquéte in France, AfD in Germany, FPé in Austria, Podemos and Vozx in Spain, the Viaams
Belang in Belgium, etc. Anti-globalization stances are more and more frequent during and between
election campaigns (Colantone et al., 2021) and are voiced by political parties from the right as well
as from the left (Funke et al., 2020).

As noted by Rodrik (2018, p.12), "the term [populism]| originates from the late nineteenth century,
when a coalition of farmers, workers, and miners in the US rallied against the Gold Standard and
the Northeastern banking and finance establishment. Latin America has a long tradition of populism
going back to the 1930s, and exemplified by Peronism.” Several definitions of populism have been
used though, combining concepts such as anti-elite and anti-pluralism rhetoric (Mudde, 2004), identity
politics (Miiller, 2016), authoritarianism (Eichengreen, 2018), anti-globalization view (De Vries, 2018;
Algan et al., 2018), communication style (Campante et al., 2018), or shortsighted political agenda
(Guiso et al., 2020).

This paper discusses the measurement of populism and documents its evolution over the last sixty
years; it then studies its determinants, focusing on the role of globalization shocks. Its contribution is
fivefold.

First, while we rely on standard measures of populism such as the sum of the vote shares of parties
classified as "populists” (which we refer to as the 'volume” margin’), we note that populist ideas are
not restricted to populist parties but can spillover to traditional (or non-traditional) parties not defined
as populist. To reflect this and based on their political platforms, we propose to assign a continuous

populism score to all political parties competing in the elections in our data set (i.e., 628 national



elections in 55 countries during the period 1960-2018 Second, thanks to this continuous measure we
can study changes in populism not just along the 'volume margin’ but also along the 'mean margin’
(i.e., the vote-weighted scores of populism for all parties running in an election). The mean margin
does not rely on a dichotomous classification of parties into populist or not, and captures the overall
exposure of voters to populist ideas in a given election. Third, we conduct a unified analysis of the
effects of imports and immigration competition on populism, which we disentangle according to the
skill-content of immigration and import flows. Fourth, we implement an instrumentation strategy that
predicts changes in the bilateral and skill structure of imports and immigration using origin-specific
factors, generalizing the approach used in the trade and migration literature in a long panel setting
(Autor et al., 2020; Munshi, 2003; Boustan, 2010; Klemans and Magruder, 2018; Monras, 2020). And
fifth, we document and identify different evolution patterns and relations to globalization for left-wing
and right-wing populism. We relate and contribute to a growing literature on globalization and the
formation of political preferences in general, and on the political economy of populism in particular.
As far as trade is concerned, several papers focusing on the exposure to the “China trade shock”show
that the rise in Chinese imports triggered growing support for radical-right parties in a number of
OECD countries (Autor et al., 2020). These studies exploit variability in regional exposure to trade
with China. While looking at a well-identified shock, they use a relatively narrow time span (Becker
et al., 2017). Other studies show that populism tends to flourish in contexts of economic uncertainty
(Rodrik, 1997; Swank, 2003; Algan et al., 2017), which is itself partly generated by globalization shocks
(Di Giovanni and Levchenko, 2009; Vannoorenberghe, 2012; Caselli et al., 2015).

Similarly, the political economy of immigration literature has grown tremendously in the last ten
years. It includes explorations of the link between immigration and attitudes toward immigrants (e.g.,
Mayda, 2006; Card et al., 2012) or toward redistribution (e.g, Moriconi et al., 2019; Alesina et al.,
2021, 2022) as well as many studies identifying a causal positive effect between immigration and voting
for far-right, populist parties in contexts as various as the United States (Mayda et al., 2022), France
(Malgouyres, 2017), the United Kingdom (Colantone and Stanig, 2018; Becker and Fetzer, 2016; Becker
et al., 2017), Germany (Dippel et al., 2015), Italy (Barone et al., 2016), Spain (Mendez and Cutillias,
2014), Austria (Halla et al., 2017), Denmark (Harmon, 2018; Dustmann et al., 2019), Switzerland
(Brunner and Kuhn, 2018), in the city of Hamburg (Otto and Steinhardt, 2014), or more broadly
Western Europe (Guiso et al., 2017).} These effects are often rationalized by the fear of adverse labor
market or of fiscal effects of immigration, or by identity/cultural factors, which in both cases depend
on the skill structure of the immigrant population (Edo et al., 2019; Moriconi et al., 2022, 2019).

Beyond trade and immigration, other key drivers of populism have been explored; these include
the role of automation and de-industrialization (e.g. Frey et al., 2018; Anelli et al., 2018), Gallego

et al. (2018) or the role of economic and financial crises (Funke et al., 2016; De Bromhead et al.,

!By contrast, using the exogenous deployment of refugee centers during the 2015 crisis, Steinmayr (2021)
finds the opposite effect in Austrian neighborhoods. Along similar lines, Schneider-Strawczynski (2021) finds a
negative effect of the opening of a refugee center at the municipality level in France on votes for the National
Front, and disentangles a number of mechanisms such as ’contact’ and ’white flight’).



2013; Algan et al., 2017). The surge of populism has also been related to cultural factors and to the
perception that the elites are neglecting people’s concerns about identity, fairness, political distrust
(Norris and Inglehart, 2019; Mukand and Rodrik, 2018; Algan et al., 2018). Lastly, it has been shown
that populism benefited from the expansion of internet and social media (Zhuravskaya et al., 2020;
Campante et al., 2018; Guriev et al., 2019). We account for those other determinants and explore
interactions between them and globalization shocks.

Overall, we extend the literature by considering new measures of populism, over a longer period,
in a larger sample of countries, and by looking jointly at trade and at immigration while at the same
time accounting for their heterogeneous effects on the left-right spectrum of populism.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we construct a new continuous and time-varying
populism score for 3,860 party-election pairs (involving 1,206 unique parties in 628 political elec-
tions) using data on political manifestos across election campaigns. We rely on two criteria that are
well established in the political science literature to measure populism: the anti-establishment and
commitment-to-protect stances. We show that our new populism score is comparable across countries
and election periods, and describe its correlation with existing measures.

In Section 3, we use our populism score to describe the long-run trends in the volume and mean
margins of populism, the distance between populists and non-populists, and the comparative evolution
of right-wing v. left-right populism. We show that the mean level of populism has been fluctuating
since the sixties, with peaks during major economic crises such as the oil shocks of the seventies, deep
crises in the nineties (hitting Nordic countries, Mexico, South-East Asia, Russia, Brazil and Turkey),
and after the financial crisis of 2007-08. The surge of populism is not a pure European phenomenon
per se, but has become a widespread “pathology” in the European Union. The rise in the volume
and mean margins observed in European countries after 2005 is more pronounced than in the rest of
the world, a phenomenon that is not solely caused by the recent evolution in Eastern Europe. The
average populism score of right-wing populist parties has increased drastically since 2005, suggesting
a return to more authoritarian positions towards established elites, open markets, and protection of
minorities.

In Section 4 we then empirically link the trends in the volume and margins of populism to the size
and structure of import and immigration shocks. Exploiting dyadic data on import, migration and on
their skill intensities (Feyrer, 2019; Hausmann et al., 2007), we distinguish between shocks that are
likely to adversely affect low-skill voters and income inequality (such as imports of goods intensive in
low-skill labor or low-skill immigration), and those that are likely to adversely affect high-skilled voters
and decrease inequality. The surge in populism appears closely linked to the skill structure of imports
and immigration. Higher imports of low-skill intensive goods increase total and right-wing populism
along the volume and mean margins, with no effect on left-wing populism. As far as immigration
is concerned, low-skill immigration induces a transfer of votes from left-wing to right-wing populist
parties, without affecting the total volume or mean margin of populism. Interestingly, imports of
goods intensive in high-skilled labor and high-skilled immigration reduce the volume of populism.

These findings are typically stronger when using instrumental methods, thereby supporting a causal



interpretation of our results. Our results thus only partially align with Rodrik (2018)’s hypothesis
that globalization fosters right-wing populism when it takes the form of immigration shocks (as in
European countries), and left-wing populism when it takes the form of trade shocks (as in Latin

America). Section 5 concludes.

2 A Continuous Populism Score

Existing studies measuring populism typically classify political parties (or leaders) as either populist
or not based on experts’ opinions, as in Van Kessel (2015) or Rodrik (2018), or on an analysis of
political speeches and agendas. Such dichotomous definitions of populist parties neither capture the
“extent” of populism (Sikk, 2009) nor the fact that non-populist parties — potentially responding to
the populist “pressure” — may become more or less distant to the populist ones (Inglehart and Norris,
2016). In this section, we develop a continuous populism score for each political party that is time-
varying (parties can become more or less populist across elections) and consistent over time and across
space for a large set of countries since the early 1960s. Relying on political manifestos, our continuous
populism score can be used not only to document changes in the volume margin of populism — the vote
share of so-called populist parties — but also to characterize changes in the average level of exposure to
populism to which voters are exposed to at each election, what will be referred to as the mean margin
of populism. We first describe the methodology and data that we use to construct a populism score
(Section 2.1). We then confront our continuous populism score with existing studies covering different
sets of periods and countries (Section 2.2) and discuss our methodological choices in Section 2.3. We

present some stylized facts in Section 3.

2.1 Populism Scoring Methodology

For each party-election pair in our sample, we construct a populism score based on a content-analysis

of its political manifesto. We denote it by S?

i,e,t

election e € (1,..., E) at year t € (1960, ...,2018). Our scoring methodology is theory-based and relies

for party p € (1,..., P) from country i € (1,...,I), in

on two standard dimensions of populism, the anti-establishment and commitment-to-protect stances.
In Section 2.3, we show that deviating from this parsimonious definition of populism creates additional

noise and reduces comparability with existing measures and classifications.

Data. — We rely on the Manifesto Project Database (MPD), which characterizes a party’s political
preferences by counting the number of quasi-sentences associated with a specific issue compared to
the length of the party’s manifesto (salience). For some variables, the MPD reports separately the
salience of both positive and negative statements about an issue. In such a case we construct the net
position as the difference between the two. The MPD covers several political issues such as the position
on external relations (e.g., European Union and/or internationalism), the economic system (e.g., free

market economy v. market regulation), the welfare system (e.g., welfare state and public education



expansion), the fabric of society (e.g., the relevance of traditional morality and law enforcement) and
on specific social groups (e.g., working class and minorities). The MPD captures the positioning of
parties in the campaign, when parties are seeking to attract electors and before accepting possible
post-election compromises with other parties. The MPD covers all parties that won at least one seat
in an election campaign. Although debates can be engaged on selection issues, the one-seat constraint
excludes many independent candidates, and implies that parties that are very small or politically
insignificant are excluded from the sample. Figure A-I and Table A-I in the Appendix document the
geographic coverage of the MPD database and of our sample, respectively. The MPD also provides an
overall synthetic index positioning the party over the right-left political spectrum (Budge and Laver,
2016), as discussed below.

Dimensions of Populism. — Populism is a multi-faceted concept that involves different trends
and heterogeneous ideologies. To provide a consistent measure over space and time, we rely on
a parsimonious definition of populist parties, which is based on existing literature and associates
populism with two main characteristics.?

First, the anti-establishment stance (AES) is the key characteristic that recurs in all definitions of
populism. Populist parties build on the premise that high ethical and moral values are the hallmark of
the people, and not of the ruling class (Shils, 1956; Wiles, 1969). They highlight the divide between the
good, pure and homogeneous people, and the corrupt and self-centered elite (Taggart, 2000; Mudde,
2004; Van Kessel, 2015). Mudde (2004), a key reference in this literature, defines populism as “an
ideology that considers society to be ultimately separated in two homogeneous and antagonist groups:
the pure people against the corrupt elite, and which argues that politics should be the expression
of the general will of the people.” Such an antagonistic view implies that populists advocate the
sovereignty and protection of the people against the political establishment as well as against internal
and external threats (Stanley, 2008), which leaves no room for pluralism, diversity of opinions, and
even for the protection of minorities (Guriev and Papaioannou, 2021). We use two variables from
the MPD to proxy for the AES: the salience of, and position towards (i) political corruption, which
include mentions related to the need to eliminate political corruption, power abuses and “clientelist”
structures; and (i7) political authority, which proxies for anti-pluralism views and measures parties’
own statements about their relative competences and abilities.

Second, populism involves a strong commitment to protect (CTP) the people against threats driven
by external or alien entities (Morelli et al., 2021). Populists tap on the fear of people and base
communication on cleavages that go beyond the anti-elite rhetoric (Guiso et al., 2017; Rodrik, 2018).
Populists’ communication style is sometimes perceived as “chameleonic” (Taggart, 2000), and consists
in exacerbating feelings of resentment already present in the society to get support from followers.?

Pointing out economic inequality in income and wealth, left-wing populists tap on the economic

2The exact description of these characteristics is provided in Appendix B.

3Populist leaders simplify their discourse, and provide sound-bite and catchy solutions to real or imaginary
problems (Moffitt and Tormey, 2014). Their cleavage-based discourse is aggressive, authoritarian and critical
of the positions defended by other politicians, journalists and scientists (Guriev and Papaioannou, 2021).



cleavage between social classes or between capitalists and workers. Such a version of populism has
been widespread in Latin American and is still present in Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia or in the context
of a few developed countries (March and Mudde, 2005), as evidenced by the rise of Syriza in Greece,
of Le Parti du Travail de Belgique in Belgium, La France Insoumise in France, or Podemos in Spain.
By contrast, right-wing populists tap on the ethno-national or cultural cleavage, stressing the threat
of losing one’s national identity (from an ethnic, religious or cultural viewpoint) due to increased
immigration. Growing right-wing populism is evidenced by rise of the Tea Party and Trump’s election
in the U.S., the Lega Nord and Fratelli d’Italia in Italy, the Law and Justice Party in Poland, by the
growing success of the Front National in France, Alternative for Germany (AfD) in Germany, UKIP
and other partisans of Brexit in the UK, Viaams Belang in Belgium, or by the re-elections of Victor
Orban in Hungary or of Recep Tayyip Erdogan in Turkey.

We rely on four variables in the MPD to proxy for the commitment-to-protect stance: the salience of
and position towards (i) protectionism, which captures parties’ favorable statements towards the pro-
tection of the internal market, (47) internationalism, which refers to parties’ mentions of international
cooperation and national sovereignty, (iii) European Community/Union, which includes mentions of
its expansion and increase in its competences, and (iv) nationalization, which reflects mentions of

government ownership of land and industries.*

Populism score. To obtain a populism score based on the 6 dimensions of the MPD identified
above, we perform two stages of dimensionality reduction. In the first, we perform a Principal Compo-
nent Analysis of the variables belonging to each populism dimension (AES and CTP), and construct
a synthetic indicator for each of them. Panel I of Table 1 shows the results of the PCA for the two
dimensions of populism. Col. (1) gives the eigenvalues associated to each variable. Following the
so-called Kaiser’s criterion, we focus on the first component only, which retains a sizeable amount
of variance and exhibits eigenvalues above one (Preacher and MacCallum, 2003). Col. (2) gives the
score of the first component associated to each variable, and Col. (3) shows the correlation between
the estimated first component and each of the underlying variables. This first stage gives rise to two
synthetic indicators capturing political parties’ positions with respect to anti-establishment (AES) and
commitment-to-protection (CTP) stances.

In panel II of Table 1, we estimate the partial correlations between our two synthetic indices AES
and CTP after controlling for country and year fixed effects and for parties right-leaning ideology
(RW) (available in MPD (Budge and Laver, 2016)). The results are reported in Cols. (4) to (7), and
the R-squared of the regressions are provided in Col. (8). These regressions suggest that AES and
CPT are positively and highly significantly related one to the other. Finally, in Cols. (9) to (11) of
panel ITI, we provide the standard deviation (SD), the minimum (Min) and the maximum (Max) of

the two synthetic indices.

4MPD documents positive attitudes towards nationalisation. As for dimensions (i), (i) and (iii), it provides
net favorable positions corresponding to the difference between positive and negative mentions. Finally, for
parties belonging to non-European countries, component (iii) is set to zero. Similar variables have been adopted
in Colantone et al. (2021) to build a measure of parties’ autarky stance.



Table 1: Construction of the populism score (S},

) using a two-stage PPCA

I. PPCA (AES/CTP) II. Corr. btw. AES & CTP III. Descriptives
EV Score  Corr. AES CTP RW R? SD Min Max
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) M ® © 1o (11

Anti-establish- .097 .01y
- . 1. -. .
ment (AES): (.02)  (.00) 27 03 72 8.21
- Pol. corruption 1.07 71 731
- Anti-pluralism .93 71 731
Commitment to 137 -.01*
protect. (CTP): (.04) ) (.00) AL 113 -8l 1094
- Protectionism 1.29 A1 487
- Internationalism .96 -.41 -.461
- EU institutions .92 -.60 -.671
- Nationalization .83 .55 631
Populism score .81 -3.27 5.61

Notes: Panel (I) shows the results of the polychoric principal component analysis (PPCA). Cols. (1), (2) and (3)
give eigenvalues (EV) associated to each variable, their scoring, and the correlation between the first component
of the PPCA and the variables in the analysis. Panel (IT) shows the partial correlations between dimensions after
controlling for a left-to-right index of parties’ position over the political spectrum, country and year fixed-effects.
Standard errors are clustered at the country level. Panel (IIT) provides some descriptive statistics. Level of sig-
nificance: * p<0.05 ; ** p<0.01 ; T p<0.001 ; £ p<0.00001.

In a second stage of dimensionality reduction, we perform a weighted average of the two synthetic
indicators extracted from the first stage, and identify a general populism score for each election-party
pair. In our context, performing a PCA would provide identical results, with the same weights assigned
to the two synthetic indicators. In the bottom panel of Table 1, we show the descriptive statistics
associated to the populism score, Sf’ et~ By construction, each index has a zero mean, while the

standard deviation equals 0.81.

Right-wing vs. left-wing populism. — Populism is a “thin” ideology, which can be combined
with other political views and can easily adapt its position on salient political issues at stake (Taggart,
2000; Mudde, 2004; Rooduijn et al., 2014). In particular, populism is usually identified as right-
wing or left-wing populism based on the type of cleavage used to create two antagonist groups in the
society. Mobilization of voters along income/social class lines is associated with left-wing populism.
By contrast, tapping on the ethno-national/cultural cleavages is associated with right-wing populism.

Based on the work of Budge and Laver (2016), we position parties over the left-right political
scale using the left-right index (rile) available in the MPD. We consider as left-wing (as right-wing,
respectively) those belonging to the first tercile (third tercile, respectively) of the left-right political

scale distribution. Those in the second tercile are classified as centrist. It is worth emphasising that



this classification along the left-right spectrum is governed by several factors such as parties’ attitudes
towards redistribution and political preferences that are related to moral values (e.g. on law and order,
traditional morality, importance of military forces, anti-imperialism, etc.). In unreported regressions
(available upon request) we show that on average, the highest populism scores are associated with
radical right and, to a lesser extent, radical left parties — the classification by political family is
provided in the Chapel Hill Expert Survey for the 1994-2014 period. By contrast, the least populist
family is that of the “green” parties, followed by traditional (liberal, Christian-democratic and socio-

democratic) parties.

2.2 Comparison with existing measures of Populism

Other populism indices and classifications have been developed in the political science literature. The
most commonly used classifications heavily rely on the anti-establishment stance proposed by Mudde

(2004); they cover different sets of countries and periods.

As a first step, we focus on four databases providing a dichotomous classification of parties, and
investigate whether our continuous populism score is a good predictor of a party’s probability to be

classified as populist. The four existing databases are:

O Van Kessel. Van Kessel (2015) identifies populist parties based on their manifesto and political
discourses in 31 countries over the 2000-2013 period. A party is defined as populist if it portrays
people as virtuous and homogeneous, if it claims popular sovereignty and positions itself against the
political elite. This data set identifies 57 populist parties. It has been used as a relevant reference

point for alternative populism measures (e.g., Guiso et al., 2017).

O Swank. Based on the definition of right-wing populism provided by Betz (1994), Swank (2018)
identifies about 30 right-wing populist parties in 21 countries over the 1950-2015 period. Betz
(1994) defines right-wing populist parties as those providing a mixed political stance based on
economic liberalism, questioning of the legitimacy of democracy, and fueling xenophobic views.?

Left-wing populist parties are not included.

O PopuList. The PopuList dataset developed by Rooduijn et al. (2019) identifies a list of populist
parties over the 1989-2020 period for 31 developed countries. Validated by more than 80 academic
scholars, it includes parties that have won at least one seat or at least 2% of the votes in an election.
The information for the 212 parties available in the Populist data set has been frequently used in

recent studies of populism (e.g., Guiso et al., 2020; Morelli et al., 2021).5

A few parties identified by Swank (2018) as right-wing populist are not available in our sample due to the
low percentage of votes received during their national elections (e.g., Démocratie Nationale in Belgium or the
National Renovator Party in Portugal).

6The sample of countries includes: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Den-
mark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxem-
bourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
United Kingdom.



O GPop 1. The Global Populism data (Grzymala-Busse and McFaul, 2020) from the Freeman Spogli
Institute for International Studies provides information on populist parties (only) for 40 developed
and developing countries over a long period (1916-2018).” This data set is particularly relevant
for our analysis, since it allows us to cross-validate our time-variant measure over a time-invariant

definition of populist parties for the whole 1960-2018 period.

In Panels I to IV of Table 2, we regress classifications of populist parties provided in existing
) and on its two components (AES and CTP). We
estimate Probit models (denoted by PRB). Partial correlations are provided for Van Kessel in Panel
I, for Swank in Panel II, for the PopuList database in Panel III, and for the GPop 1 database in

Panel IV. In all cases, we control for country and election-year fixed effects, to capture countries’

studies on our continuous populism score (Sf7 ot
1=

time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity and common year trends. The estimates suggest a positive
and highly robust correlation between our populism score and the probability to be classified as a
populist party in the existing literature.

To better grasp the quality of the fit of our Probit models with respect to the different binary
definitions of a populist party, we first compute the predicted probability of being defined a populist
party using the estimated models, and we define the set of predicted populist parties as the ones
characterized by a predicted probability of being populist above 0.5. Following Naik and Leuthold
(1986) we then compute the ratio of accurate forecasts (RAF), which is the percentage of predicted
populist identifiers (either 0 or 1) corresponding to the actual data set of reference. The ratio of
accurate forecasts takes value between 80% to 91%, suggesting that our predictions nicely fit alternative
classifications. Interestingly, the highly significant correlation levels obtained for Global Populism data
(GPop 1) over the 1960-2018 minimize concerns related to comparability and consistency issues over

our long period of analysis.®

In a second step, we produce our own classification of parties using our continuous and centered
(i.e., zero-mean) score of populism. This classification is needed to define the volume margin of
populism. We classify a party as populist when its populism score Sg et exceeds a certain threshold,
which can be expressed as a multiplying factor 1 of the standard deviation of the distribution (SD).
We define a dummy 15’7 ¢+ €qual to 1 if the party p from country ¢ is classified as populist in election e

at year t, and 0 otherwise:

(1)

et —

» {1 if SP,, >nx SD

0 otherwise.
