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Abstract
Multi-dimensional concepts are roampensatory when higher values on one component

cannot offset lower values on another. Thinking of the componentsnoftadimensional
phenomenon as nerompensatory rather than substitutable can have -raiuiging
implications both conceptually and empirically. To demonstrate this point, we focus on
populist attitudeshatfeature prominently in contemporary debatesuatiberal democracy.
Given similar established public opinion constructs, the conceptual value of populist attitudes
hinges on its unique specification as an attitudinal syndrarnieh is characterized by the
concurrent presence of its nroompensatory ancept subdimensions. Yet this concept
attributeis rarely considered in existing empirical research. We propose operationalization
strategies that seek to take the distinct properties ofcampensatory mukHiimensional
concepts seriously. Evidence avef populism scales in twelve countries reveals the presence
and consequences of measurenrgamicept inconsistencies. Importantly, in some cas#sg
conceptually sound operationalization strategies ggsetiious findings on the substantive

role of poplist attitudes.
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Introduction

Populism is an essential social science condeptt is also an essentially contested concept
(Mudde 2017) Despite ongoing disagreement about its content, origins, and consequences
(e.g., Aslanidis 2016; Rooduijn 2014opulism isen vogue andthe termis widely used
among public intellectuals, politens and academic scholars. In the acadesaio a recent
strand of social inquirjnvestigats populismat the individual leve{Akkerman, Mudde, red
Zaslove 2014; Hawkins, Riding, and Mudde 2012)Of t en ref erred to as tF
attitudes this researclstarts from the assumptidhat populist ideas must resonate with the
public to be influential (Hawkins and Kaltwsser 2018; Spruyt, Keppens, and van
Droogenbroeck 2016)Therefore,scholarsexaminehow populist discourses, stylesand
strategiesamong political elitexorrespond with the distribution of populist ideas among
ordinary citizens(e.g., Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Hameleers, Bos, and Vreese 2017,
Hawkins, Riding, and Mudde 2012; Hieda, Zenkyo, and Nishikawa 2019; Schulz et al. 2018;
Spruyt, Keppens, and van Droogenbroeck 20I6¢ promise of this line akesearchs that
understandingoopulism at the individual level may help understandingopulism at the
societal level thus,promoing the comprehensioof howtheii Pop ul i st(Muddei t gei st
2004)affectshealth andutlookof pluralistdemocraes

In this study, we take a step ba@ndconsidersomeunresolvedoroblems regarding
the concept structure of populism at thaividuallevel. Responding to criticism thabpulist
attitudesdo notprovide any theoretical import to the estafiied public opinion literatuye
populism €holarshavedevotedlybeen discussinthe conceptuaktore ofpopulist attitudes,
thereby achieving a notableonvegence aboutt h e C O esseatiplthéaracteristics
(Rooduijn 2019)Most scholars now concur that populist attitudes denote a-ciolgnsioml

construct camprised of two or more conceppmponentgAkkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove
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2014; Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Mudde and Kaltwasser 2013a; Oliver and Rahn 2016; Schulz
et al. 2018; Stanley 20L1Although unanimity has not gt been reachedbout the exact
conent ofthese componentthere iswidespreadgreemenon theideathatpopulist attitudes

lie at the intersection of the concépub-dimensiors (Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Hameleers,

Bos, and Vreese 2017, 482; Hieda, Zenkyo, and Nishikawa 2019, 3; March 2017, 283; Mudde
and Kaltwasser@L3a; 2013b, 149; Spruyt, Keppens, and van Droogenbroeck 201®u836

see Hameleers, Bos, and Vreese 2017).4BRother words, theupposediniquepropertyof

populist attitudess theco-existence of itsomponentsThereforewhat distinguishes populist
attitudesfrom similar attitudinal concetis its status as an attitudinal syndrgmdaich only
considergitizensaspopulistsif, for instancetheyaccept antelitist views anda Manichean

outlook and believe in unrestricted populaovereignty However, existing studies on
populism at the es level rarely transfer this cruc@incept feature into empirical practice
Because of the apparent mismatch between the theoretically derived concept specification and
the conceptbs operational use, mameigtenged pul i s m
to measure andherefore the reportedresults do not necessarily speak about the concept
under investigation.

Althoughwe focus on theoncept of populist attitudethis studyalsohighlights the
gener al i mportancematfhearhdtgind anlg sat rmecatswrree 6vgi t h
theoretical structure for valid inferences in social inqify Goertz 2006, 125nd thus has
implications for other noiwompensatory muHilimensional concepts beyond research on
populism Using inalequateoperationalization strategiemay yield dubious results. For
instance, aftethorough discussions on measurerr@ricept inconsistencies in studies on

democratization(Collier and Mahon 1993; Goertz 2006; Munck and Verkuilen 2002)

1 1n this study we use the terms concept components, attributes, and subdimensions interchangeably.
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scholas beganto derivenon-compensatoryneasures of democracy in which countries could
not substitute low levels of electoral fairness with high levels of minority protebgocause
both components constitute necessary elements of liberal demo¢hdgiks and Skaaning
2012, 135) Similar arguments play a rola other research areaghere the presence of a
concept depends on the simultaneous presence of all concept compankrasieprivation
(Alkire et al. 2015)human developmer(Greco et al. 2019pr democratic suppofSchedler
and Sarsfield 2007)

Using populist attitudes aan illustrative case, this studghows that different
operationalization strategies of medtimensional conceptmay ultimately yield diverging
substantive inferences. For the study of populism on the individual teréling adequate
operation strategies particularly important aghe conceptualvalue of populist attitudes
hinges on the specification as a multrdimensional concept with nesubstitutable
subdimensionsThis articlethusdemonstrates hogimpleadjustment®f empirical practices
enable thélossoming literature on populist attitudes to avoid measures that misrepresent the
object under investigationimportantly, the presentedanalytical framework and the
operational tools for aligning concept and measuremenappl to othermanifestatios of
populism, such as party strategies or communication stglgs March 2017andto other
multi-dimensional concept beyond populism research that is constituted by -non
compensatory concept components.

To help overcome the inconsistency between theoryresehrch practicehis article
proceeds in several stef®ecause any attempt to derive valid measures requiredida s
understanding of the target concepg fivst review debates about the essence of populist
attitudesWe showthatt he I dea proposed by populism schol

utility is largely neglectedhere the conces putinto empiricd practice.ln a broader vein,
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we thenargue that current empirical reselarelies on garadigm for operationalizing latent
construcs, whichi despite its prevalende public opinionresearchis not suitablefor multi-
dimensional conceptsith noninterchangeableoncept component$herefore wedrawon
classical and modern approaches to concept formatomiscuss strategiesfor the
operationalization ofnoncompensatory concepts that enables us to take tkigat
characteristic of populist attitudesriously.Using data fromwelve countries andive scales

of populist attitudeswe showsubstantial disparities betweémdividual populism scores
derived from the existinnethods compared to the new approddbreover, welemonstrate
that thesemethodscan lead to diverging conclusions about the relationship of populist

attitudes with substantive variables of interest.

What are APopulist Attitudeso?

Arguably, no other gestion surrounding populism has achieved as much attention as the
guestionof whatpopulism is.Thisinquiry canbe dividedinto two subissuesFirst, there are
the theoretical proposiins that scholarassociat with populismas a conceptAmong other
things, populism has been defined as mass movement or distinct form of mobil{Bation
2009; Jansen 2011; Kenny 2013} a discours@aclau and Mouffe 1985h thincentered
ideology (Mudde 2004) a frame(Aslanidis D16), a style(Moffitt and Tormey 2014)a
strategy or organizatiofWeyland 2001)a set of idas(Hawkins 2009)as a form of political
representatioiCaramani 2017)or a conception of democra¢iPappas 2016Accordingly,
there is no casensus abouhe essence of the concepecond scholars mustlsodefine the
set of attributes that constitute populism. Depending on how popidisanceivedf, the
conceptis characterizedy numerouscombinations from a set @it leasta dozendifferent

attributes ranging from antelitism over polarization tthe centralizationof leadership and



simplistic language(Rooduijn 2014, 578)Altogether, there is ongoingncertaintyabout
populismbs conceptual cor e

However, notable conceptual convergence is apparesthiolarship orpopulism at
the mass leveMost studies of populist attitudés.g., Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014;
Mohrenberg, Huber, and Freyburg 2019; Schulz et al. 2018; Spierings and Zaslove 2017)
follow the ideational approagiawkins et al. 2018nd start from thdefinition of populism
as asocallediit lciemt er e d (Muditle 20040 53, 8007, 23yloreover,scholas
mostly agee that populist attitudes consist of two or more essential components or
subdimensios (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Mduller
2017; Schulz et al. 2018; Stanley 2QJAti-elitism is usually on the list of core dimensions
(e.g., Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Mudde and Kaltwasser 2013a; Schulz et al. 2018, see
supplement 1 Disagreement persists about the exact definitions of the remaining components
(Quinlan and Tinney 2019¥or which scholas have suggestedor instance support for
popular sovereignt{Schulz et al. 2018)r Manichearoutlook on societyCastanho Silva et
al. 2018) In any case, despite disagreement abountimeber andlenomination otoncept
componentsthe vastmajority of scholarsperceivepopulist attitudess amulti-dimensional
construct comprised of arglitist attitudes andurther orientatiors about the role of the
people.

Yetthisconcepion of populig attitudedacesque t i ons about reichle conce
import. Even more tharotherbranchesof populismresearchthe study ofpopulismat the
individual level is embeddedn a field of inferencesvhere many similar concepts already
exist(Geurkink et al. 2019)n thepublic opinon literature scholars for long have examined
anti-elitist orientations under the rubrics of political cynici$fgger, Goldstein, and Pearl

1961) efficacy(Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 199 1{rust(Miller 1974)or support(Easton 1975)
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Similarly, orientations toward popular sovereignty and homogeneityleareexaminedor
instance, in the national identifg.g., Mader et al. 2018ndethnocentrisnfe.g., Bonikowski
and DiMaggio 2016)iteraturesor by studiesorc i t i z e n s derepceg®@chedersandp r
Sarsfield 2007and orientationsowardrepresentational rolés.g., Katz 1997)This list could
be continud

Importantly, he substantive overlap with existing public opinion constructs
undermines the conceptual value of populist attitudes. Applyingritexia developed by
Gerring(1999)to evaluate concepts in the social scienceaceptdifferentiation and field
utility suffer severelyf populist attitudesrenot more than the sum of establisltedstructs
Concept di fferentiation refers to Athe <cl ari
t er (Gerdng 1999, 376)Thus, concept differentiatiois low when a conceptannotbe
clearly distinguishedrom related construct$:urthermore conceptual ovedp undermines
field utility becausegpopulist attitudesnay i s t refexdnts from neighboring terms, leaving
t hese t er (Gerring $99% 38pHence|f populist attitudesireto be addedo the
list of valuable public opinion constructfie concepmustbring to the table gheoretical
propositionthat is distinct and new

In response to these challengespyism scholarsipholdthat the distiat conceptual
chacteristic of populism at themasd e v e | i s t he cattitudinalgyndiosne st at us
which is defined interms of necessary and sufficiadnditions more specifically by the
simultaneous presence of tbeo n ¢ egnstilentcomponentyAkkerman, Mudde, and
Zaslove 2014, 1326; Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Elchardus and Spruyt 2016, 113, 120;
Spierings and Zaslove 2017, 824; Spruyt, Keppens, and van Droogenbroeck 20 16, 836
rare exception see Hameleers, Bos, and Vreese 201Y, W8&e words of Hawkins and

Kaltwasser, the Apeculiarity of the populist
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t hese e(Havkirs and Kaltwsser 2018, 6)By implication whenpopulist attitudes
lie at the intersection of the concept compongntdividual populism scores cannot bigh
when antielitist orientations are low even whearperson strongly supports the remaining
components of populism. For instance, assuming a-thireensioml populism concept,
understanding populist attitudes as an attitudinal syndsaggests consideg citizensas
populist only if they exhibit anti-elitist orientationsand a Manichean outlooland support
popularsovereigntyUsinga concept specification that tredke conceptomponents ason
compensatoryi.e., as jointly necessarfpr the presence of populism at tinelividual level,
the concept of populist attitudes indeeould representore than the sum of its parts.
However, even though many scholars implicitly or explicitly specify populist attitudes
as an attitudinal syndromwith non-compensatoryconceptcomponentsat the theoretical
level, few studiesconsiderthis property when applying the construct empiricallyfor
exceptions, see Mohrenberg, Huber, and Freyburg 2019; Vehrkamp and Wratil [2017)
manycasesthe concept operationalization does not respechéwessary conditionfstead,
scholarsobtain individual populism scores by computing weighted or unweightecthges
across the conceplimensiors. More specifically scholars aggregate tleenceptattributes
manuallyby computingmeanvaluesor using datadriven approaches such fastoranalysis
(e.g., Spierings and Zaslove 2017, 831; Spruyt, Keppens, and van Droogenbroeck 2016, 340)
Regardless of thievel of methodological sophisticatiphoweverthese aggregation methods
have in common thdtigher values on one concept component can compdoséie values
on othersubdimensios These perationalization strategiesay, for instane, assign high
populism scores to citizensho do not show slightest signof antrelitist sentimerg. In

contrast t theoteticaspecificationéhese @pproachesightidentify citizensas

Apopul i stsd who strongly oppose giving power
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Hence compensatoraggregatiomulesneglect the ontheoretical propositionf the concept
that is supposed to make it distinct from similar congepgs, its status as an attitudinal
syndrome at the intersectiof theconcept components.

In the following, we arguethat this compensatory operationalizati@pproachis
rooted ina measurement paradigthat is often appliedo latent constructs but whiak
incompatible withconstructsthat presuppose necessary conditions as essential concept

properties.

On the relationship betweenconceps and concept conponerts

Conceptswvith two or more componenssich as populist attitudes da@ understoods multt
levelconstrugwi t h t he ctalrcaeatthe Masc leget theeconcepibdimensios

or concepttomponentsitthe secondand the indicatoratthe third leve(Goertz 2006)The
psychometric literature on populist attitudesusualy concerned with the indicator level
investingconsiderable efforts into identifyirmpdequatétem batteries to capte theconstruct

of interest(Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Castanho Silva et al. 2018; Hawkins,
Riding, and Mudde 2012; Schulz et al. 2018; van Hauw&ehimpf, and Azevedo 201®Hs

long as the existence of secdedel concept components does not complicate the
operationalization ofin attitudinal constructthe public opinion literature often views the
unobservable concept of interest as the mom cause of the observed measwuatthe
indicator level. The general idea underlying this perspective, often associat&blldthand
Lennox(1991) is to view entitiematone level as the effects of entiti@sthe other levelEven
though causality may go both wathecausabpproachusually perceivesbservedneasures

asreflections ottheunobservableoncept

2The essentialist approach (Figure 1, panel b) partly overlaps with the concept of formative indicators. However,
the fact thaBollen and Lennox (1991all them causal indicators emphasizes the temporal and causal order that
is assumed to underlie the relationship between concept and formative indicators. Because we do not see anti
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The perspective of reflective causality hasnpirical implications. Because the
observed indicatorare seenas effecs of acommon cause (tHatentconcept), the indicators
are expected to correlatgth each otheBollen and Lennox 1991, 30Bdwards and Bagozzi
2000, 158)Practically this perspective suggests the ustaofor analyesto assess the extent
of interitem correlation ando excludeindicators vith unsatisfactorily low correlatian
Methodologcally, thisapproachregards differences between constrattthe samdevel as
measurement errokleasurement error stems from unrelated constructs that exert influences
in addition to the common latent construct and would cancel out by averaging across all
constructatonelevel. Consequentiythe causgberspective viewdisparitiesbetween lower
order conceptassubordinatestatisticalentities without substantive meaning.

The causal perspective common in the liteture on populist attitudeshere itis
applied to thendicator level bufiimplicitly or explicitlyi also to describéhe relationship
between the concept and the concept comporfergs Castanho Silva et al. 2019; Hieda,
Zenkyo, and Nishikawa 2019; Schulz et al. 20Y8hat we call the Bollen approach to the
operationalization of populismat the individual level considergpopulist attitudes as the
common cause of theoncept components, such as -afitist orientations and support for
popular sovereigntyFigure 1, Panel A)Becausethe Bollen approach viewshe concept
components as partly interchangealiés perspective impliegeometric or linear functions
(summay scores, factor analyses) to aggregate concept components into composite indices
(i.e., an individual score of populist attitudeBmpirically, the Bollen approacts the most
commonoperationalizatiompproachn the literature on populist attitudésge Supplement.

for an overview).

elitism ascausng populist attitudes, we deem the essentialist approach a better conceptual fit than the causal
approach including its formative variant.
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Figure 1.The causal andthe essential perspectives on the relationshipetweenconcept
and concept attributes

a) b)

Populist Attitude Populist Attitude

Note Similar illustrationsvere showrby Wong, Law, and Huan{008)andCastanho Silva et 82018)
Even though the causal paradigm serves well for most latent constectsgue thait is

Anti-Elitism

Manichean
Outlook

ineptfor non-compensatorynulti-dimensionakonstructs where each componeonstitutes
a necessary conditidar the presence of tlmnceptFirst, even though the causal perspective
prescribes aorrelation betweethe conceptcomponents, no theoreticatgumentimplies
such a correlation betweehesubdimensios in the case of populist attitud&¥e do expect
the components to overlap among some individaalhese are the individuals whuwld
populist attitudes ¢ee Figure 1, pandd). Yet we also expect thathere are nompopulist
individuals who agree with none or only some of the components of populist attitdelese,
the concept of populist attitudes as an attitudinal syndrome desattibedinal configurations
among individualsbut it is agnostic about correlatiortsetween th concept attributes
Second, disregarding large differences between the attributes meretgaswemergrtfact
is incompatible with the unique propeu§ populist attitudess an attitudinal syndragrfor
whichlow levels omonesubdimensioannot beeompensatetbr by higher level®n another
one

Altogether, these argumenssiggestthat the Bollen approaclloes not adequately

characterizeéhe relationship betweethe concept andts components in the saof multi-
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dimensional concepts with neubstitutable concept components saspopulist attitudes.
Instead of assuming that populist attitudesseanti-elitist orientations and other orientations
(Figure 1, Panel A)a more intuive understandingf the concepsuggestghat populist
attitudesare anti-elitist orientationdn combination with otheorientations(Figure 1, Panel

B). Put differently the relationship between the concept and the concept component is not a

causal onéutone ofessence anidentity.

Aggregation rules fornon-compensatory concepts such gmpulist attitudes

The identityrelationship between the conceptdthe conceptomponents paves the way for
alternative operationalization strategiefor noncompensaty concepts inwhich the
aggregation rulesremore closely aligneditht h e c otlrecretigakpiositiongiaving
established thainterchangeablesubdimensios are incompatible with the unique concept
property of jointly necessary concegimponentgqualifier of concept structuregifferent
concept structuresre conceivableg(see Table 1).In the following we contrast two
prototypical concept structusgehatdiffer in thesharpnessf the membershipoundariesi.e.,

the quantifier of cocept structureThe dichotomous quantifier presupposes clear boundaries
and sets an abir-nothing structure for the concept. The continuous quantifier, in contrast,
presupposes grey space between dbaceptpoles, indicating fingrained differences
betveen entities. Hence,the quantifierdefines whether the concept populist attitudes
separates populists from npopulists or whethewe distinguishindividuals by the degree to
which they hold populist attitudel. populist attitudes should be assel with an eitheror
assertion or with a morer-less asertion is not a question of rigbt-wrong Instead the

quantifier reflects h e r e s enaaptornathe éosstruct.

SFor a similar discussion of fddegr ee Adamds (206phvarer ni ng

Kessel (2015) Pappas (2016pndvan Hauwaert and van Kessg018)
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Table 1 Prototypical concept structures of populist attitudes

Quantifier of concept structure

Dichotomous Continuous
o > o | Non-compensatory Sartori Goertz
O 2 3
= 0 o .
™ O | Compensatory Residual Bollen
S o2 5
O own

Note: In practice, quantifier and qualifier have more than two manifestatidhs
prototypical concept structures shown in Table 1 contrast no substitutabilitynettium
substitutability (qualifier), yet other degrees of substitutabilityre also conceiable.
Likewise, Table 1 contrasts two prototypical quantifiers, although ordinal quantifiers are
alsoconceivable

A dichotomous concetructure of populist attitudes, whitakes thenecessary conditions
among thesubdimensioginto accounamountsa a Sartorian concept structur&ven though
rarely employed irthe populist attitude literatur@ut see Vehrkamp and Wratil 201We

can drawon classical approaches to concept formatarits operationaliation(Sartori 1970;
1984) Specifically, the necessary conditions cha operationalizedy setting thresholds
among the attributgsee Supplement 2 for a comprehensive discussion of operationalization
strategies)For example, onmayspecify that respalents need to agree or stronggyreeon

all antielitism- and populaisovereigntyitems tobe countedas populists. If participants
disagree with one or more items, they would be consideregoulists. The intuitive appeal

of suchthresholds is the @ansparencyof the classificationThis approachs particularly
appealing ifthe cutoff points have informational value (e.g., above the meat the scale
mid-point). Yet obviouscut-off points are often uavailablewhich leads to an increased risk

of inducing arbitrary choices or misali of analytical discretionWuttke 2019) More
fundamentally humanevaluationsof any given entityusually differ by degree. Therefore,
based on the reasoning that continuous measures better resemble the mental representations
of attitudinal constructsognitive sciences have generally departed dichotomeasures of

attitudes(Murphy 2002) Against this backdropwe conclude thathe Sartorian concept
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structure is a reasonable apprqduolit practical and epistemological reas@meak against
dichotomous measures a standard choice faasearch on populist attitudes

The Goertz concept structurenerges elements of both approaches to concept
formationalready discusse@uilding on workby Gary Goert22006) this concept structure
employsFuzzy Logic to combine the conceptual rigorousness of necessary attributdgewith t
operational flexibility ofcontinuous outcongeHence, like the Bolleapproachthe Goertzian
concept structure views individgahs differing by the degree to which thiegld populist
attitudesYetunlike the Bollen construdte Goertziarapproach does not classify individuals
as high on populism if they disagree with one am@ponent{e.g., antielitism). Instead, the
Goertz construct structurequiresthe acceptancef all essential concept attributes for high
populism scoresRarely employed in practicgout see Mohrenberg, Huber, and Freyburg
2019) several options are available for operationalizing Goertaastructgsee Supplement
2), the easiest of which is to use the minimum value of dreeptsubdimensios? The
minimum representghe logical equivalent of the intersection in set thed’ging the
minimum may appearstatistically inefficientat first as this operationalizatiorseems to
disregardthe information on all but the lowest atinte. However, as the mathematical
representation of the minimum functishows (seefurther below), the computation of the
minimum, in fact,does consider all attributes whiglentifying the attributewith the lowest
value. More importantlythe minimum is the mathematicabuivalentof the theoretical

proposition that the lowest attribute determines the overall colfcegBoertz 2006, 138)

4 Different aggregation strategies are conceivable, depending on the assumptions regardingptiierc@ nt s 6
substitutability seeMgller and Skaaning (2012, 122ff); Goertz (2006, 111ff); Munck (2009, 48i§ minimum

is the adequate operationalization under the assumptioorefompensatory and nenteractive attributes
However, if the concepimplies some interchangeabilityr interactionof the attributes, then the researchers

may opt for more flexile solutions (e.g., weighted arithmetic mean, multiplication, geometric mean), which
closely resemble the structure of necessary conditions by emphasizing the attributes with the lowest value but
also giving some weighbotall other observed attributegesSupplement 2.
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Consequently, the Goertzian concept structure accounts for necessary conditingsfan
concept components while distinguishing varying degrees of accepting populist attitudes.

Altogether, wedistinguishthree approaches to operationalizimylti-dimensional
concepts such gsopulist attitudesTheseconcept structuresapthe constuct on different
scales(quantifier) andthe operationalization strategiesflect different perspectives on the
substitutdility of the concept componentgualifier). The conceptuahnalysis demonstrated
thatthe Bollen operationalizatidiails to capture thanique theoretical proposition pbpulig
attitudes We presented tw operationalization strategiethat account for thenon
compensatoryelationship of thesubdimensionstherebytaking populism seriougy as an
attitudinal syndrora. Among thos@perationalization strategiethe Goertz concept structure
has the advantage of reflectitige ruances of human attitudes. Accordingly, epistemological
and methodalgical reasonsuggest a preference ftine Goetz concept structurevhen
operationalizing populist attitudes.

For empirical research, it is crucial whether this result of our analysis makes a
difference for substantive conclusionss these approaches employ different aggregation
rules forcombining the concept componemigoi individualconstructscoresit is plausible to
expect that they vyield different resultdowever, his cannot be taken for granted/e,
thereforeturn to empirical analysit® explorewhether the operationalizatiatrategiesnatter

for substantive findings.

Data and operationalization

In our analysis oEomnmonalities and disparities between the empirical representatidhs of
Sartori, Bollenand Goertzoncept structuresve focus onthreescales of populist attitudes:
the populism scales ychulz et al(2018)andCastanho Silva et al2018)and Akkerman,

Mudde, and Zaslov2014) Due to limitations of space (see Supplement 5 on scale selection),
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results on additional scales of populist attitudes (CSES scale, scaleéyand Rahr2016
are reported in an interactive Shiny web applicat®upplement 6 provides furthpractical
information onusing these scales to assess populist attitudes as an attitudinal g/ndrom
All three scales ahyzed in this studgonceptualize populisrat the individual level
as multidimensionalwith three concept componerdsd view antielitism asan essential
element of populist attitude¥et, the scales differ slightly in thgpecification of the other
two components (Schulz et..aBovereignty,Homogeneity; Castanho Sihet al: People
centrism, Manichean OutlopkAkkerman et al Sovereigty, Manichean Outloak see
Supplement 4 for question wording3o give an impressionf the measurement of populist
attitudes, Table 2 shows the indicatoranfadaptiorof the Schulz et al. populism s&alsee

Supplemens8 for differences between original scales and their adapted versions used in this

study)
Table 2ltems to measure poplist attitudes
Subdimensios Item 1 Item 2 Item 3
Anti-Elitism Politicians talk too muct The differences betwee Politicians care abou

and take too little action. the people and the sc what ordinary people
called elite are greate think [R]
than within the people
Homogenous People Ordinary people are o Ordinary people all pull Ordinary people sharn
good and hones together. the same values an
character. interests
Peopl ebs So The people shouldhave The people, not the The politicians  in
the final say on the mos politicians, should make¢ Parliament need
important political issues our most important follow the will of the
by voting on them policy decisions. people.
directly in referendums.
Note: [R] indicates a reversmded itemQuestioawording from the German Longitudinal Election Stugbng
a modification of the Schulz et al. populism scake Supplemen8 4 for details.

Importantly, while all considered scales conceptualize psiatiitudes as muitlimensional

they employ different strategigsa c count f or {cdmpensatorym quaifeByd s non
and large the Schulz et al. and Castanho Silva et al. scalegsure each subdimension
separately with distinct itemfer each dimension. The Akkerman et al. scale, on the other

hand, oftenuses doublebarreled itemghat tap into more than one subcomporemtthat
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individuals only score highly when agneg with all aspects that are mentioned in a survey
item( e . Igvould rafiher be represented by a citizen than by a specialized poliiciaw h i ¢ h
taps into sovereignty orientations and aaiiist orientations, se€able S61 for an overview

of the scale items)The ktter strategy has certain disadvantagesh as the amlguous
meaning of low valuesr greatedifferential item functioningsee Supplement 1However,

it has the advantage of at least partly acdognfor the c o n ¢ e p {cdnpensataryn
dimensionsbefore operationalizatioalready on the stage of measureié&lote, however,

that theindividual Akkerman et alitemsdo not tap into all subcomponer(see Supplement

6). Therefore, grouping and aggregating the itanttscomposite scoras still necessary and

may thus lead twaryingresults depending on tloperationalization strategy.

For theanalysisn the main textwe make use dhreedata sources:irst, we employ
the Campaign Panel 2017 of the German Longitudinal Election StRdfteutscher et al.
2018) Respondents for thimultirwave online surveywere drawn froma heterogeneous
online sampleusingquotas that are representatiwkethe German online populatioifhe
dataset offers a large sample of respond@i®43,56) and a rich set of substavgiy relevant
variables, includingan adamton of the populismscale bySchulz et al(2018) We use
populismmeasurefrom surveywave 5, which was caluctedbetween August 17 and August
28, 20T, one month before the German fedezkdction(seeSupplement for descriptive
tables osample characteristicd)o assess the Akkerman et al. &ilda et al. populism scale
we useanother dataset from the German election s{iRbf3teutscher et al. 2018)at was
collectedusing CAPIlin thefall of 2017among 2112 respondents addition, we useéata
collected byCastanho Silva et a(2018; 2019) which was kinty made available by the
authors.The data was collected throughTirk and Crowdflower between November 2016

and March 201 nine countries Brazil, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Mexico, Sp#ie,
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United Kingdom, and the United Stat@e sample size vary betwee®05 (MTurk, USA)
and 186 (Crowdflower, Ireland) respondenti®te that therespondents interviewed the
GLES CAPI survey vere randomly drawn from local population registratiovhereas the
GLES campaigmpaneland theCastanh@ilva et al.datasets were botiollected online using
nonprobability samples. In Supplemeditwe discuss potential sample biases andhpare
results from probability and ngorobability based sampleshich do not indicateystematic
disparities bysamplingstrategy.

At the core ofthe Bollen approachis the (weighted summation ofthe concept
subdimensionito aggregat@opulism scoregvhere eactsubdimensioralsorepresentshe
(weighted aggregatiomf multiple indicatos > Existing studiegmployvarious computational
strategie$o aggregate theubdimesionsinto attitudinal populism scoreBomsimplemeans
to exploratory or confirmatory factor analygese Supplement 1n themaintext, we opted
to usethe mosttransparent and straightforwaagigregation technique: the average of the
equally weightedconcept subdimensios More specifically, we first standardized all
indicators to a mean of zero and a standard deviation ofA@ndiscused at greater length
below, standardization wasmmucted for all operationalization approaches in order to ensure
scale invariance of the conceptibdimensios. The standardizedindicators were then
aggregated intsubdimensiosby computing thaunweighted average score of the indicator
To attain Bollen populism scores, we computedthe unweighted mean of the concept
dimensionsHence,according to tts approachpopulist attitude$orm a continuousvariable

for which higher valus on onesubdimesion may compensatfor lower values on another

5In compliance with standard measurement practices, it is entirely adequate to represent the relationship between
a subdimension of populist attitudes and its indicators as latent and reflective, thus, to use structural equation
modelling for the operatiaiization of these subdimensions. The theoretical propositions of populist attitudes
only require the specification of necessary conditions with regard to the relationship between the concept
subdimensions and the resulting aggregated populism score.

-18-



subdimensiorand for whichanincreaseon onesubdimensioralways contributes to higher
overall populism scoresMore sophisticated aggregation methods yield similar substantive

results (see Suppleme8y.
6L£adQE OQM@EOEanEE Qe O

At the core of theSartori and Goertz approach is thenecessary condition that all
subdimensios require high values to result in high populism scome Various
operationalizabn strategies are conceivable for various degreesitotitutabilitybetween
concept subdimensions (see Supplemeé)t However, the most straightforward
operationalization strategy for a roompensatory conceptith a continuous scal@oertz
concept gucture)is to usethe minimum value of the concegbdimensios. Hence, higher
values on onesubdimensiorwere not allowed t@wompensatdor lower values on another
subdimensionMoreover,individuals with low scores on one concegmibdimensiorare not

assigned high populism scores.

"0t QIDOIGE RS ¢ N & &&IBE G é £sQE O

Operationalizing the Sartori concept structurevolves setting thresholds for each
subdimension If individuals surpass these thresholds on salbdimensios, they are
categorized as populists. Otherwise, individuals are consideremnpopulists.Although
thresholds may differ acrossibdimensios, in the absence of meaningful theoretical reasons
for differentiation we setequalthreshold for all subdimensios. Weopted for ahreshold at

the 75%percentile. Thuspopuliss are those individuals whembrace eacbubdimensiorof
populist attitudes much more strongly than their fellow citiz&hss threshold is, arguably,

somewhat arbitrary andaareport the results with othémresholds irSupplement.O.
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In order to increase the transparency of methodologyresdlts we provideadditional
information in the Supplemerary Files. Moreover, he aforementionedShiny Web
Application allows users to analyze the data underlying this study with artceasyg
interface. $ers maycomputecorrelationsbetween Bollen and Goertz populism scoséh
substantive variables of interagdingadditionalsurvey sampkethat are not reported in the
main text In addition, users magxamine the sensitivity of different Sartori thresholds when
computing the shares of populist citizens invarious populations see

http://populism.alexandexuttke.de

Analysis
We examinethe degreeto which different strategie$or the operationalzation of populist
attitudeslead to different empirical resulia three stepsThe frst analysisexaminesthe
distribution ofthe different populismconcept structureandthe relationship between them
Havingdemonstrated substantial disparitbetween populism constructhe next analytical
step examines variations betwemuntries and populism scalds.a third step, we examine
whetherdifferent concept structuregield different conclusions about theelationship of
populist attitudesvith attitudinalvariables of interestnstitutional trust in particular

We startthe analysis byconducing descriptive analyses of the populism constrircts
order to understand how the concept attributes give risecmposite scores of populist
attitudesFort he dat as et 0 swelusethegGermanscampaigeanetsunzyfor
the first analysisrigure 2shows univariate distributions and bivariate correlations dhitee
subdimensios of theSchulz et al. populism scabnd how they relate to the Goertzian,

Sartorianand Bollen operationalizatismof populist attitudes
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We first examine the empirical properties @pfo p u | coecepbssbdimensios
inspecting the univariate distributions dne¢ p | ot & #&nti-dlitisaqyientateorhs and
support for popular sovereignty are strongly rigkewed whereasthe acceptane of
homogeneity is more or less normally distribut€de subdimensios areweakly to highly
correlatedwith the strongestassociation between aitism and popular sovereignty.
Apparently, disdain for the political elites and supporthe transfeof power into the hands
of ordinary people often gwand inhand, at least among German responderttse surveyed
period The case is different for the perception of popular homogeh#tigny respondents
in the samplénold strongantielitist views but do not perceive the populace as homogenous.
Consequently the subdimensios of populist attitudes arstatistically relatedbut they
representistinctpolitical orientations.

The unbalanced correlatiarpattern betweethe subdimenmns has implications for
the aggregation of thessubdimensios into populism score&ecause the Bollepopuism
scoredollow from averagng acrossll concept attributes, it is not surprising that the Bollen
concept structre is strongly correlatel with the antielitism and the sovereignty
subdimensios which themselves are vesimilar. At the same time, it has less in common
with the homogeneitysubdimensionof populist attitudesin contrast,the Goertz concept
structure correlateto a similar degreevith all subdimensios.” Hence,evenwith equal

weighting factorsthe level to which onesubdimensions refected in theBollen populism

81t is conceivable that the peculiar role of the homogeneity dimensions might result from discrepancies between
the original Schulz et al. scales and the adapted version of the instrument that is employed in the GLES Campaign
Panel. Yet, other studies (seeda, Zenkyo, and Nishikaw2019) and the Castanho \&il et al. replication

dataset in which these modifications to the Schulz et al. scale were not undertaken show similar patterns for the
homogeneity dimension (see Supplement 3).

7 This result is due to thstandardization at the indicattmvel that was coducted before aggregation. If no
standardization is applied, then the subdimensions with the highest item difficulty will correlate most strongly
with the Goertzian populism score.
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scorevaries as itdependson the relative closeness of thatbdimensionto the other
components of populism

Turning to the consisten@f concept and measuremegttte Bollen operationalization
does not fare wellThe Bollen operationalization is vulnerable to congapasurement
inconsistencie# individuals are low on onsubdimensiorbut very high on the remaining
subdimensios Due to theempirical distribution of the homogeneitycomponent this
hypottetical scenarioappearsrather plausible inthe German datasetndeed, the joint
scaterplot for the Bollenscoresand the bmogeneitysubdimensiorin the bottom left of
Figure 2provides evidence fauchincongstencies. Taomeof therespondentshe Bollen
operationalizatiorassigngelatively high populism scoresedpite homogeneity scorelse
to zera Conceptmeasurement inconsistées in the Bollen populism scoreare most
prevalent for the homogeneity subdimensibat they can be observed for ationcept
attributes|If we take the argument seriously that individuals must accept all catt@pites
to achiee high populism saes then observingindividuals with low values on one
subdimensiorbut fairly high populism scoress evidence that the Bollen approach fails to
operationalize populismds essential theoretic

This kind of ©®nceptmeasuremeribconsistencyloesnot occur for the Sartorian and
GoertzianconceptstructuresExaminingt he Sar t or i concept, t he hi
lowest row showthat Sartori populists hold arglitist viewsandsupport popular sovereignty
andview the populace as a homogeneous unit. About five percent sditiq@esurpases the
threshold on alsubdimensios and were categorized as populists. Consequently, populists
existatthe mass level angroper operationalizatioenablesneasuing the shareof populiss
within a society If populist attitudes are ceorived of as continuousye can employ the

Goertzconcept structurdnspecting the joint distribution of the Goertz populism scores and
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the concept components, odearacteristiof the plotsignak the desired properties of the
Goertz concept structur&€here is a cleacut bisecting line in all of these scatterplathich

is the graphical equivalent of the rule that populism scongst not be high i&nindividual

is low on onesubdimensin. Hence, th&artori andsoertz operationalizaticstrategiegnsure
that high populism scoreare assigned onlio individualswho exhibit high values on all

concept components.
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Figure 2. Distribution s of and correlations between concept structures of populist
attitudes and concept #ributes (Germany, Schulz et al. populism scale)
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R correlation coefficients between continuous variables and boxplots for the Sartori mBasarfom the
German panel survelots werecreated using thggally R-package.

Having establishedthat not alc oncept structures respect t h
propositions of populism at the mass lewsk assesghe enpirical commonalities and
differencesdbetween these concept structudeectly. The boxplots in theight-handcolumn

reportthe distribution of the Goertzian and Bollstoresamong populistand norpopuliss

according to the Sartori operationalizatichmong Sartortpopulists the averageBollen

populism scorés lower than the averaggeoertzpopulism scoreMore importantlyamong

nonpopulistrespondentshere are more individuals with hig@ollen populism scorethan
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individuals with highGoertzpopulism scoredn other wordsthe Bollen operationalization
assignshigh populism scoreto several respondents whdhe Sartori approacHassifies as
nonpopulists.

Finally, we turn tocompae the Bollen and Goertz concept structures. The German
dataset shows a correlation of r=0.89 betw#bermeasureswhich is usually considered a
strong association. We discuss the strength of this relationship at greater lengthblelow
here it suffices to say that the correlation is notably different froblebhce comparing the
Bollen and Goertz populism scordgads to the first important conclusionthe
operationalization stratediatmost currenpopulismstudies employ does not alwaysitch
thepopulism scoresf the Goertz concept structyrghich alsoentailsa continuous scaleut
whichstrictly adheresdcs t he conceptds theoretical proposi f

What is more,hediscrepanciebetweerthemeasures have systematic origis.the
scatterplot shows,he discrepanciesnainly occur becase the Bollenoperationalization
assigis high values to individda with low Goertz score#\s wesawbefore, these cases refer
to respondentdor whicht he Bol |l en operationalization vio
proposition not to assign high values if one consaptlimensiotis low. Congquentlywhen
the Bollen populism scores exceed the Goertz scores, thenly the latter capturethe
distinctive positionof populist attitudesat the intersection of its concept componeits
contrastjn thesecasestheBollen scoresap intoamix of attitudinal conceptthatare related
to populismatthe mass levddutdo not reflecthe concept itselfPut differently, in casef a
mismatchthe Bollen operationalization does not measure what it intends to measilitee
Goertz scores shoulcelpreferred.

So far, these results only speak to the distribution of populism scodesiasdfrom

one populism scale in one countifyo examine the generalizability of thefedings, the
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following analysesvill broaden the perspectin®y turning to theCastanh@ilva scale in the
United Statesthe largest sample in the Castanho Silva et al. replication dafapate 3
showsthat the antelitist subdimension of the Castanho Silva et al. scat@ld-skewed
whereasthe distributim of Manichean outlook orientation is lefkewed. Notably, these
concept components the Castanho Silva et al. scalebarely correlatedThat is, knowing

a per s oemd political ebtesloesnot help predicher perceptionof good ancevil in
society. The fact thathe subdimensiosof populist attitudes are almost orthogoimathe US
surveyis noteworthy from anethodologicaperspectiveTheBollenapproach conceptualizes
a per s o pdpdistinclnatiennas thecommoncauseof the conceptsubdimensios
which implies thathe subdimensiosshould be correlated herefore a lack of correlations
among them raises douldbout the psychontéc quality of the measuremerit contrast,
from anessentialisperspectivavhether an attitudis an essential component of populiatn
the individual level is not an empirical but an ontological questi@obnsequentlythe
approach which underlies tiSartor and Goertz operati@tizations is fully compatible with
low co-variances. Fromthis perspective, the implication of weakly correlated concept
componentsnerely isthat few individuals hold populist attitudes because in most cases the

building blocks of this conceptrenot jointly present.

8 Indeed, using 75percentiles on the US dataset, the Goertz concepttste yields far less populists on the
Castanho Silva et al. scale with weakly correlateddiniensions (0.6 percent) than on the Schulz et al. scale
(5.1%) with more strongly correlated sdbnensions.
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Figure 3. Distribution s of and correlations between concept structures of populist
attitudes and conceptattributes (United States Silva et al. populism scale)
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The magnitude of theovariance between the subdimensiafiscts the composite scores
derived fromcompensatory or necompensatory operationalization stratedidhe Goertz

and Bollen measusare relatedhecausedwer covariances imply a larger share of individuals
who exhibitlow values on one concept subdimension but high values on the remaining

subdimensions. Because this configuration of attitudes leaif$aieencesetween the Goertz

9 Due to limitations of space, in the discussimre and below, we focus on the Bollen measure (for its frequent
usage in the literature) and the Goertz measure (for its practical and epistemological qualities), but disregard the
Sartori measure.
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and Bollen populism sces, low component covariances tend to go along with higher
disparities betweenompositepopulism scores (for simulations of this interdependency, see
Supplementll). Against this backdrop, it is little wonder thidie correlation between the
Bollen and Gertz scores amounts to r=.64the US datasewith the Castanho Silva et al.
scaleand is thus considerably lower than in the German datadethe Schulz et al. scale
(r=.89)considering thathe covariance between componentsiighhigherfor the Schilz et

al. scaleHence the weaker the correlation betweenghbdimensios, thelargerthe concept
measuremerihconsistency of the Bollen operationalizatisiti be.

This interdependency between the concept components and the composite scores has
substantive ramifications for the extent rekulting disparitiesbetween operationalization
strategies in research practi&eeping in mind that not all populism scales specdpudist
attitudes in the same waggmposite scores are most sensitoveperationalization strategies
if scales conceptualizepopulist attitudes as constituted lgystinct and hardly related
attitudinalorientationsAs scale properties also vary betwseamples, another implication is
thatcomposite scoresf non-compensatorgonceptsare most sensitivi® operationalization
strategies in populatiaswith lower covariances between the concept components.

That the extent of measurement condepbnsistenies variesacrossscales and
countries is further emphasizidthe internal structure of the Akkerman et al. populism scale
as observed in the German probability surffégure 4)Pr esumabl y partly due
particular measurement strategye ttiscrepancy between the Bollen and Goertz scores are
the lowest of all the scales 1(=.91). As the scale already considers, in part, the- non
substitutability of the concept subdimensions at the measurement stage it makes less of a
difference whether we close an operationalization strategy thatagequate for nen

compensatory concepts. Note, however, that operationalizing the Akkerman et al. scale with
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either the Goertz or Bollen approach still does not yield identical results as their correlation

coeffident is notably different fronane

Figure 4. Distributions of and correlations between concept structures of populist
attitudes and concept attributes (Germany, Akkerman et al. populism scale)
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To broaden the view on thariationof disciepancies between operationalization strategies

in different survey samples and populism scald®e next step of the analysisesthe

Castanhdilvaet al. replication datasetith survey data frominecountries Figure5 shows

correlation P e a r shetweaerstheRspertz and Bollen concept structures féxkkerman
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et al., Schulz et al.and Castanho Silva et glopulism scales. The figurprovides two
significantinsights.

Figure5. Correlation s between Goertz and Bollerconcept structuresof populist
attitudes
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First, the figure underscores the modest but notable variation in the similarity of the populism
constructs depending on which scale is used and where the survey was conducted. The Goertz
and Bollen scores of populist attitudes usually catesht r=.8 when measured with the Schulz

et al. scale. The Akkerman et al. scale exhibits slightly higher correlationest casedn
comparison, theorrelations of theomposite scores of the Castanho Silva et al. $iealen

a lower level, betweerr.39 in France and r=.63 in the United States. Figure 5 also shows

some country differences. For instance, the populism constructs are more strongly correlated
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in the Italian sample than in other samples. Consequently, for future research on populist
attitudes,it is important to note that the empirical implications of operationalization decisions
differ between scales and samples.

The crossational results show, second, tlaéthough both populism constructs are
derived from the exact same indicators, the discrepancies between the Goertzian and the
Bollen populism scores aoftensubstantialNone of thaliscoveredtorrelations comes close
to a perfect correlation of r=1n fact, all corelationsin Figure 5are smaller than r=,%nd
many depictedcorrelation coefficients hover between 5=and r=.8.Correlations of this
magnitudeare usuallyconceived of & moderate to strong associaohlowever, vihen
evaluating the cortation coefficientspresentechere we have to keep in mind that these
correlations do not pertain to different construdsither both of the correlated scores
allegedly capture the same concegpecifically, bottpopulism scorewere derived from the
same datagenerating processand they only differ in the aggregation rul¢hat was
administeredAgainst this backdrogven dar-from-perfectcorrelationof, e.g, r=.8 between
the Goertz and Bollen scorssnotable. A correlation of 0.8 means tkabwingone variable
only allows us tgredicttwo thirds (64%) of the variance of the otlpepulism scoreUsing
a realworld analogy thestatistical associatidmetween populismonstructslerived from the
sane indicators imbout as strong as the correlation betweensgram and heightReeves,
Varakamin, and Henry@B6) In other words, the Bollen and the Goertz populism scanes
be consideregimilar for many individualgarticularly when the Akkerman et al. scale is
used butthey are far fromdenticalwhen the Schulz et al. scale is usaud the scoredfter
even more noticeablfpr the Castanho Silva et al. scale.

So far, the analysis has establishedtiraBollen and Goertzonstructs do noalways

derive identical populism scoreandwhen they diverge he Bollen operatioalization does
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not do justice tothe essence of populism as attitudinal syndrome with necompensatory
subdimensionsHowever, given thenoderate to strongorrelatiors, it is possible that both
concept structures yield the same substantive restiés analyzing the determants and
consequences of populist attituddsthis wasthe casgthe distinction between the concept
structures wuld primarily beof theoretical value but lessitical for applied empirical work
apartfrom the distribution of populist attitudeldence, we now turn taexplore whether the

choice between concept structures makes a difference in explaining other substantive
variables.

While it is impossible tcaddressall relevant questiontackled in prior research, we
selected some thah our view are of interest to empirical scholars in populi§ra reduce
analytical discretion and to enhance transpareweyptedfor the simplest model possible
bivariate correlation®ue to limitatiors of spaceye only show results on the Castan®ilva
et al. scalan the main texiusing the authofscrossnational datasetyet, the Shiny Web
Application enables readers to investigate statistical associations between composite scores
of populist attitudes and an extensive list of correlates ulffeyent datasetand scalesBy
and largeand for most scales and samptég analyses reveal weaker associations with Bollen
populism scores compared to the Goertz consbfymbpulist attitudesWhile these disparities
often do not affect the substave conclusions, in a fe@xtremeinstances, the correlations
even point in different direction§.he Castanho Silvat al. scaleseemsmost sensitive to
differences in operationalization strategi€st instances in which the substantive conclusion
suggested by the Bollen construct does not square with findings with Gugytdism scores
can be observed for all scales.

In the following analysis, we employ the Castanho Stval.replication dataset. The

dataset only contains two potential correlgt@mspiratorial thinking, institutional trust) but
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covers nine countries, thus demonstrating the robustness of findings in multiple s&sples.
reported in Supdement 12, correlations of Goertz and Bollenpopulism scoreswith
conspiratorialthinking differ notably in size when they have the same , s often the
correlations even point in opposite directiosthe following we report findings forthe
second availakl variable,institutional trust Institutional trust isneasured bya summary
score of trust in political parties, governmearid parliament?

Institutional trustis a particularly interestingasebecausdor this variable we might
for theoretical reasons expeilfferences in the results ftiie Bollen and the Goertz concept
structure. This expectation derives frothe following reasoning. It is well established that
stronger antelitist sentiments go hand in hand with lower levels of trust in political and
sodetal institutiongErber and Lau 1990After all, it is political elites that usually run these
institutions. Beyond antlitism, however, it is moreifficult to reason a substantive link
between institutional trust and populist attitudes. It is notesgtfent why other attributes of
populist attributes, such as beliefathomogeneousi t i zenry, mi ght go
levels of institutionakrust. Most importantly, it is not seHfvident why the intersection of
these attitudes should be associated with trust in instituthenthie Bollenconstruct reflects
the averageof all subdimensios the respectivgpopulism scores reatd changeson e
subdimensiorregardless of the values the othersubdimensios. Bollen scores will thus
reflect the correlation of institutional trust and agittism in any caselThe Goertz construct,
by contrast, considers all concept components in combinanahthus doesnot reflect
changes bthe subdimensios above the minimumlf anti-elitism happens to baot the

subdimension with the minimum score, variatoont is irrelevant for Goertz populism scere

al

101n Supplemeni3we examine the internal consistenctoh e s ummary score on institut:i
alpha is around 0.85 in most samples but around 0.65 in the US and in the UK, suggesting that the structure of

perceptions of these institutions differ between countries.
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As the suboension with thestrongestelationship to institutional trust does not feed into the
Goertz populism scores for all respondents, it is straightforward to expect that the Bollen
scores exhibit stronger correlations with institutional trust than the Goertz dcores

Figure6 displays bivariate correlations between institutional trast the Bollen and
Goertz constructs of populist attitudas well as witht h e ¢ o suledenpnside.sAs
expected, there is a consisteegative associatiopetweenanti-elitist orientations anttust
in political institutionsInstitutional trust is not a®ciated witha Manichearoutlook andnot
consistentlyassociated with peopleentrist attitudes. Hence, osebdimensiorof populist
attitudes exhibits the expected linkwith the concept of intergswhereas the other
subdimensios do not.

Figure6. Bivariate correlations with institutional trust (CastanhoSilva et al. populism
scale)

us Brazil Mexico
People-Centrism - ——
Manichean Outlook - 4
Anti-Elitism - —— —— ——
Bollen - —— —— ——
Goertz - ——
Spain Italy UK
People-Centrism - —— —O— ——
Manichean Outlook - -0 —— S —
Anti-Eliism-  —@— —— ——
Bollen - —— —— =g —
Goertz - —e— —— _?_
France Greece Ireland
People-Centrism - —— —— ——
Manichean Outlook - —— ——
Anti-Elitism - —@— —— ——
Bollen - —— —— ——
Goertz - —_—— ——

06 04 02 00 02 06 -04 02 00 02 06 -04 -02 00 02
Note: In all samples, the difference between the correlation sizes of the Bollen and the Goertz concept structures
is statistically significant (computed with the CoCepBRckage)
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Figure 6 also shows a statistically significant correlation between popitisides and
institutional trust for the Bollen populism scoré3onsidering the mathematical formula
underlying the Bollen concept, it is not surprising that the aggregated populism construct
inherits partial correlations of the concept subdimensidsisig the Bollen operationalization
blurs the distinction betweetihe subdimensionsf populist attitudes and the concept of
populist attitudes itself as the conjunction of its concept components. Replicating previous
findings in the public opinion literate on political cynicisnte.g., Erber and Lau 1990) is
not surprisingtoobseve an attitudinal |l i nkage bet ween
actors (antelitism) and the disdain for the organizations they represent (institutional trust).
However, if the correlation of trust with the Bollen populism score is menmagaan of the
association with antlitism, then the reported correlation would represent the replication of
old findings with a new name. The Bollen construct thus cannot distinguish whether a finding
reflects the unique properties of populism or only thaired subdimension. Put differently
the Bollen concept structures leaves unclear whether a finding obtained with the construct is
driven by the concept of interest, populist attitudes.

The Goertz concept structure captures the correlation between institutional trust and

populist attitudes understood as an attitudinal syndrome rather than the shared variance of its

subdimensions Using this construct, different conclusions about popdism r el at i onsh

with institutional trust emerge. In eight out of nine countries, Figure 6 shows no meaningful
correlation between institutional trust and the Goertz populism construct. Hence, the
correlation observed when using the Bollen construct disappepopulism isadequately
operationalizedin substantive termss many noipopulists areequallycritical of elitesthe

analysis demonstrates that populist attitudes are not related to institutional trust.
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The finding thadifferentoperationalization strategi®$ populist attitudes may yield
inconsistentesults wha applied in correlative analysés the keystone in a longer series of
assessments we have conducted in this article.pféeedinganalysesdemonstratedhat
compositescores of populist attitudesmndiffer to a smaller or larger degree, depending on
the properties ofscales and sampleEhese differencewere shown to occun casesvhen
the Bollen concept structure failnstecadtapscapt ur
into related attitudinal construct sThesehat ar e
conceptmeasuremerninconsistencies of the Bollen approaghl not always but they can
have consequences for substantive resesiimclewe demonstratéthat they carelad tovrong
judgmentsaboutthe natureand correlate®f populismat the mass levelConsequently,
scholas arewell-advised to employ the Goertz or i$ari concept structurethat are capable
of reflectingpopulism as an attitudinal syndrome in order to capture the essence of populist

attitudesin theirempirical analyses.

Conclusion

The notion of a fApopul i st ©Waquidklygawmdresea(cMudde 2
field on the prevalence, cas and consequences of populist attitugeg., Akkerman,

Mudde, and Zaslove 2014; Tsatsanis, Andreadis, and Teperoglou 2018; van Hauwaert,
Schimpf, and Azevedo 2018)hat makepopulist attitudesauableas a concept is the claim

that populism at the mass level represamisre than the sum of its parts. its distincive

position at the intersection of the concept compon@aisulistattitudesarenot just another

variant ofconceptsvell-knownto scholars opublic opinian. This concept structure has to be

taken into account wheoperationalizingpopulist attitudes in empirical researéesearch

thus far howeverpftenneglected the key characteristic of the conaagutnely, thapopulist
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attitudesarean attitudinal syndromeith nonsubstitutable subdimensiamss a consequence

the mathematical structure of measuwépopulismand thec o n ¢ ¢hporebical structure

fall apart(cf. Goertz 2006, 125By implication, populism constructs often do neflectwhat

they are intended to measukRer evai |l ing practices thus put
and the differentiation from established concepts in public opinion reséadfect, critics

may ask whether research on populist attitudes is just old wine in new bottles and may call for
abandoning research on populist attitu@®sGeurkink et al. 2019)We think his conclusion

would be premature because populist attitudesraggiginalconcept anémpiricalresearch

on it may provide valuable insights, once filistinctive nature of the concept is taken
seriously.

In order to overcome the current state of affainglto protectresearch on populist
attitudesagainst unjustified accusatignge proposed operationalization techniques that are
capable of preservingthe copce 6 s u n i g u empipicalapplieations\We glentiifiel
two suitable approacheBoth the Goertz and the Sartori appropobperlyaccount forthe

necessary conditioref populist attitudes and are thus superior to the Bollen approach. They

differ, however, in the assumptions about the continuous or dichotomous nature of attitudes.

While the Sartori approach builds on a dichotomous conception, the Goertz approach
presuppsesa continuous concefn that is more adequate inattitudinal researctand
therefore the preferred strategy to operationalize populist attit@tessidering thaboth
approaches aretby necessitgomputationallynoredemanding than the widely usBdllen
approachthis studysuggestshatfor properempirical analyseg is at least as importamd
align conceptal reasoningwith computational practices as to demonstratetechnical

sophistication (e.g., Sartori 1970).
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As applications of multdimensional concepts blossom in many subfields of political
sciencethediscussion of concept strucsiin this article may helpo carefully considethe
theoretical propertie®f conceps with multiple concept componentshen creating or
applyingindicatorsin empiricalresearcl{see Spplement 2 foispecificadvice) This applies
to populism research beyond the individual Iewel., populism of partiegvlarch 2017;
Mudde and Kaltwasser 2013z well as tother fields such agsearch on social capital (e.g.,
Putnam 2000)0ther canplexand currently debatezbncepts suchssupport for democracy
(e.g., Schedler and Sarsfield 2007geologcal orientations(Converse 2006)political
sophistication (e.g., Luskin 198Public attitudes toward globalizatige.g., Mader, Steiner,
and Schoen 2019and political extremi® (e.g., Jungkunz 2019re among the topics for
which this suggestion may prove fruitfuh theseand other fields of research, it seems
worthwhile toconsiderwhether central concepts involve rRoompensatory subdimensions
and whether prevailg operationalization strategies sufficiently account for these concept
properties.

The evidence demonstrated that the Boll el
measurement inconsistencezmake a considerable difference for substantive conclusions
albout the prevalence, causes, correlates, and consequences of populist attitudes. This finding
raises issues concerning the validity of results in prior reseéhehgood news is that the
evidence in this paper demonstrated that the aggregation rule doedwags make a
substantial differencdn some cases, the Bollen and Goertzian concept structures are highly
correlated and may thus lead to similar substantive conclysioather caseghis does not

apply (see Shiny Web Application:http://populism.alexandexuttke.dg. Whether

measuremennconsstencies occur andduce biases in correlative analys@siesbetween

populations and populism scaléisis not the aim of this study to evaluate existing populism
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scales but to provide guidance for their proper operationalization. Nonetheless, the general
pattern thahon-compensatorgpperationalization strategies are most consequential for scales
with low covariances between the subdimensignsoteworthy In contrastscales are less
prone to concepieasurement inconsistencies when they lfiewesubdimensions @lready
consider thanoncompensatorproperties at the stage of measurenesein though th latter
approach may result in a whole set of new challengesaddition, measurement
inconsistencies of the Bollen concept structurenamee likely to biasresults ofcorrelative
analyses if one subdimension of populist attitudi®ges the shared vaaince with a variable
of interest. Whetherthe conceptndicator misfit in prior research matters for substantive
findingsthus depends on empirical distributio@ur analysis may thus be read as afoall
systematidestingof the validity of prior resus$. This in turn,may make reearch on populist
attitudeseven more vibrarand foster it€omparativeoutlook

Using indicators thaproperlyreflect the concept structure of populist attitudes may
affect the substantive conclusions about the empirical properties of populist attitudes as well
as their implications for political process&iven the nature of populist attitudes as lying at
the ntersection of different components, they resemble political ideoltgieare at the core
of political belief systemgConverse 2006; Gerring 1997; Kinder and Kalmoe 20A%)
holding acoherentdeology is quite challenging, it is thus little wonder that we found populist
attitudes to be not widely held by citizens. However, those citizenialigopulist attitudes
in a strict sense subscriberiot only one but severaleas that have a strained relationship
with pluralist and representative forms governm@asdramani 2017; Miller 2017; Urbinati
2013) These appear to be people on which we cannot count when it comes to defending
democracy against its foed/hat is morestrongly interconactednodesof political belief

systemsuch as ideologiemremore resistant tpersuasivénfluences, more easily accessible
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and more consequential in affecting other attitudes and beh@v ity and Krosnick 1995)

It is thus implausible to expect citizens who subscribe to popuisrsustricto to bevery
responsive to attempts at making them more supportiveord ideas ofrepresentative
democracy. In a sense more adequat@easure of populist attitudes may thus paint a paler
and brighter picture of theocietalfoundations of democracy: populist attitudeay beless
widespread but more resistant to change than suggested by previous research.

As this paper sought to invagite the relationship between conceptual,
methodological, and substantive issues, we would like to highlight the implications of a subtle
methodological decision. Before aggregating them into populism scores, all items-were z
standardized. Thidecision § consequentidlecausetandardization changes the substantive
meaning of the measures from absolute to relative quantities. For instance, after
standardizationthe Sartori concept structure classifies those individuals as populists who
accept all subdiensions of populism much more strongly, compared to the average
respondent. Using relative measuigseswo conceptual and empiricdasuesConceptually,
nominalist approaches to concept formation migiiit hat a concept ds bound
must alvays be defined in absolute instead of relative tef@atori 1970) Empirically,
relativist measures hinder the comparison of populism across time and Gpasilering
these arguments against standardizatiorshould be noted that standardization is not
mandatory. For the Sartori concept, setting absolute thresholigasible based on the
indicatorsd substantive meaning and the r1es
Likewise, researchers can use the minimum of unstandardized concept subdimensions to set
the Goertzian construct. Unstandardized approachegeves, rest on the assumption of
comparable measurement scales across dimen3ibissassumption is not necessarily met,

however, because researchers inaye selectedems with different item difficulties which
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affectthe distributionslf differences in the distributi@of subdimensions solely result from
researcher choices during scale development and do not refiBstantivedifferences
betweenthe respondentsowardsthe s u b ¢ o mp o n e n thénsthe aggregatiorn ef
unstandardizecdhdicatorsis problematic. Suclscoringissues are well known to qualitative
researchersinder the rubric of calibratiofGoertz 2006)and have also gained attentiam
guantitative studies where they are discuss®ter the rubric of eqtiag and linking(Kolen

and Brennan 2014)n particular,recent advancen Item Response TheofipeMars 2016;

Liu and Chalmers 2018appeargo showa promising way forward to operationalize Ron
compensatory muHilimensional constructs without neglecting issues of scale
incomparability.To conclude, standardization lowers the burden of assumptions about the
datagenerating process, but it has implications for the meaning of the derived measures.
Researchers interested in comparing populist attitudes over time or in quantifying absolute
levels might prefer absolute measulad, inturn, must pay close attention to the substantive
meaning of the indicator and the scales that are used.

Altogether,populist attitudes are amportanttopic for political science. Given its
substantive significance, the concept desecaesfulanalysis anddequate measurement in
empirical applications in order to avoid biased estimatesaadid conclusions. Our analysis
demonstrated that populiattitudes Bould be treated am attitudinal syndrome thatisore
than the sum (or average) @$ subdimen®ns. Otherwise, it would be difficult to justify
populist attitudes as a specific concept in public opinion resgahbthining an adequate score
for this concept requiresperationalizatiorstrategies that differ from those widely used in
previous reseah. By providing these conceptual and methodological suggestions, this article
may prove helpful in paving the way for fruitful empirical research on an important political

phenomenon of this era.
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Supplementary Files:When the Whole is Greater Than the Sum of it®arts:
On the Conceptualization and Measurement of Populist Attitudes and
Other Multi -dimensional Constructs

Shiny Web Application
This study comes with an interactive web application. Providing a simple graphical user

interface, the application allows readers to conduct analyses on the data that underlie this
study. Specificallythe Shiny Web Application enables users to:

o Calculatethe share of populists living in a country according to the Sartori
approach, showing the sensitivity of the estimated share of populists to various
thresholds

o Calculate the correlation of the Bollen and Goertz populism scores with
substantive variables ahterest (e.g., political interest, satisfaction with
democracy) in multiple countries with multiple populism scales, showing the
sensitivity of the estimatetbrrelations to operationalization strategies.

o Show the internal structure of multiple populisnales (distribution and
correlation of subdimensions and composite scores) in various countries.

The web application can be accessedhtiip://populism.alexandexuttke.de

Reproduction Material
All data that underlie this study and the analytical code with the data was analyzed can be

accessed ahttps://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/KPS1KY

Navigating the Supplementary Files
This study comes with extensiveglementary Files (see Table of Content below).

o For practical guidance on specifying and operationalizing a {tintténsional
concept in any area of research, Sapplement 2: Decisions to be made for the
aggregation of multdimensional constructs

o For a discussion on handling existing scales of populist attitudeSupgdement 6:
Handling existing scales of populist attitudes
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Supplement 1: Overview of operationalization strategies in thiterature on populist attitudes

Table S11 provides a systematic overview of the concept structures of populist attitudes as employed in existing studies on
the topic. We list the concept components according to how the concept components were nepactesdtudy, adopting the
aut horso6é original | abels. Quantifier, qualifier, adomd aggregat.i
procedure. Note that the list is not necessarily an exhaustive list of all studies that hauébslead on populism at the mass
level.
Three regularities stand out: First, most studies treat populist attitudes as a continuous concept. Second, implicitly or
explicitly, most studies specify populism at the mass level as a set of ideas, that is: as an attitudinal syndrome with
noncompensatgrcore components. Third, some kind of (exploratory or confirmatory) factor analysis is the most common
aggregation method that scholars use to derive individual populism scores.

Table S11. Overview of literature on populist attitudes

Study Components Qualifier Quantifier Aggregation
(Concept Specification) method

Akkerman, anti-elitism, peoplecentrism,

Mudde, and sovereignty, Manichean division ol necessity("set of ideas", p.1328), necessary and sufficie

Zaslove(2014) good and evil condition (p. 1326) continuous PCA

Andreadis,

Stavrakakis, and dealignment, antéstablshment, the "exact content of this (thicentered) ideology depend

Katsambekis peoplecentrism, antagonism on secondary elements that may be combined with suc continuous (p.4,

(2016) between people and elites (antte st abl i shment) appeal 0 17) Factor analysis

Elchardus and antielitism, antagonism ordinary necessity("one component is always present..." "elemel

Spruyt(2016) people- politicians, peopleentrism [...] that are always present”, p. 113) continuous Factor analysis

Hameleers, Bos, antiestablishment, peoplentrism, homogeneity as a hecessary attribute (p. 483), but alsc continuous, but

and Vrees€2017) exclusionism different emphases, indicating substitutability (p. 482) not aggregated Factor analysis
Manichean outlook, people

Hawkins and centrism, antelitism

Riding (2010) necessity (set of ideas", p.1, 2) continuous (p.12
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Hawkins, Riding,
and Muddg2012)

Manichean outlook, reified populai continuous (p.
will, (stealth attitudes) necessity("set of ideas"p. 3) 14f)

Factor analysis

Hobolt and Tilley
(2019

antiestablishment, peopleentrism,
dissatisfaction of traditional parties "glorification of the people and argiitism (...) heart of
rejection of pluralism populism” (p. 5} implies necessity

necessity

"As Hawkins et al. (forthcoming) argue, so to classify al
individual as having populist attitudes, both the dimens|
Oa+wtii ti smo-caenndt réipserodp | nee e d
albeit possibly to different degrees (cf. Castanho Silva
forthcoming). Only if an individual rejects the political el
as corrupt and seferving (antielitism) and also perceive

Mohrenberg, the people akomogeneous and morally superior (peepl EFA,
Huber, and centrism), she can be called populist (cf. Rooduijn, de continuous (p. geometric
Freyburg(2019) antkelitism, peoplecentrism Lange, and Van Der Brug 2014, 567)." 16) mean (p. 16)
Oliver and Rahn antielitism, national affiliation, no populism no populism
(2016) mistrust experts not specified score derived  score derived
Rico, Guinjoan,
and Anduiza two homogenous groups, praise o' necessity("four distinct but interrelated constitutive Summary
(2017) people, antelitism, sovereignty  elements ";p.4) continuous (p.7) score
Anti- Elitism attitudes, people's
Schulz et al. sovereignty, belief in a homogenot
(2018) and virtuous people necessity("set of ideas", p.2) continuous (p. 5) Factor analysis
Castanho Silva et Homogeneity, AntiElitism, "we suggest that populism sits at the intersection of thes
al. (2018) Manichean Outlook three broader kinds of discourse" Factor analysit
peoplecentrism, antelitism,
manichean antagonism between "core characteristics of populism” (p. 824f) "this notion
Spierings and people and establishment, notion «populism is what unifies populist radideft and populist continuous (p.
Zaslove(2017) general will radical right parties ..." (p.825) 831, 832) Factor analysit

Spruyt, Keppens,
and van

necessity("combination”; "set of ideas" p.338t is their

Droogenbroeck  Manichean Outlook, AniElitism,  combination that constitutes the specific popudigic”, p. continuous (p.

(2016) peoplecentrism, sovereignty 340) 340) Factor analysis
antkelitism, peoplecentrism, necessity'four core concepts the combinatiohwhich is  continuous

Stanley(2011) people's sovereignty (nationalism) characteristic of all manifestations of populism" (p.258) (p.263) Factor analysis

Steiner and Anti- Elitism, illiberal democracy, Necessary conditiorof antielitism as the core of populisicontinuous (p.

Landwehr(2018) anti-pluralist skepticism, "Anti-Elitismus [...] in Verbindung mit" (p. 5); 13, (p.16) Factor analysis
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majoritarianism, trustee model of
political representation

implicitly necessary conditions of arglitism and people
centrismbut different levels etc. (p.70) "These
dissatisfaction of people, anti characteristics do not constitute elements of populism p
elitism, Manichean distinction but can be linked back to the ideational properties of
van Hauwaert and between virtuous people and evil populism (...) antagonistic position wasvis elites and its
van Kesse(2018) elites appeal to the common people.” contiruous (p.76 Factor analysis

dichotomous
(and ordinal with
Vehrkamp and  Anti-Establishment, AitPluralism, three categories,
Wratil (2017) Popular Sovereignty necessity p. 16) Thresholds
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Supplement 2: Decisions to be made for the aggregation of muttimensional
constructs

The analysis in the main text focuses on operationalization techniques in research on populist
attitudes. Yet the studyds gener al argument i ¢
those positioned at the intersection of the concept comggrténs requiring operationalization
techniques that account for this concept property. As mentioned in the main text, democracy is one
illustrative political science example that also features necessary conditions on the level of the
concept attributesigh levels of minority protectiodo not compensate ftow levels of electoral
fairnessbecause both components constitute necessary elements of liberal demdgbtatiers

and Skaaning 2012, 13%}ognitive competencies may be considered as another example from a
different scientific disciplindChalmers and Flora 2014, 341Ihagine a task such as math word

tests that require both arithmetic knowledge and text comprehension skillsn@asure used to
reliably predict a personb6és success at that t
into account that the presence of both competence components constitutes a necessary condition
for solving math word problems.

Consideringhe prevalence of muilimensional concepts with necessary conditions in the
social sciences, this supplement aims at providing guidance for researchers from diverse
disciplinary backgrounds on the appropriate operationalization of-tioignsional congas. In
an attempt to make the description accessible, we distinguish several steps in a sequence of
decisions that may help scholars to arrive at deliberate andjusglied choices when
operationalizing multdimensional constructs (for further readirsgeAlkire and Foster 2011b;

Goertz 2005 In the following, we daot consider strategies for developing new measures for
multi-dimensional concepts. Instead, we discuss the proper operationalization -@fimatisional
concepts using existing measures.

#1 Defining the concept essence: Dimensionality of the concept
The dimensionality of a concept is not always obvious, neither concerning the number nor the

specific content of the subdimensions. The following arguments only apply to 1-dmudtnsional
concepts and require 2) that it is possible to identify clearlyifsgskconcept subdimensions.
Questions to answer to choose the appropriate operationalization strategy:

V Has the concept two or more concept subdimensions?

11 Note that the following distssion assumes equal relevance of the concept dimensions. For the
operationalization of concepts for which this assumption is violated, see, for ing#deeand Foster (2011a).
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V What are the concept subdimensions?

#2 Qualifier: Relationship of the concept components
The relationship between concept components can be characterized by varying degrees of

interchangeability between the concept components, ranging frorcomopensatory to fully
interchangeable (qualifier). Which qualifier corresponds to a given concepinbabe derived

from the theoretical propositions associated with the essence of a concept. When determining the
numerical value of a target concept, the question is whether high values on one concept component
(partly) compensate low values on anotheroept component. When measuring democracy, for
instance, whether we consider the rule of law an indispensable element of democracy (or whether
its absence can be compensated for by, for instance, extensive participatory rights for the public in
political o judicial decisiorma ki ng pr ocesses) reflects the
democracy is in its essence.

I f the concept ds s ub ddompensaorypthes thegpresence afalls i d e
subdimensions constitute necessary conditions. Ifatie df one concept component can be fully
compensated by another concept component, then each concept component is fully interchangeable
by another. In addition to these extreme cases, there are degrees of interchangeability. For example,
very high valueson one dimension cannot fully compensate for very low values on another
subdimension, but partly make up for those very low values.

Determining the degree of interchangeability among the concept components is an integral
element of devising a proper opegoaalization procedure. Practically, the specification of a
concept qualifier establishes the aggregation function that is to be used for aggregating multiple

concept components into a composite score#5eggregation function).

Questions to answer to choose the appropriate operationalization strategy:

V Interchangeability: Do the theoretical propositions toward the essence of the concept
consider each concept component as necessary, or can values on oegt con
component compensate values on another concept component?

V If concept components are not necessary, to which degree (e.g., partly or fully) are the
concept components interchangeable?

#3 Quantifier: Scale of the target concept
A concept may be dichomous, continuous, or something in between (quantifier). Again, which

guantifier corresponds to a given concept is to be derived primarily from the theoretical
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propositions associated with the essence of a concept. The question is whether the corleapt has ¢
membership boundaries (and, if so, how many) or whether the concept entails grey space between
the pol es. For instance, whether we consider
concept reflects our reasoning of what gender is in its essenc

In some instances, however, practical considerations may also play a role when determining
the scale of the target concept. Precisely, the concept essence may imply a continuous quantifier
(6t emperatured), but researaclher guanvatyi fsteirl | ( 6r
simplicity. Concepts with a dichotomous quantifier may simplify the analysis and the reporting of
results. However, these advantages come at the expense of overlooking potentially meaningful
variation that the concept exhibitmpirically or theoretically. Hence, opting for a dichotomous
guantifier in light of an originally continuous concept entails a t@tdetween simplicity and
precision. In any case, specifying a concept quantifier must flow from theoretical reasonihg abo

which quantifier is suitable for the concept essence.

Questions to answer to choose the appropriate operationalization strategy:

V Interchangeability: Do the theoretical propositions about the essence of the concept
consider clear membership boundafa, if so, how many), or does the concept entail
grey space between the poles?

#4 Typology of Concept Structures
Having identified the dimensionality of a concept (stdp, the decisions at steg&® and #3

establish the concept structure for a given miftiensional concept.

Copying a table from the main text, Table-B2rovides an overview of prototypical
concept structures. Table32nay behelpul t o situate oneds concept
concept structures. Having a clear understanding of the concept structure is vital because each
concept structure has different practical implications for the decisions in the following steps (step
#5. aggregation function; steff standardization).

Note that Table S2 reports ideal types. As stated above, both the qualifier and the
guantifier offer more than two options, whereas, for the sakanglisity, the table only shows
four combinations of quantifiers and qualifiers.

Questions to answer to choose the appropriate operationalization strategy:

V Where does the concept fall on the continuums of concept qualifier and concept
guantifier?
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V Does thecombination of quantifier and qualifier of a given concept correspond to any
of the prototypical concept structures?
Table S21. Prototypical concept structures

Quantifier of concept structure

Dichotomous Continuous
Y o | Noncompensatory Sartori Goertz
£ <3
= (&] .
© O 3| Compensatory Residual Bollen
oG h

Note: Table S2L maps prototypical concept structures, but in practice, quantifier and qualifier
have more than two manifestations. Here, the qualifier contrasts no substitutability (necessity
conditions) with medium substitutabilitput higher and lowedegrees of substitutabilitsre

also conceivable. Likewise, this table compares two prototypical quantifiers, although ordinal
guantifiers are alsoonceivable

#5 Aggregation Function
To ensure that the mathematical structura ofeasurend the theoratal structure of the

concept do not fall apaftf. Goertz 2006, 125}he aggregation function for computing the target
measure needs to correspond to the theoretically derived concept structure. Because social science
concepts consist of a basic level (the concept essence), a second level (the concept components or
subdimensions) and a third level (the indicators at the measurement level), we need to distinguish
operationalization strategies for aggregating indicator$ ate concept 6s third
aggregating concept components at the concept
concern the aggregation of multiple indicators of a concept component into a summary score.
Instead, it deals with the aggegion of the concept components to derive an aggregate score for
the target concept.

First, we discuss aggregation functions for the prototypical concept structures, as depicted
in Table S21. Then, we discuss aggregation functions for other conceptiss. At the end of
the section, we provide a simple mathematical example to compare aggregate scores as computed
with each of the aggregation functions presented below.
Bollen

The Bollen structure is a widely employed operationalization strategy both in the literature
on populist attitudes and beyond. Therefore, techniques for computing a Bollen concept structure
are well known in the social sciendesy., Bollen and €nnox 1991; Bollen and Pearl 2013; Kaplan

21n principle, the general line of reasoning would apiypractice, in most cases the Bollen concept structure may
be most appropriati® aggregate indicatorseath e concep.t 6s third | evel
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2008) These techniques include any operational procedure that sums the values of the concept
components, including weighted or unweighted summary indexes, predicted scores using the factor
scores derived froraxploratory factor analysis or structural equation modeling.

6EaDQEOQMMEOEané st Qe o

Goertz

According to the Goertz concept structure, the resulting target concept is located at the
intersection of the concept component®nkk, the operationalization of the Goertz concept
structure requires an aggregation function that treats the concept componenis@spemsatory.
The mat hemati cal equivalent to the theoretica
| i nskih@ minimum function. Using the minimum function ensures that two individuals with
identical values on the lowest concept components do not differ in the derived aggregate score,
regardless of the values on the remaining concept components. Otheyaéiggréunctions are
conceivable if no strict nesubstitutability is assumed; se@ualifier: In-between (partly

compensatory)

"0t QIDOIGER ¢ g€ & QBIG € N €& ¢sQE O

Sartori

The Sartori concept structure entails crisp membership boundaries and considers entities as
members of the concept if and only if all concept components are jointly present. The necessary
conditions are met @ll concept components surpass agpecified threshold.

Vi 0B i ::Q V®E G e GOBE ané ¢ QD 'ngdi ’(?Q

The chdenge in operationalizing the Sartori concept structure is to specify a substantively
meaningful, norarbitrary thresholdAlkire and Foster 2011a, 483 One option for setting a
threshold is letting the data decide. Sutdtadriven methods can be carried out manually or
automatically. Manually, one could set thresholds at a certain percentile of the distribution (e.qg.,
upper half, top 10 percent). A manual ddteven approach entails a membership classification
procedue that depends on the sample distribution. Because such manudiidamaprocedures

13 One response to the challenge of threshold selection may also involve robustness tests using specification curves or
other means of transparent reporting various analytical optiondystke 2019, 11.
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do not assign membership by absolute properties of the concept essence, individuals may surpass
the classification threshold in one sample but not in a different sanfy@eewwhe component is
distributed differently (see#6 Normalization: Comparing raw or transformed concept
subdimensiong?

An automated datdriven approach, in contrast, would rely on algorithmic classification,
and examples are methods such as latent class analysis or latent profile @Dallysssand Lanza
2010) Automated datdriven techniques for class selection are somewhat more common in the
literature than manual techniqu@sg., Bonikowski and DiMaggio 2016j{owever, with regard
toanydatad r i ven appr oach, suchrpwelyrdatgriven calibration &€ratégiesat A
are fundamentally flawed [ é]. Measures | ike t
hand and, as such, void of any substantive meanir@vis the concept that one aims to capture
with a seb (Schneider and Wagemann 2012,.33)

In order to set thresholds based on substantive arguments, one might consider the scales of
the measures that underlie the concept cormpisn Given dichotomous concept components, the
choice of a cubff point is obvious* When the concept components are measured on a scale with
more than two categories, the choice of aaftipoint is often not straightforward. In these cases,
setting acut-off point is most intuitive when the concept components are measured on a meaningful
scale as such scales may offer thresholds with informational value. For instance, surpassing the
mid-point of a scale may denote a meaningful step that could sedisctaminate membership
boundaries. Concept components that were measured on-$dedes could also provide
opportunities for meaningfulcat f f points. I n the Shiny Web App!
provide examples of meaningful eoff points using various LikeHscale survey items on populist
attitudes.

Residual (Qualifier: Compensatory, Quantifier: Dichotomous)

Operationalizing a concept with a dichotomous scale with interchangeable concept
components draws on both the operationalization tqaks used for the Sartori and the Bollen
concept structures. First, the concept scores are derived using any weighted or unweighted
summation technique for operationaliziBgllen concept structures. Akin to the technique for the

operationalization oBartoriconcept structures, a meaningful thresholthéntchosen to delineate

14 Note thatresearchon the measurement of poverty has suggested more compleztag® thresholds, sdédkire
and Foster (2011a; 2011b).
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crisp membership boundaries. In practical terms, this approach differs from the Sartori
operationalization as dichotomization is conducted at the level of the derived target concept and
not on the level of the concept compone(idkire and Foster 2011a, 478pubstantively,
therefore, the resulting concept is dichotomous, but unlike the Sartori concept structure, it does not

represent the conjunction of the concept components.

Quantifier: In-between (Ordinal)
In case the concept at hand does not fall under any of the prototypical concept structures discussed
above but entails an ordinal scale, the operationalization strategies for dichotomous quantifiers may

be applied separately for each categurthe concept.

Qualifier: In-between (partly compensatory)

The Goertz and Sartori concept structures entail strict nsabstitutability on the level of the
concept components. However, it is conceivable that concept components are partly
interchangeable. Variousggregation strategies are conceivable that differ in technical details.
Which aggregation function fits best a given concept, therefore, depends on the assumptions about
the degree of substitutability of the concept components. In the following, we tpeesaort
description of selected aggregation functions for concepts with partial interchangeability. For
further information readers may resort to details providedlkire et al. 2015; Alkire and Foster

2011a; Atkinson 2003; Goertz 2006, 111ff; Greco et al. 2019; Mazziotta and Pareto 2016; Mgller
and Skaaning 2012, 122ff; Munck 2009, 48ff

- Multiplication: Multiplying all concept subdimensions implementpartial
interchangeability at the advantage of being easy to use and to comprehend. How
multiplication implements nesubstitutability becomes apparent when one concept
component equals zero. In that case, the function is fullycoarpensatory because the
aggregate score equals zero regardless of the values of the other concept components.
Note that multiplication introduces a ntinear function between the values of the
concept components and the aggregate score, exacerbating differences between
individuals.

- Weighted arithmetic meain contrast to the arithmetic mean (used in the main text to
operationalize the Bollen approach), which weighs all components equally, the
weighted arithmetic mean allows unequal weights. To implement a certain degree of
norrinterchangeability, one miglglace a higher weight on the term with the lowest
value. In this vein, the minimum can be understood as a special case of the weighted
arithmetic mean which puts all the weight on the term with the lowest value.
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- Geometric meanThe geometric mean is th#h root of the product oh concept
components. The geometric mean resembles the arithmetic mean, but it multiplies the
concept components instead of adding them. The geometric mean is occasionally used
in existing research to account for partly rommpersatory relationships among
concept components. For instance, in 2010, the United Nations Human Development
I ndex i ntroduced t hlewagheegsementimonedimersiannsnéte c a u
l' inearly compensated for [ é@rdsiorbThedeongtic ac hi
mean reduces the level of substitutability between dimensions and at the same time
ensures that a 1 per cent decline in the index of, say, life expectancy has the same impact
on the HDI as a 1 per cent decline in the education orrmemder (United Nations
2019)

- Counting approach and twievel thresholdsVarious other sophisticated methods in
operationalizing varying degrees of substitutability for radilthensional concepts with
a dichotomous quantifiavere recently proposed in poverty research. These proposals
include counting the number of dimensions on which an observational unit did (not)
surpass a threshold and the use of two threshold#lkiee et al. 2015; Alkire and
Foster 2011a; 2011b; Atkinson 2003; Mazziotta and Pareto 2016

The discussion above considers operationalizatioregies for concepts which are constituted by
varying degrees of necessary conditions on the level of the concept components. However, at the
other end of the substitutabiligontinuum (qualifier), sufficient conditions are conceivable as well
(Goertz 2006)Scholars in sockeconomic topics, for instance, discuss sufficient conditions using
settheoretic terms asnion (as opposed to antersection representing necessary conditiorig)

this vein, for classifying a person as deprived, it is sufficient to fall below the threshold on only
one of the multiple achievement dimensions. For further reading and operationalization strategies,
seeAlkire et al. 2015; Alkire and Foster 2011a; 2011b; Atkinson 2003; Greco et al. 2019; Mazziotta
and Pareto 2016

Example

For a hypothetical distribution of data among three observational units (e.g., respondents,
countries), Table SRshows the resulting aggregate scores for a hypothetical concept with three
concept components when different aggregation functi@sraployed. Similar to the calculations
conducted in the Shiny Web Application, TablelShows the sensitivity of resulting aggregate
scores to the employed aggregation function. In addition to the aggregate score, TlahleoS2
reports how each obseational unit ranks compared to the other observational units with respect

to these scores. Even though the values of the concept components remain unchanged, the rank
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order of observational units is not consistent across aggregation functions. Thisatiduserv
underscores the importance of carefully choosing the aggregation function that corresponds to the
conceptds essence.
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Table S2I. lllustrative computation of aggregate scores using different aggregation functions

Observational unit 1 Observationalinit 2 Observational unit 3
Compe Compe Compe Compe Compe Compe Compe Compe Compoe
nent 1 nent 2 nent 3 nent 1 nent 2 nent 3 nent 1 nent 2 nent 3
0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5 1 0.3 0.3 0.6
Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank

Goertz 0.2 2 0.2 2 0.3

[Minimum]

Bollen

[Unweighted 0.23 0.5 0.4 2

Mean]

Sartori

[Threshold  at 0 0 0

0.75]

Multiplication 0.01 0.1 0.05 2

Weighted

Average

Mean 0.07 0.45 0.27 2

[Low 0.5 Mid:

0.3; High: 0.2]

Geometric 0.23 2 0.23 2 0.38 -

mean

#6 Normalization: Comparing raw or transformed concept subdimensions?
Regardless of which concept structures a given concept amounts to when combining multiple

dimensions into an aggregate score, all dimensions must be measured on a common or on a
comparablescale(Edwards 2009, 519ff)implicitly, all aggregation functions discussed in the
previous section assume scale comparability. The minimum function, for instance, rests on the
assumption that the value 0.5 has the same meanidgferent concept components. In an ideal

case, scale comparability was already considered during scale development. When using existing
scales, however, one must judge their comparability even if they were not developed for the
purpose of aggregation.

If scales are not comparable on their raw metric, one option is to use standardized
transformations of the concept components (e.g., ussgpe transformations). However, this
procedure has the drawback of substantively changing the meaning of treestalbich the
concept components are measured. Specifically, high or low levels on one concept dimension were
then to be interpreted only in reference to the distribution within a given population. Consequently,
scores in one population cannot necessd@ycompared with scores on the same concept in a
different population (or a different point in time).

Hence, the issue of scale comparability is cumbersome and often does not offer satisfactory
options. Qualitative researchers have a long tradition ®fldée ng wi t h(Gaertz&006;br at i

Schneider and Wagemann 2012, 32ff) the quantitative social science research culture,
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6equati ngd aawdeingdiscusded pargcalarlpin tbe realm of ltem Response Theory
(Edwards 2009, 518ff; Kolen and Brennan 2004, 19&8cent methodological developments in
Item Response Theorgiso consider noncompensatory muditinensional constructéBabcock

2011; Bolt and Lall 2003; Chalmers 2012; 2018; Chalmers and Flora 2014; DeMars 2016; Liu and
Chalmers 2018)Even though the proposed methods are complex, computationally demanding,
and require a large number of measurements for each concepsdin{®abcock 2011; Bolt and

Lall 2003; Liu and Chalmers 2018&urther methodological developments may prove helpful for
solving scaling issues concerning both compensatory and noncompensatory concept structures.

V Are the scales of the subdimensions comparable, and, if not, what techniques will be
employed to ensure comparability?
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Supplement 3: Discrepancies between original and adopted Schulz et al.
populism scale

In the main text, we report evidence on Bi&kerman et al., Schulz et al., and the Castanho Silva
et al. populism scale. Yet the analysis of the Schulz et al. populism scale that is reported in the
main text uses data from the GLES campaign panel, which did not employ the original Schulz et
al. populism scale but a modified version of the scale. The GLES version of the scale only contains
nine items whereas the original Schulz et al. scale consists of 12 items. In addition, differences
occur with respect to the wording of one item of the-alitism subdimensions and a systematic
disparity in translating the homogeneity items from English to German (see TabJe S3
Thediscrepancyinthe antie | i t i sm s ubdi me n s Pdliticiang avennote r n st
really interested in what people like me tiinwhich was originally included in the Schulz et al.
s ¢ a | eté@rslond.version but the item was dropped during scale validation and was not included
in the final list of twelve items. Nonetheless, the principal investigatdhe German Longitudinal
El ection Studyés (GLES) Campaign PaPRditcians ncl ud ¢
care about what ordinary people thimpecause the loagunning GLES survey program already
contained a similar item. As an additional discrepancy, the respéetivés positively wordd in
the adapted version of the GLES Campaign Panel (high agreement with the item indicates lower
agreement with the tenets of populism) whereas the item in the original Schulz et al. scales is
negatively worded (in the same diiiect as all other scale items). Because goodness of fit was a
reason for the original scale authors to drop the respective(&ehulz et al. 2018, 322nd
because the adapted version of the item is in reverse compared to the other items eélitisranti
suldimension, it is possible that the aalitism subdimension as measured in the GLES Campaign
Survey exhibits a lower degree of internal consistency compared to survey data that uses the
original items on the anglitism subdimension.
Another discrepancyoncerns the homogeneity dimension, namely the translation of
6ordinary peopl e dwordimg. OrigieallyGiee termavas trgnslaed tnto Gemman
as Oeinfache Leut-edbawdli athedoas dobiemmpblaec kpeopl e
scale as wused in the GLES Campaign Pan-el ref
transl ated as oOonor mal citizenso. Al toget her,
understood as a more positive description of the respective group, pbtetitaing more people

to identify with the respective group. Consequently, due to these wording discrepancies between
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the original and the adapted scale, the level of agreement with the homogeneity items may be higher

for the adapted scale comparedtte original versior?

As argued above, it is conceivable that these issues affect the empirical properties of the

Schulz et al. populism scale as it is measured in the GLES Campaign Panel. Specifically, it could

be the case that the internal consisterid¢ii@antielitism subdimension and the level of agreement

with the homogeneity subdimensions would differ if the original instrument was employed. While

these issues should be kept in mind for anyone who intends to use the GLES data, it is not clear

that these issues necessarily affect the estimands of this study. If we understand the primary

estimand of the main text as the difference between the Bollen and Goertz populism scores, then

the issues discussed above do not have apparent ramifications fgpahted findings. Different

levels of agreement with the homogeneity indicators, for instance, would affect the comparison of

Bol |l en

homogeneity scores differgally, depending on the scores on other subdimensions.

and

Goertz

SCcCOor es

onl

y i f

t he

di

SCUSS e

Table S31. Question wordings in the original Schulz et al. scale and the adapted scale in

GLES Campaign Panel

Adapted scale Original version Difference
Anti-elitism
Politicians talk too muctand take too Politicians talk too much and tak Identical
little action. too little action.
The differences between the people ¢ The differences between people a Identical
the sacalled elite are greater than with the ruling elite are much greater thi
the people. the differences between ordina
people.

[Politicians care about whatrdinary Politicians are not really intereste Reverse
people think. ] in what people like me think. 60rdinary peo

i ke ed
Homogeneity
Ordinary people are of good and hon Ordinary people are of good ar Different translation of
character. honestcharacter 6ordinary peog
Ordinary people all pull together. Ordinary people all pull together  Different translation of

6ordinary peog
Ordinary people share the same vali Ordinary people share the sam Different translation of
and interests. values and interests. 6ordinary peog
Sovereignty
The people should have the final say The people should have the final s Identical

the most important political issues t
voting on them directly in referendums

on the mostimportant political
issues by voting on them directly i

referendums.

15 Note thatHieda, Zenkyo, and Nishikawa(2019) also found low correlations between the homogeneity
subdmensions and the other subdimensions in a Japanese sample of respondents Ssingzlet al.(2018) scale.
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The people, not the politicians, shou The people, not the politician: Identical
make our most important polic should make our most importal

decisions. policy decisions.
The politicians in Parliament need The politicians in Parliament need Identical
follow the will of the people. follow the will of the people.

Figures S3l through FS2L0 provide suggestive empirical evidence on whether the
discrepancies between the original Schulz et al. scale and the adapted version might have affected
the results that are reported in the main text. Figurgé &&low) was also plotted the main text
and shows the empirical properties of the adapted Schulz et al. populism scale in the GLES
Campaign Panel. We can compare the results in FigulevBth evidence using the original scale
items as they were measured in various countriexilCdstanho Silva et al. dataset (Figure2S3
through Figure S30).1° When comparing these results, however, we should keep in mind that the
reported findings in all of these plots do not only differ in whether the adapted or the original scale
was used bualso differ in the employed samples (survey firm, country). Nonetheless, despite
variation in the general strength of the association in each sample, we see similar patterns when
comparing findings with the adapted and the original scale: Above all, dhedeneity
subdimension behaves distinctly even when the original scale is used, exhibiting lower correlations

than the other two subdimensions.

16 Note thatCastanho Silva et alngloyed theSchulz et alpopulism scale in a reduced version as well.
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Figure S31. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and conceptattributes (Germany, adapted Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S32. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (US, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S33. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (Ireland, original Schulz et al. populism scale)

Anti-Elitism Homogeneity Sovereignty Goertzian Bollen Sartorian
20- = =
1.5- Corr: Corr: Corr: Corr: Ifn‘
1.0 0.35 0.46 0.6 0.8 =
0.5- z
0.0- .
H T
08- £ g E
P Corr: Corr: Corr: 3
06- g
0.38 0.82 0.71 3
04- o
Z
075 . g
) Corr: Corr: &
9501 0.52 0.81 &
0.25- =
[ ]
° e
0.75 _§8° elie g . ; @
!;g o ’! F] ’ ] Corr: ©
0.50+ o'! 8% of° o!lr £s &
02%85°.° o*%c 2 R4 0.82 i
0.25 : o 5
[}
e 8 .50 ] 5
v il i Al g -,
0.6- d' ._gﬂig i i! -2 ‘W 3
04-c <% of tfds =
%l wll Wl el ke
N o
18:, .-IJ "ll 11118 | AT | i || 25 L..L ;:i.
30- S
20- g
8 R L - e, R m—

0250500751002 04 06 08 0.25 0.50 0.75 025050075 04 DE 08 10 No Pop.  Pop

Figure S34. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (Italy, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S35. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (Mexico, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S36. Distrib ution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (Greece, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S37. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (Spain, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S38. Distribution of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes
and concept attributes (UK, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Figure S29. Distributio n of and correlations between concept structures of populist attitudes

and
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attitudes and concept attrbutes (Brazil, original Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Supplement 4: Questionnaires

This supplement reports the wordings of the questions of the items for measuring populist attitudes.
See Supplement 6: Handling existing scales of populist attitufes a discussion on

operationalizing existing scales of populist attitudes.

Intro = introductory sentences
QT = question text
RO = response options

Dataset: German Longitudinal Election Study, Campaign Panel 2017
Note that the Campaign Panel contains an adapted version of the original Schulz et al. populism

scale.
Schulz et al. (2018)
Intro: Hier sind weitere Meinungen uber Politik und Gesellschaft, denen manche Menschen zustimmen und andere
nicht.
QT: Geben Siditte an, ob Sie diesen Meinungen zustimmen oder nicht.
(A) Politiker reden zu viel und handeln zu wenig. [Anti-Elitism]
(B) Die normalen Burger verbindet ein guter und ehrlicher Charakter. [Homogeneity]
(C) Das Volk sollte bei wichtigen politisen Sachfragen mittels Volksabstimmung das letzte Wort haben.
[Sovereignty]
(D) Die normalen Birger ziehen an einem Strang. [Homogeneity]
(E) Die Unterschiede zwischen dem Volk und der sogenannten Elite sind viel groR3er als die Unterschiede
innerhalb des Volkes. [Anti-Elitism]
(F) Das Volk und nicht die Politiker sollten die wichtigsten politischen Entscheidungen treffen.
[Sovereignty]
(G) Die Politiker im Parlament miissen dem Willen des Volkes folgen. [Sovereignty]
(H) Die normalen Burger teilen die gleichen Werte und Interessen. [Homogeneity]
RO: (1) stimme Uberhaupt nicht zu; (2) stimme eher nicht zug{B)teils; (4) stimme eher zu; (5) stimme voll
und ganz zu.
Intro: In the following is a series of opinions on politics and society that people agree or disagree with.
QT: Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:
(A) Politicians talk too much and take too little action. [Anti-Elitism]
(B) Ordinary people are of good and honest character. [Homogeneity]
(C) The people should have the final say on the most important political issues by voting on them directly
in referendums. [Sovereignty]
(D) Ordinary people all pull together. [Homogeneity]
(E) The differences between the people and thealled elite are greater than within the people.
[Anti-Elitism]
(F) The people, not the politicians, should make our most important policy decifgmereignty]
(G) The politicians in Pariment need to follow the will of the people. [Sovereignty]
(H) Ordinary people share the same values and interests. [Homogeneity]
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2) tend to disagree, (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4) tend to agree; (5) strongly
agree
EFFICACY [USED AS THIRD ANTI-ELITISM ITEM ]
Intro: Hier ist eine Reihe von haufig gehdrten Meinungen tber Politik und Gesellschaft.

QT: Geben Sie bitte an, ob sie diesen Aussagen zustimmen oder nicht:
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(A) Die Politiker kimmern sich darum, was einfache Leute denken.
[remaining items of this battery are not used]

RO: (1) stimme uberhaupt nicht zu; (2) stimme eher nicht zu; (3) teils/teils; (4) stimme eher zu; (5) stimme voll
und ganz zu.

Intro: In the folowing is a series of frequently expressed opinions on politics and society.

QT: Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:

(A) Politicians care about what ordinary people think.
[remaning items of this battery are not dse
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2) tend to disagree; (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4) tend to agree; (5) strongly
agree.

Dataset: Castanho Silva et al. (2018) replication data set

Castanho Silva et al. (2016)

ANTI-ELITISM
QT:
- Thegovernment is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for themselves.
- Government officials use their power to try to improve people's lives.
- Quite a few of the people running the government are crooked.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2), (3)4) neither agree nor disagree; (5); (6); (7) strongly
agree.

PEOPLE CENTRISM

QT:
- Politicians should always listen closely to the problems of the people.
- Politicians don't have to spend time among ordinary people to do a good job.
- The will of the pedp should be the highest principle in this country's politics.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2), (3); (4) neither agree nor disagree; (5); (6); (7) strongly

agree.

MANICHEAN OUTLOOK

QT:
- You can tell if a person is good or bad if you know thelitics.
- The people | disagree with politically are not evil.
- The people | disagree with politically are just misinformed.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2), (3); (4) neither agree nor disagree; (5); (6); (7) strongly

agree.

Oliver/Rahn (2016)

ANTI-ELIT ISM

QT:
- The government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for themselves.
- Government officials use their power to try to improve people's lives.
- Quite a few of the people running the government are crooked.
- |1t d o e smafier who yoa \Vote for because the rich control both political parties.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3); neither agree nor disagree; (4); (5) strongly

agree.
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QT: People at the top usually get there ...
RO: (0) because the have more talent and waakder; (1) from some unfair advantage

MISTRUST IN EXPERTS

QT:
- 1 d6d rather put my trust in the wisdom of ordinary p
- When it comes to really important gquestions, scient
- Ordinary people can really use the help of experts to understand complicated things like science and health.

RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4); (5) strongly agree.

NATIONAL AFFILIATION (HOMOGENEITY )

QT: Trust incitizens on complex political issues

RO: (0) It would be unwise to trust the judgments of the citizens for todays complicated issues.; (1) | generally

trust the collective judgments of the citizens, even for complex political issues.

QT: Different or alile compared to most [nationality]

RO: (0) different than most [nationality]; (1) like most other [nationality]

QT: How important is being [nationality] to you?

RO: (1) not important at all; (2); (3); (4) dondét know

Akkerman et al. (2014)

ANTI-ELITISM

QT: Please indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement.
- Political differences are larger between the elite and the people than they are among the people.
- Elected officials talk too much arake too little action.

RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3); (4); (5) strongly agree

SOVEREIGNTY

QT: Please indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement.
- The politicians in the [NATIONAL] Parliament need to follow the will of thepjeeo
- The people and not politicians should make our most important policy decisions.
- I would rather be represented by a citizen than by a specialized politician.

RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3); (4); (5) strongly agree

MANICHEAN OUTLOOK
QT: Please indicate how much you disagree or agree with each statement.

What people call "compromise" in politics is really just selling out on one's principles.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3); (4); (5) strongly agree

Schulz et al(2018)

ANTI-ELITISM
QT:
- MPs in Parliament very quickly lose touch with ordinary people.
- The differences between ordinary people and the ruling elite are much greater than the differences between
ordinary people.
- People like me have no influence on what the gowent does.

RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4); (5) strongly
agree.

SOVEREIGNTY

QT:
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- The people should have the final say on the most important political issues by voting on them directly in
referendums.
- The people shuld be asked whenever important decisions are taken.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4); (5) strongly agree.

HOMOGENEITY
QT:
- Ordinary people are of good and honest character.
- Ordinary people all pull together.
- Although the British are very different from each other, when it comes down to it they all think the same.
- Ordinary people share the same values and interests.
RO: (1) strongly disagree; (2); (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4); (5) strongly
agree.

Dataset: LISS

Akkerman et al. (2014)

We make use of data of the LISS (Longitudinal Internet Studies for the Social sciences) panel
administered by CentERdata (Tilburg University, The Netherlands). Survey wave: Election
Survey Ukraine referendum Measusmam 3, datafile mj16a.

Please note that these are the English translations of the Dutch questionnaire provided by LISS
panel. These translations differ slightly from the original English questionnaire of the Akkerman
et al. scale, seéBupplement 6: Handling existing scales of populist attittitles

QT: Now we have some questions about your opinion on various political and societal themes. Please indicate
to what extent you agresith the following statements.

(E) Politicians in the House of Representatives should heed the opinion of the people.
[Politici in de Tweede Kamer moeten zich laten leiden door de mening van het volk.]
[Sovereignty]
(F) The most importargolitical decisions should be made by the people and not by politicians.
[De belangrijkste politieke beslissingen zouden gemaakt moeten worden door het volk en niet door
politici.]
[Sovereignty]
(G) I would rather be represented by an everyday citthan by a professional politician.
[Ik word liever vertegenwoordigd door een gewone burger dan door een beroepspoliticus.]
[Sovereignty]
(E) The political divisions are greater between the elite and everyday citizens than between citizens.
[De poltieke tegenstellingen zijn groter tussen de elite en gewone burgers dan tussen burgers
onderling.]
[Anti-Elitism]
(F) Politicians talk too much and do too little.
[Politici praten te veel en doen te weinig.]
[Anti-Elitism]
(G) In politics, reaching a compromise is often another way of describing a betrayal of principles.
[In de politiek is het sluiten van compromissen vaak een ander woord voor het verraden van je
principes.]
[Manichean Outlook]

17 For a different translation of the Dutch items into English,Js@®bs, Akkerman, and Zaslo2@18.
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RO: (1) disagree completely; (2) disagree; (3) neither agree nor disagree; (4) agree; (5)
agree completely; (6) no opinion
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Dataset: National Election Survey with CSES module
Because the questionnaire is supposed to be identical across national survey, we paste the survey

i nstrument as described in ACSES MHolmhetalng Con
2016)
QT: Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree

with the following statements?

(A)What people call compromise in politics is really
[Challenges to representative democracy]
(B) Most politicians do not care about the people.
[Anti-Elitism]
(C) Mostpoliticians are trustworthy
[Anti-Elitism]
(D) Politicians are the main problem in [COUNTRY]
[Anti-Elitism]
(E) Having a strong leader in government is good for [COUNTRY] even if the leader bends the rules to get
things done.
[Anti-Elitism]
(F) The people, and not politicians, should make our most important policy decisions.
[Challenges to representative democracy]
(G) Most politicians care only about the interests of the rich and powerful.
[Anti-Elitism]

QT: Now thirking about minorities. Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree,
somewhat disagree, strongly disagree with the following statements?

(B) The will of the majority should always prevail even over the rights of minorities..
[Chalenges to representative democracy]

QT: How widespread do you think corruption, such as bribe taking, is amongst politicians in [COUNTRY]:

very widespread, quite widespread, not very widespread, it hardly happens at all?
[Anti-Elitism]
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Supplement 5: Choice of scales on populist attitudes

In the main text, this study focuses on three scales of populist attitudékédrynan, Mudde, and
Zaslove(2014) Castanho Silva et a2019) andSchulz et al(2018) We selected the Akkerman
et al. scale due to its prominence in the literatanel we selected the Castanho Silva et al. scale
and the Schulz et al. scale because the respective studies conceptualize populist attitudes as multi
dimensional, they clearly specify the dimensional structure of the scale and its items, and both
scales uderwent psychometric validation during scale development.

However, there are various other scales on populist attitudes available that are also worth
examining. We report additional evidence on two other scales iatimg \Web Applicationthe

populism scales byliver and Rahn(2016) as well as the scale which is included in the
Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) Wave 5 Core Questigiit et al. 2016)

We selected the Oliver/Rahn scale for its mditmensional structure as it complements the
evidenceon the two scales in the main text, which are also constituted by three discrete dimensions.
In addition, we selected the CSES scale for its (anticipated) relevance in the field of public opinion
research. Supplement 6: Handling existing scales of populist attitudesvides specific

information on the operationalization of each scale.
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Supplement 6: Handling existing scales of populist attitudes

This sipplement discusses operationalizing existing scales of populist attitudes as multi
dimensional concepts with n@mompensatory subdimensions. The following reflections may
provide guidance when operationalizing populist attitudes as an attitudinal synthonexer, at

times, the scale documentation provided in the original studies was not sufficient for unambiguous
data processing. Above all, the logical structure of populist attitudes and the delimitation of the
concept6s subdi me n snt(@asmnhoviiha etral02019,8Yhieavg didoerv i d e
best to carefullyveigh the various options to process the available survey items and to transparently
outline our reasoning behind the decisions, the reported approaches represent our subjective
interpretations. Others may arrive at different conclusions.

In this discus®n, we focus on the dimensionality and properties of the following scales to measure
populist attitudes:

o Akkerman et al. scale
CSES Wave 5 scale

Castanho Silva dl. scale
Schulz et al. scale
Oliver / Rahn scale

O OO0 O oo

Akkerman et al. scale
At the moment of writing, the instrument developeddikerman, Mudde, and Zasloy2014)to

measure populist attitudes was the most frequently used scale of populism on the individual level.
In line with the argument of the present study, Akkerman et al. expbgpiecify populist attitudes

a s set of ideas (Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2011328) ¢ o mp r necessaty aod i
sufficient conditiond(Akkerman, Muddeand Zaslove 2014, 13268 pecifically the authors state

t h ahe fodus of the questions [of the scale] is on the three core features of populism: sovereignty
of the peopl e, opposition to the elité,0doand

(Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 1338 other wordsthe authors conceptualize populist

18 See the following similar quote on the dimensionality of the Akkerman et al. $ddle:survey questions are
designed to capture the fudleology of populism and its conception of democracy, in particular the will of the people
(their sovereignty) and the distinction between the people and the elite. The Manichean nature of the distinction
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attitudes as a multlimensional concept, constituted by three -nompensatory concept
components: Sovereignty of the pegletielitism, Manichean outlook.

Although the conceptual underpinnings of the Akkerman stale thus mirror the present
studyds concept ulevelipagpaigm asan attitudinal syndirornve| ogemationalizing
the Akkerman et al. scale along the strategies discussed in the present study is not straightforward.
These difficulties arisbecause the scale dimensionality is clear on the conceptual level, but it is
less clear how to implement the multidimensionality operationally.

I n the original pefformfes]a pridcih& eompoaent amalysis éPICA) A
to investigate whethét is possible toidentify a populist dimensiofunderscoring not in the
or i gi n akkerrham,Mudde) and Zaslove 2014, 1826 this vein, the authors then proceed

to extractonedimension of populist attitudes from a longer battery of attitudinal items. It was in
response to t he-dimensiohatyblsmt other esahndlansghavel developed new
measures of populist attitudes with an explicitly mdlthensional structurée.g., Schulz et al.
2018, 318) As discussed in greater detailldy, the concurrence of the multimensional
conceptual specification that underlies the scale and its usage aslimensional measurée.g.,

van Hauwaert and van Kessel 20i8)lue to the fact that some items of the Akkerman et al. scale
tap intomultiple concept components at once. However, the logical structure of the scale is not
always unambiguougCastanho Silva et al. 2019,. 3Jherefore, more than one approach to
operationalize the scale is conceivable. Because each approach has distinct advantages and
disadvantages, we discuss two strategies to operatiorthizéAkkerman et al. scale as an
attitudinal syndrome with multiple concept components.

Scales may already account for the fwompensatory relationship between concept
components at the stage of measurement by combining all concept components in eah meas
More than is the case for the remaining scales examined in this study, the indicators of the
Akkerman et al. scale can be understood as intended to measure not only one concept subdimension
but as incorporating multiple concept components into ease\sitems(Akkerman, Mudde, and
Zaslove 2014, 1332; Castanho Silva et al. 2019n2his vein, some items of the Akkerman et al.
scale are worded in a way so that respondents only agree with a statemespgoridents

concurrently agree with t he t &heeeople, anfl nomu | t i |

between the people and the elites is also a featfiour survey questiodsAkkerman, Mudde, and Zaslog914,
133)).
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politicians, should make our most important policy decisionswhi ch t aps

orientations and anglitist orientations, se€able S61 for anoverview of the scale itemdpdeed,

i nto

if all items were measuring the intersection of all concept components, then it would be

unne

procedure. Under these circumstanaggregating the items with simple averages if they

cessary to accou-admpefnsatory re¢latomnshipl in the aggregatiors 6 n

reflected one dimension would be feasible; the composite score would still assess populist

attitudes as an attitudinal syndrome because the necessary conditions were already accounted for

at the stage of measurement (Sagplement4: Assessing nenompensatory muHilimensional

concepts already at the stage of measurement (Akkerman et alf@caléjscussion of other vices

and virtues of this approach).

In the case of the Akkerman et al. scale, however, these conditions are not met. Some

indicators tap into two components simultaneously it is unclear whether all items are inherently

multi-d i

peop

mensi onal or

whet her they are | inWmed mor e

l e call Acompromi seodo in

pol it idoc smaiys

rred d lel

Manichean Outlook only). More importantly, not all items appé& measure all concept
onent s s i mé&lectedaffieiadsuatk toy mucheandgake toofiittle acions e e ms

not to reflect orientations towards popular sovereignty). Hence, because one cannot take for granted

comp

that the multidimensionalityof the entire concept as already incorporated in each survey item, we

need to examine the dimensionality of the scale more closely before combining the scale

subdimensions according to roampensatory operationalization strategies.

Table S61. Items and subdimensions of Akkerman et al. populism scale

Code | Item Strategy 1 Strategy 2
Subdimension Subdimension

POP 1 | The politicians in the [NATIONAL]| Anti-elitism and sovereignty | Sovereignty
Parliament need to follow the will ¢
the people

POP 2 | The people, and not politiciany Anti-elitism and sovereignty | Sovereignty
should make our most importa
policy decisions

POP 3 | The political differences between th Anti-elitism and sovereignty | Anti-elitism
elite and the people are larger than
differences among the people

POP 4 | | would rather be represented by| Anti-elitism and sovereignty | Sovereignty
citizen than by a specialized politicig

POP 5 | Elected officials talk too much an Anti-elitism and Manichear Anti-elitism
take too little action outlook
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POP7 | Wh a't peopl e cal |Ant-eltism and Manicheaj Manichean outlook

politics is really just selling out o] outlook

oneds principles
Note: To ease comparison with the original study, the numbering of the items follows that of the original authors
(Akkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 133yategy 2 was used in this study for the empirical analysis of the scale.

Strategy lgenerally acknowledges the inherent multidimensionality of the scale items and
associatesndividual items with multiple concept components (see Tabld)S6trategy 1 thus
requires to examine how many and which subdimensions an item captures. Strategy 2, on the other
hand, approximates the more classical approach to-tioignsional conceptsy understanding
one survey item as reflective of one concept subdimension. Strategy 2 thus requires to identify the
concept subdimension that is dominant in an item even when the item may tap into multiple

subdimensions.

1) Strategy 1: Multidimensional iems

According to the authors, the first four items [PGPDP 4 ] Arefl ect i d
representative government, reflecting the ideas that there is a division between the people and the
politicians (the elite) and that politicians do not represent the truew o f {(Akkermane op |l e 0
Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 133Because it imot always clear that those items also tap into the
Mani chean di irhe pditicians in the[NATIONALJiParliament need to follow the
will of thepeoplé ) , t hese items are understood as tapp
elitist dimersions. More specifically, one may interpret this battery of items as capturing the
conjunction of antelitist and sovereigntgupporting attitudes.

According t o t hhe Manicheanidimension,ahattishtiwertession lietween
Agoodo amdifBewxialptured i n t he O0d@kkemnsaniMaddes an® OP5 t
Zaslove 204,1334) Whi |l e t hi s s e nt Electedofficials palk to@muchtahdat P O
take too littleaction ) and WR@P7peéedpl e call Acompromi seodo i
out on oneobs PpOPRG6GNCIi Pl BB I nle) Imeaswredthe iManictiedne f i
subdimension, a Manichean outlook in the context of populism is inherently linked witliastti
orientations because the evil is impersonated by the corrupted elite in the populist worldview (see
alsoAkkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 18Reflecting this link between ardlitism and a
Mani chean out !l ook, statdments #ZORFHOPEG[ret ingladedi it thetfimah t i
scale],and POP7are intended to emphasize that the distinction between the people and the elite
is a battle between good and é\ipkkerman, Mudde, and Zaslove 2014, 133lence, the items
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POP5 and POP7 may be understood as tapping into stibdimensions: andlitism and
Manicheanism.

Having discussed all indicators of the Akkerman et al. populism stalele S61
documents our interpretation based on the aut
each indicator taps into. Bad on this overview, it is possible to apgiye Goertz or Sartori
operationalization stratedy derive a composite populism score using the items of the Akkerman
et al. scale. Specifically, using weighted or unweighted summary scores, one wouldjfegase
POPL1 through POP4 into a composite index to reflect the conjunct acceptanceetifistndind
sovereigntys upporting views. The second index of P
conjunct acceptance of amitist and of Manichean orientatie. Both indexes would then be
combined using the Goertz or the Sartori operationalization strategy to derive a composite index
of populist attitudes.

2) Strategy 2: Onalimensional items

While some statements of the original authors can be interpreteggessng that all scale
items are inherently muidimensional, a different interpretation of the original study and, thus, a
different strategy for operationalization is also conceivable. Moreover, inherently- multi
dimensional items are not widespreadpublic opinion research where each item is usually
intended to measure one substantive orientatiorSiggplement 14: Assessing hRoompensatory
multi-dimensional concepts already at the stage of measurement (Akkerman et alfoscale)
critical discussion). Another option to operationalize the Akkerman et al. scale would thus be to
follow the standard practices in public opinion research by grouping itgnthe subdimensions
that each item is supposed to reflect, assuming that each indicator is reflective of one subdimension.
Applying this approach to the Akkerman et al. scdilas requires to identify the concept
subdimension that is dominant in an itemen when the item may tap into multiple subdimensions.

As POP1, POP2, POP4 all relate to the distribution of political pomere specifically to
the tenet of transferring power from the elites to the p&ople understand these items as
measurisgpporetdsf or popul ar sovereignty as the
these I tems to the r es pe cThdpoligcalsiifererecesdetvgeenttne di m
elite and the people are larger than the differences among the pepple i n contr ast,
differences between the elite and the people and refers to popular sovereignty only indirectly, and
we thus grouped thisitemintheaatl i ti sm di mensi on. We al so grot

talk too much and take too l#tl a c t i o n oe)itistidimengion m lina with the Schulz et al.
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populism scale which also uses the item in indicator ofdditist orientation. Finally, as POP7
(What people calll Acompromi sed in ped)trebers
to elites only indirectly but assesses oneods
mainly reflecting the Manichean dimension.

Based on this strategy, one can aggregate the items of the Akkerman et al. scale into three
distinctive subdimensions (for instance, by calculating average scdrksh, these sub
dimensions may be aggregated into individeakl populism scores according to the Goertz or
Sartori operationalization strategy (see main text@uyaplemen2: Decisions to be made for the
aggregation of mukdimensional construgts

3) Conclusion

Both of the strategies for operationalizing the Akkerman et al. scale presented above are
feasible options for using the scale items in a way that ensures to assign high populism to an
individual only if the individual agrees with all subdimensions ofdbecept. In our empirical
analysis, we opted to use Strategy 2 as it is more in line with the operationalization procedures of
the other populism scales discussed in this article.

Notably, both of these strategies differ from the operationalization prozeérformed by
the original authors, which, mathematically, would amount to the Bollen procedure. However, even
though we have argued that the Akker man et al
necessary conditions already on the measent stage, various scale items can be understood as
tapping into the conjunction of at least two concept components. Because the scale accounts for
the noncompensatory relationship between concept components at least to a certain extent already
at themeasurement stage, whether a-“compensatory or a compensatory operationalization
procedure is employed is less consequential in this case. In other words, whether the Bollen or the
Goertz operationalization strategy is performed should make less tdranlife compared to scales
in which all items are clearly orgimensional (see Shiny Web Application to compare scales in
various samples). Indeed, our findings demonstrate that the Akkerman et al. scale is fairly robust
to choices in operationalizatiorrategies.

CSES Wave 5 scale
Operationalizing the CSES populism scale is not straightforward. As part of the module

APeopl e, Politicians and the Politics of Popu
that are more or less directly associated witipulism at the mass lev@Hobolt et al. 2016)
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Accr ding to the documentation, the CSHSBboWave 5
et al. 2016, 5)attitudes toward political elites, attitudes toward representative democracy and
majority rule, attitudetoward outgroups. When intending to use the CSES Module 5 for research
on populist attitudes, the main question at tF
constitute essential elements of populist attitudes. At the indicator levehthgnestion is which
of the survey questions in CSES Module 5 tap into the concept of populism and whether some
indicators measure related but different concepts.

The CSES documentation suggests that populism at the mass level is to be understood as a
multi-dimensional concegtHobolt et al. 2016, 4)However, it does not explicitly specify which
items and concepts denote essential concept characteristics of populist attitudes and which denote
collateralcone pt s. Therefore, we engaged in a close 1
on Module 5 to derive a coherent operationalization of populist attitudes that is consistent with the
specification of the concept, as suggested by the original authoesrepthri{Hobolt et al. 2016)
As a general rule, weedided only to include items and concepts which unequivocally constitute
essential elements of populism at the mass level. Consequently, according to our interpretation, the
CSES Module 5 item battery is comprised of two types of measures: those timab teagpsential
core elements of populist attitudes and those that indicate certain varieties of populism which do
not necessarily capture core elements of the concept (e.g. authoritarian orientations). Based on
these general considerations, we discussujestive interpretation of how CSES Module 5 data
may be used to operationalize populist attitudes as a-diiénsional concept.

According to the tt$diethad mlticanektes ana thé people hafie
contrasting and incompatible ietests is at the heart of populisrfiHobolt et al. 2016, 4)Later,
the authors ¢ t e r a thecore &spett of dopulism is the notion of a clear distinction between
the (good) people and the (evil) eligafppas 2012; Woods 2014). The antagonism between elites
and the people is at the heart of populism (Mudde and Kaltwasser@®iagholt et al. 2016, 5)
Therefore, the concept specification suggests considarnitiglitist orientations as the essential
component of populist attitudes that the authors intend to measure with the CSES scale.
Consequently, we included all items that were suggested by the authors to measelrestnti
orientations: Q4 (b, c, d) drQ7. (The battery contains yet another-atitism itemi Q4Gi which
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we have not included in the scale as it only taps into a specific kind of populism according to the
official documentatiort?)

According to the [ECBEGSpPp uWloicsumpasked p trejeaian,mfm i
pluralism and opposition to the protection of minoriGi€blobolt et al. 2016, 4)In other words,
the CSES planning committee conceptualizes attitudes toward principles and procedures of
governing as an essential element of populist orientations. This proposition is Ish\anechy,
albeit not all scholars of populis(e.g., Pappas 2016; Plattner 2010; Urbinati 20Thys, the
concept specification suggests that attitudes toward democracy and pluralisntoasithered as
an essential component of populist attitudes that is to be measured with the CSES scale. Yet, it is
less clear which items to include for measuring this concept component.

The CSES report does not specify the dimensionality of the conicegbsions, nor does

it clearly state the intended usage of the various items that are listed in the respective section on

democracyy el ated attitudes. | t e nirequeddly @oicedraliern®dvies ar e
to the O6corrupt edodHobok etrale 2066n T)@ohsideriag thatytisey are
6frequently voicedd implies that they may of't

constitute essential elements of populist attitudes.ip®rtant to remember that populist attitudes

are a form of thin ideology which can be linked to various host ideol@giedde 2017) One of

these host ideologies can be but does not have to be authoritariahesefore, we decided not to

c ons i dedavin@alstrong I&ader in government is good for [COUNTRY] even if the leader

bends the rulesto getthingsdong as measuring an essential asp
as Q4e apparently tapsintosoppt f or aut hor it ar i dhe paogleganthe pr €
not politicians, should make our most important policy decisions in contrast, ta
for popular sovereignty, which authors of other populism scales also recognize as anl essentia
component of populism at the mass | evéhat Henc:«
peopl e <call compromise in politiaes whkioaohailésy
established item for measuring populism at the mass level abéémadopted from the Akkerman

et al . slroeavlll ef the "Gy skfodild always prevail even over the rights of minariies

was also retained as it is intended to measure attitudes towards the democratic process with respect

19 According to the authors the ite@4 G Mdstipoliticians care only about the interests of the rich and powrful.
would measure lefivingp o p u | Alse,reftwind populists in particular often portray the elite as representative of
the rich, the economically advantaged, and large financial corporations in opposition to the ordinary economically and
socially disadvantaged people (capturedems Q4gp Hobolt et al. (2016, 7).
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to minority rightswhich the authors have established as a constituent element of populism (see
a b ove pepulisim tendis to give priority to majority rule as a means to reach decisions,
therefore leaving minority rights in a secondary place. This is captured in questmn(i&bolt

et al. 2016, 7)

Altogether, inspecting the available measures and their respective description in the CSES
documentation | eaves wus with three indicator
representative democracy. o0 Arguably, t hi-s ¢ omg
elitist subdimension as the items for that component tap into notions eplarmism and
sovereignty. Antpluralism and support for popular sovereignty aressantively linked but still
represent distinct aspects of democrespted attitudes. Nonetheless, due to their theoretical
nexus and because the CSES documentation subsumes these items under the common label of
AChall enges t o r e mweasspeomhing theseitemsdneomeacancept coyn@onent
for the purpose of this paper.

Finally, the CSES Module 5 offers additional survey items related tgroups. While
these survey questions help determine attitudes to which host ideology popehsatmns are
linked in specific populations, these orientations represent potential kinds but not essential
elements of populism. Therefore, we did not include any of these here.

Table S62 provides an overview of the scale items and the concept sulsiamerhat
they correspond to according to the option discussed above. After aggregating the items within
each subdimensiofffor instance, by calculating average scaral)concept components may be
aggregated into individudével populism scores acabng to the Goertz or Sartori
operationalization strategy (see main text &wupplemen2: Decisions to be made for the

aggregation of mukdimensional construgts

Table S62. Items and subdimensions, CSES populism scale

Code | Iltem Subdimension
Q4b Most politicians do not care about the people Anti-elitism
Q4c Most politicians are trustworthy* Anti-elitism
Q4d Politicians are the main problem [BOUNTRY] Anti-elitism
Q7 How widespread do you think corruption, such as bridéng, | Anti-elitism

is amongst politicians in [COUNTRY]: very widespread, quitg
widespread, not very widespread, it hardly happens at all?
Q4a What people cakompromise in politics is really just selling oy Challenges to representative
oneb6s principles. democracy
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Q4f The people, and not politicians, should make our most impor Challenges to representative

policy decisions. democracy
Q5b The will of themajority should always prevail even over the rig| Challenges to representative
of minorities. democracy

CSES Module 5 Survey items which are not included in the populism measure

Q4g Most politicians care only about the interests of the rich | Left-wing Anti-elitism

powerful.
Qde Having a strong leader in government is good for [COUNTE Authoritarian Regime
even if the leader bends the rules to get things done. Preferences

Note: Asterisks indicate reverse coded items.

Castanho Silva etal. scale
Operationalizing the scale of populist attitudes by Castanho Silva et al. is straightforward.

The original study(Castanho Silva et al. 2018)early specifies scale dimensionality and the
association between item and subdimensions (TabR).S&ter aggregating the items within each
subdimension(for instance, by calculating average scared) concept components may be
aggregated intoindividuatlevel populism scores according to the Goertz or Sartori
operationalization strategy (see main text &wupplemen2: Decisions to be made for the
aggregation of mukdimensional construgts

Table S63: Items and subdimensions, Silva et al. populism scale

Code | Item Subdimension
Ppl 1 Politicians should always listen closely to the problems of the

people. Peoplecentrism
Ppl2 |Pol iticians dondédt have to sp

good job.* Peoplecentrism
Ppl 3 | The will of the people should be the highest principle in this

countryés politics Peoplecentrism
Ant1l | The government is pretty much run by a few ibigrests looking

out for themselves. Anti-elitism
Ant2 |Government officials use the

lives.* Anti-elitism
Ant 3 | Quite a few of the people running the government are crooked| anti-elitism
Manl | You can tell if person is good or bad if you know their politics.| panichean outlook
Man 2 | The people | disagree with politically are not evil.* Manichean outlook
Man 3 | The people | disagree with politically are just misinformed. Manichean outlook

Note: Asterisks indicate reverse coded items.

Schulz et al. scale
Operationalizing the scale of populist attitudes by Schulz et al. is straightforward. The

original study(Schulz et al. 2018klearly specifies scale dimensionality and the association
between item and subdimensions (Table-4%6 After aggregating the items within each
subdimension(for instance, by calculating aveg® scores)all concept components may be

aggregated into individudével populism scores according to the Goertz or Sartori
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operationalization strategy (see main text &upplemen: Decisions to be made for the

aggregation of mukdimensional construgts

Table S64: Items and subdimensions, Schulz et al. populism scale

Code | Item Subdimension
Ant 1 MPs in Parliament very quickly lose touch wittdinary people. Anti-elitism
Ant 2 The differences between ordinary people and the ruling elite are mug

greater than the differences between ordinary people. Anti-elitism
Ant 3 People like me have no influence on what the government does. Anti-elitism
Ant 4 Politicians talk too much and take too little action. Anti-elitism
Sov 1 The people should have the final say on the most important political

issues by voting on them directly in referendums. Sovereignty
Sov 2 The people should besked whenever important decisions are taken. | goyereignty
Sov 3 The people, not the politicians, should make our most important poliq

decisions. Sovereignty
Sov 4 The politicians in Parliament need to follow the will of the people. Sovereignty
Hom 1 | Ordinary people all pull together. Homogeneity
Hom 2 Ordinary people are of good and honest character. Homogeneity
Hom 3 | Ordinary people share the same valuesiatalests. Homogeneity
Hom 4 | Although the Swiss are very different from each other, when it comes

to it they all think the same.

Homogeneity

slightly different wording. Se8upplement 10: Variougperationalizations of the Sartori concept structure

Oliver / Rahn scale

original study(Oliver and Rahn 201&)learly specifies scale dimensionality and the association
between item and subdimensions (Table5§® After aggregating e items within each
subdimension(for instance, by calculating average scared) concept components may be
aggregated

operationalization strategy (see main text &upplement2: Decisions to be made for the

into individudével

aggregation of mukdimensional construgts

Table S65. ltems and subdimensions, Oliver/Rahn populism scale

Code | Item Subdimension

Ppl1 | Trustin citizens on complex political issues (dichotomous) National Affiliation
Ppl 2 Similarity with other fellow citizens (dichotomous) National Affiliation
Ppl 3 How important is being [nationality] to you? NationalAffiliation
Ant 1 The government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking

for themselves

Anti-elitism

Note: This table shows the original scale items. The analysis in the main text uses an adaptethscale

populism scores according to the Goertz or Sartori

Operationalizing the scale of populist attitudes by Oliver/Rahn is straightforward. The

20The Oliver/Rahn scale contains a discrete subdimension on national identity whereas we did not include items related

to national identity as essential items of ®@8ES scale. We follow a different strategy due to the primacy of the

original specification

authorso6 concept

over

our

clearly documented in the case of the Oliver/Rahn scale buteequur interpretation in the case of the CSES scale.
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Ant 2
Ant 3
Ant 4

Mis 1

Mis 2

Mis 3

Government officials use their power to try to improve people's liv
Quite a few of the people running thevernment are crooked.

I't doesndét really matter who
political parties

|l 8d rather put my trust in th
opinions of experts and intellectuals

| 6d rather put my trust in th

opinions of experts and intellectuals
Ordinary people can really use the help of experts to understand
complicated things like science and health.

Anti-elitism
Anti-elitism

Anti-elitism
Mistrust in Experts
Mistrust in Experts

Mistrust in Experts
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Supplement 7: Descriptive statistics

Table S71 shows the distribution of socemographic variables in the GLES Campaign Panel,
as it was used in the main analysis (excluding respondents with missing values on the populism
variables from survey wave 5)ables S72 through Table SB shows the distrilstion of socie

demographic variables in the Castanho Silva et al. replication data set, separated by countries.

Table S71. Sample composition inGerman Longitudinal Election Study, Campaign Panel
2017

Total
(N =13998)

Age

Mean (SD) 48.73 (14.7)
Gender

Male 6844 (48.9%)

Female 7154 (51.1%)
Education

School student (ASch¢l er o) 60 (0.4%)

Left school without a certif 96(0.7%)

Certificate of Secondary Edu 2362(16.9%)
Intermediate schodl eavi ng certi ficate 3905(27.9%)
Advanced technical col |l ege ¢ 1009 (7.2%)
Advancedscbol-l eavi ng certifi cat e ( n3186(22.8%)

Notes:Education: current/highest completed school degree. Surveyed at wave 5.
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Table S72. Sample composition in Castanho Silva et al. (2018) replication data set

u.S. Brazil France Greece Ireland Italy Mexico Spain UK
(N=505) (N=281) (N=274) (N=275) (N=269) (N=219) (N=221) (N=280) (N=186)

Age

Mean (SD) 35.0(10.6) 29.5(8.5) 29.7(8.4) 34.0(8.7) 37.8(11.3) 35.4(11.0) 33.1(9.3) 32.2(9.1) 34.0(10.6)
Education

Mean (SD) 41(1.3) 144((4.2) 16.3(4.3) 17.0(5.1) 15.0(3.9 14.3(5.2) 14149 145(4.9 14.4 (5.2
Income

Mean (SD) 58(3.1) 405 6.3(29 57(26) 48(24) 4625 46(2.7) 3625 4.4(25)
Ideology

Mean (SD) 42(23) 551 4918 44(22) 51(23) 51(19 55(19 5219 54(.9
Gender

Male 223 (44.7% 219 (81.1% 206 (76.6% 195 (73.6% 142(53.2%)125 (59.5% 152 (72.4% 185 (73.7% 106 (59.2%

Female

276 (55.3% 51 (18.9%) 63 (23.4%) 70 (26.4%) 125 (46.8% 85 (40.5%) 58 (27.6%) 66 (26.3%) 73 (40.8%)

Notes:Age: mean ageEducation: for American sample, mean of the highest degree achieved. For the others, mean number of years
completed of formal educatiomcome: mean income decilégeology: mean leftright selfplacement on a-@ scale, where 1 is left.
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Table S73. Schulz et al.populism scalein German Longitudinal Election Study, Campaign
Panel 2017

Total
(N =13998)

Populism (Goertz)

Mean (SD) -0.54 (0.73)
Populism (Bollen)

Mean (SD) -0.01 (0.65)
Anti-Elitism

Mean (SD) -0.01 (0.79)
Manichean Outlook

Mean (SD) 0.00 (0.84)
PeopleCentrism

Mean (SD) 0.00 (0.85)
Populism (Sartori)

0 12966 (93.0%)

1 969 (7.0%)
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Table S74. Populism scales (Castanho Silva et al. 201i®) Castanho Silva et al. (2018) replication data set

U.S. Brazil France Greece Ireland Italy Mexico Spain UK
(N=505) (N=281) (N=274) (N=275) (N=269) (N=219) (N=221) (N=280) (N=186)

Populism (Goertz)

Mean (SD) 0.36 (0.16) 0.37 (0.14) 0.37 (0.14) 0.35 (0.15) 0.36 (0.16) 0.36 (0.15) 0.35 (0.16) 0.37 (0.15) 0.37 (0.15)
Populism (Bollen)

Mean (SD) 0.53 (0.12) 0.53 (0.10) 0.53 (0.10) 0.53(0.10) 0.53 (0.11) 0.53 (0.11) 0.53 (0.10) 0.53 (0.10) 0.53 (0.11)
Anti-Elitism

Mean (SD) 0.61 (0.19) 0.61 (0.17) 0.61 (0.17) 0.61 (0.18) 0.61 (0.19) 0.61 (0.17) 0.61 (0.18) 0.61 (0.16) 0.61 (0.16)
Manichean Outlook

Mean (SD) 0.40 (0.19) 0.40 (0.16) 0.40 (0.15) 0.40 (0.19) 0.40 (0.17) 0.40 (0.18) 0.40 (0.19) 0.40 (0.17) 0.40 (0.17)
PeopleCentrism

Mean (SD) 0.59 (0.17) 0.59 (0.15) 0.59 (0.15) 0.59 (0.15) 0.59 (0.15) 0.59 (0.16) 0.59 (0.15) 0.59 (0.15) 0.59 (0.17)
Populism (Sartori)

0 471 (93.3%271 (96.4% 264 (96.4% 266 (96.7% 245 (91.1% 207 (94.5% 216 (97.7% 270 (96.4% 181 (97.3%

1 34 (6.7%) 10 (3.6%) 10(3.6%) 9 (3.3%) 24 (8.9%) 12(5.5%) 5(2.3%) 10(3.6%) 5 (2.7%)
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Table S75. Populism scales (Oliver/Rahn 2016 Castanho Silva et al. (2018) replication data set

uU.S. Brazil France Greece Ireland Italy Mexico Spain UK
(N=505) (N=281) (N=274) (N=275) (N=269) (N=219) (N=221) (N=280) (N=186)

Goertz (Oliver/Rahn)
Mean (SD)
Bollen (Oliver/Rahn)
Mean (SD)
Anti-Elitism
Mean (SD)
National Affiliation
(Homogeneity)
Mean (SD)
Mistrust in Experts
Mean (SD)
Sartori (Oliver/Rahn)
0
1

0.41 (0.15) 0.43 (0.14) 0.42 (0.14) 0.42 (0.14) 0.43 (0.15) 0.42 (0.14) 0.42 (0.14) 0.42 (0.15) 0.42 (0.15)
0.58 (0.11) 0.58(0.11) 0.58 (0.11) 0.58 (0.10) 0.58 (0.12) 0.58 (0.11) 0.58 (0.11) 0.58 (0.11) 0.58 (0.11)

0.57 (0.20) 0.58 (0.17) 0.57 (0.18) 0.57 (0.18) 0.57 (0.20) 0.57 (0.19) 0.57 (0.19) 0.57 (0.19) 0.57 (0.18)

0.48 (0.18) 0.48 (0.16) 0.48 (0.16) 0.48 (0.15) 0.48 (0.15) 0.48 (0.17) 0.48 (0.16) 0.48 (0.16) 0.48 (0.17)
0.69 (0.15) 0.69 (0.18) 0.69 (0.17) 0.69(0.17) 0.69 (0.17) 0.69 (0.17) 0.69 (0.16) 0.69 (0.16) 0.69 (0.16)

250 (98.0% 264 (96.4% 258 (95.6% 268 (98.5% 258 (96.6% 211 (96.8% 211 (97.2% 258 (98.5% 179 (96.8%
5(2.0%) 10 (3.6%) 12(4.4%) 4 (1.5%) 9(3.4%) 7(3.2%) 6(2.8%) 4(1.5%) 6 (3.2%)
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Table S76. Populism scales (Schulz 201&) Castanho Silva et al. (2018) replication data set

uU.S. Brazil France Greece Ireland Italy Mexico Spain UK
(N=505) (N=281) (N=274) (N=275) (N=269) (N=219) (N=221) (N=280) (N=186)

Goertz (Schulz)
Mean (SD)
Bollen (Schulz)
Mean (SD)
Anti-Elitism
Mean (SD)
Homogeneity
Mean (SD)
Sovereignty
Mean (SD)
Sartori (Schulz)
0
1

0.48 (0.16) 0.49 (0.17) 0.49 (0.17) 0.49 (0.16) 0.49 (0.17) 0.49 (0.13) 0.49 (0.16) 0.49 (0.17) 0.50 (0.15)
0.62 (0.12) 0.62 (0.13) 0.62 (0.13) 0.62 (0.13) 0.62 (0.14) 0.62 (0.12) 0.62 (0.13) 0.62 (0.14) 0.62 (0.13)
0.65 (0.19) 0.65 (0.18) 0.65 (0.17) 0.65 (0.17) 0.65 (0.19) 0.65 (0.18) 0.65 (0.18) 0.65(0.18) 0.65 (0.18)
0.68 (0.18) 0.68 (0.18) 0.68 (0.18) 0.68 (0.19) 0.68 (0.18) 0.68 (0.17) 0.68 (0.18) 0.68 (0.18) 0.68 (0.18)
0.54 (0.17) 0.54 (0.18) 0.54 (0.17) 0.54(0.17) 0.54 (0.18) 0.54 (0.15) 0.54 (0.16) 0.54 (0.18) 0.54 (0.15)

239 (93.7%249 (91.5% 240 (89.2% 254 (93.4% 246 (92.1% 203 (93.1% 207 (95.0% 238 (91.2% 168 (91.3%
16 (6.3%) 23 (8.5%) 29(10.8%) 18 (6.6%) 21 (7.9%) 15 (6.9%) 11 (5.0%) 23 (8.8%) 16 (8.7%)
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Supplement 8: Nonprobability and probability -based survey data

The analyses reported in the main text do not make use of probabiieg samples of the general
population. Instead, the analysis relies on-porbability samples, all of which were collected
online. Specifically, the study uses the Campaign Pankédberman Longitudinal Election Study
(GLES), which is a heterogeneous sample of respondents who were recruited and surveyed online.
Even though GLES employs soaiemographic quotas to create a sample that closely resembles
the German voting age populatidhe sample cannot be considered representative of the German
population. Above all, the sample is restricted to individuals with Internet access. In addition, the
sample exhibits moderate biases with respect to social characteristics such as foratiahealud

political characteristics such as voting behayiptader and Schoen 2019)

The second data source underlying the analyses in the main text, the Castanho Silva et al.
replication dataset, is also subject to sampling biases. The samples contained in the Castanho Silva
et al. dataset were drawn from two crowd worker services, Clowelf and MTurk. It is well
known that the composition of respondents on these platforms do not resemble the general
population and that the political attitudes measured on the platforms do not mirror the attitudes of
the general populatiofBerinsky, Huber, and Lenz 2012)

Against the backdrop of these sampling errors that may affect the distribution of political
attitudes, we are cautious not to draw inferences from these sarbplastlae distribution of
populist attitudes in the general population. Instead, for inferences about the distribution of single
attitudes, we make use of probabiiigsed samples in which the measured distribution of attitudes
usually resembles that ofdlgeneral population more clos€Berinsky, Huber, and Lenz 2012)

In particular, in th&shiny Web Applicatiorwhere we use the Sart operationalization strategy to

report the share of populist citizens in various populations we only calculate the estimates using
probability-based samples.

However, even though surveyethodological research shows that the distribution of
attitudes m nonprobability-based samples may differ compared with probabksi#@gnples or the
general population, previous research has also shown that treatment(eftgctSlullinix et al.
2015)and the functional relationship between varialjéeg., Bieber and Bytzek 2018je often

not biased or not strongly biased in panobability samples. Hence, if we understand the primary
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estimand of the main text as the difference between the BolleGaerdz populism scores, then
this studyods main interest also concerns funct
confidence regarding the credibility of the estimates.

Even though there is thus more reason to be confident about theligabéity of the main
estimand, we have conducted additional robustness tests to assess this claim. Specifically, we
conducted analyses to compare the correlation between Bollen and Goertz populism scores
between probabilitpased and neprobability-basel samples. Unfortunately, the only scale for
which we have access to both probabibgsed and neprobability-based samples is the
Akkerman et al. populism scale. This is unfortunate because the Akkerman et al. scale exhibits
strong robustness to opedatalization strategies, that is a strong association between Goertz and
Bollen composite scores. These strong correlations can give rise to floor effects, which may lead
to an underestimation of the sensitivity of the scale to sample characteristicassundin
probability and probabilitbased samples. With this caveat in mind, there are no meaningful
differences in the internal structure of the Akkerman et al. scale between prodzdskty samples
(Figure S81, Figure S&) and norprobability samplegFigure S83, Figure S841). While not
definitive evidence, these findings can be read as supporting the proposition that disparities
between probabilifpased and neprobability samples may occur under very specific conditions
that are not likely to be mén the context of this research question.

Figure S8L. Internal Structure of Akkerman et al. populism scale (Germany, GLES Facdo-
face CrossSection Survey)
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Figure S83. Internal Structure of Akkerman et al. populism scale (United Kingdom,
Crowdflower non-probability panel)

Anti-Elitism
25-
20-

alll,

—ALOEN
=3 RN NN NN
'

"5 04 0608 10

?i!i
g

Manichean

Corr:;
0.21

) 0008

o0 008

0P

Sovereignty

Corr:
049

Corr:
0.21

o®
L
e8coce
o827 e
oBoeece
ecse
a

L

allllls. .

Geertzian

Corr;
047

Corr:
0.81

Corr:
0.46

Bollen

Corr:
0.73

Corr:
0.74

Corr:
0.71

Corr:
0.84

Sartorian

=

-

Lo
=

GEEE s

cll, e l

025 050 0.75 1002 04 0.6 0.8 10 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.002 04 06 08 10 NoPop. Pop.

ug|jog uelzUeon  AuBIeieA0S UBsUDIUB)  WSHIT-Nuy

uelioues

Figure S&4. Internal Structure of Akkerman et al. populism scale (USA, Crowdflower non
probability panel)

99



Anti-Elitism Manichean Sovereignty Goertzian Bollen Sartorian
2.0-

025050075 04 06 0.8 1.0 NoPop. Pop.

15- 1
1.0- m
05- &
00- =
10- cmee0ee
0_8- N N §
0G- " ecesece g
g4-2°cseeeo %
Tl eeee 90 >
[ ]
® w
0.75-, i g
s - § g g
025- & S
el e =
0.75- !l o
@
050- 9"" )
0_25-32.00030 5
@ ¢
06- I l ! ;
(=]
o ”” I l ! :
04-",8¢°% .
8 e
E )
3;...J|lll T ™ 111 S I T vog g
0

'2 040608 1M2 04 06 08 10 025050075

100



Supplement 9: Higherorder factor model

Because populist attitudes represent a abetel construct with dimensions at the second level
and indicators at the third level, many different operationalization techniques are conceivable. The
main text foases on the discussion of aggregation rules for the second level. For the aggregation
of indicators into composite scores, we opted for a simple and transparent technique: unweighted
summary scores. Yet, more sophisticated methods for aggregating irglioabodimensions are
available. In particular, several validation studies of populism scales employ methods that are more
technically advanced than the simple aggregation methods used in the main text of this study.
Therefore, we replicated the analyseported in Figure 2 of the main text, using the original
aut horsé own met hodsSchuls etal(d0I8) we aeimmployed striictutall o wi n
equation modeling to operationalize populist attitudes as a latent kegtler construct. That is,
populist attitudes are modeled as a latent factor at the first level. Titensebsions are modeled
as latent factors at the second level loading on thefesamdicators at the third level. In general,
such a method can be subsumed under the Bollen approach because it treats the subdimensions as
compensatory. Comparing the results reported in Figuk 889ow with Figure 2 from the main
text underscores¢h st udyoés main finding: composite scc
identical results when then Goertz or Bollen operationalization strategies are applied. What is more,
the discrepancy between the Goertz and the Bollen concept structure is rgeenMaen we
employ structural equation modeling to compute Bollen populism scores.

However, it should be noted that replicating the methods usé&thuylz et al(2018)on
the Schulz et al. populism scale in the GLES dataset was not straightforward. The model did no
converge using Stata 15.1 but it did converge using tlae&an package. Maybe the higloeder
factor model is not well suited for the adapted Schulz et al. scale that was used in the German
Campaign panel, which could explain the very strong corogldietween the Bollen populism
score and the sovereignty dimensfon.

2! Note that Hieda, Zenkyo and Nishika2019)were also uable to reproduce a higherder factor model ira
sample of Japanese respondents based on the Schulz et al. scale.
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Figure S91. Internal structure of Schulz et al. populism scale using a Highe©rder Factor
Model (GLES, Schulz et al. populism scale)
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Supplement 10: Variousoperationalizations of the Sartori concept structure

To operationalize populist attitudes, according to the Sartori concept structure, we relied on the
75" percentile as a threshold for the classification of populist attitudes in the main text. According
to this specification, individuals were classified as populists if, on each of the three populism
subdimensions, they agree more strongly with the components of populism than the bottom 75%
of respondents. Arguably, other thresholds are also plausilgareF5161 demonstrates the
empirical relationship between the threshold set on the subdimensions and the share of respondents
who are classified as populists in a given survey sample. The results in Figttex@lbased on

the Schulz et al. populism dean the German campaign survey. Among other things, the plot
shows the notlinear relationship between the threshold and the share of respondents who are
classified as populists. For instance, using th& gércentile instead of the 9(ercentile as
threshold multiplies the share of respondents who are classified as populists.

The plot visualizes the data structure of the German campaign survey and is intended to
demonstrate the share of populists at various thresholds. However, it should be noted that
theoretical reasoning about the essence of populist attitudes must guide the decisions regarding the
adequate threshold.

Following the analyses in the main text, the results in FigurelS®ly on standardized
indicators. As discussed in the main tekisialso possible to operationalize the Sartori concept
structure using unstandardized indicators. Setting a meaningful threshold with unstandardized
indicators requires to consider the scale of the indicators. The Schulz et al. populism scale, as it is
used in the German Campaign Panel, provides three indicators for each of the three subdimensions
of populist attitudes. The response scale of the indicators has the following values: strongly

disagree; tend to disagree; neither agree nor disagree; tegeéo strongly agree.
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Figure S161. Share of populists in the German Campaign Survey, by threshold
®

Percentile

Share of Populists

We report results for the Sartori concept structure using unstandardized indicators based on two
different thresholds. The more liberal threshold regeis a | | i ndividual s to
agreeo with all/l indicators on all di mensi ons
threshold, 4.5% of the respondents in the German campaign panel are categorized as populists. In
other words, 4.5%faespondents agree with all components of populist attitudes.

The stricter threshold requires individual
categorize individuals as populists i f they A
three items for each subdimension. Altogether, this threshold is higher than the liberal threshold
because it requires stronger support of at least two components of populism on the mass level. In
this specification, 3.0 % of the respondents are classafepopulists. Altogether, mirroring the
results in the main text using relative thresholds, these numbers suggest that a segment of the

German sample of respondents exhibits a populist world view. However, the share of populist
individuals is rather small.
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Supplement 11: Simulation of the relationship between the Bollen and the
Goertz composite scores

Which conditions determine the size of disparities between the Bollen and the Goertz constructs of
populist attitudes? To examine this question, we simulated a dataset with 10,000 randomly drawn
observations, assuming that populist attitudes compriseghbeEmensions.

Figure S111 shows the empirical relationship between Bollen populism scores, Goertz
populism scores, and the variance of the concept subdimensions. Figufe d&llays the
empirical relationship between Goertz populism scores, thenara the concept subdimensions,
and the discrepancy between Bollen and Goertz scores in the simulated data set. The three
dimensional scatterplot demonstrates that the discrepancies between the Goertz and the Bollen
populism scores increase when the @ecores increase. In addition, higher variances between

the concept subdimensions also increase the discrepancy between the populism constructs.
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variance of concep subdimensions

Figure S111. Relationship between Bollen populism scores, Goertz populism scores and the
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Figure S112. Relationship between Goertz populism scores, the variance of the concept
subdimensions and the discrepancy between Bollen and &tz scores in a simulated data set
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Supplement 12: Correlations with conspiratorial thinking

Investigating how different concept structures of populistualitis lead to different or similar
correlations with substantive variables of interest, this appendix extends the analysis reported in
Figure 5 in the main text. Specifically, it reports correlations of populist attitudes as derived with
different operatinalizations with conspiratorial thinking. Conspiratorial thinking is captured by a
summary index of five indicators on the perception of hidden elite influences on the political
process. The results vary between the four populism scales considerably.

The Castanho Silva et al. populism scale exhibits notable -craissnal heterogeneity.
Peoplecentrism and Manichean outlook are positively correlated with conspiratorial thinking in
some countries but negatively correlated in other countries. With respleetdisparities between
the Goertz and the Bollen populism scores, the correlations with conspiratorial thinking differ
significantly between both concept structures in all samples. In all but one case, the correlation is
much weaker for the Goertz thaor the Bollen concept structure. In several instances, only the
correlation of the Bollen populism scores with conspiratorial thinking passes conventional levels
of statistical significance, whereas the respective correlations of the Goertz populisndecates

Using the Oliver/Rahn populism scale, aglitist orientations are moderately correlated
with conspiratorial thinking, but the other two subdimensions show hardly any association with the
variable of interest. The disparities between the Ga@ertizBollen concept structures are small to
negligible. Using the Schulz et al. populism scale, all subdimensions are positively correlated with
conspiratorial thinking in most of the samples. The evidence also exhibits small disparities between
the Goertand Bollen concept structures. Using the Akkerman et al. populism scale, the disparities
between the Goertz and Bollen concept structures are negligible.

Altogether, whether and how the operationalization of populist attitudes makes a difference

in investgating conspiratorial thinking depends a lot on the sample and the scale that is used.
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Figure S121. Bivariate correlations with conspiratorial thinking (Castanho Silva et al.

populism scale)

Figure S122. Bivariate correlations with conspiratorial thinking (Oliver/Rahn populism
scale)
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