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Abstract

What drives affective polarization in democracies with weak partisan attachments? The
dominant explanation, rooted in social identity theory, holds that partisan animosity re-
flects deep-seated intergroup hostility resistant to democratic deliberation. We argue that
policy disagreement, rather than social identity, is the primary driver. We test this using
three survey experiments and a decade of longitudinal data from Argentina, where affective
polarization has surged to levels comparable to many other democracies despite fluid par-
tisan loyalties. Our experiments randomly assign respondents to citizen profiles varying in
partisanship, policy preferences, and social characteristics. This allows us to test whether
information about policy or social identity drives the effect of partisanship on interpersonal
affect. Across all three studies, policy information substantially reduces the effect of parti-
sanship on affect, while social information does not. Strikingly, this is even the case when a
new far-right party emerges that explicitly employs polarizing rhetoric and emphasizes social
identities.



Introduction

Affective polarization has become a central concern for observers of contemporary

democracies. Citizens of different political persuasions appear increasingly to dislike and

distrust one another on a personal level (Druckman et al. 2023; Iyengar et al. 2019).1 In

the United States, these feelings of partisan animosity are often thought to be rooted in

social identities.2 As citizens have sorted into opposing groups based on their partisan

identity (Iyengar et al. 2019)—and as those partisan groups have aligned more closely with

other social identity groups based on race and class (Mason 2015, 2018; Mason and

Wronski 2018)—intensifying intergroup hostility has led to growing partisan animosity.

The fact that these animosities are based on social identities makes them resistant to

democratic deliberation. Whereas political rivals can negotiate and compromise over policy

disagreements, it is far harder to resolve divisions driven by group membership. This is

precisely why affective polarization, when rooted in identity-based antipathies, is linked to

democratic ills like intolerance and partisan support for violations of democratic norms and

even political violence (Druckman et al. 2023; Finkel et al. 2020; Kalmoe and Mason 2022;

Kingzette et al. 2021; Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018).3

Drawing on this research in the US, comparative scholars have similarly noted high

levels of affective polarization across a wide range of contemporary democracies (Boxell

et al. 2024; Gidron et al. 2020; Moraes and Béjar 2025; Reiljan 2020; Reiljan et al. 2024).

And like scholars of US politics, they have largely done so with alarm, expecting

1 We focus on affective polarization as the contemporary divergence between interpersonal attitudes. The
term affective polarization is also sometimes used to describe feelings toward parties or leaders, and other
times describes attitude change over time.

2 While this is the dominant view in scholarship on US politics, note that some scholars argue that
affective polarization in the US is driven by policy disagreement rather than social identities (e.g., Bougher
2017; Orr and Huber 2020; Orr et al. 2023; Rogowski and Sutherland 2016; Webster and Abramowitz 2017).

3 Recent work has begun to question the link between affective polarization and democratic erosion:
Broockman et al. (2023) find a null effect of affective polarization on democratic attitudes, Janssen and
Turkenburg (2025) suggest that moderate levels of affective polarization may actually strengthen democratic
engagement, and Gessler and Wunsch (2025) argue that, instead of causing backsliding, affective polarization
actually emerges as a consequence of it.
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heightened affective polarization to undermine liberal democratic institutions (McCoy and

Somer 2019; Orhan 2022; Stokes 2025; Svolik 2019).

Yet there may be reasons to think that affective polarization functions differently in

the US context than it does in most other countries. After all, partisan identities are

unusually deep-seated and salient in the US; both party systems and partisan attachments

are far weaker in many contemporary democracies—particularly in the Global South (Lupu

2015; Moral and Best 2023; Reiljan 2020). In these contexts, affective polarization may be

driven less by deeply held social attachments than by genuine policy disagreements. Where

parties are weak and few citizens identify with a party, there may be less reason to think

that identity is driving political divisions. And if citizens in these contexts dislike one

another because they disagree about issues like taxes, abortion, or the role of the state in

the economy, then their conflict is precisely the kind that democratic institutions are

designed to manage. We might be far less worried about the potential for democratic

erosion if the affective polarization we observe around the world merely reflects

programmatic disagreement.

The challenge is that it can be very difficult to establish empirically whether

affective polarization is driven by deeply held social identities or rather by simple policy

disagreements. The task is especially intractable in the two-party system of the US, where

the correlations among partisanship, social identity, and policy preferences are

overdetermined. Since any mention of a social group or a salient policy position is already

associated in the minds of citizens with a partisan camp (Dafoe et al. 2018; Dias and Lelkes

2022; Orr et al. 2023; Rothschild et al. 2019), it becomes difficult to distinguish their effects.

We address this empirical challenge by turning to the case of Argentina. The

country’s weak party brands allow us to reliably observe the distinct roles that social

identities and policy preferences play in driving affective polarization. At the same time,

Argentina’s low levels of mass partisanship and fluid party system are representative of

contemporary democracies around the world—far more so than the US case. Moreover,
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levels of affective polarization in Argentina have, over the last decade, become comparable

to many contemporary democracies. Using data from the Comparative Study of Election

Surveys (CSES), Figure 1 shows a common measure of affective polarization across 33

other polities.4 Affective polarization in Argentina reaches levels comparable to most other

contemporary democracies, including those in the Global South.5 This representative case

allows us to better understand the foundations of affective polarization in comparative

perspective.

To do this, we fielded a series of survey experiments that randomly assign

respondents to rate hypothetical profiles varying in partisanship, policy preferences, and

social characteristics. This design allows us to identify the independent role that social

identity and policy positions play in shaping Argentines’ affect toward members of different

partisan camps. Across our three studies—spanning different types of samples and modes

and the emergence of a new far-right party—we find that policy information consistently

reduces the independent effect of partisanship on interpersonal affect, while information

about social characteristics does not. Strikingly, this result holds even in our final study,

which was fielded after a new, far-right personalist party emerged whose leader’s

inflammatory rhetoric actively emphasized the social differences between his followers and

those of the establishment parties. Even in that charged context of identity-based

mobilization, we find that policy differences, rather than social identities, drive affective

polarization.

4 On the complexities of measuring affective polarization, see Carlin and Love (2025), Druckman and
Levendusky (2019), Reiljan (2020), and Wagner (2021).

5 On affective polarization in Argentina, see also Gonzalez-Ocantos and Meléndez (Forthcoming), Ramírez
and Falak (2023), and Torcal and Carty (2023).
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Figure 1: Affective Polarization Around the World

Notes: Values for a subset of countries in the CSES are computed following Reiljan (2020) and Wagner
(2021): for each respondent, affective polarization is the favorability rating (measured on a 0–10 scale) for
the highest-rated party minus the average favorability rating for all other parties. These individual values
are then averaged across respondents within each election-year, and then across all available election-years
for each country. Alternative classification and weighting of the Argentina series are shown in Appendix A.
Source: CSES Modules 1–5, Lupu et al. (2015, 2019, 2024).

Understanding Affective Polarization in Comparative

Perspective

Why do so many citizens around the world dislike their political rivals? Scholars

puzzle about the origins of affective polarization because of its potential consequences for

democracy: understanding what motivates citizens to dislike each other along partisan

lines may provide clues about whether and how political animosity can be addressed,
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politics depolarized, and democracy safeguarded. Two broad families of explanations

dominate our understanding of affective polarization and largely mirror scholarly debates

about the origins of partisanship. On one side of this debate are scholars who view affective

polarization as a product of social identities, whether membership in social groups aligned

with particular parties, or partisan identity itself. On the other are those who think that

the alignment of policy preferences with party platforms generates affective polarization.

As we note below, these perspectives have very different implications for how we think

about the consequences of affective polarization for democracy.

Human beings have an intrinsic tendency to self-identify with social groups (Tajfel

1982; Turner 1981). And the more people see themselves through the lens of group

identification, the more they adopt the attributes and values of their in-group and develop

a sense of perceptual and affective distance from out-groups. The dominant view in studies

of the US is that affective polarization derives from partisanship, which functions as a

social identity. This view builds on the similarly dominant view of partisanship as a

persistent group attachment acquired during early socialization (Campbell et al. 1960;

Green et al. 2002; Huddy et al. 2015; Iyengar et al. 2019; West and Iyengar 2022). From

this perspective, partisanship is an “unmoved mover” that shapes how individuals interact

with the political world. Affect is constitutive of partisanship, not a byproduct of it.

Citizens who identify with different parties will hold divergent policy preferences, but those

preferences are a consequence rather than a cause of their partisan identity.

Comparative scholars have often struggled to apply this perspective to cases outside

the US context. In many contemporary democracies, party systems are less stable and

party identification far less widespread than it is in the US (Lupu 2015; Önnudótir and

Harðarson 2020; Thomassen 1976). If partisan social identities were anchoring affective

polarization, we would expect it to be lower in settings with weak partisan attachments.

And yet, cross-national data reveal some of the highest levels of affective polarization in

the fluid multiparty systems of Southern and Central-Eastern Europe (Gidron et al. 2020;
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Reiljan 2020). Social sorting may help to resolve this puzzle: perhaps other social group

identities substitute for partisanship as the bases for affective polarization. Indeed, scholars

argue that affective polarization in the US is linked to the growing alignment between

partisan and other social group identities (Mason 2015, 2018; Mason and Wronski 2018).

Cross-nationally, Harteveld (2021) finds that closer alignment between partisan and

non-political divisions—along income, education, religion, and region—is associated with

stronger out-group dislike, while Bradley and Chauchard (2022) find higher levels of

affective polarization where ethnicity is politically relevant. In Latin America, Smith and

Boas (2024) document a growing religious divide in response to the political salience of

gender and LGBTQ issues, and class remains a salient cleavage that could facilitate social

sorting (Samuels et al. 2025). If non-partisan social group identities align with parties,

then there may be reasons to think that even affective polarization in weak party systems

is driven by social identities.

An alternative view holds that affective polarization derives not from deep-seated

group attachments, but rather from the alignment between citizens’ personal policy

preferences and the policy platforms of parties (Bougher 2017; Rogowski and Sutherland

2016; Webster and Abramowitz 2017). This idea builds on a conception of partisanship as

a kind of running tally of the policy positions and policy performance of the parties (Achen

1992; Fiorina 1981). In this perspective, citizens who identify with a party do so because

they agree with its programmatic proposals on the issues of the day—from reproductive

rights to foreign policy to the role of the state in the economy. And those who say they

dislike the opposing party do so because they disagree with that party’s positions on policy

issues they care about. Rather than being a product of partisanship or identity, affect is

simply a manifestation of policy disagreement.

These policy-based explanations extend more naturally to settings with weak

parties and limited partisan attachments. Political circumstances—elite polarization,

economic crises, the introduction of new issues onto the agenda—can induce individuals to
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coordinate with like-minded citizens around a set of policy positions, crystallizing the

contrast with opposing groups even in the absence of durable partisan loyalties. As these

differences become politicized, citizens may come to like those who share their beliefs and

dislike those who do not. In the US context, advocates of this interpretation attribute

growing polarization to ideological partisan sorting: Democrats and Republicans have

become more internally homogeneous on policy, erasing the incongruent partisans who were

common throughout much of the twentieth century (Levendusky 2009).

Whether affective polarization is based on social identities or on policy preferences

has significant ramifications. When political divides reflect deep-seated animosities between

social groups, institutions of democratic deliberation become ineffective (Hetherington and

Rudolph 2015); it is difficult to compromise over identity. When these conflicts spill over

into the social sphere, they can prompt intolerance and even violence. But if affective

polarization instead reflects policy disagreement, democratic institutions should be well

equipped to process it. Citizens who dislike each other because they disagree about the

progressivity of the tax system or the legality of abortion are engaging in precisely the kind

of conflict that democratic deliberation is designed to channel.6

Partisanship and Affective Polarization in Argentina

Part of the reason these debates about affective polarization persist is that it can be

very difficult to empirically disentangle the roles of social identity and policy preferences.

The most glaring issue is that each can be endogenous to the other, depending on one’s

theoretical priors. As a result, scholars have often turned to survey experiments to try to

establish causal relationships between these different possible factors (e.g., Orr et al. 2023;

Orr and Huber 2020). At the same time, in the US context, where much of this research

6 We sometimes even observe rising affective polarization alongside moderation on issue positions (Lev-
endusky and Malhotra 2015), further suggesting that the relationship between affective polarization and
democratic quality may be nuanced.
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has been done, party labels, policy position, and social group attachments are so highly

correlated with each other that an experimental intervention priming one factor may

inadvertently also prime another (Dias and Lelkes 2022).

To address both issues, we fielded a series of survey experiments in Argentina, a

case of significant affective polarization in the context of weak parties. Argentina shares

features with the majority of the world’s democracies: multiparty competition, fluid

partisan attachments, and a political landscape in which social identities are not tightly

sorted along partisan lines. If we want to understand the basis of affective polarization

beyond the United States—in settings like Southern and Central Europe (Reiljan 2020) or

Latin America (Lupu 2015; Samuels and Zucco 2018)—we need to study it in political

contexts like Argentina’s.

As in many contemporary democracies, Argentina’s party system has weakened in

recent decades. Following the return of democracy in 1983, partisan attachments became

progressively weaker even as the party system reorganized around two main partisan camps

(Leiras 2007; Lupu 2015, 2016). The market reforms of the 1990s and the economic

collapse of 2001 then fragmented the party system and shattered what remained of

partisan loyalties toward the traditional parties (Calvo and Escolar 2005; Lupu 2016). Yet

by 2015, Argentine politics was again dominated by two main party coalitions. One was led

by the Peronist party (Partido Justicialista, PJ), which traces its lineage back to Juan

Domingo Perón in the mid-twentieth century and which has been controlled in recent

decades by a center-left faction under Cristina Fernández de Kirchner. The other coalition,

initially called Let’s Change (Cambiemos) and later Together for Change (Juntos por el

Cambio, JxC), was a center-right coalition led by Mauricio Macri that positioned itself as

the polar opposite of Peronism and successfully reached the presidency in 2015 (Lupu et al.

2019; Vommaro et al. 2015). By the 2019 election, in which Peronism returned to power,

political competition in Argentina was firmly organized around these two distinctive blocs

(Oliveros and Vommaro 2022).
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The 2023 election disrupted this bipolar party structure when Javier Milei, a

far-right outsider candidate, and his Liberty Advances party (La Libertad Avanza, LLA),

won the presidency. LLA combines radical libertarian economic views, conservative social

positions, and a populist, anti-establishment discourse that demonizes the political class

and views political conflict as a clash of identity groups (Murillo and Oliveros 2024; Semán

2023). After Milei edged out the JxC presidential candidate in the first round, he received

Macri’s endorsement, and he has governed with support from most factions of the

center-right bloc.

Figure 2: Affective Polarization over Time, 2015–2023

Notes: Average responses in each survey round, by partisan group, using post-stratification weights. In-Party
Favorability is the mean rating of the respondent’s own party on a 0–10 scale; Out-Parties Favorability is
the mean rating of all other parties; Affective Polarization is the difference between them. Partisan groups
are defined by party identification. Alternative specifications—grouping by past vote, and without post-
stratification weights—are reported in Appendix A.
Sources: Lupu et al. (2015, 2019, 2024).

Despite the fluidity of Argentina’s party system and the low levels of partisanship in

the country, affective polarization has nevertheless risen to levels that are comparable with

many other countries. To document this polarization, we draw on the Argentine election
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studies that were conducted around the 2015, 2019, and 2023 presidential elections (Lupu

et al. 2015, 2019, 2024).7 Following previous research, we measure affective polarization as

the difference in feeling thermometers between a respondent’s preferred party and the other

parties. Figure 2 shows affective polarization over time for each partisan group.8 Among

both JxC and PJ supporters, affective polarization has grown substantially, driven

primarily by increasingly negative affect toward the out-party. By 2023, the differential

reached 7 points on the 0–10 scale among JxC supporters and 6 points among PJ

supporters—levels that are comparable to many other democracies in the comparative

literature.

There are good reasons to think that this affective polarization could be driven by

policy differences. The election studies also allow us to see changes in ideological and

policy polarization over the same 2015–2023 period. Figure 3 shows mean responses for

each partisan group—JxC partisans, PJ partisans, and independents—across left-right

self-placement, two politically salient economic issues (support for government

redistribution and support for price controls), and two politically salient social issues

(support for legal abortion and same-sex marriage).9 The trends clearly show that

supporters of the two major political coalitions have grown apart on each of these

dimensions. The preference gap is larger on left-right placement and abortion and grows

more recently on price controls, but the trend is remarkably consistent across all

measures.10

At the same time, there are also reasons to think that social and partisan identities

may be driving polarization. Argentina’s party system has long been organized around a

7 See Appendix B for methodological information about these studies.
8 Table A1 shows how favorability and affective polarization vary by party in each election study. Ta-

bles A2 and A3 show how our estimates of overall affective polarization vary when we use different measure-
ment approaches.

9 See Appendix C for the specific question wording.
10 We find very similar results using AmericasBarometer survey data over the same period (see Figure A7).

Figure A8 also offers some evidence that this policy polarization persists after the emergence of LLA.
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Figure 3: Policy Polarization over Time, 2015–2023

Notes: Average responses in each survey round, by partisan group, using post-stratification weights. Partisan
groups are defined by party identification. Alternative specifications—grouping by past vote, and without
post-stratification weights—are reported in Appendix A.
Sources: Lupu et al. (2015, 2019, 2024).

class cleavage (Lupu and Stokes 2009), and class continues to be a strong predictor of vote

choice (Lupu 2019). Moreover, although partisan identities are not widespread in

Argentina, negative partisanship toward the Peronist party has been a consistent feature of
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Argentine politics and is an important political force in several Latin American countries

(Castro Cornejo 2023; Haime and Cantú 2022; Meléndez 2022; Samuels and Zucco 2018).

It is certainly possible that either these social identities or negative partisan identities,

rather than policy preferences, are driving polarization in the Argentine context. Negative

partisanship can generate affective polarization in the absence of strong positive

attachments, but it does not by itself settle whether the content of that animosity reflects

social identity or policy disagreement. We need to turn to an experimental design to

adjudicate among these possibilities.

Policy Differences or Social Identity?

What is the basis of affective polarization in Argentina? Any effort to adjudicate

between the identity-based and programmatic causes of affective polarization must address

the methodological challenge of observational equivalence (Dias and Lelkes 2022; Orr and

Huber 2020). Since parties take on different policy positions, individuals who identify

strongly with a party also generally prefer the party’s policies. These policy preferences

may be why they came to identify with the party, or they could be preferences the

individuals adopted because of their partisanship. Since both partisanship and policy

preferences are correlated with partisan affect, it becomes difficult to observe which is

driving affective polarization. If two individuals who identify with different parties heavily

dislike each other, they are also likely to disagree on the optimal level of state involvement

in the economy or whether abortion should be legal. This correlation is consistent with

explanations that argue that policy disagreement is what causes affective polarization. But

this correlation may also reflect the spurious influence of social identity causing both

partisanship and preferences.
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Experimental Design

To disentangle how partisanship, policy preferences, and social attributes drive

affective polarization, we conducted a series of survey experiments that draw on the design

implemented by Orr and Huber (2020). We first needed to identify what kinds of social

identities and policy positions Argentine voters associated with each of the major parties.

To do this, we randomly assigned a nonprobability online sample of Argentines

(N = 1,000) to hypothetical voters who either supported the Peronist or the JxC bloc.11

Then, we asked the respondents to tell us how likely it is that this individual belongs to

particular social groups or holds particular policy positions across a wide variety of

attributes. This allowed us to see which individual attributes are most closely associated

with partisanship (see Figure E1). For instance, Argentines believe that PJ supporters are

much more likely than JxC supporters to be working class, to favor legalizing abortion and

efforts to address the human rights abuses of the last dictatorship, and to listen to popular

music like cumbia. Simply learning about an individual’s partisanship raises a whole range

of assumptions about who they are, what they like, and what policies they prefer.

We retained the attributes that were most strongly associated with

partisanship—those that people most clearly associated with one party and not the

other—and used them in our main experimental design. In these experiments, we

randomly assigned respondents to hypothetical profiles of citizens who varied in

partisanship as well as policy preferences and social characteristics. Respondents were

presented with a set of vignettes, each preceded by the same prompt: “Suppose you meet a

person with the following characteristics: . . . ” After each vignette, survey respondents were

asked a standard feeling thermometer: “How much do you think you would like a person

with those characteristics? Please, reply with a number from 0 to 10, where 0 means you

would strongly dislike that person, 10 means you will strongly like that person, and 5

11 This experiment was administered as part of the 2019 election study (Lupu et al. 2019). The precise
wording of the survey questions is provided in Appendix C.
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means neither like nor dislike.”

We fielded this survey experiment in three different studies: two nonprobability

online surveys in April and November of 2022, and a probability-based phone survey

following the 2023 election.12 The first two studies used online nonprobability samples of

1,001 and 1,504 adult respondents, respectively, selected to be representative at the

national level in terms of gender, age, region, and socioeconomic status.13 Each respondent

was randomly assigned to either two (Study 1) or four (Studies 2 and 3) vignettes.14

Whereas the first two studies mentioned only the PJ and JxC parties, the 2023

post-election study also randomly assigned one-third of the sample to a hypothetical LLA

supporter, given that party’s victory in the presidential race.

In each vignette, respondents were presented with a hypothetical voter and their

partisan preference: PJ, JxC, or—in Study 3—LLA. Some respondents were also given up

to two additional pieces of information about the hypothetical voter’s policy preferences or

social characteristics drawn from our partisan inference experiment that assessed the kinds

of policy preferences and social groups associated with each party.15 These included, for

instance, support for increasing government aid to the poor, agreement that abortion

should be legal, and being a recipient of social assistance benefits. Because attributes were

fully randomized, a respondent could at the same time receive information about a

hypothetical voter’s policy preference and social characteristic. Full attribute

12 Additional information about sample design and fieldwork dates, as well as comparisons to population
demographics, are available in Appendix B. The studies were reviewed and approved by the Institutional
Review Boards of the authors’ universities (identities withheld for review). Respondents provided informed
consent before participating, no deception was employed, and responses were collected and analyzed anony-
mously. This research complies with APSA’s Principles and Guidance for Human Subjects Research. Repli-
cation data and code will be made publicly available on the APSR Dataverse upon publication.

13 Online nonprobability samples in Latin America can yield biased results, even in countries with high
levels of internet access like Argentina (see Castorena et al. 2023). Still, we are reassured in two ways. First,
Castorena et al. (2023) find that Argentina yields comparatively lower biases than other countries in the
region. Second, our third study was fielded with a probability-based phone sample; finding similar results
with that sample gives us more confidence about the results with the nonprobability samples.

14 We use simple randomization where each respondent had an equal probability of being assigned to any
of the treatment conditions. Appendix F provides balance tests to verify random assignment.

15 Table C1 lists which policy and social attributes were included in each study.
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randomization ensures that we can identify the causal effect of each attribute.

Analytic Strategy and Hypotheses

In order to estimate the causal effect of partisanship and different kinds of

information, we estimate a linear regression of the form:

Yi = β0 + β1Mi + β2Pi + β3Si + β4(Mi × Pi) + β5(Mi × Si) + εi (1)

where Yi is how much respondent i likes the hypothetical person on a 0–10

favorability scale, and Mi is a partisan match indicator coded 1 if the respondent’s

reported vote choice in the previous presidential election matches the partisan label

assigned to the profile and 0 otherwise. Pi is an indicator for profiles that include policy

preference information and Si is an indicator for profiles that include social characteristic

information. We cluster standard errors by respondent throughout our analysis to account

for the fact that each respondent evaluates multiple profiles, which increases statistical

power but introduces within-respondent correlation.16

The key parameters for our purposes are the main effect of a partisan match (β1)

and the two interaction terms (β4 and β5). β1 captures the baseline level of affective

polarization—how much a respondent prefers a copartisan over a non-copartisan when

partisanship is the only information they have about a hypothetical individual. The two

interaction terms then capture how much this baseline partisan affect changes when we

give respondents additional information. For instance, a negative β4 coefficient would

indicate that the partisan affective gap narrows when respondents also learn about a

hypothetical individual’s policy preferences. Similarly, a negative β5 coefficient would tell

us information about the social characteristics of the hypothetical individual attenuates the

partisan affect gap.

16 We preregistered our hypotheses and model specifications with EGAP. An anonymized version of that
preregistration is also available in Appendix D.
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This logic generates three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (affective polarization): copartisanship increases affect (β1 > 0). In the

absence of additional information about a hypothetical individual, we expect respondents

to like copartisans more than non-copartisans.

Hypothesis 2 (policy preferences): Policy information reduces the effect of

copartisanship on affect (β4 < 0). If affective polarization is driven by respondents’

assumptions about the policy preferences of a hypothetical partisan, then providing explicit

information about that person’s actual policy preferences should reduce the effect of

partisanship. In other words, providing additional information about a hypothetical

partisan’s policy preferences should reduce the partisan affect gap if assumptions about

policy preferences were what was driving that gap.

Hypothesis 3 (social identity): Social information reduces the effect of copartisanship

on affect (β5 < 0). If affective polarization is driven by assumptions about the social

characteristics of a hypothetical partisan, then providing explicit information about their

social characteristics should attenuate the partisan affect gap.

The critical comparison for our purposes is between β4 and β5. If policy preferences

are more important drivers of affective polarization than social identity, then we should

observe a bigger drop in the partisan affect gap when we provide explicit information about

the hypothetical partisan’s policy preferences than when we provide information about

their social characteristics (that is, |β4| > |β5|). Conversely, if the partisan affect gap is

instead driven principally by social identity, then we should observe the reverse: in this

case, we should see a larger drop in the effect of partisanship when we provide explicit

information about the social characteristics of a hypothetical partisan than when we tell

respondents about their policy preferences (that is, |β5| > |β4|). Our design allows us to

assess whether social identity, policy preferences, or both drive affective polarization,

compare the magnitudes of these effects, and assess heterogeneity across partisan groups

and across our studies.
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Since the attributes of the hypothetical partisan are fully randomized across profiles

in our experiment, the interaction terms identify the causal effect of each type of

information on the partisan affect gap—not merely the correlation between information

and affect. Full attribute randomization also ensures that we can separately identify the

effects of policy and social information even when a respondent receives both (as in

Hainmueller et al. 2014).

Results: Studies 1 and 2

What drives individual affective polarization in the Argentine context? Figure 4

presents the results of our experiment in Studies 1 and 2, which randomly assigned

respondents one of two hypothetical partisans: someone who supports PJ or someone who

supports JxC. The bars show the estimated effect on favorability of a partisan match

between the hypothetical individual and the respondent under three different types of

treatment conditions: (1) when the only information the respondent received was about

the partisanship of the hypothetical individual (black bars), (2) when the respondent

received information about the hypothetical individual’s partisanship and policy

preferences (dark gray bars), and (3) when the respondent received information about the

hypothetical individual’s partisanship and social characteristics (light gray bars). The

partisan match bar captures the baseline level of affective polarization (β1)—that is, how

much more someone likes a copartisan than a non-copartisan. The two gray bars capture

the difference between the baseline and each information condition (β1 + β4 and β1 + β5),

showing how policy and social information change the level of affective polarization. When

these gray bars are shorter than the baseline black bar, it means that respondents’

assumptions about the corresponding type of information were built into their baseline

partisan affect. This provides us with a direct visual test of our hypotheses (the complete

regression results are reported in the appendix).

As the black bars clearly indicate, both studies show substantial affective
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Figure 4: Polarization, Policy, and Social Information (Studies 1 and 2)

Notes: Bars show the estimated effect of partisan match on favorability (0–10), on its own and when the
profile also carries policy or social information. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals based on respondent-
clustered standard errors. Numbers above the brackets are the interaction coefficients, with stars denoting
significance (∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01). Estimates are shown separately for all voters, JxC voters
and PJ voters. Full regression results are reported in Table G1.

polarization in the Argentine electorate. Simply knowing that a person supports the

opposing party substantially reduces how much a respondent thinks they would like them,

by 2 to 3 points on a 0-10 scale, depending on the study and the partisan group we

examine. This is comparable to the partisan affect gaps that are seen in similar studies in

the US (e.g., Orr and Huber 2020). Both our studies also reveal a consistent source of

heterogeneity: JxC supporters exhibit considerably higher levels of affective polarization

than PJ supporters.

We also find evidence that affective polarization decreases when respondents receive

explicit information about the hypothetical partisan’s policy preferences. As the dark gray

bars show, the effect of a partisan match decreases by nearly one point in both studies,

with both effects statistically significant at conventional levels. Supporters of JxC seem

especially sensitive to policy information. Providing policy information reduces the effect of

a partisan match for them by 0.93 points in Study 1 and 1.28 points in Study 2. We see a
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similar, though imprecisely estimated, reduction of 0.85 among PJ supporters in Study 1,

but a far smaller and statistically insignificant decline in Study 2.

In some cases, we also find that information about social characteristics reduces the

effect of the partisan match. In Study 1, learning about the social characteristics of a

hypothetical partisan produces a substantively small and statistically insignificant

reduction in the effect of partisanship. In Study 2, information about social characteristics

does reduce affective polarization among all respondents, more so among PJ supporters.

The overall evidence on social information is mixed across the two studies. At the same

time, in both studies, the estimated effect of social information is substantively smaller than

the effect of information about policy preferences. Information on social characteristics is

consistently a weaker driver of affective polarization than information on policy.

One potential concern with this conclusion is that some kinds of social

characteristics may be more politically salient than others. If we had chosen to include in

our experiment only social characteristics that were not politicized, then it would be no

surprise that they had little to no effect on affective polarization. However, we based our

selection of attributes for our experiments on the results of our partisan inference

experiment. That is, our partisan affect experiments use only those attributes that

Argentine voters already associate clearly with a particular party.

Still, another way to examine this possibility is to distinguish among the

information treatments within our experiment. In Argentina, social class has been the

basis of a longstanding political cleavage and—as our preliminary experiment clearly

showed—continues to be associated with partisanship (Lupu 2019; Lupu and Stokes 2009;

Samuels et al. 2025). Indeed, in our pre-registration, we initially expected that class-related

information (like being a businessperson or a welfare recipient) would have a bigger effect

on affect in our experiment than did information unrelated to social class (like being

Catholic or living in Buenos Aires).

Our results, however, did not bear this out. Figure G1 reproduces the analysis in
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Figure 4 but separates the social information treatments into two groups (and two separate

interactions with the partisan match): treatments with class-related social characteristics

and treatments with social characteristics unrelated to class. But class-related social

information did not have a meaningfully different effect on affective polarization than social

information unrelated to class. The most consistent pattern across both studies is that

policy information reduces the partisan match effect by substantially more than either type

of social information—by a factor of roughly two-to-five.

Our first two studies reveal that while partisanship is a polarizing force among

Argentine voters—that is, affective polarization exists in this context—it seems to be

driven far more consistently and more substantially by policy disagreement than by social

identity. When Argentine voters feel positively toward copartisans and negatively toward

non-copartisans, they do so because of the assumptions they make about those individuals’

policy preferences, not their social characteristics.

Results: Study 3

Since both Study 1 and Study 2 were fielded with nonprobability samples that can

have well-known biases, we wanted to verify whether our findings held with a probability

sample. We placed our experiment on the 2023 Argentine election study, which was fielded

by phone to a sample of 1,023 respondents. The changing political context in Argentina

also offered an opportunity to study whether our finding about the policy basis of affective

polarization held even after the emergence of a far-right candidate whose campaign

emphasized identity politics and who ridiculed his detractors more for their social

characteristics than for their policy preferences. Of course, this meant that we now needed

to ask respondents about hypothetical supporters of an additional major party, Milei’s

LLA.

The findings in Figure 5 are consistent with our earlier results. The first set of bars

present the familiar JxC-versus-PJ comparison. We find remarkable consistency with our
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first studies: the baseline effect of a partisan match is similar to the levels we observed in

2022. And, as before, providing policy information significantly and substantially reduces

the effect of partisanship, while providing social information does not.

Figure 5: Polarization, Policy, and Social Information (Study 3)

Notes: Bars show the estimated effect of partisan match on favorability (0–10) in Study 3, on
its own and when the profile also carries policy or social information. Profiles were randomly
assigned one of three parties (PJ, JxC, or LLA), and estimates are shown for each pair. Error
bars are 95% confidence intervals based on respondent-clustered standard errors. Numbers above
the brackets are the interaction coefficients, with stars denoting significance (∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05;
∗∗∗p < 0.01). Full regression results are reported in Table G2.

Introducing LLA into the analysis yields more mixed results. In the middle set of

bars in Figure 5, we find little affective polarization between LLA and JxC supporters,

which is unsurprising. Although the two parties attacked each other forcefully during the

2023 campaign, Macri endorsed Milei in the presidential runoff, the overwhelming majority

of JxC supporters ended up voting for Milei (Antenucci et al. 2024), and most of JxC has

supported Milei’s policy agenda. We still see that policy preferences have a slightly larger

effect on partisan match than do social characteristics, but neither effect is measured
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precisely.

We see far more polarization between LLA and PJ in the third set of bars—at levels

comparable to those between JxC and PJ. In this comparison, both policy preferences and

social characteristics seem to have comparable effects on a partisan match, and both are

somewhat imprecise estimates. This could be because the survey was done so soon after

the 2023 election that neither the social profile nor the policy positions of LLA had had

time to solidify. With regard to policy preferences, it could be that our experiment did not

include the kinds of policies that were most important at the time to LLA voters, such as

dollarizing the economy, privatizing state-owned companies, or closing the Central Bank

(see Figure A8). After all, our preliminary descriptive experiment (see Figure E1) only

asked about JxC and PJ. We cannot know for sure without further studies, but there are

good reasons to think that we may be underestimating the effect of policy information

when it comes to LLA.

Across the studies we fielded, we see consistent evidence that policy information

reduces the effect of a partisan match, at least when we compare the two partisan groups

that have dominated Argentine politics for the last decade. We find far less evidence that

information about social characteristics does the same. And when we do find evidence of a

social information effect, it tends to be substantially smaller than the policy information

effect. All of this suggests that affective polarization in this context is driven by policy

disagreements between partisan groups rather than their social identities.

Robustness and Alternative Explanations

Branded Issues

Our experimental design rests on the assumption that respondents update their

perceptions of the hypothetical partisan based on the additional information we provide.

That is, we expect that providing information about their policy preferences and social
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characteristics will shape respondents’ affect toward them. If respondents are indeed

updating their perceptions, then some types of information should matter more than

others. In particular, information that goes against respondents’ assumptions should move

affect, whereas information that reinforces their priors should have little to no effect. If

certain issue positions are associated with particular partisan groups—what Dias and

Lelkes (2022) refer to as “branded issues”—then they will shape respondents’ affect in

different ways for different parties.

We can see whether our data bear this out because our experimental design

randomly assigns policy positions to profiles. That randomization means that some profiles

receive positions that confirm partisan stereotypes while others receive positions that

contradict them. And since we previously identified which pieces of policy information were

associated with each partisan group (see Appendix E), we can code each as either aligning

with each party brand (stereotypical)—for example, a PJ voter who supports increased

spending on poverty alleviation or a JxC voter who opposes punishing human rights

violations committed during the dictatorship—or contradicting the party brand

(counter-stereotypical)—for example, a PJ voter who supports privatization, or a JxC

voter who supports legal abortion.

We estimate the main model separately for two subsamples: stereotypical policy

profiles plus no-policy profiles and counter-stereotypical policy profiles plus no-policy

profiles. In each subsample, the no-policy profiles provide the comparison group, so the

Match × Policy interaction captures the depolarization effect of policy information relative

to profiles with partisan information only.

The results in Figure 6 are striking and replicate across all three studies. When

profiles hold stereotypical positions, the effect of policy information is null across the three

studies. Learning that a PJ voter supports poverty alleviation or that a JxC voter opposes

human rights prosecutions does not change how much respondents like or dislike them.

This is precisely what the updating mechanism predicts: confirming a prior belief provides
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Figure 6: Counter-Stereotypical Profiles and the Depolarization Effect

Notes: Points show how much policy information reduces the effect of parti-
san match on favorability, estimated separately on profiles whose policy position
matches the partisan stereotype and profiles whose position contradicts it. Pro-
files carrying no policy information are the comparison group throughout. Error
bars are 95% confidence intervals based on respondent-clustered standard errors.
Filled points denote p < 0.05, open points p ≥ 0.05. Full regression results are
reported in Table G3.

no new information and therefore produces no change in affect.

When profiles hold counter-stereotypical positions, the depolarization effect is large

and statistically significant across all three studies. Moreover, the magnitude of these

effects is roughly double the pooled estimate from the main analysis, indicating that the

aggregate finding substantially understates the impact of genuinely surprising policy

information. In Study 2, for instance, respondents rate stereotypical copartisans at 5.96

but counter-stereotypical copartisans at only 4.83—a full point drop on the 0–10 scale.

Conversely, counter-stereotypical out-partisans are rated 0.72 points higher than

stereotypical out-partisans (3.81 vs. 3.09). Respondents warm to out-partisans who hold

unexpectedly sympathetic views and cool toward copartisans who hold unexpectedly

unsympathetic ones.

The fact that policy positions might be “branded” also raises a potential alternative

explanation. In their critique of policy-based explanations, Dias and Lelkes (2022) observe
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that, in the US, party cues are inextricably tied to highly salient issues on which elite and

party positions are well known. In the context of our experiment, this means that

respondents may not genuinely update their views upon learning about policy positions

but simply cheerlead for their preferred party: hearing a congruent policy position simply

reinforces a partisan signal rather than providing new information.

This dynamic seems less likely in the context of Argentina’s weak partisanship.

Still, we address this concern empirically in two ways. First, we compare the effect of

counter-stereotypical policy information with counter-stereotypical social characteristics.

Our partisan inference experiment showed that Argentine voters do associate both policy

positions and social characteristics with partisan groups (see Appendix E). If respondents’

reaction to policy information that goes against their priors is simply cheerleading, we

should see similar effects when we give them counter-stereotypical information about a

hypothetical partisan’s social characteristics. Yet, the results in Table G4 show that across

all three studies, the effect of counter-stereotypical policy information is substantially

bigger than that of counter-stereotypical social information. If respondents are simply

cheerleading, they do not seem to be doing so consistently.

Study 3 allows us to delve further by looking at measures of our respondents’ own

policy preferences, which were asked prior to our experiment. Rather than assuming that

particular policy positions are branded for everyone in our sample, we can see whether

people who themselves hold counter-stereotypical policy preferences respond differently to

receiving counter-stereotypical information about a hypothetical partisan.

Here again we see little evidence that the partisan branding of issues is driving

affect. Although we are left with relatively small samples of respondents, the effect of

counter-stereotypical policy information is significantly larger when the respondent holds

the same counter-stereotypical policy position as the hypothetical partisan—regardless of

whether that hypothetical partisan is a copartisan or not (see Table G5). The partisan

branding of policy positions does not seem to be driving our results.
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Ideology as Social Identity

A second potential alternative explanation for our findings has to do with ideology

as a dimension of social identity. Perhaps respondents are reacting to policy preferences

not because they care about the issues but because issue positions convey something about

an underlying ideological tendency. The idea here is that ideology might be symbolic—not

a summary of policy preferences but an identity that helps citizens locate themselves

within ideological tribes (Ellis and Stimson 2012). As a result, what we interpret as a

policy basis for affective polarization may instead be an artifact of policy information

signaling to respondents an ideology-based social identity.

We assess this possibility using respondents’ self-placement on the left-right scale. If

affective polarization reflects ideology as a social identity, we should observe that

respondents who perceive themselves as belonging to the same ideological tribe drive the

increases in affect. Table 1 presents two tests. Columns 1 and 2 disaggregate the effect of

partisan match by ideological group: centrists (those who place themselves between 4 and

6 on the left-right scale) and ideologues (those who place themselves between 0 and 3 or

between 7 and 10). Both groups react in substantively and statistically significant ways to

a copartisan. If an identification with ideology were driving our results, we would expect

the effect to be concentrated among ideologues, but centrists show a similar response.

Column 3 provides a more direct test by creating an indicator for an ideological match

between the respondent and the hypothetical partisan profile. Again, ideology does not

appear to have a discernible effect on favorability.

Negative Partisanship

Since affective polarization is a difference in attitudes toward two or more partisan

groups, it can be driven either by a respondent’s highly positive affect toward their own

party or by their deeply negative affect toward other parties (see Russo and Areal 2025). In

the context of Argentina, there are good reasons to wonder whether our findings are driven
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Table 1: Ideology and Affective Polarization

Favorability

Centrist Ideologues All

Partisan Match 1.121*** 1.713***
(0.237) (0.174)

Ideology Match 0.084
(0.116)

Constant 4.102*** 4.272*** 4.709***
(0.155) (0.117) (0.065)

Observations 652 1,361 2,851

Notes: Respondent-clustered standard errors in parentheses.
Centrists place themselves at 4–6 on the 0–10 left–right scale;
ideologues place themselves at 0–3 or 7–10. Ideology match
takes the value +1 where the position shown in the profile is
the one the respondent’s ideological group typically holds, −1
where it is not, and 0 for centrists and for profiles carrying no
policy information. ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01.

primarily by the latter. Negative partisanship is increasingly common across Latin America

and appears to be a critical political force in voter behavior in a number of countries

(Cavieres et al. 2025; Haime and Cantú 2022; Meléndez 2022; Samuels and Zucco 2018;

Samuels and Belarmino 2025). Argentina itself has a long history of anti-Peronism (Calvo

et al. 2024; Gomez et al. 2026; Lupu and Stokes 2009; Pizzorno 2025), and even Milei’s

supporters appear to be primarily united by negative partisanship (Annunziata and

Peruzzotti 2026). It therefore seems useful to examine whether our findings are driven

primarily by anti-Peronism.

We see three reasons to think that our findings are driven by more than simple

anti-Peronism. First, our main findings in Figures 4 and 5 show that Peronists also

respond to policy information, something that simple anti-Peronism cannot explain.

Second, social characteristics with clear class markers—the typical social signal of

Peronism—do not have stronger effects on affective polarization than do social

characteristics without class markers (see Figure G1).

Finally, we can directly test the role of anti-Peronism using our data from Study 1.
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Using the party feeling thermometers in that questionnaire, we can use Macri voters’

favorability toward the PJ to measure the intensity of anti-Peronism. If anti-Peronism is

driving our results, we should see that the effect of policy information is greater among the

most intensely anti-Peronist. The results in Table G6 do not bear this out. If anything, the

effect of policy information is somewhat larger among the less anti-Peronist, and we find no

effect of the continuous thermometer rating.

Weak Parties, Programmatic Divides

Most of what we know about the causes of affective polarization is informed by the

case of the US, where strong preexisting partisan attachments provided a ready vehicle for

group affect and ideological sorting. But do the same factors explain affective polarization

in the many democracies where party systems are more fluid and partisan attachments far

weaker? We address this question with an unusually rich combination of longitudinal data

and three survey experiments from Argentina, a country where considerable affective and

ideological polarization has emerged despite more fluid partisan loyalties.

Our survey experiments consistently point to policy disagreement as the dominant

driver of affective polarization. Across three studies—spanning different samples, two-party

and three-party competition, and the entry of a polarizing outsider—we find that providing

information about a person’s policy preferences substantially reduces the independent

effect of partisanship on interpersonal affect. Information about social characteristics, by

contrast, has a less consistent and substantively smaller effect. These findings complement

and extend research on the US, where scholars continue to disagree about the degree to

which affective polarization is driven by social identity or policy preferences. The tight

bundling of partisanship, social groups, and policy positions in the US context makes

distinguishing their effects challenging, but Argentina’s weaker party brands provide a

context for cleaner identification. Policy differences, rather then social identities or partisan
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cheerleading, seem to be the primary force driving affective polarization in this context.

Our findings challenge the widespread assumption that affective polarization always

poses a threat to democratic governance. That assumption reflects the dominant view that

partisan animosity in the US is based in deep-seated social identities that make

compromise difficult. But when affective polarization reflects genuine policy disagreement,

as our evidence suggests for Argentina, democratic deliberation should be able to identify

common ground. This distinction echoes recent work finding that moderate levels of

affective polarization may strengthen democratic engagement (Janssen and Turkenburg

2025) and that it can emerge defensively in response to backsliding (Gessler and Wunsch

2025). Of course, our evidence does not directly test these downstream effects of

policy-based affective polarization on democratic attitudes—so this implication remains an

important avenue for further research.

The last decade or so in Argentina demonstrates that no democracy is immune from

deep political conflict. Yet several features of our evidence suggest reasons for guarded

optimism. The programmatic basis of polarization means that democratic institutions can,

in principle, channel this conflict into policy compromises. Comparing our descriptive

longitudinal data with our survey experiments also suggests that Argentines exaggerate the

social and ideological differences across parties (see also Ahler and Sood 2018). The

programmatic basis of polarization and the high degree of misperception offer opportunities

for interventions that can bridge the political divide.

An open question is how far our findings travel beyond the case of Argentina. The

setting we study—weak preexisting partisan attachments, a fluid party system, and the

emergence of a new far-right movement—is not particularly unique in comparative

perspective. It certainly characterizes much of contemporary Latin America, but also many

other democracies. There is no obvious feature of Argentina’s political or social structure

that seems to us to prevent the policy mechanism we document from operating in other

settings; indeed, there is some evidence for it even in the US. The question is whether the
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same identity-versus-policy contest plays out where the relevant identities are stronger or

differently constituted. Recent work on Brazil, for instance, suggests that more entrenched

class- or movement-based identities may attenuate the policy effect there (Samuels et al.

2025), whereas research on Mexico is more consistent with our findings (Castro Cornejo

2023). At this point, we can only conjecture. What we need are studies that hold the

experimental design constant across settings that vary in the strength and content of

partisan identity.

Our study also opens other avenues for future research. Our evidence identifies

proximate causes—policy disagreement drives affective polarization—but does not trace

the distal origins of policy-based divergence. Did citizens autonomously develop divergent

policy beliefs, or did divergence follow from elite polarization, media ecosystems, or

economic crises? The answer matters for understanding the persistence of polarization and

the prospects for depolarization. The asymmetry we observe between JxC and PJ

supporters—with Peronists less responsive to policy information—suggests that the

balance between identity-based and policy-based sources of affective polarization may vary

across partisan groups even within the same country, a possibility that warrants further

investigation. We need to better understand the sources of affective polarization in order to

know both how worried we should be about its consequences and what kinds of

interventions might reduce it. But in order to get there, we need many more studies of the

roots of affective polarization that will allow us to compare across contexts.
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A Alternative Polarization Trend Measures

Table A1: Affective Polarization in Argentina, by Party and Year

Favorability

Year Party In-Party Out-Parties AP N Vote Share

2015

Frente para la Victoria 6.07 4.20 1.87 283 0.451
Peronismo 6.16 4.58 1.58 176 0.280
PRO 7.61 3.90 3.71 112 0.178
Radicalismo 4.49 4.17 0.31 39 0.062
Frente UNA 5.17 4.19 0.97 18 0.029

2019

PRO 7.20 2.08 5.12 250 0.362
PJ 7.86 2.79 5.07 145 0.210
FPV 7.85 3.33 4.52 145 0.210
UCR 6.80 2.35 4.46 150 0.217

2023
PJ 7.21 1.61 5.60 179 0.342
LLA 8.30 3.22 5.08 242 0.462
JxC 6.67 3.30 3.37 103 0.197

Note: Affective polarization is a respondent’s rating of their own party minus their average
rating of every other party, on a 0–10 scale. Vote share is each party’s share of identified
partisans in the sample, not its share of the official vote, following Wagner (2021).

3



Table A2: Affective Polarization in Argentina, by Aggregation Method

Year Vote-Weighted Party Mean Individual Mean

2015 2.00 1.69 2.00
2019 4.84 4.79 4.84
2023 4.92 4.68 4.92

Note: Three ways of combining the party-level values in Ta-
ble A1 into one figure per year. Vote-weighted, used throughout
the paper, weights each party by its share of partisans; the party
mean weights every party equally; the individual mean averages
across all partisans.
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Table A3: Affective Polarization in Argentina, by Specification

Year Vote, unweighted Vote, weighted PID, unweighted PID, weighted

JxC + PJ only (LLA excluded in 2023)
2015 4.09 3.93 3.73 3.02
2019 4.39 4.43 4.42 4.43
2023 3.55 3.64 4.74 4.77

JxC + PJ + LLA
2023 3.87 3.90 4.90 4.94

Note: Each entry combines the partisan groups for that year, weighting each group by
its share of partisans. Weighted columns adjust the sample to match national population
figures for gender, age, education and region. Partisans are defined by past vote in the
vote columns and by party identification in the PID columns.
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Figure A1: Affective Polarization (Vote-Based Partisans, Unweighted)
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Note: In-party favorability, out-parties favorability, and difference (affective po-
larization) among vote-based partisans, without post-stratification weights. Sup-
porters of LLA in 2023 are excluded from these measures.

6



Figure A2: Affective Polarization (Vote-Based Partisans, Weighted)

Among JxC supporters Among PJ supporters
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Note: In-party favorability, out-parties favorability, and difference (affective po-
larization) among vote-based partisans, with post-stratification weights. Support-
ers of LLA in 2023 are excluded from these measures.
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Figure A3: Affective Polarization (Party-ID Partisans, Unweighted)

Among JxC supporters Among PJ supporters
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Note: In-party favorability, out-parties favorability, and difference (affective po-
larization) by party identification, without post-stratification weights. Indepen-
dents excluded because they have no in-party.
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Figure A4: Policy Polarization (Vote-Based Partisans, Unweighted)
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excluded.
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Figure A5: Policy Polarization (Past-Vote Subset, Weighted)
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Note: Same subset as Figure A4, weighted by raking to INDEC/EPH margins on
gender, age bin, college, and region.
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Figure A6: Policy Polarization (Party-ID Subset, Unweighted)
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Note: Mean issue positions by self-reported party identification (JxC, PJ, Inde-
pendent). 2019 JxC combines PRO and UCR; PJ combines PJ and FPV. 2023
drops LLA identifiers.
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Figure A7: Policy Polarization (AmericasBarometer data)
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Note: Panels plot the mean response in each AmericasBarometer round, sepa-
rately for respondents who identify with the JxC bloc, the PJ bloc, and those
who identify with no party. The 2021 round is excluded because it did not field
the party-identification question. The left-right question asked, “Now, to change
the subject.... On this card there is a 1-10 scale that goes from left to right. The
number one means left and 10 means right. Nowadays, when we speak of political
leanings, we talk of those on the left and those on the right. In other words, some
people sympathize more with the left and others with the right. According to
the meaning that the terms ‘left’ and ‘right’ have for you, and thinking of your
own political leanings, where would you place yourself on this scale? Tell me the
number.” The government redistribution question asked, “The [Argentine] gov-
ernment should implement strong policies to reduce income inequality between
the rich and the poor. To what extent do you agree or disagree with this state-
ment?” The abortion question asked, “And now, thinking about other topics. Do
you think it’s justified to interrupt a pregnancy, that is, to have an abortion,
when the mother’s health is in danger?” The same-sex marriage question asked,
“How strongly do you approve or disapprove of same-sex couples having the right
to marry?”Source: AmericasBarometer.
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Figure A8: Three-Way Policy Polarization in 2023
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B Sample Design, Weighting, and Survey

Representativeness

2015 Argentina Election Study

APES 2015 consisted of two national, face-to-face survey waves, fielded by

Argentine survey firm, MBC MORI. The initial wave took place from June 24 to August 7,

2015, using a nationally representative sample of Argentine citizens living in cities with

populations of at least 10,000. The second wave, fielded between November 21 and

December 30, 2015, combined a panel sample of those wave 1 respondents who agreed to be

reinterviewed in the second wave with a refresh sample.

Wave 1 Sampling

The first wave relied on a nationally representative household sample of 1,149

Argentine citizens aged 18 and older. We used a stratified multistage cluster sample,

combining probabilistic and non-probabilistic selection across different stages.

Stages 2 through 6 followed standard household sampling procedures.

Probability-based selection procedures were used at stages in which the sampling units

consisted of geographic areas or households, whereas the final stage, where the sampling

units were individuals, relied on quota-based (non-probability) selection. Gender and

age-range quotas were used at the PSU level. Stage 1, involving the selection of cities,

followed a different strategy. Budget constrains limited the sample to 18 localities, a

relatively small sample. To maximize geographic and political variation, we first grouped

the country’s 23 provinces (plus the City of Buenos Aires) into four electoral strata based

on the incumbent Cristina Fernández de Kirchner’s (CFK) share of valid votes in the 2011

presidential election. Cities/towns were then selected within each stratum.

The selection of cities within each stratum combined purposive and random

sampling. We first complied a sampling frame including all the cities with at least 10,000
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inhabitants in each electoral stratum. Cities where then randomly selected while ensuring

variation in city size and provincial location, with larger provinces assigned a higher

probability of selection. To reduce fieldwork costs, highly remote cities (e.g., in Southern

Patagonia) were excluded from the sampling frame.

Wave 2 Sampling

The panel design involved attempting to re-interview all respondents from the first

wave. Of the 1,149 original respondents, 780 completed the second interview (a success

rate of 68%). To compensate for panel attrition, a refresh sample of 626 respondents was

drawn using the same sampling strategy as in the first wave. The wave 2 sample therefore

has a sample size of 1,406.

2019 Argentine Panel Election Study

The 2019 panel survey was conducted online and fielded by Netquest to a sample of

its nonprobability panel designed to be representative of the Argentina population in terms

of gender, age, and region. The study consisted of three waves of interviews. The first wave

was conducted between September 12 and October 14, with 1,452 completed interviews.

The second wave was conducted between October 30 and December 17. This wave

recontacted 1,027 respondents from wave 1 and a new sample of 569 respondents. The

third wave was conducted the following year, between October 21 and November 20, 2020.

This wave included 1,049 respondents from wave 2 and a new sample of 257 respondents.

2022 Online Surveys (Study 1 and 2)

The 2022 online survey (Study 1) was fielded between April 15 and 22, 2022. We

recruited 1,001 adult respondents (aged 18 and older) from Netquest’s online panel in

Argentina. The second 2022 online survey (Study 2) was fielded between November 22 and

29, 2022 with 1,504 adult respondents (aged 18 and older) from Netquest’s nonprobability
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online panel in Argentina. Each respondent was randomly assigned to either two (Study 1)

or four (Study 2) vignettes. The sample was designed to closely approximate the national

population with respect to gender, age, education, and region. The survey was

implemented in Qualtrics and could be completed it on a computer, tablet, or smartphone.

Treatment assignment followed a simple randomization procedure, giving each respondent

an equal probability of being assigned to any treatment condition.

2023 Argentine Election Study (Study 3)

The 2023 Argentine Election Study (Study 3) was fielded by telephone between

March 23 and April 10, 2024 by the Argentine survey firm MBC MORI. The study

interviewed 1,023 Argentine residents aged 18 years and older using a probability-based

Random Digit Dialing (RDD) design that sampled mobile phone numbers. Interviews were

completed with respondents residing in approximately 200 localities or urban

agglomerations, covering all six geographic regions of the country.

The sampling frame was constructed by randomly generating mobile telephone

numbers for all existing area codes. Area code information was obtained from ENACOM

(Argentina’s National Communications Entity), which maintains records of all active area

codes. No explicit regional quotas or proportional allocation procedures were used to

generate the sampling frame. Instead, areas with a larger number of active prefixes

naturally contributed more potential telephone numbers, reflecting the population size of

those specific area codes.

The generated telephone numbers were subsequently verified through an automated

bot (PBX system) to determine whether each number was active. Numbers were retained

in the sampling frame if they were confirmed to be functional—i.e., if a call was answered

by a person or an answering machine, or if the number was verified as active despite not

being answered. Numbers determined to be inactive or non-functional were excluded. This

procedure produced a final sampling frame of 60,000 active mobile telephone numbers.
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Respondents were then selected by randomly dialing numbers from this sampling

frame using a Random Digit Dialing (RDD) approach. Each sampled number was

contacted up to five times on different days and at different times between 9:00 a.m. and

9:00 p.m. to maximize the likelihood of contact. Eligibility was determined during the

interview, with only respondents aged 18 years or older invited to participate. Of the

60,000 telephone numbers included in the sampling frame, 59,896 were attempted to

contact at least once during fieldwork.
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Table B1: APES Sample Representativeness

2015 2019 2023

Category APES EPH APES EPH APES EPH

Gender
Male 46.9 47.2 45.2 47.0 55.9 47.8
Female 53.1 52.8 54.8 53.0 44.1 52.2

Age
18-24 16.8 16.7 13.4 15.5 10.7 15.2
25-34 21.3 19.4 24.4 19.4 21.0 19.2
35-49 27.8 25.7 26.5 26.4 32.3 28.1
50-64 21.5 21.1 22.0 20.8 25.8 20.5
65+ 12.6 17.2 13.7 17.8 10.3 16.9

Education
No college 76.6 68.5 57.3 65.6 45.2 64.0
College (some + completed) 23.4 31.5 42.7 34.4 54.8 36.0

Region
GBA 48.7 54.1 52.1 54.3 60.4 53.4
NOA 15.8 9.1 8.3 9.1 7.3 9.5
NEA 5.9 4.9 6.4 4.8 5.0 5.0
Cuyo 4.2 6.0 6.6 6.2 4.0 6.3
Pampeana 19.1 22.3 21.7 22.1 19.0 22.1
Patagonia 6.4 3.5 4.9 3.6 4.3 3.7

Note: Column percentages within each wave. APES columns are sample propor-
tions; population columns come from the Encuesta Permanente de Hogares (EPH),
the household survey run by Argentina’s Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Censos
(INDEC), for the quarter nearest each study — mid-2016 for 2015, since the late-
2015 round went unreleased during INDEC’s statistical emergency, late 2019, and
early 2024. College means any tertiary or university study, defined the same way
on both sides. Missing values are dropped within each dimension.
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Table B2: Sample Representativeness (Studies 1 and 2)

Study 1 (2022) Study 2 (2023)

Category Sample EPH Sample EPH

Gender
Male 33.8 47.4 50.3 47.7
Female 66.2 52.6 49.7 52.3

Age
18-24 9.0 14.8 16.9 15.2
25-34 26.4 20.6 16.8 19.8
35-49 35.7 28.0 25.5 28.0
50-64 22.6 20.0 24.0 20.4
65+ 6.4 16.6 16.9 16.7

Education
No college 44.6 63.7 35.1 64.4
College (some + completed) 55.4 36.3 64.9 35.6

Region
GBA 58.7 53.6 34.3 53.5
NOA 7.0 9.4 13.6 9.4
NEA 8.9 5.0 20.5 5.0
Cuyo 11.6 6.3 20.5 6.2
Pampeana 11.2 22.1 2.1 22.2
Patagonia 2.6 3.7 9.0 3.7

Note: Column percentages within each study. Sample columns give
the study’s own proportions; population columns come from the En-
cuesta Permanente de Hogares (EPH), run by Argentina’s Instituto
Nacional de Estadística y Censos (INDEC), for the quarter nearest
fieldwork — mid-2022 for Study 1 and late 2022 for Study 2. College
means any tertiary or university study, defined the same way on both
sides. Both studies are nonprobability online samples quota-matched
on gender, age, region and socioeconomic status.
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C Survey Question Wording

Party like–dislike

APES 2015 — wave 2. Parties rated: Peronismo, Frente para la Victoria, PRO,
Radicalismo, Frente UNA, Frente Amplio Progresista. Scale 0–10.

Spanish: “Ahora me gustaría saber lo que piensa acerca de cada uno de los partidos
políticos en Argentina. Después de que le lea el nombre de un partido, por favor asígnele
un número de 0 a 10, donde 0 significa que a usted NO LE GUSTA NADA y 10 significa
que LE GUSTA MUCHO. Si le menciono algún partido que usted no conozca, sólo dígalo.
¿Cómo calificaría a. . . usando la escala del 0 al 10?”

English: “Now I would like to know what you think about each of the political parties in
Argentina. After I read you the name of a party, please assign it a number from 0 to 10,
where 0 means that you DO NOT LIKE IT AT ALL and 10 means that you LIKE IT
VERY MUCH. If I mention a party you are not familiar with, just say so. How would you
rate . . . using the 0 to 10 scale?”

APES 2019 — wave 1. Parties rated: Peronismo, Frente para la Victoria, PRO,
Radicalismo, Partido Socialista. Scale 0–10.

Spanish: “¿Cómo calificaría los siguientes partidos políticos? Por favor asígnele a cada uno
un número de 0 a 10, donde 0 significa que a usted NO LE GUSTA NADA y 10 significa
que LE GUSTA MUCHO.”

English: “How would you rate the following political parties? Please assign each one a
number from 0 to 10, where 0 means that you DO NOT LIKE IT AT ALL and 10 means
that you LIKE IT VERY MUCH.”

APES 2023. Parties rated: Unión por la Patria, La Libertad Avanza, Juntos por el
Cambio. Scale 0–10.

Spanish: “¿Cómo calificaría los siguientes partidos y coaliciones políticas? Por favor
asígnele a cada uno un número de 0 a 10, donde 0 significa que a usted no le gusta nada y
10 significa que le gusta mucho.”

English: “How would you rate the following political parties and coalitions? Please assign
each one a number from 0 to 10, where 0 means that you do not like it at all and 10 means
that you like it very much.”

CSES. Official English wording from the CSES Integrated Module Dataset codebook:

English: “I’d like to know what you think about each of our political parties. After I read
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the name of a political party, please rate it on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means you
strongly dislike that party and 10 means that you strongly like that party. If I come to a
party you haven’t heard of or you feel you do not know enough about, just say so.”

Left–right self-placement

All waves use a 0–10 self-placement scale.

Spanish (APES 2015, both waves; Studies 1 and 2): “En política la gente habla de
‘izquierda’ y ‘derecha.’ Usando otra escala, donde 0 significa IZQUIERDA y 10
DERECHA, ¿dónde se ubicaría usted?”

English: “In politics people talk about ‘left’ and ‘right.’ Using another scale, where 0
means LEFT and 10 means RIGHT, where would you place yourself?”

APES 2019 is identical but for “Usando una escala” in place of “Usando otra escala.” APES
2023 asks it as a follow-on to the preceding scale item: “Y usando esa misma escala, donde
0 significa izquierda y 10 derecha, ¿dónde se ubicaría usted?” (“And using that same scale,
where 0 means left and 10 means right, where would you place yourself?”)

Issue positions

APES 2015, wave 1. Two agreement batteries, both answered on a five-point scale (1
muy de acuerdo, 2 algo de acuerdo, 3 ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, 4 algo en desacuerdo,
5 muy en desacuerdo).

Public-policy battery, Spanish: “Ahora le voy a preguntar sobre políticas públicas. Le voy a
pedir que en cada caso me diga si usted está muy de acuerdo, algo de acuerdo, ni de
acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, algo en desacuerdo o muy en desacuerdo. ¿Cuán de acuerdo está
usted con. . . ”

Public-policy battery, English: “Now I am going to ask you about public policies. In each
case I will ask you to tell me whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree
nor disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree. How much do you agree with. . . ”

Statements battery, Spanish: “Ahora le voy a leer una serie de afirmaciones y le voy a pedir
que en cada caso me diga si usted está muy de acuerdo, algo de acuerdo, ni de acuerdo ni
en desacuerdo, algo en desacuerdo o muy en desacuerdo.”

Statements battery, English: “Now I am going to read you a series of statements and in
each case I will ask you to tell me whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither
agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree.”
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Item Spanish English

Price controls
(public-policy battery)

Que el gobierno regule el precio
de los productos de consumo
básico

That the government regulate
the price of basic consumer
goods

Government
redistribution
(statements battery)

El Estado debería tomar
medidas para reducir las
diferencias en los niveles de
ingreso de las personas

The state should take measures
to reduce the differences in
people’s income levels

Legal abortion
(statements battery)

El aborto debería ser legal Abortion should be legal

Same-sex marriage, APES 2015 wave 1, asked as a standalone item on the same
five-point scale.

Spanish: “¿Cuán de acuerdo está usted con que las parejas del mismo sexo tengan el
derecho a casarse?”

English: “How much do you agree that same-sex couples should have the right to marry?”

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of four framing conditions immediately before
this item: no prime; a religious-values prime; a human-rights prime; or both. The analysis
pools across conditions.

APES 2019, wave 1. Two agreement batteries, answered 5 (muy de acuerdo) to 1 (en
desacuerdo) — the reverse of the numbering used in 2015 and 2023.

Public-policy battery, Spanish: “Indique por favor cuán de acuerdo está usted con las
siguientes políticas públicas.”

Public-policy battery, English: “Please indicate how much you agree with the following
public policies.”

Statements battery, Spanish: “Indique por favor cuán de acuerdo está usted con las
siguientes afirmaciones.”

Statements battery, English: “Please indicate how much you agree with the following
statements.”
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Item Spanish English

Same-sex marriage
(public-policy battery)

El matrimonio igualitario Marriage equality

Legal abortion
(public-policy battery)

La legalización del aborto The legalization of abortion

Price controls
(public-policy battery)

Que el gobierno regule el precio
de los productos de consumo
básico

That the government regulate
the price of basic consumer
goods

Government
redistribution
(statements battery)

El Estado debería tomar
medidas para reducir las
diferencias en los niveles de
ingreso de las personas

The state should take measures
to reduce the differences in
people’s income levels

APES 2023. Two agreement batteries, answered 1 (muy de acuerdo) to 5 (en
desacuerdo), with the item order randomised.

Public-policy battery, Spanish: “Indique por favor cuán de acuerdo está usted con las
siguientes políticas públicas.”

Public-policy battery, English: “Please indicate how much you agree with the following
public policies.”

Statements battery, Spanish: “Y cuán de acuerdo está usted con las siguientes afirmaciones.”

Statements battery, English: “And how much do you agree with the following statements.”

Item Spanish English

Government
redistribution
(statements battery)

El Estado debería tomar
medidas para reducir las
diferencias en los niveles de
ingreso de las personas

The state should take measures
to reduce the differences in
people’s income levels

Same-sex marriage
(public-policy battery)

El matrimonio igualitario Marriage equality

Legal abortion
(public-policy battery)

Legalizar el aborto Legalizing abortion

Price controls
(public-policy battery)

Que el gobierno regule el precio
de los productos de consumo
básico

That the government regulate
the price of basic consumer
goods
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Party identification

Asked as a three-part branch in APES 2015 (both waves), APES 2019, APES 2023 and
Studies 1 and 2, with the same wording throughout.

Spanish: “Independientemente de por cuál partido votó en la elección pasada o votará en la
que viene, ¿simpatiza usted con algún partido político en particular?” → “¿Siente usted un
poco más de simpatía por algún partido político que por los otros?” → “¿Con/por cuál
partido?”

English: “Regardless of the party that you voted for in the previous election or the one you
will vote for in the next, do you sympathize with a particular political party?” → “Do you
sympathize more with one political party over others?” → “Which party?”

Experimental prompt and outcome

Studies 1 and 2 (both fielded in 2022). Scale 0–10, anchored MUY MAL, NI BIEN NI
MAL and MUY BIEN.

Spanish: “Imagínese que conoce a una persona con las siguientes características: (. . . )
¿Cuán bien le caería una persona con esas características? Por favor responda con un
número de 0 a 10, donde 0 significa que esa persona le caería MUY MAL, 10 significa que
le caería MUY BIEN y 5 significa que no le caería NI BIEN NI MAL.”

English (project translation): “Imagine that you meet a person with the following
characteristics: (. . . ) How much would you like a person with those characteristics? Please
respond with a number from 0 to 10, where 0 signifies that you would STRONGLY
DISLIKE this person, 10 signifies that you would STRONGLY LIKE this person, and five
signifies that you would NEITHER LIKE NOR DISLIKE this person.”

Study 3 (APES 2023). Same scale; three vignettes per respondent.

Spanish: “Imagínese que conoce a una persona con las siguientes características: (. . . )
¿Cuán bien le caería una persona con esas características? Por favor responda con un
número de 0 a 10, donde 0 significa que esa persona le caería MUY MAL, 10 significa que
le caería MUY BIEN y 5 significa que no le caería NI BIEN NI MAL.”

English: “Imagine that you meet a person with the following characteristics: (. . . ) How
much would you like a person with those characteristics? Please respond with a number
from 0 to 10, where 0 means that you would like this person VERY LITTLE, 10 means
that you would like this person VERY MUCH, and 5 means NEITHER.”
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Pre-treatment policy items

APES 2023, used to code whether the respondent agrees with the position shown in the
vignette. Privatization and legal abortion come from the public-policy battery above.
Poverty assistance comes from a spending battery answered 1 (mucho menos) to 5 (mucho
más):

Spanish: “¿Considera usted que el gobierno nacional debería gastar más, menos o lo mismo
que ahora en cada una de las siguientes áreas? Tenga en cuenta que si usted dice ‘gastar
más’, el gobierno podría tener que subir los impuestos y si usted dice ‘gastar menos’ el
gobierno podría tener que reducir esos servicios. ¿Usted cree que el gobierno debería gastar
mucho más, algo más, lo mismo, algo menos o mucho menos que ahora en. . . ?”

English: “Do you think the national government should spend more, less or the same as
now in each of the following areas? Bear in mind that if you say ‘spend more’ the
government might have to raise taxes, and if you say ‘spend less’ the government might
have to cut those services. Do you think the government should spend much more,
somewhat more, the same, somewhat less or much less than now on. . . ?”

Item Spanish English

Poverty assistance
(spending battery)

Planes sociales Social assistance programmes

Privatization
(public-policy battery)

Privatizar las empresas públicas Privatizing public enterprises

Legal abortion
(public-policy battery)

Legalizar el aborto Legalizing abortion
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Table C1: Randomly Assigned Attributes by Type and Study

Type Class marker Attribute shown in the vignette (study)

Policy

Yes
Thinks the government should increase aid to the
poor (1, 2, 3)
Thinks inequality is Argentina’s main problem (1)
Thinks the government should lower taxes on big
business (2)

No
Agrees that abortion should be legal (1, 2, 3)
On human rights, thinks the country should look
forward rather than revisit abuses under the dicta-
torship (1, 2, 3)
Supports privatizations (3)

Social

Yes
Receives a social assistance benefit (1, 2, 3)
Is a business owner (1, 2, 3)
Each of the above shown as male or female (3)

No

Is from the city of Buenos Aires (1, 2)
Is a practicing Catholic (1, 2)
Is an atheist (1)
Likes cumbia (1)

Note: Information shown about the hypothetical voter in each experiment, clas-
sified by whether it concerns policy or social identity and whether it marks social
class. Numbers in parentheses give the studies that used each attribute. Every
profile also named the voter’s party, and the policy and social attributes were ran-
domized independently.
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Affective Polarization in Argentina 
Pre-Analysis Plan 

Study 1 
 

Originally submitted on April 18, 2022 
This version has been revised ONLY to guarantee the anonymity of the submission  

 
 
The causes of affective polarization are not well understood. Most scholarship, focused on the 
United States, argues that polarization is rooted in partisanship. Yet, in Latin America, political 
animosity has increased despite weak partisan attachments. Why does polarization emerge when 
there is no strong partisan identity to inform it? In this project, we study class identity as a cause 
of political polarization. When citizens develop a strong political attachment to their social class, 
they will mimic the attitudinal outlook of their class members. In-group similarity will increase 
affect towards the in-group and animosity towards the out-group. If partisan competition is 
structured around an existing class cleavage, it can quickly produce intense affective 
polarization. Based on original panel data from the 2015 and 2019 Argentinean elections and 
embedded conjoint experiments, we showed that the election of a right-wing party to the 
presidency provided a galvanizing force for middle and upper-class voters to adopt right-wing 
positions on a host policy issues – from state intervention in the economy, to positions towards 
abortion, and immigrants. In this new related project, we propose a series of survey experiments 
to test our main hypothesis about the role of class identity as a cause of affective polarization.  
  

D Pre-Registration
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1. Introduction 
 
During the last two decades, polarization has increased in both established (e.g., Mason 2015) 
and young democracies (e.g., Samuels and Zucco 2018). Political elites and citizens do not 
merely disagree on policy issues, such as how to manage climate change or whether to adopt 
single-payer health care. People of different political persuasions increasingly dislike and distrust 
each other at a personal level (Iyengar et al. 2019). Because this affective polarization cannot be 
resolved via political negotiation, it provides the grounds for disagreement over basic facts, 
political intolerance, and democratic erosion (Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018; Svolik 2019).  
 
The causes of affective polarization are not well understood. Most scholarship, focused on the 
United States, argues that polarization is rooted in partisanship. Yet, in Latin America, political 
animosity has increased despite weak partisan attachments. Why does polarization emerge when 
there is no strong partisan identity to inform it? This is an important question for identifying the 
causes of, and possible solutions to, affective polarization in the developing world. 
 
We propose to study class identity as a cause of affective polarization. When citizens develop a 
strong political attachment to their social class, they will mimic the attitudinal outlook of their 
class members (Turner 1981; Tajfel 1982). In-group similarity will increase affect towards the 
in-group and animosity towards the out-group. If partisan competition is structured around an 
existing class cleavage, it can quickly produce intense affective polarization. 
 
2. Context: Partisanship and Polarization in Argentina 
 
We propose to examine the link between class and affective polarization by conducting a series 
of [conjoint] survey experiments in Argentina. Argentina is a stable democracy where peaceful 
and regular elections have been held since 1983. Since the return to democracy, Argentina has 
transitioned from a stable two-party system to a fluid one with weak party attachments (Calvo 
and Escolar 2005; Leiras 2007; Lupu 2015; Lupu et al. 2019). But political polarization 
increased substantially in the last decade and coincided with the presidential victory of a center-
right political party that drew support from more affluent voters (Svampa 2019), making this a 
useful case for studying the causes of affective polarization.1 The fact that the political 
polarization is a relatively new phenomenon is an additional advantage since the level of 
socialization regarding polarization is expected to be low. 
 
3. Preliminary Research 
 
Our past and preliminary research provides suggestive evidence of the link between class and 
affective polarization in Argentina (REFERENCES EXCLUDED TO PRESERVE 
ANNONIMITY). Using panel surveys conducted around the 2015 and 2019 presidential 
elections, we have found that incumbent and opposition voters have grown markedly apart in 
ideology, policy preferences, and perceptions of corruption of political opponents. We also find 
that this political polarization is affective in nature. Following Orr and Huber (2020), we 
embedded a survey experiment in a nationally-representative online sample to assess how 
Argentines view members of the opposite political camp (see Appendix A). We asked 

 
1 In Argentina, this relatively new polarization is known as la grieta (the chasm). 
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respondents to estimate the likelihood that a person randomly described as either supporting the 
incumbent (Fernández), opposition (Macri), or a third party would belong to different 
professions, hold different policy positions, and have different hobbies or tastes.2 We find that 
class markers have a strong effect on polarized perceptions. Center-right (Macri) voters think 
that their political opponents are employed in low-skilled jobs, depend on welfare, tolerate 
corruption, and listen to popular music. In turn, center-left (Fernández) voters see their 
opponents as detached businesspeople who do not care about inequality. 
 
4. Description of Intervention 
 
Our proposal builds on these preliminary findings to examine the causal effect of class on 
affective polarization. We will field an online survey experiment in Argentina that manipulates 
the traits that our preliminary analysis identified as more clearly associated with vote choice. 
Respondents will be randomly assigned to citizen profiles that vary in presidential vote choice, 
policy preferences, social characteristics, and in the priming of class markers. Our preliminary 
results show that perceptions of class and political preferences are heavily correlated in the 
Argentine electorate. But this evidence cannot demonstrate that class causes polarization. An 
alternative explanation is that policy preferences or other characteristics drive political attitudes 
as well as inferences about class. Our design will allow us to compare the effect of vote choice 
when social characteristics and policy preferences are present or absent. Critically, by 
manipulating class markers (with class-based policy preferences and characteristics), we will 
also be able to estimate how much class identity contributes to structuring attitudes over and 
above other sources of polarization. 
 
To better adjudicate between class and competing explanations, we propose to conduct a survey 
experiment that randomly assigns respondents to citizens profiles that vary along the following 
attributes: vote choice, class-based and non-class-based policy preferences, and class-based and 
non-class-based social characteristics (see Appendix B for the full questionnaire). The list below 
describes the attributes and values:  
 
1) Vote choice (V) 

a) Voted for Aníbal Fernández in 2019 
b) Voted for Mauricio Macri in 2019 

2) Class-based policy preferences (PC) 
a) Thinks that the government should increase social assistance for the poor 
b) Thinks that the main problem in Argentina is inequality 

3) Non-class-based policy preferences (PN) 
a) Agrees that abortion should be legal  
b) Thinks that we should leave behind the discussion about human rights violations during 

the dictatorship 

 
2 Since democratization in 1983, Argentina had a stable two party system but, in recent years, partisan attachments 
have weakened (e.g., Lupu 2016 REFERENCE EXCLUDED TO PRESERVE ANNONIMITY). According to data 
from 2019, only 42% of the population reported sympathizing with a political party (REFERENCE EXCLUDED 
TO PRESERVE ANNONIMITY), which is why we opt to use presidential voting instead of partisan identification 
as our measure of political preferences/identity. 
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4) Class-based social characteristics (SC) 
a) Businessperson 
b) Receives welfare benefits 

5) Non-class social characteristics (SN) 
a) Practicing catholic 
b) Likes cumbia (a music style) 
c) Porteño (someone who lives in the City of Buenos Aires) 
d) Atheist 

 
Treatments  
 
Each respondent gets two (2) of the following vignettes: 
 
“Suppose you meet a person with the following characteristics: … 
 

1. V: Vote choice [1 = Fernández (AF), 0 = Macri (MM)] 
2. V+PN: Vote choice + policy (non-class)  
3. V+SN: Vote choice + social charac. (non-class) 
4. V+PN+PC: Vote choice + policy (non-class) + policy (class)  
5. V+SN+SC: Vote choice + social charac. (non-class) + social charac. (class)  
6. V+PC+SC: Vote choice + policy (class) + social charac. (class)  
7. V+PN+SN: Vote choice + policy (non-class) + social charac. (non-class)  
8. V+PC: Vote choice + policy (class)  
9. V+SC: Vote choice + social charac. (class)  
 
Using the same treatments and attitudes, each respondent also gets two (2) of the following 
vignettes: 
 
“Suppose you meet a person with the following characteristics who is running for local office: … 
 
Examples of vignettes: 

• Suppose you meet a person with the following characteristics: is a businessman, agrees 
that abortion should be legal, and has voted for Alberto Fernández in 2019. 

• Suppose you meet a person with the following characteristics who is running for local 
office: is a practicing catholic, likes cumbia, and believes that the main problem in 
Argentina is inequality. 

 
5. Outcomes of Interest 
 
Survey respondents will be asked two outcome questions. The first one is a standard question 
used in the American Politics literature to measure partisan animosity among voters; the second 
one is a standard vote choice question. 
 

• Feeling thermometer (for general person): “How much do you think you would like a 
person with those characteristics? Please, reply with a number from 0 to 10, where 0 
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means you would strongly dislike that person, 10 means you will strongly like that 
person, and 5 means neither like nor dislike.” 

• Vote choice (for the local candidate): “How likely it is that you would vote for a person 
with those characteristics?” Please, reply with a number from 0 to 10, where 0 means that 
is very unlikely that you would vote for that person, 10 means that is very likely that you 
would vote for that person, and 5 means that is neither likely nor unlikely.” 

 
6. Model Specification & Hypotheses  
 
We can write our main complete model specification as follows: 

Y =β0+β1M+β2(VPN ×M)+ β3(VSN ×M)+β4(VPNPC ×M)+β5(VSNSC ×M)+ β6(VPCSC 

×M)+β7(VPNSN ×M)+β8(VPC ×M)+β9(SC ×M)+ β10VPN +β11VSN +β12VPNPC +β13VSNSC 
+β14VPcSC+ β15VPNSN +β16VPC +β17VSC +ε  

where Y is either of our two outcome variables (“person” or “local candidate”) and M is 1 if the 
respondent’s vote matches the treatment and zero otherwise. We are interested in coefficients for 
the interaction between party match and information (on policy and/or social characteristics).  

Our theoretical framework carries the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Copartisanship increases affect: β1 > 0.  

This coefficient captures baseline affective polarization (AP) . The following hypotheses assess 
how this total effect decreases (or not) once we provide additional information. If the effect of 
partisanship runs, in part, through (social or policy) information, we should see a decrease in the 
effect of partisanship when additional information (policy and/or social characteristics) is 
provided.  

Hypothesis 2 (H2):  Social information (with and without class markers) reduces the effect of 
copartisanship on affect  

Our contention that polarization is affective in nature predicts a negative interaction between 
copartisanship and all social information treatments (β3 <0 & β5 <0 & β6 <0 & β7 <0 & β9 <0). 
We also expect that dosage will matter:  The coefficient for the interaction between treatments 
with double policy information is lower than the coefficient for single social information  (β5 < 
β3 ∼ β6 ∼ β7 ∼ β9).  

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Class markers (associated with policy and/or social characteristics) cause a 
stronger reduction on the effect of copartisanship on affect than non-class markers 

We can test this hypothesis by comparing single class and non-class treatments (β9 < β3) and dual 
class and non-class treatments (β6 < β7)  
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Finally, we test two contrary hypotheses about the impact of policy information, about which we 
are agnostic. 

Hypothesis 4a (H4a): Policy information (with or without class markers) reduces the effect of 
copartisanship on affect 

Test 1 (Single Social Info) The coefficient for the interaction between copartisanship and 
policy information is negative for all treatments with policy information (β2 <0 & β4 <0 & 
β6 <0 & β7 <0 & β8 <0)  

Test 2 (Dual Social Info) The coefficient for the interaction between treatments with 
double policy information is lower than for single policy information (β4 < β2 ∼ β6 ∼ β7 ∼ 
β8)  

Hypothesis 4b (H4b): Policy information does not influence the effect of copartisanship on 
affect 

H4a is consistent with failure of tests for H4a. 

7. Data Collection, Sampling, and Randomization 
 
We will be using the online survey firm Netquest to collect a sample of N = 1000 respondents 
(18 and older) who are participants in their panel in Argentina. Each respondent will be 
randomly assigned to four vignettes, yielding N=2,000 for the hypothetical “person” and 
N=2000 for the hypothetical “local candidate.” Respondents are awarded credit from Netquest 
for participating in surveys and can redeem that credit for small consumer goods. The sample is 
designed to be representative at the national level in terms of gender, age, region, and 
socioeconomic status. The survey will be run on Qualtrics and respondents can complete the 
survey on a computer, personal tablet, or smartphone. We use simple randomization within 
Qualtrics where each respondent has an equal probability of being assigned to any of the 
treatment conditions. 
 
8. Balance Checks 
 
We will use a multinomial logit model predicting the different treatments to check to see if any 
of age, education, gender, or region predicts treatment assignment. If there is imbalance (defined 
as a covariate that is a significant predictor at the p < 0.05 level), we will include the unbalanced 
covariates in all regression models. 

 
9.  Strategy for Main Analyses 
 
We will use ordinary least squares (OLS) with robust standard errors clustered at the respondent 
level.  We will use listwise deletion to deal with missing values on outcome or treatment 
variables. 
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10. Inference Criteria 
 
We will follow standard convention and describe coefficients as statistically significant when a 
two-tailed t-test returns a p-value of less than 0.05. 
 
11. Heterogeneous Treatment Effects 

 
To assess heterogeneous effects, we will conduct a series of theoretically-informed subgroup 
analyses.  

 
Our core analysis strategy pools respondents from the two opposing political camps. To test 
whether our informational treatments have a differential impact depending on the group, we will 
conduct separate analyses for Peronists (Fernández voters) and Non-Peronists (Macri voters). 

 
Class markers could matter differently for different classes. This could be because some classes 
are more sensitive to stereotypes; it could also be because class awareness differs across the class 
ladder. We are going to examine this possibility by disaggregating our analysis using a measure 
of class. 
 
12. Manipulation Tests 
 
We will use standard screeners devised for online service in order to discard inattentive 
respondents. 
 
 
13. Robustness Checks 
 
We will consider several robustness tests. First, we will replicate the analysis coding M based on 
party identification rather than past presidential vote. Secondly, we will recode our affect 
measure (0-10) into a binary outcome coded as positive affect and non-positive affect. 
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15. Appendix A: Preliminary survey experiment 
 
Our experimental design is informed by preliminary evidence showing that class and political 
preferences jointly influence how Argentines see each other. In 2020, we randomly assigned an 
online panel of Argentines (N=1000) to hypothetical voter profiles that differ in past vote choice. 
Profiles either voted for President Alberto Fernández, opposition candidate Mauricio Macri, or 
for a third party that served as control group in the analysis. Respondents were then asked to 
estimate the likelihood that the hypothetical voter would exhibit a battery of characteristics, 
including policy preferences and priorities, type of employment, religious affiliations, and 
personal tastes. Each respondent evaluated only one vignette. 
 
The experiment: 
 
Suppose you meet a person who [following options were randomized]: 

• Voted for Aníbal Fernández in the last presidential election 
• Voted for Mauricio Macri in the last presidential election 
• Did not vote for Mauricio Macri or Aníbal Fernández in the last presidential election 

Using this information, we would like you to make a series of guesses about the person 
described.  For that, consider a scale from 0 to 100, where 0 means that you think is not at all 
likely that the person has that characteristic and 100 means that you think it is very likely that the 
person has it. [The order of the questions and sub-questions was randomized, keeping facts (1-5) 
and policies (6-11 together, and always facts first, then policies] 

1. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person is porteño/a 
2. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person is a lawyer / a businessman 

/ cleans houses / haga changas /works in a factory 
3. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person likes reading /cumbia 
4. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person is a social welfare 

beneficiary / is affiliated to a union 
5. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person is a practicing catholic / 

catholic, but never go to mass / atheist   
6. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person thinks that abortion should 

be legal / abortion should be legal only for cases of rape, incest, or danger for the life 
of the mother / abortion should never be legal 

7. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person thinks that same sex couples 
should not be allowed to adopt children  

8. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person thinks that the government 
should increase the amount of social assistance for the poor  

9. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person thinks that the main 
problem in Argentina is corruption / the main problem in Argentina is inequality 

10. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person thinks that we should care 
less about the rights of criminals  
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11. In your opinion, how likely do you think it is that the person thinks that in order to 
strengthen democracy we should leave behind the discussion about the human right 
violations occurred during the dictatorship 

 
Figure 1 plots the results from this survey experiment. Red dots show the difference in means 
between a Fernández voter and a third-party voter of the average likelihood of having that trait; 
blue dots show the difference in means between a Macri voter and a third-party voter. Red (blue) 
dots to the right (positive values) indicate respondents believe a Fernández (Macri) voter is more 
likely to have that trait (compared to a third-party voter).  
 

 
Figure 1: Presidential vote choice and personal characteristics 

 
 
The results show that Argentines draw clear inferences about political and social characteristics 
from past vote choice. For instance, in terms of policy positions Fernández voters are seen as 
much more likely than Macri voters to favor abortion and rectifying human rights abuses. But the 
results also show that class markers heavily color perceptions. In our survey, respondents see 
Fernández voters to be much more likely to work informal jobs, to belong to a union, and to be 
the recipient of social plans. 
 



E Partisan Inference Experiment

Figure E1: Inferences about Voters Based on Partisanship

Receives a social plan

Is a union member

Favours poverty assistance

Does informal work (changas)

Listens to cumbia

Supports unlimited abortion

Cleans houses

Main problem: inequality

Works in a factory

Is an atheist

Catholic, non−practising

Opposes same−sex adoption

Supports limited abortion

Catholic, attends mass

Human rights trials overdone

Criminals’ rights unimportant

Reads books

Is from Buenos Aires

Works as a lawyer

Main problem: corruption

Works in business

−25 0 25

Difference in mean perceived likelihood (0−100)

Macri voter (JxC) Fernández voter (PJ)

Note: Respondents (N=1,000) were randomly assigned to rate a hypothetical voter described as having
backed Fernández or Macri in the previous presidential election, against a third-party voter as the control.
Points show how much more or less likely, on a 0–100 scale, respondents judged that voter to have each
characteristic. Source: APES 2019.
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F Balance Tests

Table F1: Balance Tests, Study 1

Vote (PJ=1) Female Age College L-R Ideology Class: Lower Class: Middle AUH recipient

Partisan Match 0.019 0.002 0.141 −0.005 0.065 0.005 −0.019 −0.016
(0.027) (0.027) (0.736) (0.026) (0.105) (0.027) (0.027) (0.019)

Policy Info 0.018 −0.044 −1.107 −0.024 −0.072 −0.021 0.018 0.031
(0.029) (0.028) (0.818) (0.027) (0.131) (0.029) (0.029) (0.021)

Social Info 0.048* −0.001 0.016 0.006 −0.008 −0.028 0.050* 0.036*
(0.029) (0.028) (0.824) (0.028) (0.123) (0.029) (0.029) (0.021)

Constant 0.351*** 0.669*** 43.453*** 0.338*** 6.072*** 0.505*** 0.427*** 0.108***
(0.034) (0.034) (0.992) (0.034) (0.145) (0.036) (0.035) (0.024)

Num. Obs. 1,308 1,308 1,308 1,308 1,208 1,308 1,308 1,308

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Each column regresses one pre-treatment characteristic on the
three randomized treatments, with standard errors clustered by respondent. Omnibus joint F -tests test
whether the full set of covariates jointly predicts each treatment dimension: Match: F (8, 603) = 0.62,
p = 0.758; Policy: F (8, 603) = 0.83, p = 0.573; Social: F (8, 603) = 1.59, p = 0.125.
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Table F2: Balance Tests, Study 2

Vote (PJ=1) Female Age College

Partisan Match −0.002 −0.007 0.882* −0.006
(0.015) (0.015) (0.513) (0.013)

Policy Info −0.012 −0.025 −0.456 −0.002
(0.017) (0.017) (0.585) (0.015)

Social Info −0.011 −0.015 0.281 0.009
(0.016) (0.017) (0.566) (0.015)

Constant 0.404*** 0.487*** 46.992*** 0.280***
(0.023) (0.023) (0.774) (0.021)

Num. Obs. 4,232 4,232 4,232 4,232

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Each col-
umn regresses one pre-treatment characteristic on the three
randomized treatments, with standard errors clustered by
respondent. Omnibus joint F -tests test whether the full
set of covariates jointly predicts each treatment dimen-
sion: Match: F (4, 1057) = 0.96, p = 0.430; Policy:
F (4, 1057) = 1.20, p = 0.308; Social: F (4, 1057) = 0.25,
p = 0.909.
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Table F3: Balance Tests, Study 3

Female Age College L-R Ideology Pref: AUH Pref: Abortion Pref: Privatize

Partisan Match 0.040* −0.114 0.002 0.013 −0.104 −0.073 0.077
(0.022) (0.701) (0.021) (0.132) (0.067) (0.079) (0.078)

Policy Info 0.001 −0.058 0.028 0.093 0.006 0.153* −0.034
(0.023) (0.711) (0.021) (0.125) (0.065) (0.078) (0.079)

Social Info −0.025 0.172 0.024 0.030 −0.009 0.016 0.083
(0.022) (0.686) (0.021) (0.118) (0.064) (0.077) (0.075)

Constant 0.426*** 44.596*** 0.294*** 6.762*** 2.325*** 3.076*** 2.985***
(0.026) (0.800) (0.024) (0.145) (0.075) (0.086) (0.089)

Num. Obs. 2,123 2,138 2,126 2,045 2,123 2,081 2,111

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Each column regresses one pre-treatment charac-
teristic on the three randomized treatments, with standard errors clustered by respondent.
Omnibus joint F -tests test whether the full set of covariates jointly predicts each treatment
dimension: Match: F (7, 648) = 1.09, p = 0.370; Policy: F (7, 919) = 1.25, p = 0.273; Social:
F (7, 919) = 0.63, p = 0.732.
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G Analyses of Main Survey Experiments

Table G1: Partisan Match, Policy Information, and Social Information (Studies
1 and 2)

Favorability (0–10)

Study 1 Study 2

All JxC PJ All JxC PJ

Partisan Match 2.562*** 2.813*** 2.131*** 2.999*** 3.416*** 2.359***
(0.312) (0.362) (0.574) (0.189) (0.239) (0.305)

Policy Information −0.417* −0.766*** 0.119 −0.091 0.182 −0.519***
(0.213) (0.268) (0.344) (0.123) (0.158) (0.191)

Social Information −0.137 −0.106 −0.219 0.002 −0.043 0.093
(0.204) (0.252) (0.340) (0.119) (0.146) (0.195)

Partisan Match × Policy
Information

−0.893*** −0.927** −0.849 −0.877*** −1.284*** −0.238

(0.302) (0.364) (0.518) (0.177) (0.229) (0.279)
Partisan Match × Social
Information

−0.336 −0.387 −0.177 −0.477*** −0.401* −0.615**

(0.308) (0.373) (0.538) (0.172) (0.217) (0.278)
Constant 3.268*** 3.266*** 3.299*** 3.554*** 3.193*** 4.111***

(0.213) (0.265) (0.353) (0.130) (0.164) (0.207)

Observations 1,308 788 520 4,231 2,580 1,651
R2 0.128 0.176 0.079 0.169 0.203 0.129

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Each column regresses the 0–10 favorability rating on whether
the profile shared the respondent’s party, whether policy information was shown, whether social information
was shown, and the two interactions. Standard errors clustered by respondent. The JxC and PJ columns
restrict to respondents who voted for Macri and Fernández in 2019. Results are plotted in Figure 4.
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Table G2: Partisan Match, Policy Information, and Social Information (Study
3)

Favorability (0–10)

Party pair

JxC vs. PJ LLA vs. JxC LLA vs. PJ

Partisan Match 2.907*** 0.673** 2.550***
(0.344) (0.270) (0.301)

Policy Information −0.032 −0.604** −0.418
(0.301) (0.264) (0.256)

Social Information −0.213 −0.679*** −0.422
(0.293) (0.230) (0.257)

Partisan Match × Policy Information −1.172*** −0.423 −0.647*
(0.409) (0.355) (0.368)

Partisan Match × Social Information −0.557 −0.227 −0.588*
(0.391) (0.320) (0.351)

Constant 3.680*** 5.766*** 4.290***
(0.256) (0.194) (0.235)

Observations 873 959 994
R2 0.146 0.048 0.152

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. As Table G1, estimated separately for each pair
of parties and restricted to respondents and profiles belonging to that pair. Standard
errors clustered by respondent. Results are plotted in Figure 5.
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Table G3: Partisan Match and Policy Information, by Brand Congruence

Favorability (0–10)

Stereotypical Counter-Stereotypical

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 1 Study 2 Study 3

Partisan Match 2.377*** 3.007*** 2.208*** 2.663*** 3.198*** 1.975***
(0.349) (0.200) (0.289) (0.343) (0.205) (0.285)

Policy Information −0.604** −0.429*** −0.836*** −0.219 0.284* −0.195
(0.248) (0.148) (0.240) (0.264) (0.149) (0.250)

Social Information −0.261 0.116 −0.439** −0.088 0.075 −0.397*
(0.236) (0.141) (0.214) (0.243) (0.139) (0.210)

Partisan Match × Policy
Information

−0.162 0.059 0.330 −1.498*** −1.889*** −1.848***

(0.382) (0.206) (0.423) (0.366) (0.219) (0.424)
Partisan Match × Social
Information

−0.093 −0.489** −0.637* −0.468 −0.743*** −0.181

(0.380) (0.196) (0.357) (0.360) (0.203) (0.340)
Constant 3.358*** 3.470*** 4.537*** 3.233*** 3.500*** 4.512***

(0.231) (0.141) (0.175) (0.232) (0.141) (0.173)

Observations 932 3,046 1,101 946 3,082 1,094
R2 0.169 0.234 0.127 0.132 0.165 0.090

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Stereotypical columns compare profiles given no policy information
with profiles holding a position typical of their own party; counter-stereotypical columns compare them
with profiles holding a position typical of the other side. Poverty relief and legal abortion count as typical
of Peronism, privatization and opposition to the human-rights trials as typical of Juntos por el Cambio.
Standard errors clustered by respondent. Results are plotted in Figure 6.
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Table G4: Counter-Stereotypical Policy Information and Social Characteristics

Favorability (0–10)

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3

Partisan Match 2.523*** 3.018*** 2.031***
(0.322) (0.190) (0.277)

Stereotypical Policy −0.544** −0.391** −0.841***
(0.252) (0.153) (0.242)

Counter-Stereotypical Policy −0.216 0.340** −0.198
(0.273) (0.153) (0.249)

Stereotypical Social Characteristics −0.308 −0.190 −0.282
(0.263) (0.149) (0.219)

Counter-Stereotypical Social
Characteristics

−0.043 0.109 −0.707***

(0.249) (0.145) (0.237)
Partisan Match × Stereotypical Policy −0.211 0.043 0.360

(0.393) (0.210) (0.421)
Partisan Match ×
Counter-Stereotypical Policy

−1.395*** −1.824*** −1.864***

(0.375) (0.223) (0.424)
Partisan Match × Stereotypical Social
Characteristics

0.093 0.029 −0.522

(0.393) (0.210) (0.398)
Partisan Match ×
Counter-Stereotypical Social
Characteristics

−0.741* −0.968*** −0.051

(0.378) (0.217) (0.378)
Constant 3.260*** 3.492*** 4.561***

(0.219) (0.134) (0.164)

Observations 1,176 3,780 1,409
R2 0.131 0.185 0.106

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Each column regresses the 0–10 favor-
ability rating on whether the profile shared the respondent’s party, indicators for
each kind of information the profile carried, and their interactions with partisan
match. The omitted category is profiles given no information at all. Poverty relief
and legal abortion count as typical of Peronism, privatization and opposition to
the human-rights trials as typical of Juntos por el Cambio; receiving a social plan
counts as typical of Peronism and owning a business as typical of Juntos por el
Cambio. Profiles whose only social characteristic is unrelated to class are set aside.
Standard errors clustered by respondent.
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Table G5: Counter-Stereotypical Profiles and the Respondent’s Own Position

Favorability (0–10)

Out-Party Profiles Own-Party Profiles

Shares the Profile’s Position 1.707*** 1.962*
(0.544) (1.138)

Constant 3.703*** 4.149***
(0.351) (0.395)

Observations 135 56

Notes: Standard errors clustered by respondent. The sample is profiles holding a
position typical of the other party, for the three cases where the survey also measured
the respondent’s own view before the experiment: a Peronist who supports privati-
zation, and a Juntos por el Cambio supporter who supports legal abortion or more
spending on poverty relief. Neither human-rights cell has a matching pre-treatment
item. Out-party columns cover profiles from a party the respondent does not support.
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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Table G6: Partisan Match and Policy Information, by Anti-Peronist Intensity

Partisan only All profiles

Match Match × Policy Match × Social Respondents

Less anti-Peronist 2.218*** −1.027* −0.713 152
(0.622) (0.561) (0.562)

Most anti-Peronist 3.127*** −0.875* −0.059 239
(0.608) (0.493) (0.487)

Continuous measure of anti-Peronism
Partisan match 0.019, p = 0.908
Partisan match × policy −0.104, p = 0.547

Note: ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Macri voters in Study 1, split by their rating of Peronism; most
anti-Peronist means a rating of zero, which 61 percent of them gave. The first column is the partisan
match effect among profiles shown with no policy or social information, the other two the interactions
from the full model on all profiles. The last two rows replace the split with the rating itself, so a coefficient
near zero means the effect does not vary with how anti-Peronist a respondent is. Standard errors clustered
by respondent.
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Figure G1: Partisan Match Effect by Type of Social Information
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Note: Bars show the estimated effect of a partisan match on favorability (0–10), on its own and when the
profile also carries policy information, class-related social information (welfare recipient or business owner),
or social information unrelated to class (porteño, practising Catholic, atheist, or cumbia fan). Each bar uses
profiles carrying that one kind of information and nothing else. The number above each bar is its difference
from the partisan-match bar; error bars are 95% confidence intervals based on respondent-clustered standard
errors. ∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01.
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