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STEREOTYPING, REPUTATION, CATEGORIZATION, 
TYPICALITY: A GENERAL THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Partisan 
Stereotypes

(Rhan, 1993)

Stereotypical 
associations 

between issues, 
traits, ideologies, 
candidates, and 

party labels

Issues stereotyping 
(Petrocik,  1996)

Voters learn to associate a reputation
for owning certain issues. A party
owns an issue if citizens believe the
party has an advantage on that issue

Candidate stereotyping 
(Hayes, 2005)

Parties select certain candidate qualities
alongside their issue portfolios and thus
the party label encourages assumptions
regarding candidate traits and qualities.



CANDIDATE TRAITS EVALUATION AND 
VOTE CHOICE 

Two trait 
dimensions 
influence 
candidate 
evaluation 

(Markus, 1982; Miller & 
Miller, 1976; Stewart & 

Clarke, 1992; McCurley & 
Mondak, 1995 )

Political traits (Page, 1978; 
Fiorina, 1988)

Leadership, Competence, Issues   

Non-political/Personal 
traits (Fiske et al., 2007, Funk 1999)

Warmth, integrity, group 
commitment, authenticity, age, 

gender 



H1. Voters fails to associate to FSM those traits and qualities that are 
consistent with its anti-elitist and anti-establishment nature (candidate 
stereotyping). 

H2. FSM partisans and are more supportive of those candidates that 
possess a “populist” traits. 

H3. Anti-establishment framing (corruption primiming) impacts on how 
respondents evaluate candidates that present populist traits/issues.

RESEARCH QUESTION: 
HOW TRAITS INFLUENCE CANDIDATE EVALUATION/VOTE 

CHOICE? 



THE CONJOINT EXPERIMENT DESIGN 



WHY USING IT ?

• Isolate the aspects that influence a 
respondent’s choice in a multi-
dimensional space. 

• It is possible to test several treatment 
conditions in only one experiment 

• Reduce the impact of partisan bias 
compared to normal issue ownership 
survey

• Increase realism (Rose and Greene 
2005, 176) 

WHAT IS IT?

Fractional factorial design where respondents are 
shown two profile (or products) with fully 
randomize traits (attributes) taken from a list 
(levels).

ANALYSIS

Average marginal component effects (AMCEs) 
developed by Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto, 
2014.  Probability that a respondent selects as FSM 
candidate a profile that display “university degree” 
versus a profile with “middle school”, keeping the 
other attributes constant. 



IVs: Issue, Political experience, Family, Gender, Political 
Background, Personality, Age, Education, Job, Monthly Wage 

Attributes’ levels per each candidate Attributes 

DVs (Recoded 0-1) 
- Correct party guessing (Forced choice)
- Likelihood to support the candidate 

based on traits and issues (0-7)

Controls:
- Respondent’s party 
identification/ideology (subsetting the 
sample)



Gender Age Family status Political 
experience

Political 
background

Education Personal characteristics 
(or personality)

Issues 

Male 38 Single None None Primary school Strong leader Tax cut
Female 46 Divorced 1 Simple party 

affiliate
Middle school Honest Environmental 

protection
55 Married 3 Social movements High school Same sex couples  
63 Married with 1 child 6 City/ neighbour

councilman
University 
degree 

Hard worker Children adoption

79 Married with more the 1 child More than 8 Councilman Compassionate Support for small 
and medium 
enterprises

84 Regional councilman Catholic Guaranteed 
minimum income

Trade unionist Close to the people Internet access
Assessor Privatisation
Congressman Clear electoral law

Abandon euro 
currency/National 
currency 
Reduce 
Immigration
Improve national 
security

Reduce Criminality

Legalisation of 
marijuana  



MAIN FINDINGS 



STEREOTYPING 

Traits

• Middle aged (?) males

• Higher educated

• Congressman and previous 
political experience (?)

• Close to the people and 
competent 

Issues 

• Privatisation (?)

• National Security

FSM Partisans

Substantial agreement apart from 
congressman, trade unionist (?) and 

environmental protection

CANDIDATE 
EVALUATION

ANTI-
ESTABLISHMENT 

FRAMING

Overall

• Young Females 

• Trade unionists and social 
movement activists 

• Hard workers and close to the 
people

• Tax cut 

FSM Partisans

• Young Females 

• Previous political experience (?)

• Social movement activists (but not 
congressman)

• Close to the people

• National security and guaranteed 
minimum income 

Absolutely no effect as 
showed by previous 
researches on the topic



LIMITATIONS AND 
FURTHER NEEDED 

IMPROVEMENTS 

Limitations: 

• Sample size and Crowdflower sample limitation 

• Not enough power for some of the groups (due to 
conditioning and small sample size)

• Lack of a precise benchmark for traits and issues 
ownership and party issues association. Impossible to 
compare it with the actual distribution of attributes 
(lack of previous study)

Related questions and issues 

• More knowledgeable voters could be able to 
“correct guess” more frequently the FSM candidates 
especially in regard to issue s

• Impossible to test the “mediation” effect between 
issues and traits for the stereotyping and associative 
processes. 
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