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APPENDIX 1: Additional Survey Questions
Victimization:
In the past 12 months, have you been a victim of crime? [Yes/No]
Insecurity:
In general, how security do you feel in your community? [Very safe/ safe/ unsafe/ very unsafe]
• Respondents coded as “insecure” who responded unsafe/very unsafe and “secure” if
responded very safe/safe
Social Policy Effectiveness
Do you believe that government assistance is contributing to reduce poverty? [Yes/No]
Source of Crime
From your point of view, to what degree do the following factors contribute to crime in your
community: Gangs or illicit organizations? [Not at all / Rarely / Moderately / A lot]
• Respondents who stated moderately/a lot were coded as believing gangs were a source of
crime in their community. Those who stated not at all/rarely were coded as not believing
this was a major source.
APPENDIX 2: Survey Sample Descriptive Statistics
Characteristics

Country
Argentina

Sample Size
Mean Age
Mean Education
% Female
% w/ 2 or more toilets
% Victim
Mean neighb. safety (1-4)
% who believe social policy is effective
Mean gangs contribute to crime (1-4)

1336
40.33
5.96
51.20%
22.49%
14.47%
2.42
18.97%
1.82

Brazil
1354
35.58
7.26
53.18%
25.85%
19.50%
2.48
40.25%
1.83

APPENDIX 3: Social Assistance Beneficiaries and Effectiveness
In inspecting perceptions of social assistance effectiveness, it is important to understand
whether these perceptions are based on personal experience or information received from
external sources (e.g., the community, friends, the media). Within the survey, respondents were
asked whether or not they or someone in their household has been the recipient of social
assistance in the past twelve months. The breakdown of the overlap can be shown in Table A2.1
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An examination of these responses shows that about half of respondents (49.6%) who
answered these questions received social assistance within the past year, while the other half did
not. Across all categories, there is relatively even distribution with a the fewest number of
respondents reporting both not receiving social assistance and perceiving it as effective (14% of
the total). Among those who received social policy, there is a relative even distribution among
those who received social assistance in terms of their perceptions of its effectiveness (42.6%
believe it is effective). Among those who did not receive social assistance, the majority perceive
it as ineffective (71.9%). However, among those who report social policy is ineffective there is
still good representation of those who both have and have not received social assistance in the
recent past.
Overall, this assessment indicates that the sample of respondents has strong variation
both in personal experience with social assistance and perceptions of its effectiveness. This
should minimize bias regarding perceptions based on personal experience vs. second-hand
knowledge. As both populations (with and without experience with social policy) are relevant
and this study is interested in the role of this attitude in explaining preferences for crime policy,
this provides evidence of the strength of this sample for inference along these lines.
Table A3.1: Social Assistance Beneficiaries and Perceptions of Effectiveness
(Total responses = 2039)
Beneficiary of Social Assistance

Perception of
social policy

Yes

No

Effective

431
21%

288
14%

Ineffective

580
28%

740
36%
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APPENDIX 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Ideological Measures
All responses were coded so lower values correspond to agreement with conservative ideals,
while higher values correspond to agreement with progressive ideals.
Table A4.1: Economic Dimension Questions and Recoding
Variable Code
ideo_01b
ideo_01c

ideo_01d

Question
The government should not spend a
lot to help the poor
The majority of the unemployed
could encounter work if they really
tried
The economy functions better and the
country develops more when the
government does not intervene in the
economy

Original Coding
4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree
4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree

New Coding
Scale flipped

4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree

Scale flipped

Scale flipped

Table A4.2: Sociocultural Dimension Questions and Recoding
Variable Code
ideo_05b

ideo_05c
ideo_05d
ideo_05e

Question
The government should consult with
religious authorities in interpreting
laws
Religious considerations should
guide/influence government actions
Same sex couples should NOT have
the right to marry
Abortion should be legal in all
circumstances

Original Coding
4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree

New Coding
Scale flipped

4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree
4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree
4 = strongly agree,
1 = strongly disagree

Scale flipped
Scale flipped
Scale
maintained

To create ideological measures for both the economic and sociocultural dimensions, I
conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the lavaan package in R with the variables
listed in the main text. Fit measures for these indices are shown in Table A1. Because the
measures are specified together, they are considered one model and thus produce one set of fit
indices. For the chi-squared, values closer to zero indicate a better fit (although this is typically a
comparative measure). Values closer to zero for the root mean squared error approximation and
standardized root mean square residual indicate better fit. In particular, for the latter measure
values lower than 0.08 indicate better fitting models. CFI values that are larger (on a scale of 0 to
1) indicate models that are better fits than the null model.
Table A4.3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for Socioeconomic and Sociocultural
Ideology Measures
Chi-squared and P-Value
136.664 (0.000)
Comparative Fit Index
0.948
Root mean squared error approximation
0.069
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
0.042
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Figure A4.1: Two-Dimensional Ideology SEM Path Plot

Although research suggests a two-dimensional ideological measure is most appropriate, I also
confirm that a univariate ideological measure is inferior to the two-factor specification above. To
do so, I run a univariate model with all variables included above and compare the fit statistics.
As can be seen in Table A2, the fit statistics for a unidimensional model are inferior: the chisquared is farther from zero the comparative fit index is smaller than that of the two-dimensional
model, and both the root mean squared error approximation and standardized root mean square
residual are larger compared to the two-dimensional model. All of these measures indicate
inferior fit compared to the two-dimensional model. The SEM Path Plot for this model can be
seen in Figure A2.
Table A4.4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for Unidimensional Ideology
Measure
Chi-squared and P-Value
274.418 (0.000)
Comparative Fit Index
0.891
Root mean squared error approximation
0.096
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
0.065
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Figure A4.2: One Dimensional Ideology SEM Path Plot

To demonstrate the legitimacy of the sociocultural and economic ideology measures, I
also validate that they are associated with self-reported left-right identification. As we know that
left-right identification is an imperfect measures of ideology, particularly in Latin America, these
measures should not be perfectly correlated with left-right self-placement. However, a strong
relationship between these measures lends credence to the CFA measures’ validity. As can be
seen in Figure A2.1 and in Table , the two CFA measures created are associated with left-right
identification in the expected direction. These associations are statistically significant. Higher
values on the economic and sociocultural ideological scales correspond to more progressive
values. In turn, we see these higher values associated with higher values (more left wing
placement) on the left-right self-placement scale. We also see the reverse, where those with
more conservative values tend to place themselves on the right side of the left-right scale. This
validates the CFA ideological measures.
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Figure A4.3: Relationship between Ideological Measures and Left-Right Identification

Table A4.5: Linear Regression Results for Left-Right Self Identification and CFA Created
Ideology Measures

The “Sociocultural” DV is a continuous variable ranging from -2.41 to 1.36 while the
“Economic” DV ranges from -0.98 to 0.55. Lower values for both indices correspond to
more conservative values on their respective dimensions. The Left-Right Dimension IV
corresponds to left-right self-placement. It ranges from 1 to 5, where 1 is most
conservative and 5 is most liberal.
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APPENDIX 5: Additional Experimental Results
The following sections present additional results from the fielded conjoint experiment, including
pooled results and results disaggregated by country. Results disaggregated by country should be
examined with caution, as the sample size of examined respondents decreases substantially in
such cases. Results in such cases are null, but this is expected as the sample of respondents
disaggregated by both country and ideology is one quarter of the total sample. However, the
majority of results disaggregated by country are directionally consistent with main results.
Figure A5.1: Candidate Attribute Preferences Across Pooled Sample

Figure A5.2: Candidate Attribute Preferences Across Divided by Ideology
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Figure A5.3: Preferences for Candidate Attributes in Brazil and Argentina

Figure A5.4: Preferences for Candidate Attributes in Brazil and Argentina by Ideology
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Figure A5.5: Preferences for Candidate Crime Policy in Brazil and Argentina by
Victimization

Figure A5.6: Preferences for Candidate Crime Policy in Brazil and Argentina by
Neighborhood Security
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Figure A5.7: Preferences for Candidate Crime Policy in Brazil and Argentina by Social
Assistance Effectiveness

Figure A5.8: Preferences for Candidate Crime Policy in Brazil and Argentina by Perceived
Source of Crime (Gangs)

10

APPENDIX 6: Replicating Experimental Results using OLS
In this section, results from Ordinary Least Squares models are presented which re-examine the
main hypotheses of this paper. The dependent variable is whether or not a candidate was chosen
or not (where 1 is chosen and 0 is not chosen) by the respondents. As the outcome is a binary
variable, these models are linear probability models. Fixed effects are included for each
respondent, as each respondent participated in five simulated elections. Results from these
models, presented in the following tables, reinforce the marginal means results presented in the
main text. All results from the crime platform variable (presented here are Crime: Punitive, with
progressive platforms as the reference category) are directionally consistent and, in the majority
of cases, remain statistically significant along the same lines as results in the main analysis.
Table A6.1: OLS Results for Pooled Models

Cells report estimates from ordinary least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was
chosen or not) to variables corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is
equal to 1 if the candidate was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as
the change in probability that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each
policy position are as follows: crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex
marriage – do not support, environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.

11

Table A6.2: OLS Results for Victims

Results correspond only to respondents who state they were victims of a crime in the past year. Cells report estimates from ordinary
least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was chosen or not) to variables
corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is equal to 1 if the candidate
was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as the change in probability
that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each policy position are as follows:
crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex marriage – do not support,
environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.

Table A6.3: OLS Results for Non-Victims

Results correspond only to respondents who state they were not victims of a crime in the past year. Cells report estimates from ordinary
least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was chosen or not) to variables
corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is equal to 1 if the candidate
was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as the change in probability
that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each policy position are as follows:
crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex marriage – do not support,
environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.
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Table A6.4: OLS Results for Residents of “Secure” Neighborhoods

Results correspond only to respondents who state they live in a “very safe” or “safe” community. Cells report estimates from ordinary
least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was chosen or not) to variables
corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is equal to 1 if the candidate
was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as the change in probability
that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each policy position are as follows:
crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex marriage – do not support,
environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.

Table A6.5: OLS Results for Residents of “Insecure” Neighborhoods

Results correspond only to respondents who state they live in a “very unsafe” or “unsafe” community. Cells report estimates from
ordinary least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was chosen or not) to variables
corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is equal to 1 if the candidate
was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as the change in probability
that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each policy position are as follows:
crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex marriage – do not support,
environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.
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Table A6.6: OLS Results for Respondents who Believe Social Assistance is Effective

Results correspond only to respondents who stated they perceived social assistance does contribute to reduce poverty. Cells report
estimates from ordinary least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was chosen or not) to
variables corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is equal to 1 if the
candidate was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as the change in
probability that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each policy position are
as follows: crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex marriage – do not support,
environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.

Table A6.7: OLS Results for Respondents who Believe Social Assistance is Not Effective

Results correspond only to respondents who stated they perceived social assistance does not contribute to reduce poverty. Cells report
estimates from ordinary least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a candidate was chosen or not) to
variables corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary dependent variable is equal to 1 if the
candidate was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model can be interpreted as the change in
probability that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference categories for each policy position are
as follows: crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes – increase, same sex marriage – do not support,
environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also included.
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Table A6.8: OLS Results for Gang-Driven Crime

Results correspond only to respondents who stated gangs or illicit organizations contributed “a lot” or “moderately” to crime in their
community . Cells report estimates from ordinary least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a
candidate was chosen or not) to variables corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary
dependent variable is equal to 1 if the candidate was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model
can be interpreted as the change in probability that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference
categories for each policy position are as follows: crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes –
increase, same sex marriage – do not support, environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also
included.

Table A6.9: OLS Results for Non-Gang-Driven Crime

Results correspond only to respondents who stated gangs or illicit organizations contributed “not at all” or “rarely” to crime in their
community . Cells report estimates from ordinary least squares regression models relating a binary dependent variable (whether a
candidate was chosen or not) to variables corresponding to a hypothetical candidate’s policy positions or opinions. The binary
dependent variable is equal to 1 if the candidate was chosen and 0 if the candidate was not. Coefficients of this linear probability model
can be interpreted as the change in probability that the candidate is chosen (𝑌𝑖 = 1) holding constant all other regressors). Reference
categories for each policy position are as follows: crime – progressive platform, sex – female, abortion – do not support, taxes –
increase, same sex marriage – do not support, environment – high concern, country – Argentina. Respondent-level fixed effects are also
included.
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APPENDIX 7: Non-Response Bias
The following tables present the sample size and distribution of the corresponding subsamples
across certain sociodemographic characteristics when accounting for non-response in key
variables. Each column contains information regarding the subsample of participants once all
non-responses for that category have been removed. For example, in the column “Ideology NonResponse” for Brazil, this can be interpreted as 968 respondents remaining once removing all
who did not answer that question, with those respondents having a mean age of 36.01 and a
mean educational attainment of 7.28.
Table A7.1: Brazil Non-Response Figures
Full
Sample
Sample Size
Mean Age
Mean Edu
% Female
% 2 or
more toilets
in the house

1354
35.58
7.26
53%
26%

Ideology
NonResponse
1137
36.10
7.27
52%
26%

Victimization
Non-Response
1319
35.65
7.26
53%
26%

Comm. Sec
NonResponse
1291
35.64
7.25
53%
26%

Gangs NonResponse
1225
35.65
7.25
51%
27%

Percep. Social
Assist. NonResponse
1195
35.73
7.20
53%
26%

Table A7.2: Argentina Non-Response Figures
Full
Sample
Sample Size
Mean Age
Mean Edu
% Female
% 2 or more
toilets in the
house

1336
40.30
5.96
51%
22%

Ideology
NonResponse
1162
40.86
6.02
48%
24%

Victimization
Non-Response
1325
40.40
5.96
51%
23%

Comm. Sec
NonResponse
1298
40.25
5.95
51%
22%

Gangs NonResponse
1273
40.15
5.99
51%
23%

Percep. Social
Assist. NonResponse
1218
40.61
6.00
51%
23%

APPENDIX 8: Possible Additional Threats to Inference
In the main text, I address concerns regarding the generalizability, or external validity, of
my results originating from an experimental survey. In addition to such concerns, it is also
important to unpack other sources of potential bias which may be characteristic of survey
experiments. In particular, attention and nonresponse biases may negatively affect the internal
validity of results.
To ensure respondents were paying careful attention to the survey, various attention
checks were included throughout. Respondents who failed these attention checks were removed
from the survey and not included in the final survey sample. Further, respondents who completed
the survey in an unrealistically short period of time were also removed from the sample. In
addition, respondents were forced to select candidates, and had no option for nonresponse. This
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eliminated the possibility of nonresponse bias in the conjoint experiment. However, other
questions to determine respondent ideology, victimization status, perceived security, and
perception of social policy did allow for nonresponse. Individuals who did not respond to these
questions were eliminated from analyses where these questions were relevant. To determine the
degree to which nonresponse to such questions may have affected the sample population, and
therefore results, descriptive statistics regarding subsamples can be found in the Appendix. An
examination of these statistics show no major differences between samples where nonresponses
have been discarded and the full sample, and that they are largely comparable. This provides
support for the validity of the experimental results even accounting for non-response in possibly
sensitive questions.
APPENDIX 9: Additional Models for AmericasBarometer Data
In this section, I present alternative models for those presented in Table 3 of the main text. Table
A9.1 presents logistic regression models which subclassify the sample by ideology (vs. including
ideology as a control). Table A9.2 presents logistic regression models which subclassify by the
sample by country and maintain a control for ideology. Finally, Table A9.3 presents a
multinomial logistic regression where preferences for punitive, preventative, or a combined
(punitive AND preventative) policy approach are separated out as independent categories.
Results from these models are largely consistent with results from the main text. All data used in
these models is from the 2014 AmericasBarometer round for Argentina and Brazil.
Table A9.1 : Logistic Regression AmericasBarometer Models Segmented by Ideology

Logistic regression employed where 1 is equal to support for increased punitive policy OR increase punitive and preventative measures, while 0
is support for increased preventative measure alone. Reference category for Race/Eth is “White”. Victim is a binary variable where 1 signifies
victim in the past year and 0 is not a victim. Comm. Safety is a continuous variable from 1-4 where higher values indicate increased perceptions
of community safety. Effective Econ is a continuous variable where high values indicate the perception that the government is managing the
economy well, while low values indicate the opposite. Neighb. Gangs is a continuous variable where high values indicate the perception that
gangs greatly affect one’s neighborhood, while low values indicate the opposite. Controls included are gender, age, education, and country
dummies. Income is not included due to high non-response in Argentina.

17

Table A9.2 : Logistic Regression AmericasBarometer Models Segmented by Country

Logistic regression employed where 1 is equal to support for increased punitive policy OR increase punitive and preventative measures, while 0
is support for increased preventative measure alone. Reference category for Race/Eth is “White”. Victim is a binary variable where 1 signifies
victim in the past year and 0 is not a victim. Comm. Safety is a continuous variable from 1-4 where higher values indicate increased perceptions
of community safety. Effective Econ is a continuous variable where high values indicate the perception that the government is managing the
economy well, while low values indicate the opposite. Neighb. Gangs is a continuous variable where high values indicate the perception that
gangs greatly affect one’s neighborhood, while low values indicate the opposite. Controls included are left-right partisan identification, gender,
age, and education. Income is not included due to high non-response in Argentina.

Table A9.3 : Multinomial Logistic Regression AmericasBarometer Models

Multinomial logistic regression employed where the reference category is support for preventative measures. Support for preventative measures is
compared to either support for punitive measures or a combined policy approach (punitive and preventative measures). Reference category for
Race/Eth is “White”. Victim is a binary variable where 1 signifies victim in the past year and 0 is not a victim. Comm. Safety is a continuous
variable from 1-4 where higher values indicate increased perceptions of community safety. Effective Econ is a continuous variable where high
values indicate the perception that the government is managing the economy well, while low values indicate the opposite. Neighb. Gangs is a
continuous variable where high values indicate the perception that gangs greatly affect one’s neighborhood, while low values indicate the
opposite. Controls included are left-right partisan identification, gender, age, education, and country dummies. Income is not included due to high
non-response in Argentina.
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APPENDIX 10: Robustness of Left-Right Measure for AmericasBarometer Models
Because the LAPOP survey does not ask the same questions regarding economic and
sociocultural ideology as the main survey fielded for this analysis, I rely upon left-right selfplacement to determine ideology in my secondary analysis. Although this measure, I argue, is
suboptimal to measure ideology in the context of this research, it is the best comparable
ideological measure available in the LAPOP survey. Unfortunately, LAPOP does not contain
questions regarding economic opinions which are comparable to those used in my experimental
survey. However, they do share comparable questions regarding sociocultural opinions.
To demonstrate the validity of using the L-R measure in this case, I show that LAPOP’s L-R
measure captures these key sociocultural attitudes. Specifically, I examine opinions regarding
abortion and same-sex marriage. Here, I examine the relationship between L-R self-placement
and responses to questions similar to those I utilize to determine sociocultural ideology in my
experimental analysis. Via an OLS model, I demonstrate that left-right self-placement can be
explained by certain sociocultural attitudes.
Table A10.1: OLS Results for Determinants of Left-Right Self Placement

Data: AmericasBarometer, LAPOP 2014 for Argentina and Brazil. Dependent variable is Left-Right selfidentification where 1 is left and 10 is right. Support Abort is a binary variable where is 1 support for
abortion, and 0 is not. Support Gay Marriage is a 1-10 variable where 10 is greatly support and 1 is
greatly oppose. Education is a continuous variable from 1-18 years of education. Female is a binary
variable where 1 = female and 0 is other. Brazil is a dummy variable for respondents from Brazil,

19

