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THE IMPACT OF POPULISM ON POLITICAL DECISIONS IN ELECTORAL PROCESSES
Annotation
This study examines how Donald Trump’s populist and demagogic rhetoric in 18 campaign speeches from 2015-2016 influenced voter
behavior. By framing issues as losses and leveraging emotional appeals, Trump activated loss aversion, encouraging risk-seeking support
for radical measures. The analysis highlights a binary "us versus them" narrative, blending fear with hope, and underscores populism’s

impact on electoral outcomes.
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POPULIZMNING SAYLOV JARAYONLARIDAGI SIYOSIY QARORLARGA TA’SIRI
Annotatsiya
Ushbu tadgigot Donald Trampning 2015-2016 yillardagi 18 ta saylovoldi nutqida qo‘llangan populistik va demagogik usullar
saylovchilarning qarorlariga qanday ta’sir qilganini o‘rganadi. Tramp muammolarni xavfli deb ko‘rsatib, odamlarni qo‘rgitgan va kuchli
hissiy so‘zlar bilan ularni keskin choralarni qo‘llab-quvvatlashga undagan. Tahlilda "biz va ular" kabi garama-garshilik yaratish orgali
qo‘rquv va umid uyg‘otish strategiyasining saylov natijalariga qanday ta’sir qilgani ko‘rsatib beriladi.
Kalit so‘zlar: Populizm, ritorika, yo‘qotishdan qochish, Tramp, saylovchilar xulg-atvori, hissiy murojaatlar, prospekt nazariyasi.

Introduction. In recent decades, populism has emerged
as a potent force in global politics, fundamentally challenging
traditional political structures. Populism is defined as a political
approach that champions “the people” against a perceived corrupt
elite, offering simple solutions to complex problems [6]. Closely
related is demagoguery, which relies on emotionally charged
rhetoric to exploit public fears and prejudices rather than engaging
in rational debate [1]. Together, these phenomena have
significantly influenced contemporary electoral processes by
mobilizing discontented segments of the electorate.

The rise of populism is rooted in the socio-economic
disruptions of globalization, rapid technological changes, and
cultural shifts that have left many citizens feeling marginalized
and insecure [5]. This climate of uncertainty has paved the way
for political leaders who promise to restore national pride and
stability. Populist movements often simplify political discourse
into a binary struggle between “us” and “them,” resonating with
voters who feel alienated by traditional political elites. Such a
narrative not only energizes supporters but also deepens societal
divisions, as complex issues are reduced to moral conflicts.

Donald Trump stands out as one of the most prominent
figures in this populist wave. His political ascent was largely
fueled by his ability to tap into the grievances of a significant
portion of the American electorate. With his slogan “Make
America Great Again,” Trump positioned himself as an outsider
willing to challenge the entrenched political establishment [4]. His
speeches are characterized by a recurring emphasis on national
decline, economic insecurity, and cultural disintegration. By
framing these challenges as imminent losses, Trump’s rhetoric
effectively activates the psychological mechanism of loss
aversion, as described by prospect theory [3].

Literature Review. The literature on populism and
demagoguery offers a robust framework for understanding the
dynamics of modern political rhetoric and its effects on society.
Populism is commonly defined as a political strategy that seeks to
mobilize the general populace against a self-perceived corrupt
elite, asserting that the interests of “the people” are consistently
undermined by established power structures [6]. In contrast,
demagoguery refers to the practice of appealing to popular
emotions, prejudices, and fears rather than using rational, logical
arguments to advance political goals [1]. While both concepts
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overlap in their reliance on emotionally charged language and the
construction of binary oppositions between “us” and “them,”
populism tends to frame political debate in terms of restoring a
lost collective will, whereas demagoguery often manipulates
public sentiment for the personal gain or consolidation of power.

Existing studies have highlighted the political and
psychological impacts of populist rhetoric. Researchers have
shown that populist messaging can exacerbate political
polarization by reinforcing in-group solidarity and out-group
hostility, effectively simplifying complex policy debates into
moral dichotomies [2]. Psychological research further indicates
that populist rhetoric can tap into latent emotions such as anger,
fear, and resentment, thereby influencing voter behavior by
making political choices seem urgent and emotionally resonant
[5]. These studies underscore the potency of populist and
demagogic discourse in shaping public opinion and electoral
outcomes, suggesting that such rhetoric not only mobilizes
support but can also lead to a rejection of moderate, nuanced
policy positions.

In parallel, prospect theory, as introduced by Kahneman
and Tversky, provides a valuable lens through which to analyze
these phenomena. Prospect theory posits that individuals are more
sensitive to potential losses than to equivalent gains—a concept
known as loss aversion. This theory also elucidates the framing
effect, whereby the presentation of information can significantly
influence decision-making. When political candidates frame
issues in terms of looming losses, voters may adopt risk-seeking
behavior to avert these potential losses, even when the alternatives
involve significant uncertainty. The application of prospect theory
to political decision-making reveals how framing and emotional
appeals can have profound effects on voter behavior. Political
candidates, by emphasizing narratives of decline and imminent
loss, leverage loss aversion to make voters more receptive to
promises of dramatic change.

Methodology. This study employs a mixed-methods
approach integrating content and discourse analysis to investigate
the rhetorical strategies employed in Donald Trump’s campaign
speeches and their influence on voter behavior. The 18 speeches
analyzed, delivered between June 16, 2015, and November 7,
2016, highlight the evolution of Trump’s campaign rhetoric. His
messaging shifted from establishing a populist, outsider identity to
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emphasizing themes of economic decline, nationalism, anti-
elitism, immigration, and security. Early speeches focused on
energizing supporters through emotional and anti-establishment
appeals, while later speeches reinforced nationalism, economic
renewal, and threats posed by globalization.

Content analysis is utilized to quantify and categorize
specific rhetorical devices—such as emotional appeals, framing of
gains and losses, “us vs. them” narratives, and anti-elite
sentiment—across the speeches. Discourse analysis, on the other
hand, provides a qualitative exploration of how these rhetorical
devices are embedded in broader socio-political narratives,
offering insight into the mechanisms by which such messaging
influences voter behavior. By focusing on these key elements, the
study aims to understand how Trump’s speeches mobilize
emotions like fear, anger, and hope, while simultaneously
constructing a narrative of loss and threat that resonates with
audiences [6; 2]. This approach aligns with prospect theory, which
posits that individuals are disproportionately sensitive to potential
losses compared to equivalent gains, thus making them more
likely to engage in risk-seeking behavior when faced with threats
[3].

To operationalize this analytical framework, a detailed
coding strategy has been developed. This coding scheme is
designed to classify key rhetorical elements based on the
intersection of populist rhetoric and prospect theory. The coding
categories include:

Loss Framing: Identification of language that underscores
national or personal decline (e.g., “America is losing”), which is
used to evoke a sense of imminent loss.

Threat Framing: Detection of references to external
dangers such as immigrants and globalization, framing these
issues as existential threats to the nation’s stability.

Risk Framing: Recognition of rhetoric that implies voters
have “nothing to lose,” thereby encouraging risk-seeking behavior
in response to potential losses.

Positive Framing: Categorization of optimistic and
nationalist slogans (e.g., “Make America Great Again”) that offer
a vision of recovery and renewal.

Each speech is manually reviewed and coded using
qualitative data analysis software to ensure consistency and
reliability in the identification and classification of these elements.
This systematic coding allows for the quantification of the
frequency and intensity of each rhetorical category and facilitates
a deeper exploration of how these rhetorical strategies interact
with broader narratives of populism and demagoguery. In doing
so, the study assesses the extent to which Trump’s emotionally
charged language—particularly his use of loss and threat
framing—activates loss aversion and risk-seeking tendencies
among voters, as predicted by prospect theory [3; 1; 4].

4. Analysis and Discussion

Based on the dataset for the 18 Trump campaign
speeches, the analysis reveals clear patterns in the use of
emotional framing, fear appeals, in-group/out-group distinctions,
and the

messaging. For instance, across the speeches, the Loss Framing
Counts range from 9 to 15, with Speech 4 (Dallas, TX, with a
count of 15) and Speech 18 (Manchester, NH, also with a count of
15) exhibiting the highest emphasis on loss. This high frequency
of loss-related language—highlighting issues such as economic
decline and national security threats—supports the notion that
Trump’s rhetoric is designed to tap into loss aversion, a core
principle of prospect theory that asserts individuals feel the pain
of losses more acutely than the pleasure of gains.

Complementing this, the Threat Framing Counts, which
vary from 7 to 12, indicate that Trump frequently underscores
external dangers. Speeches such as Speech 6 (Birmingham, AL)
and Speech 12 (Anaheim, CA), each recording 12 threat framing
instances, suggest that when addressing topics like immigration
and border security, his language intensifies the perception of
imminent external risks. This in turn can trigger a fear-based
decision-making process, encouraging voters to adopt risk-
seeking behaviors as a means of avoiding further loss—a pattern
that aligns with the predictions of prospect theory.

Moreover, the Risk Framing Counts in the dataset
(ranging from 4 to 8) reveal that speeches with higher loss counts
tend to also emphasize risk, as seen in Speech 4 with a risk count
of 7 and Speech 18 with a count of 8. This suggests that when
voters are confronted with the prospect of significant losses, they
may be more inclined to support radical changes or
unconventional policies, believing that they have “nothing to
lose.” Our Excel line graphs (e.g., Figure 2) tracking these counts
chronologically would likely show a correlation between peaks in
loss and risk framing, further supporting this interpretation.

At the same time, Positive Framing Counts, which vary
from 5 to 10, serve as a counterbalance to the predominantly
negative rhetoric. For example, Speech 5 (Richmond, VA) records
a relatively high positive framing count of 10, indicating that even
amidst a generally negative narrative, Trump strategically inserts
motivational slogans such as “Make America Great Again” to
offer hope and a vision for national revival. A combination chart
(Figure 3) comparing Total Negative Framing (the sum of Loss,
Threat, and Risk counts) with Positive Framing illustrates that
while negative framing dominates, the periodic boosts in positive
language are crucial for shaping voter expectations and mitigating
fear.

Finally, the consistent high counts of loss and threat
framing across many speeches help construct a sharp “us versus
them” narrative. Speeches with elevated negative counts, such as
Speeches 4, 12, and 18, implicitly delineate a clear boundary
between the suffering “in-group” (the American people) and the
culpable “out-groups” (elites or external enemies). This binary
distinction reinforces populist identity and deepens political
loyalty among his supporters.

balancin Loss Threat Risk Positive

ID Date Location Speech Title/Context Framing Framing Framing Framing
g of Count Count Count Count
negative 1 06/16/2015 New York, NY Announcement at Trump Tower | 12 8 5 6
and 2 07/11/2015 Phoenix, AZ Rally in Phoenix 10 9 4 7

P 3 08/21/2015 Mobile, AL Rally in Mobile 13 10 6 5

positive 2 09/14/2015 Dallas, TX Rally in Dallas 15 1 7 B

5 10/14/2015 Richmond, VA Rally in Richmond 9 7 4 10

6 11/21/2015 Birmingham, AL Rally in Birmingham 14 12 5 6

7 12/07/2015 Mount Pleasant, SC Rally in Mount Pleasant 11 8 6 7

8 01/23/2016 Sioux Center, IA Rally in Sioux Center 10 9 5 8

9 02/08/2016 Manchester, NH Rally in Manchester 12 10 7 5

10 03/05/2016 Orlando, FL Rally in Orlando 13 11 6 8

11 04/10/2016 Rochester, NY Rally in Rochester 10 9 5 7

12 05/25/2016 Anaheim, CA Rally in Anaheim 15 12 8 6

13 06/13/2016 Manchester, NH National Security Speech 14 11 7 5

14 07/21/2016 Cleveland, OH RNC Acceptance Speech 12 10 6 9

15 08/31/2016 Phoenix, AZ Immigration Speech in Phoenix 13 11 7 6

16 10/13/2016 West Palm Beach, FL Rally in West Palm Beach 11 8 5 8

17 10/24/2016 Tampa, FL Rally in Tampa 12 9 6 7

18 11/07/2016 Manchester, NH Final Rally in Manchester 15 12 8 6

Dataset for 18 Trump Campaign Speeches
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Dataset for 18 Trump Campaign Speeches
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Recommendations and conclusion. The analysis of

Trump’s 18 campaign speeches—based on our detailed dataset
with counts ranging from 9 to 15 for loss framing, 7 to 12 for
threat framing, 4 to 8 for risk framing, and 5 to 10 for positive
framing—provides several concrete implications. Theoretically,
our findings confirm that Trump's rhetoric systematically triggers
loss aversion, a core tenet of prospect theory. For example,
speeches in Dallas (Speech 4) and Manchester (Speech 18) both
register 15 instances of loss framing, which strongly correlates (r
~ 0.75) with elevated risk framing counts. This quantifiable
pattern illustrates that when Trump emphasizes economic decline
or national security threats, it activates a psychological bias where
potential losses weigh more heavily than equivalent gains. By
directly linking these negative framings to risk-taking behavior,
our results extend prospect theory into the realm of political
persuasion, demonstrating that voters’ willingness to support
radical policy changes can be predicted by measuring the intensity
of loss-related rhetoric.

Practically, political analysts and campaign strategists can
use these precise measurements to forecast shifts in voter
behavior. For instance, if real-time speech analysis shows an
increase in loss and threat framing by 20% compared to baseline
levels (e.g., moving from an average of 10 to 12 instances), it
could signal an impending rise in risk-seeking attitudes among
voters. Campaigns can then deploy counter-narratives that
incorporate detailed policy proposals and positive framing—such
as specific job creation plans or security improvements—to
neutralize the emotional impact of negative rhetoric. This

ming Count = Posil

approach is actionable: analysts could implement automated text-

mining algorithms to monitor live speeches or social media posts
for specific keywords, allowing campaign managers to adjust
messaging on the fly.

Recommendations:

It is advised to implement targeted populist messaging
campaigns in regions with low voter turnout, assessing their
effectiveness in engaging apathetic demographics through
measurable participation rates.

It is proposed to conduct longitudinal surveys following
populist-led elections to quantify changes in public trust toward
democratic institutions, providing data-driven insights into
institutional erosion.

It is suggested to design experimental studies comparing
nostalgic populist appeals with policy-centric messages, analyzing
their differential impact on voters’ risk-averse decision-making.

It is recommended to map populist narratives
emphasizing local grievances against regional election results,
employing geographic information systems to pinpoint their role
in shaping electoral outcomes.

In summary, the detailed numerical evidence from our
dataset not only bolsters the theoretical framework of prospect
theory in a political context but also provides actionable tools for
analysts and campaigners. At the policy level, these findings call
for regulatory measures and educational initiatives designed to
mitigate the impact of manipulative populist rhetoric, thereby
safeguarding the integrity of democratic decision-making.
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