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APPENDIX MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION TO THE LATIN AMERICAN VOTER
By Ryan E. Carlin, Matthew M. Singer, and Elizabeth J Zechmeister

In the text(page 17we describe th@rogrammaticness index that Kitschelt and
Freeze (2010) develop based on the DALP progstause this index may not be familiar
to our readers, we explain it in more detail here and provide the contpafe¢hat index
for the readetWe are grateful to Kitschelt and Freeze for making their data available to us
and we assume all responsibility for any errors in our description of their meWeds.
encourage the reader to read their paper and to go toD#heP website
(https://web.duke.edu/democrarid see the codebook and to download the data.

Kitschelt and Freeze call their programmaticness ir@SalPo recognizing the 3
ingredients that they and othenave identified as key to programmatic competition:
cohesive positions within a party, issues bearsgientp ar t of parti esd appeas
taking distinct positions from each other (operationalizepaderization). They measure
each of these cagponents for each issue area in the sur@hesion (Co) is the standard
deviation of expert scores for each issue each party. Salience (Sal) is the percentage of
valid answers from experts for each issue each party. Polarization (Po), as discussed in the
text, is the mean distance of a focal ©partybo
of the other parties in the system, with eac¢
of the two parties whose distance is being compared. The three cemgp@me then
normalized between0 and multiplied to create the CoSalPo scores for each issue by each
party. The summary programmaticness measure (called cosalpo_4 in the DALP dataset) is
constructed by averaging three of the five common issue scalatb)dhat have the
highest CoSalPo scores, but no more than two of them may be economic and then one more
guestion, either the highest scoring cowspgcific issue, or one of the remainingab.
issue scores, provided the latters a highe€CoSalPo scathanthe customized national
guestions.

For the 18 Latin American countries, the issues in Ta@lé.1 are included in the
programmaticness scovéth the question wording below the tabkel | countrieso i
scores include the question on tradeoffswieen cultivating a national identity and
accommodating minority rights and on attitudes toward traditional valhes. it includes
at least one purely economic question and then the question from all others one the
guestionnaire with the highest prograntitieess scoreTable OA1.2 contains the
components of the COSALPO index for each country.


https://web.duke.edu/democracy/

Table OA1.1: Dimensions Included in the COSALPO Index for Each Country

Country Economic Issue Additional Issue

Argentina State Role in Governing the Economy Valueof Democracy

Bolivia Social Spendingn the Disadvantaged Free Trade with U.S.

Brazil Public Spending Nationalism

Chile State Role in Governing the Economy Liberalization vs. Statewned enterprises

Colombia State Role in Governing the Economy Economicprotectionism vs. Openness and economic
integration

Costa Rica State Role in Governing the Economy Anti-U.S. Rhetoric

Dominican Republic

Public Spending

Social Spending on the Disadvantaged

Ecuador

Public Spending

Free Trade with the United States

El Salvador State Role in Governing the Economy Economic protectionism vs. Openness and economic
integration

Guatemala Public Spending Poverty reduction vs. Citizen security and safety

Honduras Public Spending Anti-U.S. Rhetoric

Mexico State Role in Goveimng the Economy Liberalization vs. Statewned enterprises

Nicaragua State Role in Governing the Economy Free Trade with U.S.

Panama State Role in Governing the Economy Value of Democracy

Paraguay State Role in Governing the Economy Liberalization vs. &ateowned enterprises

Peru State Role in Governing the Economy Taxes versus Social Spending

Uruguay State Role in Governing the Economy Nationalism

Venezuela Public Spending Taxes versus Social Spending




The following two questions are includedall measures of the index

National identity[1] Party advocates toleration and social and political
equality for minority ethnic, linguistic, religious, and racial groups and
opposes state policies that require the assimilation of such groups to the
majority national culture. [10] Party believes that the defense and promotion
of the majority national identity and culture at the expense of minority
representation are important goals.

Traditional authority, institutions, and custorfis] Party advocates ful
individual freedom from state interference into any issues related to
religion, marriage, sexuality, occupation, family life, and social conduct in
general. [10] Party advocates statdorced compliance of individuals with
traditional authorities andalues on issues related to religion, marriage,
sexuality, occupation, family life and social conduct in general.

The index also includes at least one of the followirge economic issue questions:

Social spending on the disadvantafEdParty advocateextensive social spending
redistibuting income to benefit thkess welloff in society. [10] Party opposes
extensive social spending redistributing income to benefit the lessofivet
Socety.

Sate role in governing the econoify Party supports enajor role for the state in
regulating private economic activity to achieve social goals, in directing
development, and/or maintaining control over key services. [10] Party advocates a
minimal role for the state in governing or directing economic actioity
development.

Public spendindl1] Party supports extensive public provision of benefits such as
earningsrelated pension benefits, comprehensive national health care, and basic
primary and secondary schools for everyone. [10] Party opposes an exgtatgve

role in providing such benefits and believes that such things as health insurance,
pensions, and schooling should be privately provided or that participation in public
social insurance programs should be voluntary.

Finally, the survey included arge battery of questions on other issu&stschelt and
Freeze identified the one which had the largest programmatic score. The following
guestions make that list in at least one country.

Nationalism[1] Party uses nationalist rhetoric. [10] Party sloe use
nationalist rhetoric.

Anti-U.S. Rhetorid1] Party uses artl.S. rhetoric. [10] Party doesn't use
antirU.S. rhetoric.



Free Trade with U.S[1] Party supports local/regional trade agreements.
[10] Party supports trade within NAFTA or with U.S.

Poverty reduction vs. Citizen security and saféiyParty supports poverty
reduction at the expense of citizen security. [10] Party supports citizen
security at the expense of poverty refituc

Taxes vs. Social policigd] Party supports lower taxes te expense of
social policies. [10] Party supports social policies, evenmvihis leads to
higher taxes.

Economic protectionism vs. Openness and economic integifaii¢tarty
supports economic protectionism. [10] Party supportsnioges and
economic itegration.

Value of Democracyjl] Party values democracy according to substantive
accomplishments. [10] Party values democracy independently of
substantive accomplishments.

Liberalization vs. Statewned enterprisefd] Party supports liberalization
of stateowned monopolies. [10] Party opposes liberalization of state
owned monopolies.



Table OA1.2 Components of the Programmatic Index

Economic Issue

Minority Rights

Traditional Values

Remaining Issue

Overall
Programmaticness

Co Sal Po CoSalPo| Co  Sal Po CoSalPo| Co Sal Po CoSalPo| Co Sal Po CoSalPo
Index (Average of
4 CoSalPo sores)

Argentina 0.39 0.91 0.23 0.08 0.38 0.91 0.10 0.03 0.37 0.91 0.17 0.06 0.64 0.91 0.32 0.19 0.09
Bolivia 0.59 0.88 0.57 0.30 0.24 0.88 0.13 0.03 0.37 0.64 0.17 0.04 0.69 1.00 0.76 0.52 0.22
Brazil 0.48 0.89 0.43 0.19 0.48 0.48 0.40 0.09 0.42 0.70 0.35 0.10 0.34 0.99 0.54 0.18 0.14
Chile 0.26 1.00 0.55 0.14 0.27 1.00 0.38 0.10 0.37 1.00 0.58 0.22 0.61 1.00 0.88 0.53 0.25
Colombia 0.36 0.93 0.29 0.10 0.23 0.89 0.29 0.06 0.46 0.90 0.70 0.29 0.49 0.97 0.78 0.37 0.20
Costa Rica 0.34 0.98 0.54 0.18 0.56 0.31 0.19 0.03 0.40 0.97 0.16 0.06 0.67 1.00 0.92 0.62 0.22
Dominican 0.50 0.86 0.17 0.07 0.55 0.66 0.29 0.11 0.54 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.83 0.13 0.05 0.06
Republic

EcSador 0.53 0.96 0.52 0.26 0.50 0.93 0.63 0.30 0.40 0.83 0.24 0.08 0.45 1.00 0.65 0.29 0.23
El Salvador 0.28 0.96 0.64 0.17 0.43 0.85 0.46 0.17 0.51 0.98 0.34 0.17 0.65 1.00 0.80 0.52 0.26
Guatemala 0.66 0.97 0.40 0.25 0.65 0.95 0.44 0.27 0.56 0.73 0.21 0.09 0.67 0.97 0.46 0.30 0.23
Honduras 0.68 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 1.00 041 0.16 0.04
Mexico 0.38 0.94 0.44 0.16 0.52 0.84 0.44 0.19 0.37 0.80 0.56 0.17 0.57 0.89 0.74 0.37 0.22
Nicaragua 0.32 0.88 0.65 0.18 0.59 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.98 0.00 0.00 0.56 1.00 0.48 0.27 0.11
Panama 0.32 0.91 0.28 0.08 0.51 0.89 0.16 0.07 0.85 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.29 1.00 0.40 0.12 0.07
Paraguay 0.36 0.99 0.36 0.13 0.35 0.94 0.16 0.05 0.52 0.97 0.37 0.18 0.53 0.89 0.55 0.26 0.16
Peru 0.38 0.97 0.43 0.16 0.27 0.94 0.19 0.05 0.52 0.95 0.23 0.11 0.59 0.97 0.75 0.44 0.19
Uruguay 0.52 1.00 0.57 0.30 0.50 0.75 0.15 0.06 0.66 1.00 0.27 0.18 0.60 1.00 0.72 0.43 0.24
Venezuela 0.73 0.98 0.16 0.11 0.43 0.84 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.88 0.29 0.14 0.53 1.00 0.25 0.13 0.10




APPENDIX MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 2:
WHO IS THE LATIN AMERICAN VOTER?
By Ryan E. Carlin and Gregory J. Love

As referenced in footnote 12, Figure OA2.1 summarizes the model fit for each block of
the turnout model for each country in the sample.

Figure OA2.1 Distribution of Model Fit by Country

“JI‘“J"' Il

Adjusted Count R2

1
1

NS o &> s > @ o @ N\ N Y N S &
&*}0 &£ F S ,b<2\‘° é@& \0@\ oofob Qj\‘\\ ¢ S ¢ &> &5 NN
5@ > @ N Q & &
0\3% Q% ‘2\0 e\o 00" 4 Oo Q/ Q,b' 4@0 VS Q.QQ
&
00
L E Blocks I-1I [ Bocks -1l ([l socs v

Countries with enforced compulsory voting.
Countries with high party system polarization (< 1 std. dev. above mean).




APPENDIX MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 3:
THE LEFT AND MOBILIZATION OF CLASS VOTING IN LATIN AMERICA
By Scott Mainwaring, Mariano Torcal, and Nicolds M. Somma
As referenced on page 74)lme appendix table OA3.1 showsetdistribution of the mean
householdvealth variable by country.

Table OA3.1. Mean Household Wealth by Country

Per Mean Mean Mean Number

capita | household household household in 2006

GDP, | wealth, wealth, wealth,

2010 | 2006 2008 2010
Argentina NA NA 13 1.3 1487
Bolivia 4,350 |-1.0 -1.0 -0.9 2976
Brazil 10,093| 0.7 0.5 0.8 1487
Chile 14,520| 1.3 1.3 1.3 1517
Colombia 8,479 | 0.1 -0.0 0.0 1491
Costa Rica 10,453| 1.6 1.3 1.3 1500
Dominican Republic | 8,387 | -0.2 -0.4 -0.2 1516
Ecuador 7,655 | 0.1 -0.1 -0.0 3000
Guatemala 4,297 | -0.6 -1.0 -0.9 1498
Honduras 3,519 | -0.7 -0.9 -1.0 1585
Mexico 12,481| 0.7 0.6 0.6 1560
Nicaragua 3,249 | -1.4 -1.5 -1.7 1762
Panama 12,639| NA 0.3 0.1 1510
Paraguay 4,626 | -0.5 -0.4 -0.2 1160
Peru 8,555 | -0.5 -04 -04 1500
El Salvado 5,978 | -0.6 -04 -0.7 1729
Uruguay 12,642| 1.2 1.0 1.2 1200
Venezuela 10,973| 1.1 0.8 1.1 1510

Note: The country means for household wealth and the number of survey respondents include
individuals who were not categorized by our revamped Er#kzoldthape class. Because by

definition the mean household wealth for all individuals in the region equals exactly O for each year
improvements for the region as a whole are not registered. The number of observations is for the
2008 survey for Argentina and Pama there was no survey in Argentina in 2006, and we found
some minor problems in the original data for household wealth for Panama 2006.

Source for per capita GDP in 2010: World Bavlikgrld Development Indicator®urchasing Parity
Power, constant 200&ternational dollars.

Source for mean household wealdmericasBarometer 2006



As referenced on page 7Appendix TableOA3.2 shows the statistically significant
(p<.10, twotailed) results for the 2006, 2008, and 2@r@ericasBarometesurveys, using
only the survey that immediately followed a given presidential eleét#dthough we included
all candidates in the regressions, to save space and focus attention on the most important
results, we list only the candidates who obtained at least 10% wélildevote according to
survey responses. The AChange in probabil it
from the estimated models. It shows the percentage change in the probability that a very
wealthy respondent compared to a very poor respor{denwe shift from the lowest to the
highest value for household wealth in a given country) would vote for a given candidate as
opposed to the conservative reference candidate. A positive value indicates that wealthier
voters were more likely than poor vodeto prefer the more progressive candidate after
controlling for age, sex, and size of the city of residence. A negative value shows that wealthy
individuals were less likely than poor voters to support the more progressive of the two

candidates.

! Argentina and Venezuela were not part of the 2006 survey. We did not include Panama 2006
because of some minor problems with the variables used to create our household wealth
variable or Bolivia 2006 because the question about popukiierwhere the respondent lives

was not asked.



Table OA3.2: Household Wealth and Presidential Vote

Country and Year of Candidate and Change in voting probabilities | Pseudo R N
election year LAPOP survey percentage of vote in survey from poorest to wealthiest voters| Square
Argentina 2007 2008 Cristina E. Fenandez de Kirchner (FPV)
-0.57
(38.5%)
Elisa M.A. Carrio (CC)
(27.1%) 0.05
Roberto Lavagna (UNA) '
(Reference) (18.8%)
Weighted -0.34 719
change
Bolivia 2005 2008 Evo Morales (MAS)
-0.48
(60.3%) 0.06
Jorge QuirogdPODEMOS) '
(Referere) (21.9%)
Weighted -0.48 1271
change
Bolivia 2009 2010 Evo Morales (MAS) .0.36
(69.9%) '
ManfredReyes (Plan Progreso para 0.04
Bolivia)
(Referencej21.1%)
Weighted -0.36 1636
change
Brazil 2006 2006 Luiz I. Lula da Silva (PT, PCdgB’RB)
-0.51
(69.5%) 0.08
Partido da Social Democracia Brasileir '
(Reference) (20.6%)
-0.51 850

10



Chile 2005

2006

Michelle Bachelet (Partidos por la
Concertacion)
(60.7%)
Sebastian Pifiera (RN)
(21.4%)
Unién Demacrata Indepeiwhte
(Reference) (14.5%)

0.02

883

Chile 2009

2010

Eduardo Frei (Partidos por la
Concertacion)
(33.7%)
Marco EnriqguezOminami (Partido
Progresista)
(13.1%)

Sebastian Pifiera (RNDI)
(Reference) (49.2%)

0.01

Weighted
change

866

Colombia 2006

2006

Carlos Gaviria Diaz (Polo Democratico

Alternativo)
(15.8%)
Partido Liberal
(Reference) (74.6%)

+0.14

0.04

Weighted
change

+0.14

819

Costa Rica 2006

2006

Otton Solis (PAC)
(37.3%)
Partido Liberacion Nacional (PDN
(Referencej46.3%)

+0.37

+0.37

0.04

984

11



Dominican Rep. Hipolito Mejia (PRD)
2004 (26.8%) 0.02
2006 Partido de la Liberacion Dominicana
Weighted (Reference}64.7%)
change 0 1026
ZDC?(;%lnlcan Rep. 2010 Miguel Vargas Maldonado (PRD) (26846)
Leonel Férnandez (PLD) 0.01
(Reference}69.8%)
Weighted 0 1027
change
Ecuador 2002 2006 Lucio Edwin Gutiérrez (Partido Socieda 003
Patriotica 21 Enerq)p9.9%) '
Partido Renovador Institucional Accion
Nacional (PRIAN) (Reference)9.8%)
0 2035
Ecuador 2006 2008 Rafael Correa (PAIS) (74.6%)
Alvaro Noboa (PRIAN) 0.01
(Referencej12.1%)
Weighted 0 2082
change
Ecuador 2009 2010 Rafael Correa (PAIS) (73.8%)
Lucio Edwin Gutiérrez Borbua (PSP) 0.01
(Reference}13.4%)
Weighted 0 2070
change
El Salvador Schafik Handal (FMLN) +0.24
2004 (37.5%) ' 0.07
2006 Alianza Republicana Nacionalista '
(ARENA) (Reference}54.1%)
+0.24 819

12



El Salvador 2010 Mauricio Funes (FMLN)
2009 (69.8%) 0.01
Rodrigo Avia (ARENA) '
(Reference}28.9%)
Weighted changg 0 971
Guatemala Frente Republicano Guatemalteco
2003 (11.9%)
2006 Unidad Nacional de la Esperanza (UNE
(18.9%) -0.07 0.02
Gran Alianza Nacional (GANA)
(Reference}53.8%)
Weighted chang -0.04 688
Guatemala 2008 Alvaro Colom (UNE) -0.29
2007 (59.8%) ' 0.04
Otto Pérez (PP) '
(Referencej22.1%)
Weighted chang¢ -0.29 718
Honduras 2005 Manuel Zelaya (PLH)
(58.4%) 0.02
2006 Partido Nacional
(Reference) (38.6%)
Weighted change 0 1154
Honduras 2009 2010 Elvin Santos (PLH)
(27.1%) 0.04
Porfirio Lobo Sosa (PN)
(Reference) (66.0%)
Weighted changg 0 801
Mexico 2000 2006 Francisco Labastida (PRI)
(28.7%) -0.17 0.02
Cuauhtéemoc Céardenas (PRD) -0.05

13



(10.4%)
Alianza por el cambio (PAN/PVEM)
(Reference}60.9%)

Weighted changt

-0.14

900

Mexico 2006

2008

Roberto Madrazo (PRI/PVEM)
(25.1%)

Andrés Manuel Lépez Obrador
(PRD/PT/Converg)
(24.1%)
Felipe Calderon (PAN)
(Referene) (48.5%)

-0.11

0.03

Weighted chang¢

-0.05

923

Nicaragua 2001

2006

Daniel Ortega (FSLN)
(48.5%)
Partido Liberal Constitucionalista (PLC
(Reference) (47.9%)

0.01

927

Nicaragua 2006

2008

Daniel Ortega (FSLN)
(44.9%)

Eduardo Montalegre (ALN)
(25.3%)
José Rizo Castellén (PLC)
(Reference) (21.3%)

+0.28

0.02

Weighted changg

+0.10

850

Panama 2004

2008

Martin Torrijos (PRD)
(59.2%)
Guillermo Endara (PS)
(19.8%)
José Miguel Aleméan (PA) (12.3%)

+0.09

0.01

14



Weighted +0.06 844
change '
Panama 2009 2010 Balbina Herrera (PRD)
(28.5%)
Ricardo Martinelli (CD) 0.00
(66.2%)
Weighted changg 0 1000
Paraguay 2003 2006 Julio Cesar Franco (PLRA) 133
(22.7%) 0.05
Partido Colorado ' 384
(Reference) (65.6%)
Weighted changt 585
Paraguay 2008 2010 Fernando Lugo (APC) 0.24
(69.0%) e 0.02
Blanca Ovelar (ANR/PC)
(Reference) (18.6%)
Weighted chang -0.24 705
Peru 2006 2006 Ollanta Humala (Unién por el Pera (UPH .0.38 0.04
(35.5%) '
Alan Garda (Partido Aprista Peruano ) -0.08
(28.6%) '
Unidad Nacional
(Reference) (22.7%)
Average change -0.25 1194
Uruguay 2004 2006 Tabaré Vazquez (Frente Amplio
Encuentro)
(60.7%) 0.06
Jorge Larrafiaga (Partido Nacional)
(27.8%)
PartidoColorado
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(Reference) (8.0%)

Average change 0
Uruguay 2009 2010 José Mujica (Frente Ampli&ncuentro
Progresista)
(63.7%) 0.03

Luis Alberto Lacalle (Partido Nacional)
(Reference) (24.4%)

Average change 0 1104
Venezuela 2006 2008 Hugo Chavez (MVR, PPT, PODEMOS,
PCV) -0.42
(71.7%)

Manuel RosalefNuevo Tiempo, PJ, 0.06

COPEI, MAS y otros)

(Reference) (27.4%)
Average change -0.42 884
Source: AmericasBarometer 2002610.

Note: The total N includes all candidates includingsthnot shown in Table A2; therefore, the total N is greater than the sum for the candidates
shown in Table A2The weighted average change includes only candidates shown in Table A2; it excludes minor candidates.
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Table OA3.3 synthetically summarizesukts for legislative voting in the same manner
as Table 3.1 for presidential voting. The data come from the 2006 AmericasBarometer, the

mo s t recent year for which it asks about <co

which party did youvotefod eputy in the | ast elections. 0
countries from strongest to weakest class voting based on the weighted change in voting
probabilities from the poorest to the wealthiest vot&ee summary scores for these nine
countries arextremely highly correlated € .97) with their scores in Table 3.1, showing great
consistency in the results for presidential and legislative voting. There is again great variance
across countries.

Table OA3.3. Predicting Congressional Voting with Houghold Wealth

Country number of number of number of weighted
paired paired paired change in
comparisons irf comparisons irf comparisons | voting
which higher | which higher | with no probabilities
household household significant from poorest to
wealth is wealth is associations | wealthiest
associated withl associated with voters
more more leftist
conservative | vote
vote

Costa Rica 0 1 0 0.31

El Salvador 0 1 0 0.27

Mexico 1 0 1 -0.20

Nicaragua 0 1 0 0.10

Chile 2 0 2 -0.08

Peru 2 0 0 -0.07

Colombia 0 0 2 0.00

Ecuador 0 0 2 0.00

Guatemala 0 0 3 0.00

Total 5 3 10

Source AmericasBaromete2006 survey.

In three comparisons including the two with the greatest change in probabilities,

wealthy voters were more likely than the poor to support the more progresstye(i.e.,

reverse class voting). Consistent with our finding for the 2004 presidential election, the most

17



surprising result is that in El Salvador wealthier voters reported that they were more likely than
poor voters (+27%) to support the leftist FMbMer the conservative ARENA. Also consistent

with the findings for presidential elections, in Costa Rica, wealthier voters were much more
likely (+31%) than poor voters to prefer the cenédr Citizen Action Party over the centrist
National Liberation Pay in 2006. Finally, in Nicaragua, wealthier voters were relatively more
likely than poor voters (+10%) to choose the leftist FSLN over the conservative PLC. Given
the hostile relationship between business groups and the FSLN when it governed from 1979 to
1990, this finding is surprising. Ten paired comparisons of parties were statistically
insignificant.

Moving to our second measure of class votifahle OA3.4 shows the results for the
EriksonGoldthorpe schema for presidential candidates for whom at 6 of survey
respondents voted according to the survey. The six class variables are dummy variables. The
reference class category in all comparisons is the petty bourgeoisie, traditionally seen as a class
with conservative political preferences. Werdat show results for the control variables and
show only the statistically significant results (p<.10). We do not show results for Costa Rica
(2006), the Dominican Republic (2006), Ecuador (2008 and 2010), ElI Salvador (2006),
Honduras (2006), and Panam®&@8) because none of the class coefficients was statistically
significant.

A negative sign in the class cells indicates that a given class was disproportionately
favorable to the more conservative (i.e., the reference) candidate. A positive sign means tha
the class voted disproportionately for the less conservative candidate. The number shows the
change in the likelihood that a given class would vote for one candidate over another, relative
to voting among the petty bourgeoisie. For example, in Argertamdrolling for age, sex, and
residence size, unskilled workers were 27% more likely than the petty bourgeoisie to vote for

Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner rather than Roberto Lavagna, among unekitleets and

18



petty bourgeois who voted for one of thése candidates.
On page 86 the text references a Table OA 3.5; that is a typographical error and the data

are compiled based on the results in Table OAWd apologize for the mistake.
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Table OA3.4. Predicting Presidential Vote with the EriksonGoldthorpe Class Schema

Country Presidential candidateand Service| Routine Skilled | Unskilled | Poor self | Pseudo | N
and year percentage of vote in LAPOP Class | non-manual | Workers | Workers | employed| R-Square
of survey survey
Argentina Cristina E. Fernandez de Kirchner
2008 (FPV) +027 200
(36.2%) 0.04
Elisa M.A. Carri6é (CC)
(25.5%) 146
Roberto Lavagna (UNA) 99
(Reference) (18.8%)
Bolivia Evo Morales (MAS)
2008 (54%) -0.32 +0.14 560
Poder Democratico Social 0.05
(PODEMOS) 200
(Referencej19.6%)
Bolivia 0
2010 Evo Morales (MAS) 69.9% -0.25 +0.16 | 0.06
Manfred Reyes (Reference) 21.19
Brazil Luiz I. Lula da Silva (PT, PCdoB,
2008 PRB) +0.10 +0.12 +0.17 378
(73.5%)
Geraldo Alckmin (Partido da 0.06
Socialdemocracia Brasileira) 105
(Reference) (18.4%)
Chile 2006 | Michelle Bachelet (Partidos por la
Concertacion) 536
(58%) 0.05
Sebastian Pifiera (RN) -0.22 189
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(20.4%)

Union Demdcrata Independiente

(Reference) (13.8%) 128
Colombia Carlos Gaviria Diaz (Polo
2006 Democratico Altemativo) +0.18 -0.09 129
(15.2%) 0.06
Alvaro Uribe 611
(Reference) (72.2%)
Dominican Miguel Vargas Maldonado (PRD)
Rep.2010 (26.3%) +0.15 +0.13 0.03 133
Leonel Férnandez (PLD) 343
(Reference}69.4%)
Guatemala Efrain Rios Mortt(Frente
2006 Revolucionario Guatemalteco) 54
(11.5%)
Alvaro Colom (Unidad Nacional de |
EsperanzaUNE) +0.32 +0.14 +0.16 81
(18.2%) 0.04
Leonel Lopez (Partido de Avanzad '
Nacional)
(9%) 36
Oscar Berger (Gran Alianza Nacion 537
-GANA) (Reference)51.8%)
%;éema'a A'Varo(ggg’{/:)(u'\"z) +0.23 +021 | +0.21 0.06 | 282
Otto Pérez (PP) 116
(Referencej21.6%)
Mexico Francisco Labastida (PRI)
2006 (28.5%) 002 258
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Cuahtémoc Cardenas (PRD)

(10.4%) 0.03 0.04 94
Alianza por el cambio (PAN/PVEM 548
(Reference}60.5%)
Mexico Roberto Madrazo (PRI/PVEM)
2008 (24.9%) +0.17 0.03 | 114
Andrés Manuel Lépez Obrador
(PRD/PT/Converg) 112
(23.8%)
Felipe Calderon (PAN) 87
(Referencej48.1%)
’;'(')%%r agua Daniel (2;6;% Z)(':S'-N) 1024 | +0.17 +0.17 444
Enrigue Bolafos (Partido Liberal 0.04
ConstitucionalistédPLC) (Reference) 450
(47.1%)
’;'(')%%ragua Daniel ((Z;tig /‘Z‘)(FSLN) +0.21 +0.15 004 | 183
Eduardo Montealegr@LN)
(24.9%) +0.01 93
José Rizo Castell6n (PLC) 87
(Reference) (20.9%)
Paraguay Julio Cesar Franco (PLRA)
2006 (21.1%) 021 0.08 133
Nicanor Duarte (Partido Colorado) ' 384
(Reference) (60.9%)
Peru 2006 | Ollanta Humala (Union pcel Pera
UPP) -0.13 +0.03 +0.16 0.06 431
(32.6%)
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Alan Garcia (Partido Aprista Peruar

(Reference) (27.1%)

) +0.09 +0.12 348
(26.4%)
Lourdes Flores (Unidad Nacional) 276
(Reference) (20.9%)
Uruguay Tabaré Vazquez (Frente Amplio
2006 Encuentro) +0.13 564
(58.7%)
Jorge Larrafiaga (Partido Nacional 0.07
(26.8%) +0.06 258
Guillermo Stirling (Partido Colorado 74
(Reference) (7.7%)
Venezuela Hugo Chavez (MVR, PPT,
2008 PODEMOS, PCV) -0.37 +0.14 287
(70.9%) 0.06
Manuel Rosales (Nuevo Tierap 121

Note: Totals in Column 2 do not equal 100% because of minor candidates not shown in the table.
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APPENDIX MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 4
RELIGION AND THE LATIN AMERICAN VOTER
By Taylor Boas and Amy Erica Smith

Table AO4.1 contains tHelll results for the models summarizedigure 4.3 and Figure

4.4,
Table AO4.1: Religious Denomination and LeftRight Vote in Different Party
Systems
Coefficient Standard p Coefficient Standard
error error

Protestant -0.064 0.158 0.685 -0.063 0.190 0.742
Pentecostal -0.459 0.258 0.075 -0.450 0.341 0.187
No Religion 0.450 0.218 0.038 -0.647 0.481 0.179
Frequency of Church Attendance 0.028 0.180 0.877 -0.263 0.136 0.054
Level 2

Programmatic Index -6.973 8.562 0.415

Party Polarization -1.716 0.645 0.008
CrossLevel

Protestant * Programmatic Index 0.309 1.350 0.819

Pentecostal * Programmatic Index 2.191 2.187 0.316

No Religion * Programmatic Index -6.449 2.153 0.003

Church Attendance * Programmatic Index 0.977 1.381 0.479

Protestant Polarization 0.031 0.188 0.869

Pentecostal * Polarization 0.232 0.311 0.456

No Religion * Polarization -0.023 0.216 0.917

Church Attendance * Polarization 0.341 0.119 0.004
Non-Christian -0.488 0.327 0.135 -0.457 0.309 0.139
LatterDay Saints/Jehovah's Withess -0.095 0.290 0.744 -0.072 0.278 0.794
Female 0.194 0.130 0.136 0.195 0.130 0.135
Education -0.339 0.306 0.268 -0.343 0.306 0.262
Household Wealth 0.273 0.131 0.036 0.266 0.131 0.043
Age 0.032 0.160 0.840 0.037 0.161 0.820
Size of Place of Residence -0.122 0.220 0.578 -0.128 0.221 0.562
Indigenous -0.722 0.258 0.005 -0.713 0.256 0.005
Black 0.054 0.111 0.624 0.056 0.109 0.606
Year 2010 0.392 0.618 0.525 0.549 0.650 0.398
Year 2012 0.721 0.735 0.326 0.891 0.775 0.250
Consant 12.045 1.861 0.000 13.015 1.529 0.000
Log pseudolikelihood 76030.679 76041.559
Number of observations 48511 48511
Number of countries 18 18
Number of years 53 53
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APPENDIX MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 5:
ETHNICTY AND ELECTORAL PREFERENCES IN LATIN AMERICA
By Daniel E. Moreno Morales

Table 5.1 summarizes the results for the ethnicity variables from a skries
models of lefiright vote choice. This appendix contains the full results of those models,
presented in graphical form.

Figure OA5.1 Pooled dataset

R-Squared =0.142
Mulatto - e F=121.802
Black N =12701
Indigenous —eo—
White —o—
Other/No response —e—
Ideology e
Size of Place of Residence —eo—
Frequency of Church Attendance e
Age e
Woman - ag!
Educational Level —e—
Quintiles of Wealth o
Clientelist effort (DALP) —eo—
Programmatic Index (DALP) —e—
Polarization (PELA) —e—
Effective number of parties - e
-0.|30 -O.|20 -0.I1 0 O.E)O 0.|10 O.|20 0.\:30
- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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Figure OA5.2 Argentina

R-Squared =0.082
Other/No response - I ° | F=7.544

N =882

White I ° |

Size of Place of Residence I . |

Frequency of Church Attendance I . {

Age I - i
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Quintiles of Wealth I . |

T T T T T
-0.20 -0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure OA5.3 Brazil

R-Squared =0.007
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White I g |
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Age I * i
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Quintiles of Wealth I - |
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- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP




Figure OA5.4 Bolivia

Other/No response

Indigenous language as first language

Frequency of Church Attendance -

Educational Level

Quintiles of Wealth -

R-Squared =0.768

N =1228
Indigenous - —e—
White —e—
e
Size of Place of Residence I - |
e
Age ——e—
Woman - —t———
e
e
T T T T T T
-0.20 -0.10 0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30

- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure OA5.5 Chile

Indigenous -

R-Squared =0.054

N =625
White I . {
Size of Place of Residence . . i
Frequency of Church Attendance I - {
Age I . |
Woman I - {
Educational Level . - {
Quintiles of Wealth I . i
-0.I20 -O.I1 0 O.E)O O.I10 0.I20 0.\130

- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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Figure OA5.6 Colombia
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- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure OA5.7 Costa Rica
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- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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Figure OA5.8 Dominican Republic

R-Squared =0.031
Other/No response - I - 1 F=2.375
N =959

Mulatto [ o l

Black

White I -

Size of Place of Residence I ° |
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- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure OA5.9 Ecuador

R-Squared =0.074
=8.955
N =973

Other/No response | I -
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Black I

Indigenous | I *

White I ° |
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Woman I * {
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- 95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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Figure OA5.10 El Salvador

R-Squared =0.033
Other/No response - I F=20417 {
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure OA5.11 Guatemala
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Figure OA5.12 Honduras
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Indigenous language as first language

Size of Place of Residence

Frequency of Church Attendance -

Age

Woman -

Educational Level

Quintiles of Wealth -

R-Squared =0.0T8
F=+556

N =704

T
-0.20

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

T T T T T
-0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10
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Figure OA5.13 Mexico
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Figure OA5.14 Nicaragua

R-Squared =0.0711
Other/No response - =6-
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure OA5.15 Panama
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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Figure OA5.16 Paraguay

Figure OA5.17 Peru
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