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Abstract

As right-wing populist politicians have found success across a wide range of coun-

tries in recent years, scholars have developed competing theories aimed at explaining

the (strong) performance of these populists. We test the leading, competing frame-

works, one focused on economic explanations and the other emphasizing cultural

forces, in the context of the 2018 Brazilian presidential election, which saw the vic-

tory of right-wing populist Jair Bolsonaro. Using individual-level data, we find that

a conservative backlash to liberal values propelled the populist vote in ways that fol-

low (culture-based) theoretical prescriptions, while we find less support for arguments

emphasizing economic insecurity. Other types of explanations, notably dissatisfac-

tion with widespread corruption, are also found to matter, though they do not alter

the relative importance of cultural and economic forces.
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1 Introduction

During the past decade, we have witnessed a rise in the success and salience of political

leaders labeled as populists, which has ushered in major changes in the economic, political

and social fabric of a number of countries spanning all parts of the world. While these

populist leaders are sometimes successful at generating economic growth in the short run,

they are typically thought to be harmful for longer-run socio-economic performance, due to

increases in financial volatility, inflation, investment, and uncertainty. (Absher et al., 2020).

Populist leaders also tend to challenge the foundations of democratic political institutions

through attacks on freedom of the press, independence of the judiciary, and constraints on

the political executive (Funke et al., 2020; Houle and Kenny, 2018; Kenny, 2020). In this

paper, we focus less on these possible effects of populism, and instead aim to provide a

better understanding of what might bring populist leaders to power in a democracy. More

specifically, we analyze the individual-level determinants that brought Jair Bolsonaro to

victory in the 2018 Brazilian presidential election, and show, among other things, that

dissatisfaction with modern cultural and social structures were important contributing

factors.

While the success of populist leaders, and interest in the study of populism, has in-

creased in the recent past, it is by no means a new phenomenon. Populism has a long

history in Latin America in particular; it has heavily shaped the region’s political history

throughout the 20th and the 21st centuries, with leaders like Juan Peron in Argentina and

Hugo Chávez in Venezuela among the most well-known populists who have transformed

their countries. Until recently, populism was almost exclusively associated with left-wing

governments in that region1. This scenario changed, and in recent years we have seen

1The strong connection between populism and left orientation does not imply an exclusive relationship.

1



an increase in successful right-wing populist politicians in other parts of the world, with

well-known examples including Donald Trump in the USA, Nigel Farage and the UKIP

party in the UK, and the success of far-right, ethno-nationalist parties in Europe. Jair

Bolsonaro in Brazil is the first example of a Latin American president in this “movement”

of recently successful right-wing populist leaders.

Despite the rising interest in populism, there has been a lack of clarity and unified

understanding of the meaning of the term, and for a long time this lack of clarity held

back scholarly exchange and intellectual progress. However, after a surge in conceptual

and theoretical work on populism, the scholarly literature across subjects has recently

moved closer to a consensus around the defining characteristics of populism. In particular,

the ideational approach has become the most widely used definition by political scien-

tists, sociologists and economists alike. It understands populism as a thin ideology, which

means that it has a limited programmatic scope and needs to be coupled with another

ideology that can range from socialism to neo-liberalism (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser,

2018). Unlike other definitions of populism focusing on the use of unsustainable policies to

achieve redistribution, the ideational approach can incorporate current right-wing populist

experiences in addition to historical examples of left-wing populism. The core component

of this political style is the allusion to the constant oppression of the common, good, and

pure people by the corrupt elite that dominates the established political institutions. The

specific composition of those two groups, the common people and the elite, is context-

and platform-dependent: right-wing populists tend to focus on ethnic definitions of the

pure people, whereas left-wing populists typically focus on the corrupt economic elite and

praise the economically deprived as members of the people (Mudde and Kaltwasser, 2013).

Scholars in the 1990s and 2000s already acknowledged the right-wing populism experience in the late
20th century Latin America in figures like the Peruvian President Alberto Fujimori (Roberts, 1995). Yet,
Latin American neoliberal populists were heavily outnumbered by their left-wing counterparts (Edwards,
2019).
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Popular will is in either case the source of political legitimacy, and populist politicians

claim to be the rightful and sole representative of this popular will. As a result, a crucial

corollary follows: whoever does not belong to the rightful group should be excluded from

the political process (Müller, 2016)2.

Authors, like Rodrik, argue that the current wave of populist backlash was predictable

and seek to unravel its reasons (Rodrik, 2018). Predictable or not, an intense scholarly

debate has emerged around the underpinnings and the drivers of this recent surge in pop-

ulism. Two main theoretical frameworks - partially overlapping yet clearly competing -

have emerged, each claiming to explain what constitutes the deep determinants of pop-

ulist voting behavior. The first of these theoretical frameworks include authors like Dorn

et al. and focuses on economic forces: it explains the populist success with the support of

individuals who are disadvantaged and/or have experienced a worsening of their personal

economic situation (Dorn et al., 2020). This account holds that, even in circumstances

when the consequences of recent economic changes - for instance due to increased interna-

tional trade, immigration or automation – have lead to aggregate positive effects, different

social groups did not equally benefit from growth. As a consequence, individuals excluded

from economic progress have found themselves in a more vulnerable state, either in abso-

lute or in relative terms. Based on this theory, the success of the populist leaders comes

from having offered protection to those voters with appealing promises that contrast their

current material concerns with the stability of a (sometimes real and sometimes imagined)

2It is worth mentioning that consensus around the ideational approach is not yet fully established. In
particular, a group of scholars, represented by Kenneth Roberts and Kurt Weyland, inter alia, follow the
political approach and understand populism as a top-down and unmediated political strategy. Unlike the
ideational approach, this definition does not incorporate the content of the populists’ discourses as a core
element to define leaders or movements as populists. Barr (2018) provides an overview of political strategy
approach and Hawkins (2018) of the ideational approach, including overlaps and divergences between
both views. It follows that some leaders are potentially considered populists according to the ideational
approach but not under the strategic approach’s criteria (Hawkins, 2018). While our analysis speaks
more directly to the concept of populism provided by the ideational approach, important proponents of
the political strategy approach also deem Bolsonaro populist (Roberts, 2019; Zanotti and Roberts, 2021).
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glorious past.

A rich literature confirms that specific groups, most notably men with limited edu-

cation employed in manufacturing positions, are more likely to face increasing levels of

economic insecurity (David and Dorn, 2013, inter alia). However, those are also the same

individuals who tend to hold more conservative values and report feeling threatened by

the advancement of progressive ideas. This is precisely the point stressed by scholars like

Inglehart and Norris, who have developed another theoretical framework, which instead

of economic forces focuses on the primacy of cultural forces in order to explain the recent

politic success of populists (Inglehart and Norris, 2016). According to this framework,

economic shocks and individual economic features are confounders distracting from the

true driver of populist voting: a culturally motivated reaction to the cosmopolitan lifestyle

that erodes traditional values.

In this paper, we enter this debate by investigating the micro-level drivers for the

populist vote in the 2018 Brazilian presidential election. Before this election, the rise of

populist candidates and parties had shifted the scholarly attention away from Latin Amer-

ica, due to the different nature of the new populist trend compared to the traditional

form of (left-wing) Latin American populism. The new focus was on right-wing populism

driven by established democracies, including the USA and Western Europe but also low

and middle-income countries such as with the election of Modi in India, Orbán in Hungary,

and Erdoğan in Turkey. Latin American countries, it turned out, were not immune from

this trend. Brazil, the region’s largest economy, saw the victory of the socially conservative

and nationalist Jair Bolsonaro in the voting ballots in October 2018 using his signature

campaign slogan: Brazil above everything, God above everyone3. Bolsonaro, quickly tagged

as the “Trump of the Tropics” in the popular press, fits the populist category based on the

3Own translation from the original “Brasil acima de tudo, Deus acima de todos”

4



ideational definition; both individual researchers (e.g. Jan-Werner Müller and Funke, Schu-

larick, and Trebesch) and research groups (e.g. Team Populism), classify Jair Bolsonaro

as populist according to the ideational approach, and place him in the same category of

political (populist) leaders as Donald Trump and Viktor Orbán4.

Using individual-level data on a range of demographics, opinions, and political mea-

sures, we explore the economic vs cultural question in the Brazilian context. Our results

expand this scholarly debate on contemporary populism and contribute by providing evi-

dence from a country that has, with few exceptions, so far been largely underexplored. Our

study may be viewed as a test of whether a consolidated framework, developed with indus-

trialized economies in mind, can explain analogous events in a developing country context.

Our findings suggest that, even though Brazilian society is in many ways more traditional

than richer industrialized nations, a sentiment of cultural threat emerged in the lead-up to

the 2018 election. We find conservative attitudes to be closely associated with Bolsonaro

support, regardless of the person’s ideology and material conditions. Thus, the cultural

backlash hypothesis transcends the boundaries between rich(er) and developing countries:

changes that move policies and debates towards a more cosmopolitan society can trigger

cultural forces in countries at different levels of development. This suggests an additional

layer to the logic of economic voting, which plays a relevant role in Latin American elec-

tions (Singer and Carlin, 2013). Although the economic insecurity hypothesis does not

find support in our results, individual material conditions do still have explanatory power

for the vote choice between a populist leader and establishment politicians. Our results

point to the opposite role of economic insecurity, where deprived individuals would be less

likely to support Bolsonaro. Finally, we also find that traditional explanations centered

4Other approaches include the economic take on populism, that involves leaders that make use of “unsus-
tainable policies (micro and macro) to attain redistribution” (Edwards, 2019). Jair Bolsonaro also fits
this profile and researchers like Edwards acknowledge him as populist, accordingly.
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on institutional attitudes are still highly relevant in Latin America and operate simulta-

neously with economic and cultural motivations. Our findings align with and complement

recent research such as Rennó (2020) and Amaral (2020).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the main theories

behind the economic vs cultural debate, contextualizing the Brazilian experience within

this framework. Section 3 describes this study’s data and empirical strategy. We describe

the main results, as well as alternative explanations and extensions in Section 4. Section

5 concludes, with a summary of the main results and with a discussion of the continued

relevance of the 2018 presidential election for the current political context of Brazil. In

particular, we explain how the 2018 election ushered in a new political landscape in Brazil,

and how our findings can shed light on the nature of that new landscape, where an em-

boldened and more organized (culturally) conservative movement has become a persistent

political presence.

2 Theoretical Framework: Economic vs Cultural Forces

2.1 Economic insecurity

As described in the introduction, one influential strand of thought emphasizes the

economic forces as drivers of populist voting behaviour. Different explanations within this

strand of thought point to a common pattern: populist leaders capitalize on voters who face

personal economic vulnerabilities, by offering immediate solutions to economic grievances.

The exact content of these solutions is context-specific, but tends to include restrictions

to trade and approaches to keep migrant workforce out of the country.

While this branch of research is unified in its emphasis on the connection between
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economic insecurity and populist voting5, there is no consensus on the factors generating

the economic insecurity that (supposedly) leads to populist support6. A first argument

explains the success of populist policies through the role of widespread macroeconomic

instability. Social scientists have traditionally related a broad dissatisfaction with the (lack

of) economic performance to the success of populist leaders in 20th century Latin America,

with an important framework put forward by Dornbusch and Edwards (Dornbusch and

Edwards, 1991). However, recently this literature has shifted focus to the experience of

high-income Western countries with economic downturns in the 21st century (Guriev and

Papaioannou, 2020). Several studies have shown that in regions of Europe where the

recession impacted employment more severely, support for populist candidates was higher

(e.g., Algan et al., 2017; Dehdari, 2022; Gidron and Mijs, 2019). Furthermore, Guiso et al.

argue that the effect of economic anxiety might not be noticeable at first, since it operates

along two margins: it discourages voters to vote and, conditional on voting, it fosters voters

to choose populist options (Guiso et al., 2017). Austerity measures may induce (additional)

economic distress during both crisis and situations of relative economic tranquility (Dal Bó

et al., 2018; Fetzer, 2019).

A related body of research does not see economic downturns and policy mismanagement

as a necessary condition for the success of populism. The focus is rather on unequal

opportunities associated with (recent) economic growth that splits society into winners

and losers7. Increased competition in the global market, immigration, and automation

have redefined the (global) division of labor, which has resulted in job polarization within

countries. The individuals harmed by these labor shifts find themselves in a situation

of either unemployment or job vulnerability linked to uncertainty around future shocks,

5Guiso et al. (2017) presents a simple formal model connecting economic insecurity and populist support.
6There is no formalized theory that unifies the economic insecurity literature, which expands on Acemoglu
et al. (2013). Instead, the existing work consists of a collection of empirical research.

7See Margalit (2019) and Guriev and Papaioannou (2020) for a more in-depth explanation of the argument.
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potentially with lower wages, leaving them economically insecure and, supposedly, receptive

to populist and anti-establishment arguments (Abou-Chadi and Kurer, 2021). Empirical

work during the past decade has provided correlational and causal evidence linking such

trends to economic anxiety and populist vote, with automation (Frey et al., 2018; Anelli

et al., 2019), intensified international trade (Colantone and Stanig, 2018; Dippel et al.,

2015; Dorn et al., 2020; Rodrik, 2018), and immigration (Edo et al., 2019; Dustmann

et al., 2017) leading to polarization and providing fertile grounds for populist politicians

in Europe and the US.

While economic processes in Brazil are somewhat distinct from those in higher-income

countries, it is certainly possible that similar developments have created the necessary

conditions for the emergence of economically insecure more likely to support a populist

candidate. In 2003, the leftist Partido dos Trabalhadores (Brazilian Workers Party - hence-

forth PT) came to power with president Lúıs Inácio Lula da Silva. Despite initial market

uncertainty due to the political change towards the left, Brazil experienced a period of

comparatively favorable macro-economic developments during the first years of the new

millennium (Werner, 2019).

But against this backdrop of economic growth, there is evidence (though not entirely

conclusive) of incipient job polarization in the Brazilian labour market. It has been sug-

gested that automation and digitalization during late 1990s throughout the 2010s con-

tributed to job losses in routine tasks and there are incipient signs of wage polarization

(Almeida et al., 2017; Lewandowski et al., 2020; Maloney and Molina, 2019). In paral-

lel, Brazil reinforced its openness to international competition in the early 1990s, and the

country underwent extensive tariff restructuring. The reform was not uniform, and some

sectors experienced larger cuts, which Iacoella et al. link to the support for Bolsonaro
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at the municipality levels in the 2018 elections (Iacoella et al., 2020). More recently, the

intensification of Chinese-Brazilian trade occurred against a backdrop of favorable terms

of trade due to high commodity prices and the discovery of large reserves of Brazilian

oil. While the commercial relationship between rich industrial economies and China is

often characterized by competition in manufacturing, exchanges between developing coun-

tries and China tend to be more complementary, as China is a large importer of primary

goods exported by low and middle-income countries. As a result, instead of the Chinese

shock inducing a within-sector labor polarization, Brazil (in relative terms) experienced

between-sector polarization, as primary-good exporters benefited from the favorable trade

conditions vis-à-vis the industrial sector (Costa et al., 2016).

The end of the commodity upcycle in 2014 severely harmed the positive economic

performance that had taken place during the 2000s in Brazil. In the face of this, the

government under Dilma Rousseff introduced a new macroeconomic orientation, which

deteriorated the government’s credibility with the markets, and investments decreased as

a response. And while those key elements explaining the onset of the economic slowdown

starting in 2014, a combination of additional factors, including a corruption scandal and

a political crisis, further deepened the economic slump and ushered in a severe economic

recession during 2014-2017 (Spilimbergo et al., 2018). Brazil’s GDP decreased by nearly

8% during that period, leading to the impeachment of President Dilma Rousseff (from

the PT party) in August 2016. Michel Temer, from the center-right MDB party, became

president and implemented a series of austerity reforms and limited social spending. The

measures were, however, unable to bring the economy back on a positive path: growth

came late and was shy. Economic anxiety was high during the pre-election period, as the

recession raised unemployment and underemployment to 12.7% and 23.8%, respectively

9



(Hunter and Power, 2019). According to the economic insecurity hypothesis, this share of

the population would be particularly susceptible to the Bolsonaro appeal. Indeed, Barros

and Santos Silva find that the male population was more likely to have cast a vote for

Bolsonaro in 2018 if the municipalities where they reside underwent negative labor shocks

during the economic recession (Barros and Santos Silva, 2019).

In summary, research centered around the economic roots of populist voting behavior

implicitly investigates the impact of the pledge made by populists to end the insecurity

of people’s livelihood. Even though the Brazilian experience during the 21st century does

not follow the exact path of high-income countries, it is quite possible that the dynamics

of economic growth in the last decade in Brazil, with sectoral imbalances and a deep re-

cession, created a mass of economically insecure voters who Bolsonaro could capitalize on.

We summarize the theoretical arguments outlined in this section in the following way:

Hypothesis 1: Economically insecure voters are more likely to vote for a populist politi-

cian like Jair Bolsonaro.

2.2 Cultural Backlash

A competing theoretical framework, represented for instance by Margalit, acknowledges

that economic anxiety might contribute on the margin, but the primary role in explaining

the electoral success of populist politicians is played by deeper cultural concerns (Margalit,

2019). This second explanation, often referred to as the cultural backlash theory, poses

that populist politicians gain leverage by proposing direct and immediate solutions to

issues that are salient in voters’ mind. However, instead of pocketbook issues, the content

of the propositions address the voters’ non-monetary preferences, in particular the social
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values of traditionally dominant groups. Inglehart and Norris, perhaps the most well-

known proponents of the cultural backlash hypothesis, suggest that younger individuals

hold a more progressive set of values than older generations and slow-moving cultural and

generational changes have lead society to become increasingly socially liberal. This, the

theory goes, has lead members of older and traditionally dominant groups to believe that

their identities and traditional values are endangered and to find shelter on the populist

promises around these realms. This theory does acknowledge a catalyst role of economic

forces, by arguing that recent recessions and unequal economic growth has decreased the

sense of existential security and has activated a cultural resentment also among younger

cohorts. Furthermore, broader concerns with declining ethnic and cultural homogeneity

may emerge from intensified migratory flows, together with feelings of cultural threat from

advancements of underpriviledged groups, including women and the LGBTQ+ community,

as well as increased environmental awareness (Inglehart and Norris, 2016, 2017)

Using data from Europe and the US, the proponents of the cultural backlash theory

suggest that after empirically accounting for cultural motivations, economic insecurity

does not predict populist voting (Inglehart and Norris, 2016, 2017), or it impacts populist

voting only along the intensive margin (Gidron and Hall, 2017; Mutz, 2018). Socially

conservative values, on the other hand, have an impact that is both statistically significant

and of meaningful magnitude (Margalit, 2019). In the US context, experimental work

highlights that dominant groups - white citizens - believe that a social move towards

greater acceptance of underprivileged Black communities comes at the expense of their

own cultural safety. Cultural threat influences feelings towards ethnic minorities, which

generates demand for a populist platform (Major et al., 2018; Sides et al., 2018). This

is also consistent with findings for post-communist democracies from 1991 to 2012. The
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ability of progressive parties to extract policy concessions favoring underrepresented social

segments activates a social backlash in following elections (Bustikova, 2014).

Proponents of the cultural hypothesis argue that, should economic insecurity be the

main source of populist voting behavior, a surge in populist support would be as likely to

occur with a left-wing orientation as with a conservative focus. However, this is not the

case; the increase in populism seen worldwide is primarily driven by right-leaning politi-

cians (Rodrik, 2018). Including a cultural dimension may explain right-wing choices made

by lower-income voters. If culture is salient, individuals would move away from their class-

driven interest and align with other dimensions, such as nationality or race, when forming

their political preferences. Theories of endogenous identity suggest that, beyond the ad-

vancement in a progressive agenda, economic trends may lead to social cleavages along

cultural lines. The interplay between those two dimensions would drive the evolution of

political preferences, for which there are supporting empirical evidence from Europe and

the US (Bonomi et al., 2021; Grossman and Helpman, 2021; Shayo, 2009). Furthermore,

municipal-level analyses of the electoral performance of populist candidates following eco-

nomic shocks unveiled heterogeneous effects along gender (Barros and Santos Silva, 2019)

and ethnic (Dorn et al., 2020; Colantone and Stanig, 2018) lines. This suggests that in-

security could be relevant as an impetus for a populist reaction, but mainly among those

voters whose identities are at stake, thus corroborating the theoretical interplay between

economic and cultural dimensions while hinting a primacy of the latter.

Turning to Brazil: as the economy became relatively more stable during the (late)

1990s, politics turned to other, non-traditional realms and politicians were increasingly

expected to issue their opinions on topics such as abortion and the rights of minorities.

Before the onset of the 2014-2017 crisis, Brazilian society changed, with broad movements
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towards less traditional values and lifestyles (Inglehart et al., 2020), and policies reflected

this trend. During the 21st century, greater political and socio-economic inclusion of mi-

nority groups became an important topic in the political debate around Brazilian policies

and regulations. A legislative gender quota was introduced in 1997 (Archenti and Tula,

2017), with a lower-bound of 30% of the electoral budget dedicated to female candidates

implemented in early 2018 (Magro, 2018). In 2011, Dilma Rousseff became the first woman

to occupy the presidency, challenging gender social norms (Krook and Sańın, 2020). In

2012, public universities were legally required to establish a combination of social and

racial quotas to 50% of their positions (D.O.U., 2012). Greater access to education, as

De Micheli argues, contributed to the self-reclassification of beneficiaries as racial minori-

ties and to a politicization of ethnic identities (De Micheli, 2021). The establishment of the

National Council for Indigenous Policies in 2015 aimed at improving the representativeness

of indigenous communities in the political process (D.O.U., 2015). Prohibition of same-sex

partnership was declared unconstitutional in 2011 (STF, 2011), and notaries have been

required to register same-sex marriage since 2013.

These progressive advancements, while lauded by some, were controversial within broad

segments of the Brazilian population. Gatto and Power note that the political elite was

distinct from the broader Brazilian society and displayed more liberal values (Gatto and

Power, 2016). Eventually, the progressive trend yielded a reaction by traditionalists. Sex-

ism was characteristic of Rousseff’s political opposition and part of the impetus for her

presidential impeachment (Krook and Sańın, 2020; Encarnación, 2017). Similarly, the

growth in recent decades of the (Neo-)Pentecostal religious denominations can be under-

stood as a form of cultural backlash. Followers of those denominations came from close,

but less strict, religions and hold more traditional values and lower tolerance of different
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beliefs. According to Costa et al., this shift is associated with the election of strongly

religious and increasingly conservative federal deputies in later years (Costa et al., 2019).

Beyond cultural transformations, economic performance during the 2000s and early

2010s might also have contributed to activating ideological preferences leading to the pop-

ulist vote, as the framework suggests. Ethnic minorities are overly represented among

Brazil’s poorest segments, which have benefited from the pro-poor growth and social pro-

grams during the beginning of the 21st century. Although still high, differences in income

and educational attainment across ethnic lines have decreased during that period (Ñopo,

2012; Leivas and dos Santos, 2018). Social programs, such as education financing and

improved economic conditions, allowed racial and religious minorities to occupy spaces

previously dominated by the white middle class, including institutions of higher education

and leisure facilities (Gilioli, 2017). Socio-economic classes became ethnically more hetero-

geneous, which according to Shayo would decrease class cohesion in favor of political and

group identification along an ethnic-cultural dimension (Shayo, 2009). Indeed, the white

and Catholic traditional middle class reacted by refusing to incorporate the black “new

middle class” as part of their own (Klein et al., 2018).

Clearly, the cultural changes in Brazil are distinct from those observed in the coun-

tries for which the cultural backlash framework was developed. Nonetheless, it is plausible

that the voting behavior in Brazil mirrors that of the Global North, with a deepening of

cultural cleavages following periods of cultural and social change. Brazilian politics and

society clearly moved towards more progressive values during the decade before the election

of Jair Bolsonaro. Moreover, while Brazil was relatively secluded from migratory inflows,

marginalized (non-immigrant) groups, such as Blacks, indigenous peoples, women, and the

queer community, acquired stronger positions in society and politics. Given this evolu-
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tion, a culturally motivated vote for Bolsonaro would be plausible, as recognized by Rennó

(2020)8 and Layton et al. (2021). We summarize the theoretical framework presented in

this section with the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Characteristics capturing the level of attachment to traditional values,

or a sense of threat to the social and cultural fabric of the nation, will determine the

propensity of a citizen to vote for a populist politician like Jair Bolsonaro.

2.3 (Bad) politics, as usual...

The key current debate around the determinants of the populist vote, where we situate

our work, takes place primarily between the cultural and economic explanations. Each

claims to provide a framework that accounts for the populist success at the exclusion of

the other. However, any theoretical framework(s) that claims to be the single explanation

for a social phenomenon is bound to leave out relevant explanatory features. In this

section, we survey the explanatory features that partially overlap but cannot be neatly

captured within the economics vs culture debate, in particular explanations that move

beyond individual grievances and see populism as reflecting broader discontent with the

mainstream political system and with institutions of liberal democracy.

The rise of populist governments has been associated with a crisis of trust in mainstream

parties, who, in the view of disgruntled voters, have been unable to address the voters’ most

pressing issues (Doyle, 2011; Algan et al., 2017). This perceived inadequacy of mainstream

politicians is frequently seen as the materialization of politicians’ self-interests and greed.

8Rennó (2020) is perhaps the most closely related work to ours. That paper, however, has a different
purpose and a different set of findings. In particular, it does not aim to situate the Brazilian voting
patterns in the international economics-and-culture research context that we use as starting point for our
paper.
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The appeal of populist speech comes then from its anti-establishment tone, rather than

the content of proposed policies. According to the populists, the politicians’ self-interested

motivations, constitutional constraints and protection of minorities’ rights holds back the

popular will (Rooduijn et al., 2016; Belanger and Aarts, 2006). This type of explanation

has traditionally featured heavily in the work of scholars focused on 20th century populism

in Latin America (Doyle, 2011; Edwards, 2019). Recently, scholars have (partially) recon-

ciled the economic insecurity theory, and to a lesser extent the cultural backlash hypothesis,

with the explanations grounded in institutional mistrust, by acknowledging that personal

malaise could impact populist voting both directly and indirectly through disillusionment

and institutional mistrust in Europe (Algan et al., 2017; Guiso et al., 2017) and the US

(Ballard-Rosa et al., 2022). We incorporate these possible mechanisms by adding (a lack

of) trust in the political system and, in particular, concerns about (political) corruption

to our baseline framework in the empirical part of the paper. Experimental and empir-

ical research shows that individuals become more concerned with threats to society and

more inclined to support populist platforms when exposed to information about corrup-

tion (Busby et al., 2018), and that the effects of corruption scandals may persist for long

periods of time (Aassve et al., 2018). But while Latin America has a long history of abuse

of entrusted power by politicians, with Brazil as no exception (Gonçalves and Srinivasan,

2019), politicians have rarely been directly punished for involvement in those acts (Winters

and Weitz-Shapiro, 2013). Recently, however, the topic of widespread corruption became

particularly salient during the so-called operation Lava-Jato in 2014, which revealed the

largest corruption scandal in Brazilian history. Many leading figures of the major right-

and left-wing mainstream parties, PSDB and PT respectively, were caught in accusations

amidst Lava-Jato investigations, although the media coverage focused heavily on PT’s in-
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volvement (Campello et al., 2020; Hunter and Power, 2019). Frustration with the existing

political situation emerged as one of the main problem of the country in the minds of

voters, according to the Lat́ınobarómetro surveys, and it is frequently argued that Brazil’s

high levels of perceived corruption contributed to Bolsonaro’s victory , though the extent

to which this actually was the case is rigorously established.

In this paper, instead of viewing this as an independent type of explanation, we un-

derstand the issues discussed in this subsection as providing different ways to characterize

the grievances of regular citizens, and we interact this type of explanation with the de-

bate centered around the culture-vs-economy framework in ways further explained in the

empirical section.

3 Methodology and Data

3.1 Data

To empirically evaluate the theoretical frameworks outlined above, we use the fifth

wave of the Brazilian Electoral Study (Estudo Eleitoral Brasileiro - ESEB for short), an

individual-level survey conducted in 2018 by the Center of Public Opinion Studies (Cesop)

of the State University of Campinas (Universidade Estadual de Campinas - Unicamp).

The project integrates the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems Project (CSES), coor-

dinated by University of Michigan, and contains various political and attitude measures,

plus a great number of demographic variables.

The ESEB dataset includes 2,506 interviewed citizens and is representative of the Brazil-

ian voting population across the country’s five different macroregions9. The survey was

conducted between November 10 and November 24, 2018, shortly after the elections (35

9The survey is demographically and geographically representative, so sample weights are not applicable.
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and 14 days after the first and second rounds, respectively), making it the closest to the

voting day, compared to alternative datasets (e.g. Latinobarómetro and Americasbarom-

eter). Timeliness is of high importance to understand the 2018 Brazilian elections, since

support for Jair Bolsonaro gained traction in the month approaching the first election

round.

The results released by the official electoral authorities report that, in the first round,

Bolsonaro obtained 33.5%, 42.0%, 46.% of the eligible votes, total votes, and valid votes,

respectively10. In the runoff, Bolsonaro received 39.2%, 49.9%, 55.1% of the eligible votes,

total votes, and valid votes, respectively (TSE, 2018). The ESEB data reflects this sit-

uation: the share of respondents who reported having voted for Bolsonaro lies close to

the official results for both rounds. Table 1 shows that there is no statistical difference

between the actual electoral results and the survey representation of self-reported votes.

The results for the first round, in particular, are of high relevance to our analysis, with

small differences that do not reach conventional significance levels.

Table 1: Summary Statistics - pro-Bolsonaro votes

Mean S.d. Min Median Max Count Official results ∆ = Official − Survey p-value
(H0: Survey ̸= Official)

Bolsonaro vote (1st round - eligible votes) 0.334 0.47 0 0 1 2506 0.335 0.001 0.99
Bolsonaro vote (1st round - total votes) 0.416 0.49 0 0 1 2014 0.42 0.004 0.73
Bolsonaro vote (1st round - valid votes) 0.449 0.5 0 0 1 1868 0.46 0.011 0.31
Bolsonaro vote (2nd round - eligible votes) 0.408 0.49 0 0 1 2506 0.392 -0.016 0.11
Bolsonaro vote (2nd round - total votes) 0.514 0.5 0 1 1 1991 0.499 -0.015 0.17
Bolsonaro vote (2nd round - valid votes) 0.568 0.5 0 1 1 1802 0.551 -0.017 0.16

3.2 Methodology

3.2.1 The economy vs culture: operationlizing the hypotheses

In the core econometric specifications in this paper, the main dependent variable - in-

tended to capture populist voting behavior - is a measure of self-reported vote choice, taking

the value of one in case of a Bolsonaro vote and zero otherwise. The dichotomous nature

10“Eligible votes” comprise votes of all citizens between 18 and 70 years old, and individuals between 16
and 18 years old and above 70 years old who registered as voters. “Total votes” exclude abstentions on
the election day. Lastly, “valid votes” exclude blank and null votes from the “total votes”.
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of this dependent variable indicates that bivariate models are the most adequate for our

setup. We follow standard econometric recommendations and use a maximum likelihood

estimation of a logistic regression model. Standard errors are clustered by municipalities

to account for the sample design (Abadie et al., 2017).,11

We restrict our analysis to the self-reported vote in the election’s first round. The

intuition follows the fact that, in the runoff, voters are restricted to choose between the

two most voted candidates in the first round. Thus, it is possible that in the second round

individuals opt to vote for a certain candidate not due to preference for him/her, but

rather because they radically oppose the alternative contestant. In particular antipetism

- the intense negative attitudes towards PT that dates back to pre-Lula political times

(Samuels and Zucco, 2018) - deepened with Lava-Jato and got particularly strong in the

period leading up to the 2018 elections (Hunter and Power, 2019)12. Indeed, with a set

of ESEB variables previously used to investigate votes in four preceding elections, Amaral

(2020) finds that positive and negative partisanship are strongly associated with the 2018

Bolsonaro vote. Therefore, we cannot exclude the possibility of a strategic vote in the

2018’s runoff, as Bolsonaro competed against Fernando Haddad, from PT. In this case, the

respondents’ choices would not necessarily reveal their true preferences (Doyle, 2011).

To investigate the impact of the different theoretical explanations, self-reported vote

for Bolsonaro is regressed on a range of individual level economic and cultural variables.

We operationalize this analysis with the regression models in the equations 1, 2, 3.

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj + Zi + εi (1)

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj + Zi + µl + εi (2)

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj + Zi + µl + Ii + εi (3)

Our outcome variable, Bolsonaroi, refers to the self-declared vote choice and takes the

value of 1 when the individual i declared having voted for Bolsonaro and 0 otherwise. Xj,i,

11Probit estimations and alternative clustering levels yield similar results (see Table 21 the in Appendix.
12Antipetism (antipetismo in Portuguese) is a Brazilian phenomenon linked to negative partisanship, a
kind of out-group partisan bias. Individuals who display levels of antipetism are highly critical of PT
and resent the party, sharing the anti-PT position, rather than necessarily having a specific party or
political platform which they agree on (Samuels and Zucco, 2018).
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with j ∈ {E,C} are vectors of explanatory variables for each of the 2 competing theories:

economic insecurity (E) and cultural backlash (C). We gradually include individual level

controls (Zi in equation 1), region fixed effects (µl in equation 2) and political ideology (Ii

in equation 3). The latter, in particular, should be taken with caution, as the left-right

placement has been found to be problematic in the Brazilian context (Power and Zucco Jr,

2009, 2012) and self-reported ideology might behave as a proxy for the outcome variable.

The economic and cultural dimensions are captured by groups of variables, each ad-

dressing a specific aspect of those dimensions. Starting with the first of those two theo-

retical frameworks, we include three aspects meant to cover the possible sources of voters’

economic insecurity. The first of those three groups of variables, economic necessity, mea-

sures the most immediate threat to one’s sense of material safety. It is plausible to expect

that lower-income households and households whose provider is unemployed are in a sit-

uation of economic distress. Thus, we include dummy variables for different self-reported

household income brackets, and a dummy for unemployed head of household. Additionally,

we include a dummy variable indicating whether the household is (or have recently been)

a recipient of the Bolsa Famı́lia Cash Transfer Programme, which targets individuals in

situations of extreme poverty. The second group of variables within the economics frame-

work, economic vulnerability, addresses individuals and households whose current financial

stability is not ensured. This instability may arise from the sector in which the family

provider works, which may not have benefited from the earlier economic development or

was perhaps deeply affected by the economic recession. The literature on job polariza-

tion suggests signs of emerging polarization between the agricultural and industry sectors.

Moreover, the 2015-2017 recession heavily impacted the construction, oil and gas, and the

car industry sectors (Spilimbergo and Srinivasan, 2019). Investments in the construction

sector were additionally hampered by the Lava-Jato probe, which investigated the main

construction companies. For these reasons, we include information on whether the inter-

viewee works in the construction or process industry sectors. Another possible source of

instability is the employment type, where those in informal work are in vulnerable situa-

tion due to lack of access to benefits and social insurance. Following Costa et al., we define

informal workers as self-employed individuals and employees not registered at the Ministry

of Labour and Employment (“sem carteira assinada”)13, (Costa et al., 2016).

13Differently from Costa et al. (2016), we refrain from including unpaid workers, as those workers do not
receive any sort of payment to be endangered.
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In addition to the two groups of variables above, we include a third, slightly different,

category of variables within the economics framework, capturing self-reported social class

and how individuals believe their social position changed between 2010 and 2018. A body

of literature suggests that concerns with relative economic position and status affects a

range of individual preferences, including pro-populist voting patterns (Gidron and Hall,

2017; Gingrich, 2019). Differently from a pure necessity perspective, concerns with social

class relate to a relative position, and whether that position is perceived as being at

risk. Hence, for this to drive populist voting, the social class to which an individual

belongs to (or feels belonging to) should not be too low, as a bottom position implies that

no status is at risk. Yet, the class belonging should not be so high and solidified that

upwards mobility from lower classes would not be enough to pose a threat. Based on this

reasoning, we include a dummy variable for whether the individual reports belonging to the

“traditional middle class” (upper-middle class)14, which has historically been associated

with the Brazilian middle. Moreover, variables for perceived upwards/downwards mobility

in the recent decade capture some of the recent dynamics in Brazil.

We use two groups of variables to represent the cultural backlash hypothesis. The

first contains different group markers for the socially dominant races and religions. Un-

like many industrialized countries, where social divides often revolve around nationality,

race and indigenous background are the main elements defining ethnic identity in Latin

America (Desmet et al., 2017). The history of European colonization and heavy influ-

ence of African-slave institutions persisted throughout time, resulting in a racially hier-

archical society. Whites enjoy high levels of social prestige, while Black, Indigenous and

Mixed populations often constitute the socially marginalized groups (De Ferranti, 2004).

Thus, we group individuals belonging to these latter minority groups, to distinguish them

from individuals of white or Asian ascendancy15. We also include variables for two of

the most relevant religions according to the theoretical predictions, namely Catholics and

(Neo-)Pentecostal Evangelicals. Catholicism represents a traditional religion held by the

majority of the Brazilian population (Skirbekk et al., 2011), dating back to colonial times,

14The traditional middle class in Latin America, and particularly in Brazil, is defined differently from the
US context, as it deviates from the statistical middle. Typical characteristics include individuals with
university degrees and professions deemed as prestigious, such as non-manual workers and managers,
and with a stable income well above the national mean, as shown in Salata (2015).

15The largest share of Asian (Japanese) immigration took place in the early 20th century, as part of a
policy to provide labour following the the abolishment of slavery, as well as an attempt of a broader
social whitening promoted by the government at the time (Dos Santos, 2002). For the latter reason, we
distinguish whites/Asians from other racial groups.
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while Evangelicals account for the recent rise in a more fundamentalist form of Chris-

tianity, linked to more conservative values. Additionally, as a second culturally oriented

group of variables, we make use of two opinion measures that touch upon the advancement

of a progressive agenda during recent years. The first variable concerns views on racial

quotas, a topic that is widely discussed in the Brazilian society. Despite the fact that offi-

cial requirements for making use of racial quotas involve economic criteria and quotas are

embedded around a broader class-centered framing of positive actions, the topic of social

quotas still evoked strong feelings towards the debate of racial inclusion and meritocracy

(Da Silva and Larkins, 2019). The second measure revolves around views on prioritizing

policies targeting the inclusion of minorities vis-à-vis a primary focus on economic growth.

While no particular policies are specified, the variable covers other racial policies and al-

ludes to minorities other than racial groups, as the question asks about gender policies.

These progressivity measures round off the variables we use to operationalize the two main

competing hypotheses of this paper.

We further use a number of individual socio-economic control variables commonly con-

sidered in the literature on populist voting; namely, the respondent’s age, gender, marital

status and education level. We disregarded observations with missing values16 on each

of the variables for the regression estimations. Table 7 (Appendix A.1) compiles all the

explanatory variables used in this study with a short description of each and their possible

values17.

3.2.2 Heterogeneous effects: Switchers and radicalized

While the specifications above assess the general characteristics of Bolsonaro’s voters,

we also test whether the reasons for switching political preferences are the same as the

factors leading voters to radicalize their voting behavior. In other words, we investigate

the motivations for moving from PT in 2014 to Bolsonaro in 2018 (Switchers) and the

motivations for moving from a non-PT mainstream party in 2014 to Bolsonaro in 2018

(radicalized). The role of the switchers, who in the course of four years swapped from

the left to the right-wing realm, is notably relevant to understand the factors driving

16Answers that include “Do not know”, “Did not answer” and “Do not know what it means” were coded
as missing.

17One might be concerned that our selected measures overlap and do not capture distinct phenomena.
However, this case is unlikely, as our measures are at best weakly correlated (see Table 10, Appendix
A.1.

22



populism. This stems from the fact that populism, according to the ideational approach,

is centered around a political style rather than specific economic left-right ideologies. With

this exercise we aim to unravel possible heterogeneous motivations across different political

groups, as well as to introduce a semi-longitudinal variation to our cross-sectional data.

In order to analyze the switchers and radicalized separately, we split the total sample

into two sub-samples according to the individuals’ voting behaviour in the 2014 elections.

The first sample includes only individuals who voted for PT in the 2014 runoff (left column

in Figure 1) and is used to investigate the factors among those voters that lead to a change

in support from the main left-wing party in 2014 to a right-wing populist alternative in

2018. The outcome variable, in this case, equals 1 for voters who swapped preferences

(switchers) and zero otherwise (non-switcher). The second sample, represented by the

right column in Figure 1, consists of the remaining voters who did not vote for PT in 2014,

instead, either voted for the alternative right-wing candidate (Aécio Neves - PSDB) or did

not cast a (valid) vote in the runoff. We are interested in understanding the drivers for

those who supported Bolsonaro in 2018 (radicalized), compared to those who did not (non-

radicalized). Similarly to the first sample, the main outcome variable is 1 for radicalized

and 0 for non-radicalized.

We estimate the models 1, 2, and 3 to each of these sub-samples: model 4 investigates

the role of economic and cultural concerns to explain the vote of switchers, and model 5

focuses on radicalized.

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj + Zi(+µl + Ii) + εi if PT’14=YES (4)

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj + Zi(+µl + Ii) + εi if PT’14=NO (5)

3.2.3 Extensions

3.2.3.1 Indirect effects

In addition to our baseline econometric specifications, we run additional models to

understand whether the economic and cultural hypotheses indirectly influence populist

voting by changing other political opinions and preferences. The measures we assess are

political trust, trust in the media and companies, dissatisfaction with democracy and
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Figure 1: Sample disaggregation

support for the democratic regime. The idea is to test whether voters’ economic and

cultural circumstances have indirect effects via political attitudes. For that to be the

case, two conditions must be satisfied: (i) economic and/or cultural variables determine

political and institutional attitudes, and (ii) political and institutional attitudes predict

the Bolsonaro vote. Both conditions can be inspected with the model specified in equations

6, if we include individual institutional attitudes as additional regressors to the benchmark

specification in model 1. Similar to the analysis of the direct impact of the cultural and

economic accounts, we gradually add region fixed effects (µl) and ideology (Ii) to our

estimations. Should indirect effects be present and condition (i) be satisfied, the inclusion of

institutional attitudes should change βE and βC in the direction of decreasing magnitudes.

Any demand effects of economic insecurity and cultural anxiety, that do not influence the

voter’s electoral choice by shaping institutional attitudes, are captured by βE and βC .

Next, condition (ii) is satisfied when the coefficients βk are significant and estimated in

the direction that represents lower levels of trust and weaker democratic values predicting

the populist vote.

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj + InstAttitudesk,iβk + Zi(+µl + Ii) + εi (6)

3.2.3.2 Alternative explanations

Beyond the indirect effects posited by the populist framework, one could argue that

other Brazilian-specific factors explain the victory of the populist Bolsonaro. More specif-

ically, the salience of generalized corruption, as well as antipetism sentiments could be
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relevant forces. As most of the politicians investigated by Lava-Jato were affiliated to PT

and the media coverage heavily emphasized on those cases, frustration with corruption

deepened antipetism attitudes, alongside antiestablishment. A vote for Bolsonaro, in the

second case, could represent a strategic vote to select a candidate that was perceived to

be able to win over the PT candidate in the second round. To test for the role of frus-

tration with corruption in Brazil and antipetism, we include variables that capture those

attitudes as regressors to our benchmark estimation. Namely, the vector Wk,i includes

dummies for intolerance to corruption, perception that corruption is not punished and a

antipetism. Should the estimated coefficients θk be significant and altering βj , antipetism

and corruption concerns may represent either confounder forces or constitute indirect effect

of economic and cultural factors. Any direct influence of economic and cultural variables

that are orthogonal from the present alternative explanations is captured by the coefficients

βj .

Bolsonaroi = α +
∑
j∈E,C

Xj,i βj +Wk,iθk + Zi(+µl + Ii) + εi (7)

We end the description of the empirical setup with a word of caution. In both the

extensions described in this section, as well as in our baseline econometric specifications,

there are obvious limitations to the conclusions one is able to draw from a study using non-

longitudinal data without availability of exogenous variation. While we strongly believe

that the questions asked in this paper are worth analyzing even absent a perfectly clean

empirical setup, we are cautious when interpreting individual coefficients, and throughout

the results and conclusion sections we refrain from making strong statements based on the

magnitudes of the coefficients. Yet, our main goal is to provide a general understanding

on the relative importance of different factors. Results that consistently speak against a

given hypothesis are strong indications that the latter does not constitute an important

driver of the (populist) vote choice. Additionally, while outcomes corroborating a specific

hypothesis may not be the final (or only) word in favor of the primacy of that factor, such

outcomes do indicate that a particular explanation is relevant for understand the populist

vote. An experimental setting with external variation of that factor would in turn pin

down its precise impact. Hence, our paper may be seen as the big picture, or the starting

point, necessary for establishing the relative importance of specific factors rather than the

final word.
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4 Results

4.1 Main Results

To provide an initial picture of the voting patterns, Table 2 displays the effect of

the control variables on the probability of having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of

elections. All coefficients are presented in odds ratio - above 1 symbolizes a positive impact,

and below 1 a negative impact on the dependent variable. Column 1 starts with individual

demographics, regional dummies are added in column 2, and ideology is introduced in

column 3. Like their US and European counterparts, married men are more likely to vote

for populist candidate, in this case Bolsonaro. The educational level of Bolsonaro’s voters is

higher than other individuals, although this relationship is not linear. Those characteristics

predict the Bolsonaro vote at a 0.1% significance level. While populist voters tend to be

older in developed countries, Bolsonaro supporters are not characterized by any particular

age group. The inclusion of fixed effects for macro-regions reveals that there is a clear

regional voting pattern, but accounting for any geographic effects has little impact on

other individual-level controls, which means that the socio-demographic composition does

not explain the impact of regions. As expected, right-wing voters are more likely to cast a

pro-Bolsonaro vote, while there are no indications that ideologies are strongly characterized

by gender, age or educational levels.

Table 3 displays the results from the baseline regression models: (1), (2) and (3). We

first start by investigating the isolated impact of the economic and cultural explanations

on the probability of having voted for Bolsonaro. In columns 1-3, we gradually include the

different sets of variables gauging economic insecurity: necessity (column 1), vulnerabil-

ity (column 2), and social class (column 3). Column 4 adds all variables simultaneously.

Columns 5-7 assess the role of cultural motivations, including characteristics (column 5)

and attitudes (column 6), separately (columns 5 and 6) and simultaneously (column 7). In

columns 9 and 10, we add both economic and cultural factors as regressors, and columns

11 and 12 introduce regional and ideological controls to the regressions, respectively. From

these baseline regressions, we see that Bolsonaro voters are clearly not characterized by

economic necessity; the coefficients on income, Bolsa Famı́lia and employment status rather

point to the opposite. Individuals with higher incomes, who belong to the traditional mid-

dle class, who are not unemployed or recipients of Bolsa Famı́lia, are more likely to be
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Table 2: Results: Controls

Bolsonaro vote
(1) (2) (3)

Individual controls

Male 1.585∗∗∗ 1.589∗∗∗ 1.493∗∗∗

(0.140) (0.141) (0.137)

Married 1.556∗∗∗ 1.575∗∗∗ 1.676∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.164) (0.177)

Age 1.004 1.004 1.003
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Incomplete primary education 1.534 1.367 1.335
(0.555) (0.491) (0.478)

Incomplete secondary education 1.937∗ 1.770+ 1.775+

(0.627) (0.575) (0.584)

Incomplete high school 1.669 1.487 1.483
(0.553) (0.492) (0.494)

Complete high school 3.035∗∗ 2.774∗∗ 2.947∗∗

(1.048) (0.937) (1.002)

Incomplete tertiary education 2.569∗∗ 2.268∗ 2.475∗

(0.932) (0.807) (0.899)

Complete tertiary education 1.888+ 1.692 1.860+

(0.639) (0.568) (0.628)

Regional dummies

2. Nordeste 0.348∗∗∗ 0.362∗∗∗

(0.084) (0.090)

3. Sudeste 0.538∗∗ 0.583∗

(0.121) (0.132)

4. Sul 0.610∗ 0.667
(0.149) (0.166)

5. Centro Oeste 0.640 0.771
(0.181) (0.227)

Ideology

Left-wing 0.816
(0.299)

Center 1.401
(0.477)

Right-wing 3.636∗∗∗

(1.261)

Does not know ideology 1.527
(0.550)

Observations 2506 2506 2506
Pseudo R2 0.030 0.043 0.092
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Coefficients reported in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (municipality
level) in parentheses. Regressions are estimated using logistic models. The
outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual voted for Bolsonaro in the first
round of the 2018 elections. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in
Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
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Bolsonaro voters18. Furthermore, economic vulnerability, as we operationalize it in this

paper, does not seem to play a role; the coefficients on informal (unregistered) status and

vulnerable activity are insignificant (if anything, vulnerability appears to make people less

likely to vote for Bolsonaro). This goes against any prediction that economic insecurity

should be the driver of populist voting behavior, and it contrasts with the profile of pop-

ulist voters in many developed countries. Furthermore, the finding that Bolsonaro voters

see themselves as part of the traditional middle class is not a simple reflection of identifi-

cation with specific ideological groups, as the coefficient for middle class is robust to the

introduction of self-ideology, in column 1219.

Contrary to the economic variables, the measures operationalizing the cultural backlash

hypothesis behave largely in accordance with the corresponding hypothesis. The coeffi-

cients for many of the cultural variables are both statistically significant and point in the

predicted direction. This holds most clearly for the variables capturing evangelicalism and

opposition to minority-focused progressive policies, but also to some extent the race vari-

able (white or Asian). That said, while white and Asian individuals are more likely to vote

for Bolsonaro, the driver of this difference seems to be group clustering in specific areas, as

the significance drops considerably after inclusion of regions fixed effects (column 10). The

absence of a race-based preference echos findings by Bueno and Dunning, who emphasise

that racial concerns play a role in ethnic political underrepresentation despite a lack of

direct in-group favouritism in the ballots (Bueno and Dunning, 2017). Interestingly, the

respondents’ attitudes towards racial quotas, strong predictors of a populist vote, seem to

be orthogonal to their self-identified race. When it comes to the variables capturing reli-

gious identification, (pentecostal and neo-Pentecostal) Evangelicals are significantly more

likely to vote for Bolsonaro, while being Catholic plays no role in determining populist

preferences. The relevance of more fundamentalist religions partially reflects regional divi-

sions and ideological orientation, yet the direct effect persists after the inclusion of those

control variables. Lastly, conservative values are robust predictors of the Bolsonaro vote,

18Individuals in the highest income category are not statistically more likely than the extreme poor to vote
for Bolsonaro, after accounting for cultural variables. While it is important to understand preferences
of the economic elite, this category in our sample includes only 49 observations, which might drive the
lack of econometric effect.

19We opt for including political ideology instead of party identification, as PSL, the party by which Jair
Bolsonaro ran in 2018, was a midget party prior to Bolsonaro’s affiliation in 2018. In the 2014’s elections,
PSL had only won 1 Congressional seat (out of 513). In 2018, this number rose to 52 (Hunter and
Power, 2019). Table 12 in Appendix A.4.1 presents selected results, where we include the estimations
with partisanship as additional regressors.
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where each measure captures a specific dimension of the cultural backlash; both coefficients

are significant at the 1% level.

Next, we pit the two hypothesis against each other. The simultaneous inclusion of vari-

ables reflecting both theoretical frameworks reveal, first of all, that culturally conservative

groups are not (perfectly) mapped onto economic groups. (Had this been the case, the

significance and magnitude of the coefficients belonging to one of the hypotheses would

have vanished.) The role of social class is a partial exception; individuals who see them-

selves as belonging to the traditional middle class remain more likely to vote for Bolsonaro,

but the effect partially reflects other characteristics of this social class, such as religion.

The remaining estimated coefficients do not drastically change in terms of magnitude or

significance level, though income and social class are not robust to the inclusion of ide-

ology. Most importantly, the estimated coefficients for the economic variables do not fall

below 1, which would have provided some evidence in favor of the economic insecurity

hypothesis20.

4.2 Heterogeneous effects: Switchers and Radicalizers

In the previous section, we explore whether economic and cultural forces explain the

broad support for Bolsonaro in 2018. While this comparison is useful to identify the drivers

that differentiate all Bolsonaro supporters from individuals with other vote preferences, it

may obscure heterogeneity across different political groups. To investigate whether partisan

groups differ in terms of the drivers of the Bolsonaro support, we analyse subsamples

divided according to voting behavior in the 2014 elections. As explained in Section 3.2, we

split the original sample according to the respondents’ vote in the 2014 runoff: pro-Rousseff

or not (see Figure 1).

First, it is important to note that there are important differences between individuals

who voted for PT in the runoff of 2014 elections (henceforth 2014 PT voters) and those

who did not (2014 non-PT voters), as evidenced in Table 4. 2014 non-PT voters are on

average younger, wealthier, less benefited by social assistance schemes, have higher levels

of education, and experienced lower levels of upwards social mobility in recent years. Even

though 2014 PT and non-PT voters are different in terms of race and religion, they display

similar levels of conservative values on average.

20The effects found in this section are not driven by party identification (see Table 12, Appendix A.4.1).
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Table 3: Results: Economic insecurity and Cultural backlash hypothesis

Bolsonaro vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (9) (10) (11) (12)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.268 1.319+ 1.364+ 1.352+ 1.310 1.338+

(0.199) (0.214) (0.219) (0.228) (0.217) (0.229)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.440∗ 1.508∗∗ 1.575∗∗ 1.541∗∗ 1.477∗ 1.519∗∗

(0.211) (0.225) (0.236) (0.240) (0.224) (0.243)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.428 1.351 1.454 1.465 1.392 1.367
(0.314) (0.318) (0.341) (0.350) (0.312) (0.317)

10+ minimum wages 1.907+ 1.775+ 1.874+ 1.754 1.660 1.460
(0.679) (0.618) (0.675) (0.637) (0.569) (0.500)

Unemployed 0.605∗∗ 0.631∗ 0.620∗ 0.618∗ 0.653∗ 0.654∗

(0.107) (0.117) (0.119) (0.125) (0.133) (0.141)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.747∗ 0.731∗ 0.721∗∗ 0.717∗ 0.737∗ 0.708∗

(0.092) (0.092) (0.091) (0.097) (0.101) (0.099)

Self-employed 1.136 1.080 1.070 1.106 1.099 1.136
(0.102) (0.111) (0.112) (0.122) (0.118) (0.130)

Employed: unregistered 0.788 0.718 0.684+ 0.626∗ 0.645∗ 0.685+

(0.159) (0.150) (0.143) (0.136) (0.143) (0.154)

Vulnerable activity 0.904 0.856 0.827 0.863 0.849 0.807
(0.129) (0.133) (0.134) (0.141) (0.142) (0.136)

Middle class 1.623∗∗ 1.568∗∗ 1.529∗ 1.479∗ 1.495∗ 1.350
(0.271) (0.266) (0.258) (0.258) (0.266) (0.253)

Downwards mobility 1.172 1.127 1.080 1.135 1.116 1.120
(0.164) (0.171) (0.173) (0.190) (0.187) (0.188)

Upwards mobility 0.908 0.886 0.861 0.926 0.928 0.912
(0.118) (0.123) (0.121) (0.133) (0.136) (0.139)

White or Asian 1.177 1.212+ 1.088 1.123 1.122 1.126
(0.117) (0.133) (0.119) (0.130) (0.127) (0.131)

Catholic 1.072 1.038 1.059 1.016 1.012 0.958
(0.149) (0.147) (0.145) (0.143) (0.142) (0.138)

Evangelical 1.751∗∗∗ 1.687∗∗∗ 1.696∗∗∗ 1.640∗∗∗ 1.531∗∗ 1.382∗

(0.234) (0.218) (0.255) (0.235) (0.221) (0.190)

Opposes racial quotas 1.617∗∗∗ 1.613∗∗∗ 1.598∗∗∗ 1.577∗∗∗ 1.447∗∗∗

(0.150) (0.154) (0.161) (0.158) (0.154)

Opposes minorities policies 1.450∗∗∗ 1.422∗∗∗ 1.477∗∗∗ 1.546∗∗∗ 1.447∗∗

(0.143) (0.142) (0.159) (0.168) (0.165)
Individual controls x x x x x x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x
Ideology x
Observations 2244 2488 2383 2164 2426 2324 2271 2112 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.043 0.032 0.032 0.046 0.041 0.049 0.060 0.057 0.076 0.087 0.131
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
Coefficients reported in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (municipality level) in parentheses. Regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome
Y = 1 occurs when the individual voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. For controls, see Table 2. For a description of the variables, see
Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
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Table 4: Comparison between 2014 PT voters and 2014 non-PT voters

2014 non-PT voters 2014 PT voters Difference

Mean S.d. Mean S.d. ∆ t
Income 2.446 1.072 2.252 0.997 0.194∗∗∗ (4.437)
Unemployed 0.088 0.284 0.091 0.287 -0.003 (-0.220)
Bolsa Famı́lia 0.279 0.449 0.369 0.483 -0.090∗∗∗ (-4.701)
Self-employed 0.279 0.449 0.313 0.464 -0.034 (-1.839)
Employed: unregistered 0.062 0.240 0.076 0.265 -0.015 (-1.402)
Vulnerable activity 0.103 0.304 0.123 0.329 -0.020 (-1.541)
Middle class 0.083 0.276 0.067 0.250 0.016 (1.474)
Downwards mobility 0.087 0.281 0.110 0.313 -0.023 (-1.850)
Upwards mobility 0.156 0.363 0.215 0.411 -0.059∗∗∗ (-3.636)
White or Asian 0.375 0.484 0.296 0.457 0.078∗∗∗ (4.071)
Catholic 0.466 0.499 0.568 0.496 -0.102∗∗∗ (-5.045)
Evangelical 0.285 0.452 0.250 0.434 0.035 (1.927)
Opposes racial quotas 0.293 0.455 0.270 0.444 0.024 (1.264)
Opposes minorities policies 0.475 0.500 0.469 0.499 0.006 (0.273)
Observations 1474 1032 2506

Next, we estimate the Bolsonaro vote for the different subsamples. The estimations

start with the benchmark model, which results are displayed in Table 5, column 1. Regions

and ideology controls are gradually added in Columns 2 and 3, respectively. The positive

association between better individual economic conditions and populist support is partic-

ularly relevant for the radicalized’s vote. Conservative values and more stringent religions,

by contrast, are common motivators that differentiate switchers and radicalized from other

2014 PT voters and 2014 PT opposition, respectively. While those who opposed PT in

2014 tend to be whiter than those who supported PT in the ballot boxes, among the lat-

ter, belonging to a socially dominant race plays an important role to understand electoral

choices. The finding that among 2014 PT voters - on average less wealthy than 2014 non-

PT voters - being white or Asian is predicative of a right-wing populist vote resonates the

theoretical predictions of authors such as Shayo (2009), and Bonomi et al. (2021)21. Those

scholars pose that, under certain circumstances, materially deprived individuals emulate

the preferences of the ethnic group with whom they identify, leading to choices not aligned

with their economic class. Such effect is robust to the inclusion of regional and ideological

controls.

21Similar results are obtained when economic necessity is interacted with other variables (Table 14, Ap-
pendix A.4.1).
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Table 5: Results: Extension - Switchers and Radicalizers

Bolsonaro vote

(1) (2) (3)

Rad Swi Rad Swi Rad Swi

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.676∗ 1.017 1.749∗∗ 0.914 1.883∗∗ 0.910

(0.365) (0.257) (0.379) (0.231) (0.426) (0.236)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.902∗∗ 1.225 1.984∗∗∗ 1.104 2.003∗∗ 1.176

(0.391) (0.305) (0.408) (0.276) (0.450) (0.308)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.814+ 0.944 1.851∗ 0.833 1.813+ 0.869

(0.574) (0.385) (0.575) (0.332) (0.606) (0.349)

10+ minimum wages 2.058∗ 1.195 2.122∗ 0.913 1.943+ 0.844

(0.750) (1.155) (0.749) (0.853) (0.725) (0.821)

Unemployed 0.582∗ 0.670 0.635+ 0.663 0.644 0.645

(0.152) (0.203) (0.159) (0.202) (0.180) (0.202)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.756 0.706+ 0.737+ 0.738 0.708+ 0.703+

(0.131) (0.140) (0.128) (0.148) (0.129) (0.146)

Self-employed 0.926 1.442∗ 0.930 1.406∗ 0.994 1.445+

(0.133) (0.248) (0.133) (0.243) (0.149) (0.273)

Employed: unregistered 0.515∗ 0.819 0.517∗ 0.835 0.521∗ 0.875

(0.155) (0.261) (0.164) (0.280) (0.166) (0.286)

Vulnerable activity 0.881 0.875 0.895 0.870 0.824 0.819

(0.196) (0.217) (0.206) (0.224) (0.196) (0.212)

Middle class 1.590∗ 1.248 1.578+ 1.236 1.507+ 1.081

(0.377) (0.355) (0.375) (0.362) (0.371) (0.329)

Downwards mobility 1.200 1.103 1.226 1.041 1.088 1.145

(0.234) (0.297) (0.239) (0.282) (0.229) (0.313)

Upwards mobility 0.852 1.097 0.859 1.089 0.766 1.130

(0.160) (0.217) (0.164) (0.212) (0.154) (0.233)

White or Asian 0.880 1.594∗ 0.898 1.599∗∗ 0.874 1.661∗∗

(0.121) (0.297) (0.125) (0.281) (0.127) (0.296)

Catholic 1.196 0.890 1.193 0.892 1.106 0.850

(0.199) (0.203) (0.197) (0.206) (0.187) (0.208)

Evangelical 1.730∗∗ 1.582∗ 1.631∗∗ 1.439 1.493∗ 1.283

(0.312) (0.361) (0.296) (0.336) (0.265) (0.309)

Opposes racial quotas 1.494∗∗ 1.609∗∗ 1.433∗∗ 1.553∗ 1.204 1.596∗∗

(0.196) (0.275) (0.192) (0.269) (0.173) (0.288)

Opposes minorities policies 1.494∗∗ 1.458∗ 1.524∗∗ 1.597∗∗ 1.524∗∗ 1.428∗

(0.208) (0.256) (0.213) (0.284) (0.220) (0.249)

Individual controls x x x x x x

Regional dummies x x x x

Ideology x x

Observations 1161 854 1161 854 1161 854

Pseudo R2 0.085 0.087 0.098 0.101 0.149 0.131

Coefficients reported in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (municipality level) in parentheses.
Regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual
voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. The subsample “Switchers” includes all
individuals who voted for PT in the 2014 runoff elections. The subsample “Radicalizers” consists of
all individuals who did not vote for PT in the 2014 runoff elections. For controls, see Table 2. For a
description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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4.3 Extensions

4.3.1 Indirect effects and other political attitudes

Having established the baseline empirical results, we proceed to test whether the cul-

tural and economic motivations have any indirect effect, running through institutional

trust and other attitudes. As indirect channels, we select variables that measure trust

in establishment institutions (political organizations, media and companies) and attitudes

towards democracy (preferences for a democratic regime and satisfaction with democracy

in the country)22.

The connections between various institutional attitudes and support for populist leaders

is potentially complex. Rooduijn et al. find that the role of discontent with the existing

political establishment on the populist voting is potentially overestimated by the existing

literature, as populist candidates fuel such sentiment among their voters with their speech

criticizing such establishment (Rooduijn et al., 2016). More generally, the regressions in

this subsection are quite possibly the ones where the non-existence of longitudinal data

presents the greatest challenge to our econometric specifications. Hence, the results in this

section should be interpreted with caution23.

In Table 11, Appendix A.3 , we regress this range of political attitudes on our choice

of economic and cultural variables to understand how the latter impacts institutional and

democratic measures. Altogether, the results are somewhat inconclusive, but there are

signs that economic insecurity might impact levels of institutional trust, while cultural

backlash matters in ways that might be seen as surprising considering the previously pre-

sented effect of cultural variables on the Bolsonaro vote.

The inclusion of institutional trust and attitudes towards democracy as regressors pre-

dicting the Bolsonaro vote sheds light on the seemingly conflicting findings from Tables 3

and 11. Our benchmark specification (Column 1, Table 6) is the regression estimating the

Bolsonaro vote on the full range of economic and cultural measures, to which we gradually

add the political attitudes and further controls. Table 6 displays the results of the model

22For an explanation of the variables, see Table 7, Appendix A.1
23Alternatives to minimize those concerns include to implement experimental methods or simultaneous
equation model analysis. Unfortunately, both approaches are not feasible in our case. An experimental
approach would take place in the current post-elections, when Bolsonaro no longer would be a political
outsider and when the dynamics that dictate approval of an incumbent would take place. The imple-
mentation of a simultaneous equation model is not possible due to failure to satisfy rank and order
conditions with available variables, both included in the survey and aggregate level determinants.
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introduced in equation 6, starting the the inclusion of trust measures (Column 2). While

those who are economically vulnerable are indeed less trusting of the political system, po-

litical mistrust itself is negatively correlated with the Bolsonaro vote, which contrasts with

findings for other contexts24. Trust in the media and corporations enter the regression in

the expected direction: lower trust predicts support for populists. Next, attitudes towards

the political regime are added (Column 3). Surprisingly, dissatisfaction with democracy

is negatively correlated with support for Bolsonaro. This outcome possibly stems from

the timing of the data collection. Interviews were conducted shortly after Bolsonaro’s vic-

tory, which might have influenced how pleased individuals were with democracy at that

moment. By contrast, variables measuring regimes preferences, widely used by renowned

international surveys, might capture deeper, and arguably more stable, attitudes. Accord-

ing to the results, the Brazilian case here aligns with the experience in the industrialized

world (Ballard-Rosa et al., 2022), where tolerance for authoritarian regimes is associated

with the Bolsonaro vote. The estimated coefficients for trust and regime opinions are

fairly robust to the introduction of macroregions and ideology controls, as well as to the

simultaneous inclusion of all political attitudes25. Overall, the political attitudes analysed

here are crucial elements linked to the Bolsonaro vote. Nonetheless, their indirect effect is

limited, as the direct impact of economic and cultural motivations on the Bolsonaro vote

persists after the inclusion of trust measures and regime preferences.

4.3.2 Alternative explanations

The establishment of the largest corruption probe in Brazilian history marked the

backdrop for the 2018 elections. The topic of abuse of entrusted power, often present in

daily conversations, was undoubtedly salient and amplified by the media in the run-up

to the elections. While the media coverage focused heavily on PT’s involvement in the

corruption scheme (Campello et al., 2020), actions of other mainstream parties, including

right-leaning ones, were not exempt from being brought to public attention. Bolsonaro

made use of this context and embedded a strong anti-corruption - as well as antipetism -

stance to his campaign rhetoric (Hunter and Power, 2019). However, for this message to

24E.g. Algan et al. 2017
25One possible explanation for the positive link between political trust and the populist vote is that
Bolsonaro’s victory influenced who his supporters had in mind when asked about political representatives,
including the Executive. However, results in Column 4 suggest that greater political trust does not
capture optimism with the election results, as the simultaneous inclusion of political trust and satisfaction
with democracy does not substantially impact their coefficients.
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Table 6: Results: Indirect effect

Bolsonaro vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.352+ 1.269 1.371+ 1.300 1.270 1.295 1.325 1.284 1.321 1.261 1.254 1.305
(0.228) (0.216) (0.237) (0.228) (0.220) (0.230) (0.231) (0.222) (0.231) (0.229) (0.225) (0.235)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.541∗∗ 1.535∗∗ 1.543∗∗ 1.563∗∗ 1.512∗∗ 1.570∗∗ 1.447∗ 1.388∗ 1.441∗ 1.336+ 1.319+ 1.389+

(0.240) (0.240) (0.249) (0.255) (0.241) (0.263) (0.230) (0.218) (0.237) (0.218) (0.214) (0.233)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.465 1.438 1.442 1.436 1.379 1.370 1.343 1.280 1.276 1.254 1.233 1.260
(0.350) (0.346) (0.356) (0.356) (0.322) (0.329) (0.329) (0.295) (0.302) (0.312) (0.297) (0.307)

10+ minimum wages 1.754 1.578 1.749 1.606 1.530 1.381 1.643 1.553 1.374 1.354 1.320 1.238
(0.637) (0.607) (0.623) (0.610) (0.550) (0.494) (0.627) (0.561) (0.498) (0.513) (0.487) (0.450)

Unemployed 0.618∗ 0.681+ 0.681+ 0.720 0.762 0.770 0.612∗ 0.643∗ 0.640∗ 0.627∗ 0.655+ 0.658+

(0.125) (0.139) (0.139) (0.149) (0.156) (0.166) (0.127) (0.133) (0.142) (0.139) (0.144) (0.153)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.717∗ 0.730∗ 0.734∗ 0.746∗ 0.769+ 0.743∗ 0.731∗ 0.758∗ 0.728∗ 0.800 0.825 0.795
(0.097) (0.100) (0.103) (0.106) (0.111) (0.110) (0.100) (0.106) (0.103) (0.115) (0.118) (0.117)

Self-employed 1.106 1.093 1.127 1.099 1.094 1.115 1.099 1.093 1.127 1.031 1.023 1.057
(0.122) (0.122) (0.126) (0.126) (0.121) (0.132) (0.122) (0.117) (0.131) (0.129) (0.122) (0.132)

Employed: unregistered 0.626∗ 0.597∗ 0.645∗ 0.596∗ 0.611∗ 0.651+ 0.629∗ 0.645∗ 0.682+ 0.617∗ 0.627∗ 0.661+

(0.136) (0.132) (0.144) (0.136) (0.142) (0.155) (0.137) (0.144) (0.156) (0.142) (0.148) (0.158)

Vulnerable activity 0.863 0.868 0.904 0.896 0.881 0.827 0.857 0.846 0.798 0.896 0.889 0.846
(0.141) (0.146) (0.150) (0.153) (0.154) (0.145) (0.141) (0.141) (0.134) (0.157) (0.157) (0.152)

Middle class 1.479∗ 1.395+ 1.491∗ 1.422+ 1.432+ 1.287 1.483∗ 1.504∗ 1.364+ 1.521∗ 1.534∗ 1.432+

(0.258) (0.249) (0.269) (0.260) (0.264) (0.251) (0.260) (0.269) (0.257) (0.307) (0.314) (0.303)

Downwards mobility 1.135 1.125 1.126 1.114 1.082 1.092 1.127 1.108 1.114 1.100 1.087 1.099
(0.190) (0.194) (0.193) (0.197) (0.193) (0.195) (0.196) (0.193) (0.197) (0.205) (0.202) (0.205)

Upwards mobility 0.926 0.891 0.914 0.884 0.876 0.868 0.931 0.936 0.911 0.915 0.909 0.877
(0.133) (0.124) (0.133) (0.125) (0.126) (0.132) (0.137) (0.140) (0.142) (0.137) (0.140) (0.140)

White or Asian 1.123 1.145 1.157 1.195 1.197 1.196 1.118 1.128 1.139 1.072 1.089 1.107
(0.130) (0.136) (0.138) (0.146) (0.148) (0.151) (0.131) (0.130) (0.135) (0.132) (0.135) (0.139)

Catholic 1.016 0.933 0.949 0.881 0.877 0.855 1.032 1.034 0.989 1.144 1.137 1.082
(0.143) (0.137) (0.135) (0.130) (0.129) (0.128) (0.146) (0.145) (0.143) (0.159) (0.157) (0.155)

Evangelical 1.640∗∗∗ 1.598∗∗ 1.550∗∗ 1.528∗∗ 1.421∗ 1.319+ 1.681∗∗∗ 1.560∗∗ 1.415∗ 1.724∗∗∗ 1.612∗∗∗ 1.506∗∗

(0.235) (0.233) (0.224) (0.223) (0.209) (0.187) (0.247) (0.232) (0.198) (0.246) (0.230) (0.209)

Opposes racial quotas 1.598∗∗∗ 1.648∗∗∗ 1.572∗∗∗ 1.618∗∗∗ 1.597∗∗∗ 1.465∗∗∗ 1.637∗∗∗ 1.613∗∗∗ 1.472∗∗∗ 1.465∗∗∗ 1.450∗∗∗ 1.372∗∗

(0.161) (0.173) (0.160) (0.173) (0.169) (0.162) (0.168) (0.166) (0.160) (0.158) (0.155) (0.154)

Opposes minorities policies 1.477∗∗∗ 1.470∗∗∗ 1.490∗∗∗ 1.473∗∗∗ 1.553∗∗∗ 1.459∗∗ 1.490∗∗∗ 1.567∗∗∗ 1.462∗∗∗ 1.410∗∗ 1.478∗∗∗ 1.425∗∗

(0.159) (0.163) (0.167) (0.169) (0.182) (0.177) (0.160) (0.169) (0.168) (0.157) (0.165) (0.166)

Trust: political 2.444∗∗ 2.248∗∗ 2.211∗ 1.885∗

(0.719) (0.689) (0.682) (0.592)

Trust: companies and media 0.517∗∗ 0.482∗∗ 0.505∗∗ 0.437∗∗

(0.127) (0.123) (0.129) (0.114)

Democracy:dissatisfied 0.713∗∗∗ 0.751∗∗ 0.742∗∗ 0.772∗

(0.073) (0.081) (0.082) (0.092)

Democracy:supports 0.640∗∗∗ 0.606∗∗∗ 0.636∗∗∗ 0.656∗∗∗

(0.074) (0.071) (0.075) (0.078)

Corruption: no tolerance 1.478∗∗∗ 1.497∗∗∗ 1.450∗∗∗

(0.157) (0.163) (0.162)

Corruption: not punished 1.128 1.153 1.260∗

(0.108) (0.108) (0.122)

Antipetism 4.180∗∗∗ 4.135∗∗∗ 3.364∗∗∗

(0.456) (0.453) (0.389)
Individual controls x x x x x x x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x x x
Ideology x x x
Observations 2015 1878 1950 1833 1833 1833 1979 1979 1979 1885 1885 1885
Pseudo R2 0.076 0.079 0.084 0.088 0.098 0.142 0.085 0.097 0.142 0.145 0.154 0.177
Coefficients reported in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (municipality level) in parentheses. Regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when
the individual voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. For controls, see Table 2. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB
2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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resonate with the public, voters need to deem the measures in place insufficient to address

the problem and/or not tolerate the misuse of political power for private gains.

We investigate this possibility in columns 7 to 9 (Table 6). Once again, the inclusion

of alternative explanations does not capture the effect of the most relevant benchmark

variables. Moreover, the results do not imply a situation where corruption attitudes are

only relevant due to activating cultural and/or economic motivations. Had this been

the case, the perception that self-serving politicians retrieve personal gains at the cost of

ordinary (and vulnerable) citizens would highlight the voter’s financial distress. In turn,

the latter would be the driver of vote preferences, while the effect of attitudes towards

corruption would vanish. Instead, the estimated coefficient for intolerance to corruption is

significant and in the expected direction. Overall, focus on, and frustration with, corruption

is very predictive of the Bolsonaro vote, also for individuals sharing the same ideological

leaning (Column 9). Yet, this explanation works in addition to cultural and economic

forces identified in the main analysis26.

We perform a separate analysis to assess the role of individual opinions directly linked

to PT, given the importance of antipetism - the extreme resentment of PT - at that point

(Hunter and Power, 2019),27. The inclusion of antipetism as an additional explanatory

factor of the populist vote in columns 10 to 12 reveal that this attitude matters heavily

to understand the outcome of the 2018 Brazilian elections. However, similarly to the

corruption-based motivations, PT support does not capture the direct effect of cultural

anxiety and economic motivations (with the exception of the drop in the significance levels

of the income coefficient).

5 Conclusion

The recent surge in populism has largely been a rich-country phenomenon. However,

populism has historically been more frequently observed in low and middle income countries

(Guriev and Papaioannou, 2020). Latin America, in particular, has a long and well-known

history of populist political leaders, with most been found towards the left of the political

26Table 13 (Appendix A.4.1) includes dissatisfaction with other policies to inspect the role of other so-
ciotropic concerns. Similar to corruption related attitudes, any significant role played by sociotropic
motivations does not capture the effect of economic and cultural explanations.

27In Table 11 (Appendix A.3) Column 5, we regress antipetism on our range of economic and cultural
variables. The findings in Column 5 mirror the results obtained for the Bolsonaro vote in Table 3,
although there are differences in significance levels of estimated coefficients
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spectrum. The victory of Jair Bolsonaro is as a rare case of a successful right-wing Latin

American populist (Edwards, 2019). This right-wing populism aligns Brazil more with the

recent populism of rich(er) countries, and allows us to test the extent to which theoretical

frameworks and debates from those countries carry over to a developing country context.

Popular accounts point to the disillusionment with corrupt politicians as the reason for

Bolsonaro’s electoral success. According to critics of the PT years, the party entrenched

itself in power and corrupted the political system (Hunter and Power, 2019). After 13

years of PT administrations, the only alternative to avoid the continuation of the PT

dominance would be to choose a political outsider, a role that Jair Bolsonaro managed

to claim. Yet, as we highlight in the theory section, the backdrop for the 2018 elections

is complex and a result of years of economic and cultural changes in Brazilian society.

Economically, Brazil underwent periods of (socially uneven) growth as well as years of

deep recession. Culturally, the advances in minorities’ rights and cosmopolitan values

sparked a conservative reaction. Thus, both economics-oriented and culture-based theories

could, a priori, explain the sources of social grievance that enabled Bolsonaro to rise to

power via democratic means. This backdrop provides us with fertile ground for testing the

contemporary populism frameworks beyond the rich(est), industrialized countries.

Using individual-level data from a survey conducted shortly after Bolsonaro’s victory,

we find that various measures of culture are important predictors of the Bolsonaro vote.

The estimated coefficients of the variable we use to operationalize the cultural backlash hy-

pothesis, including measures of fundamentalist religious beliefs and cultural conservatism,

are consistently significant across a wide range of model specifications and samples. Fur-

thermore, attachment to traditional values is the one feature shared by voters who switched

from PT in the 2014 election to Bolsonaro in 2018, and individuals who were already voting

for parties other than PT in 2014 and voted for Bolsonaro in 2018. In contrast, our results

do not support the hypothesis that populist support is driven by economic insecurity.

We find that institutional trust and support for democracy matter independently of

cultural and economic factors. While variables capturing trust in media, and trust in large

companies, behave as expected, political trust has the opposite effect - higher levels of such

trust predict support for Bolsonaro. Moreover, both low levels of tolerance for corruption,

and frustration with the measures to curb corrupt behavior, are highly predictive of the

candidate choice. Hence, we find some indications of a general populism effect beyond the
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culture vs economics debate, though the effects are not always the ones we anticipated.

Focusing on the drivers of the Brazilian populist vote leads us to investigate the 2018

elections instead of the most recent 2022 elections, where the dynamics of incumbent

voting would be at play. It is also becoming increasingly clear that the 2018 elections had

important consequences for proceeding elections; a culturally motivated voting behavior

was brought to the forefront in 2018, and 2022 proved that cultural issues settled in as

an important dimension in Brazilian politics. Although Bolsonaro did not win a second

term, the 2022 elections were the closest in Brazilian democratic history, and Bolsonaro

received 49.10% of the total vote despite being widely criticized from many different angles,

including not only issues such as the highly polemic environmental agenda but also the

handling of the pandemic, the economic performance, and the way Brazil became largely

isolated from much of the international community (Angelos, 2022; World Bank Group,

2023). Lula, who once enjoyed approval ratings in the levels of 80s%, just barely managed

to edge out an election victory despite running with the backing of a broad political

coalition ranging from the left to the center-right28, winning with a margin of just over 2

million votes in a country with 156 million voters (TSE, 2023).

We interpret the tightness of the 2022 elections thtough the lens of existing research

indicating that populists often enjoy the core support of highly motivated voters regardless

of its governance record (Hunter and Power, 2023). While a meta-culture around the prin-

ciples of stable and reasonable governability partially explains Lula’s victory, the activation

of conservative cultural issues, brought to the forefront in 2018, likely held down the share

of voters who were willing to support establishment alternatives. As shown by the results

of this paper, cultural issues now matter in Brazil even as one controls for institutional

attitude features such as political trust and corruption tolerance. Consistent with this

interpretation, when Lula openly defended the legalization of abortion during the 2022

election campaign, he was met with strong backlash from prospective voters and a celebra-

tory reaction by the Bolsonaro campaign. Even though Lula attempted to promptly revert

the statement and claimed that he privately opposes abortion, a culturally conservative

voting base had been activated29.

28This collision included names such as former president Fernando Henrique Cardoso and Geraldo Alckmin,
a historical rival, who ran together in 2023 as vice president; as well right the center-right Simone Tebet,
who strongly criticized Lula’s economic agenda before the election’s first round, which widely circulated
the news media, like Iglesias (2022).

29Brazilian and international news media have broadcasted the topic extensively; some examples can be
read in Rosati (2022), Sadi (2022), and G1 (2022)
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The year 2018 also marked the emergence of evangelicals as a strong united front with

heavy political clout. On an extensive margin, the size of the group has grown sizeably and

quickly: Datafolha estimates that in 2019 nearly one in every three Brazilians is evangelical,

from one in every five in 201030. On the intensive margin, evangelicals have, in recent years,

organized themselves around a preferred candidate, which had not been the case before

2018. The role played by evangelical pastors in choosing candidates and mobilizing voters

in their congregations or using social media platforms is crucial to understand both the

2018 elections and the sturdy electoral performance of Bolsonaro in 2022. This aggregation

of pre-existing conservative preferences of evangelicals into a unified political response is

a key element in the polarization of the cultural war. Our results corroborate this line of

argument, put forth by authors like Smith (2019). While Lula has attempted to directly

address some grievances of the evangelical community, and partner with leftist pastors31,

the absence of left-leaning ministers at the same stature as the Bolsonarists Silas Malafaia

or Edir Macedo (Pagliarini, 2023) has left this initiative largely toothless.

We close by noting that pro-PT votes have, at least since 2006, been historically concen-

trated in lower-income states and municipalities, largely in the Brazilian Northeast region.

Those areas also held the lowest rates of approval of the Bolsonaro administration in 2018.

As the 2022 elections were approaching and the Northeast presented a strong preference

for Lula in opinion surveys, Bolsonaro implemented a series of expansionary fiscal mea-

sures. Those measures covered cooking gas and fuel subsidies, as well as a substantial

expansion of the Bolsa Famı́lia program32, which included an increase in the coverage and

benefit value, a 13th installment and anticipation of the payment scheme during the period

between the first and runoff rounds. Bolsonaro even implemented a state of emergency,

with questionable legal basis33, to justify the enlargement of the social expenditures. How-

ever, despite a small increase in Bolsonaro’s government approval ratings among those who

benefited from program expansion, most of that social group still indicated an intention to

vote for Lula34. This marginal electoral influence of the expansionary economic measures

30The newspaper Folha de São Paulo is responsible for the Datafolha surveys. Some of the main findings
(in Portuguese) were published in the newspaper article by (Balloussier, 2020).

31For English news on this, see Kang (2022).
32In November 2021, president Bolsonaro renamed Bolsa Famı́lia as Aux́ılio Brasil (Porcella and Rodrigues,
2022). However, in the first months of his third term, Lula relaunched the scheme under the name of
Bolsa Famı́lia.

33Those arguments have been raised publicly in the Brazilian and international media, examples include
Suzuki (2022) and Bethônico (2022a).

34According to results from Datafolha electoral poll, available in Folha de São Paulo’s news article
(Bethônico, 2022b)
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in 2022 mirrors our findings for 2018, with economic motivations shown to have only lim-

ited influence on switching votes from PT to Bolsonaro. That is, the pattern of the 2022

election reinforces the argument that economic drivers of the populist vote appear to be

of limited importance.

To summarize this concluding discussion, the 2018 presidential election appears to have

ushered in a new political landscape in Brazil. Consistent with Barros and Santos Silva, we

find that perceived threats against the stability of a conservative (segment of) society may

spark a counter-reaction, in Brazil as well as in countries such as the United States and the

United Kingdom. In Brazil, an emboldened and more organized (culturally) conservative

movement has become a political force to be reckoned with. We hope to see future research

map out the exact changes to Brazilian politics and society brought about by the rise of

this emboldened force.
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Krook, M. L. and J. R. Sańın (2020). The cost of doing politics? analyzing violence and

harassment against female politicians. Perspectives on Politics 18 (3), 740–755.

Layton, M. L., A. E. Smith, M. W. Moseley, and M. J. Cohen (2021). Demographic

polarization and the rise of the far right: Brazil’s 2018 presidential election. Research &

Politics 8 (1), 2053168021990204.

Leivas, P. H. S. and A. M. A. dos Santos (2018). Horizontal inequality and ethnic diver-

sity in brazil: patterns, trends, and their impacts on institutions. Oxford development

studies 46 (3), 348–362.

Lewandowski, P., A. Park, and S. Schotte (2020). The global distribution of routine and

non-routine work. Working Paper 06/2020, Instytut Badan Strukturalnych.

Luttmer, E. F. and M. Singhal (2011). Culture, context, and the taste for redistribution.

American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 3 (1), 157–79.

Magro, M. (2018). STF fixa mı́nimo de 30% do fundo partidário para campanhas de mul-
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A Appendix

A.1 Variables description

Table 7: Main independent variables used in the study

Variable Short description Values

<1 minimum wage (baseline) Up to 954.00 BRL 0/1 (dummy)
1 to 2 minimum wages More than 954.00 BRL up to 1,908.00 BRL 0/1 (dummy)
2 to 5 minimum wages More than 1,908.00 BRL up to 4,770.00 BRL 0/1 (dummy)
5 to 10 minimum wages More than 4,770.00 BRL up to 9,540.00 BRL 0/1 (dummy)
10+ minimum wages More than 9,540.00 BRL 0/1 (dummy)

Unemployed Unemployed individual and looking for job 0/1 (dummy)

Bolsa Familia Household is recipient of Bolsa Famı́lia 0/1 (dummy)

Self-employed Individual is self-employed 0/1 (dummy)

Employed: unregistered Individual is employed without formal registration 0/1 (dummy)

Vulnerable activity Individual works in the industry or with construction 0/1 (dummy)

Traditional middle class Individual belongs to the upper-middle class 0/1 (dummy)

Upwards mobility Individual’s social class impoved in the past 8 years 0/1 (dummy)

Downwards mobility Individual’s social class worsened in the past 8 years 0/1 (dummy)

White or Asian Individual is white or Asian (IBGE classification) 0/1 (dummy)

Catholic Invididual is Catholic 0/1 (dummy)

Evangelical Invididual is (neo-)Pentecostal Evangelic 0/1 (dummy)

Opposes racial quotas Individual strongly agrees that racial quotas harms peo-
ple who are more worthy

0/1 (dummy)

Opposes minorities policies Individual strongly agrees that issues affecting minori-
ties should be solved after economic matters

0/1 (dummy)

Political trust Trust in the political system (index: higher values indi-
cate greater levels of trusta)

0-1 (continuous)

Private trust Trust in companies and media (index: higher values in-
dicate greater levels of trusta)

0-1 (continuous)

Democracy: dissatisfied Individual reports being highly dissatisfied with the
functioning of democracy

0/1 (dummy)

Democracy: supportive Individual believes that democracy is better than any
other form of government

0/1 (dummy)

Antipetism Individual spontaneously reported disliking PT 0/1 (dummy)

Corruption no tolerance Individual is not tolerant of corruption (index: higher
values indicate lower tolerance)

0-1 (continuous)

Corruption: not punished Individual believes that corruption is not punished in
Brazil

0/1 (dummy)

aIndices measuring political and private trust were computed with factor analysis using questions measur-
ing levels of trust in different organizations. A detailed descriptions of the indices construction is available
upon request.

A.2 Summary statistics and correlation matrix

Tables 8 and 9 display the summary statistics of the control and main explanatory

variables for the survey sample. The average population is female, unmarried, and with

1



incomplete high school. The average income, between 2 to 5 minimum wages, is higher than

the median income. By design, the sample is representative of the 5 Brazilian macroregions.

Thus, the share of the population residing in each region roughly equals the mean value

of regional dummies. The sample’s unemployment rate, of 9%, is slightly lower than the

actual unemployment rate of 2018 (11.7%) due to the inclusion of the inactive population

in the sample35. 32% of the sample households are Bolsa Famı́lia beneficiaries, a number

that is higher than the actual figure (around 21% of the Brazilian households) since the

sample asks whether the household has received the Bolsa Famı́lia at any point in the

three years previous to 2018. 36% of the sample is either unemployed or self-employed,

and 11% works in the industry or construction sectors. Over 8 years, more people ascended

than descended social classes, likely due to the commodities boom growth and pro-social

policies of the 21st century. 34% of the sample does not identify as Black, Indigenous or

mixed, and Catholicism, the main religion in Brazil, is the religion reported by 50.4% of

the total sample. 45% of the respondents in the sample do not believe that issues affecting

specific social groups should be prioritized over economic performance, while only 27% of

the respondents oppose racial quotas due to meritocracy concerns. This could reflect the

different framing of those two attitudinal questions and indicate that opposition to specific

social groups on the grounds of economic reasons is viewed as more socially acceptable

(Margalit, 2019).

One might be concerned that our selected measures the grasp the impact of economic

and cultural forces overlap and do not capture distinct phenomena, i.e. that different

variables are strongly correlated. However, our measures are at best weakly correlated, as

shown in table 10.

35When the inactive population is not considered in the calculation, the sample’s unemployment rate rises
to 12.96%, when excluding stay at home individuals, or 11.33%, when including stay-at-home individuals.
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Table 8: Summary Statistics - Controls

Mean S.d. Min Median Max Count

Male 0.47 0.50 0 0 1 2506
Education 4.41 1.54 1 5 7 2506
Married 0.36 0.48 0 0 1 2506
Age 41.62 15.70 16 41 92 2506

North (Norte) 0.08 0.27 0 0 1 2506
Northeast (Nordeste) 0.26 0.44 0 0 1 2506
Southeast (Sudested) 0.44 0.50 0 0 1 2506
South (Sul) 0.15 0.36 0 0 1 2506
Midwest (Centro-Oeste) 0.08 0.27 0 0 1 2506

Left-wing 0.15 0.35 0 0 1 2506
Center 0.20 0.40 0 0 1 2506
Right-wing 0.43 0.50 0 0 1 2506
Ideology: does not know 0.18 0.38 0 0 1 2506
Ideology: missing 0.03 0.18 0 0 1 2506

Table 9: Summary Statistics - Main variables

Mean S.d. Min Median Max Count

Income 2.36 1.04 1 2 7 2266
Up to 1 minimum wage 0.24 0.43 0 0 1 2266
1 to 2 minimum wages 0.3 0.46 0 0 1 2266
2 to 5 minimum wages 0.35 0.48 0 0 1 2266
5 to 10 minimum wages 0.09 0.28 0 0 1 2266
10+ minimum wages 0.02 0.15 0 0 1 2266
Unemployed 0.09 0.29 0 0 1 2488
Bolsa Famı́lia 0.32 0.46 0 0 1 2494
Self-employed 0.29 0.46 0 0 1 2488
Employed: unregistered 0.07 0.25 0 0 1 2488
Vulnerable activity 0.11 0.31 0 0 1 2506
Middle class 0.08 0.27 0 0 1 2387
Downwards mobility 0.1 0.29 0 0 1 2383
Upwards mobility 0.18 0.38 0 0 1 2383
White or Asian 0.34 0.47 0 0 1 2445
Catholic 0.51 0.5 0 1 1 2485
Evangelical 0.27 0.44 0 0 1 2485
Opposes racial quotas 0.28 0.45 0 0 1 2379
Opposes minorities policies 0.47 0.5 0 0 1 2394

Source: ESEB 2018
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Table 10: Correlation matrix

Income UnemployedBolsa
famı́lia

Self em-
ployed

Employed:
unregis-
tered

Vulnerable
activity

Middle
class

Downwards
mobility

Upwards
mobility

Non mi-
norities

Catholic EvangelicalOpposes
racial
quotas

Opposes
minori-
ties
policies

Income 1.00
Unemployed -0.17∗∗∗ 1.00
Bolsa famı́lia -0.35∗∗∗ 0.10∗∗∗ 1.00
Self employed 0.03 -0.20∗∗∗ 0.02 1.00
Employed:
unregistered

-0.02 -0.08∗∗∗ 0.04∗ -0.17∗∗∗ 1.00

Vulnerable
activity

0.07∗∗∗ -0.07∗∗∗ 0.01 0.16∗∗∗ 0.00 1.00

Middle class 0.09∗∗∗ -0.06∗∗ -0.05∗ -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 1.00
Downwards
mobility

0.01 0.03 -0.04∗ -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.07∗∗∗ 1.00

Upwards mo-
bility

0.06∗∗ -0.03 0.01 0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.20∗∗∗ -0.17∗∗∗ 1.00

Non minori-
ties

0.15∗∗∗ -0.09∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗ 0.00 -0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.04 -0.06∗∗ 1.00

Catholic -0.02 -0.02 -0.05∗∗ -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 -0.05∗ -0.04 0.04∗ 1.00
Evangelical -0.06∗∗ 0.04∗ 0.10∗∗∗ 0.01 -0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04∗ -0.06∗∗ -0.61∗∗∗ 1.00
Opposes
racial quotas

0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 -0.04∗ -0.00 0.02 0.03 1.00

Opposes mi-
norities poli-
cies

-0.03 -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.02 0.01 -0.07∗∗∗ -0.01 0.01 0.03 0.24∗∗∗ 1.00

N 2506
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Amongst the economic variables, the highest correlation is found between Bolsa Famı́lia

recipients and their income levels, with a weak-moderate correlation of 35%36. Besides the

considerate negative correlation between Evangelical and Catholic dummies, which should

by definition behave as such, there are no concerns of overlaping variables. Conservative

values are positively correlated, but it is clear that the two questions touch upon distinct

dimensions, as the correlation between opinions on racial policies and other affirmative

actions is weak.

A.3 Impact of economic and cultural forces on political attitudes

In Table 11 we test whether individual-level cultural and economic forces influence other

political attitudes, namely political trust/trust in the media and corporation and attitudes

towards democracy. We execute this by regressing those attitudes on our baseline set of

economic and cultural variables. While economic variables impact the Bolsonaro vote in

ways contrary to the economics-based theory of populism, there are signs that economic

vulnerability specifically negatively affects satisfaction with establishment political insti-

tutions, and is associated with dissatisfaction with democracy and institutional mistrust,

according to the results presented in Table 11. Self-employed individuals, and those work-

ing in the industry and construction sectors, are particularly prone to this phenomenon.

Religious individuals, in contrast, are more trustful of both the political institutions as well

as media and companies. Negative attitudes around racial quotas are related to higher lev-

els of institutional trust, but to lower satisfaction with the current state of democracy.

In Table 11 Column 5, we regress antipetism on our range of economic and cultural

variables. The findings in Column 5 mirror the results obtained for the Bolsonaro vote

in Table 3, although there are differences in significance levels of estimated coefficients.

Unsurprisingly, being a beneficiary of the Bolsa Famı́lia programme negatively impacts

the odds of reporting animosity towards PT. Bolsa Famı́lia became vastly associated to

Lula and PT (despite having origins in the previous administration), which the literature

suggests had significant and lasting electoral effects (Zucco Jr, 2013, 2015). Similarly,

individuals with lower income levels are more supportive of PT, possibly due to memories

of pro-poor growth in the first decade of the 21st century. The effects of race and religion are

not conclusive, while conservative values are strong and significant predictors of antipetist

36Beyond the weak-moderate correlation levels, it is important to account for the electoral effects of CCT
programmes in favour of parties and politicians associated to those policies (Zucco Jr, 2013)
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attitudes.

A.4 Robustness checks

We perform a series of robustness tests to assess whether our main findings are sensitive

to sample and other specifications. In all, the main findings discussed in the article are

stable to alternative specifications, variables, samples, and other robustness tests. In this

section, we present the result of selected robustness tests. A description of how variables

used in the study were constructed is available upon request.

A.4.1 Alternative explanations

Political knowledge: We also assess whether cultural and economic measures might

correlate with lack of political knowledge, which in turn would be the driver of the populist

vote. As a measure of political knowledge, we assess how precisely the individuals report

the ideological position of the five main Brazilian political parties in 2018 (namely PT

PSL, PSDB, PP, and MDB). To do so, we compute an individual-level index for political

knowledge following equation 8 that gauges how far the individual place each party on the

left-right scale (Ii,g) from the party’s true position (Ig), which we proxy by the assessment

of three experts found in the Brazilin macro report provided by the CSES. The original

variable on ideological position of the party ranges from 0 (most left-wing) to 10 (most

right-wing). We square the differences so that larger deviations will carry a heavier weight

and normalize the indices across individuals between 0 and 1, with larger values indicating

higher political knowledge.

PolKnowi =
∑
g∈G

(Ii,g − Ig)
2 , where G = {PT, PSL, PSDB,PP,MDB} (8)

Columns 2 to 7, Table 12, display the results with the addition of the individual’s po-

litical knowledge. Although higher political knowledge surprisingly predicts the Bolsonaro

vote, other cultural and economic variables are not disturbed by the inclusion of this ad-

ditional regressor.
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Table 11: Indirect effect: Institutional attitudes

Trust: Trust: Media Democracy: Democracy: Opposes

Political and companies Dissatisfied Supportive PT

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1 to 2 minimum wages -0.020 -0.053∗∗ -0.009 0.191 0.422∗

(0.016) (0.017) (0.131) (0.151) (0.183)

2 to 5 minimum wages -0.043∗∗ -0.067∗∗∗ -0.114 0.280∗ 0.737∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.017) (0.130) (0.142) (0.179)

5 to 10 minimum wages -0.030 -0.083∗∗ -0.234 0.174 0.840∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.025) (0.236) (0.226) (0.255)

10+ minimum wages -0.062∗ -0.076∗ -0.442 0.739 1.110∗∗∗

(0.029) (0.032) (0.292) (0.477) (0.323)

Unemployed 0.002 0.001 0.181 0.299 -0.188
(0.022) (0.021) (0.174) (0.216) (0.203)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.008 0.039∗∗ -0.074 0.171 -0.403∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.119) (0.135) (0.139)

Self-employed -0.027∗ -0.009 0.242∗ -0.120 0.247∗

(0.012) (0.013) (0.098) (0.105) (0.121)

Employed: unregistered 0.013 -0.007 0.125 -0.038 0.091
(0.023) (0.023) (0.195) (0.204) (0.190)

Vulnerable activity -0.044∗∗ -0.030 0.146 0.091 -0.069
(0.016) (0.018) (0.164) (0.187) (0.170)

Middle class -0.004 0.023 -0.037 -0.053 0.269
(0.020) (0.021) (0.194) (0.197) (0.210)

Downwards mobility -0.006 0.013 0.076 0.062 0.263
(0.018) (0.022) (0.161) (0.187) (0.182)

Upwards mobility 0.031∗ 0.028+ -0.084 0.346∗ -0.127
(0.013) (0.016) (0.137) (0.158) (0.156)

White or Asian 0.005 -0.002 0.005 0.163 0.145
(0.011) (0.012) (0.105) (0.107) (0.121)

Catholic 0.045∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗∗ -0.542∗∗∗ 0.137 -0.285∗

(0.012) (0.013) (0.127) (0.157) (0.121)

Evangelical 0.033∗ 0.032∗ -0.241+ -0.028 0.231
(0.014) (0.015) (0.129) (0.150) (0.152)

Opposes racial quotas -0.003 0.003 0.064 -0.179 0.542∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.014) (0.114) (0.125) (0.095)

Opposes minorities policies 0.023∗ 0.039∗∗∗ 0.224∗ -0.177+ 0.345∗∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.100) (0.093) (0.108)
Observations 1920 1927 1988 1975 1885
Pseudo R2 0.024 0.023 0.075
Coefficients reported in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (municipality level) in parentheses. Regressions are
estimated using OLS method. Outcome variables are: Political trust, an index with continuous values ranging from
0 (lowest) to 1 (highest) in Column 1; Trust in the media and companies, an index with continuous values ranging
from 0 (lowest) to 1 (highest) in Column 2; Dissatisfaction with democracy in Brazil, a dummy variable in Column
3; Support for the democratic regime vis-à-vis other forms of government, a dummy variable in Column 4; and
Antipetism, a dummy variable in Column 5. For controls, see Table 2. For a description of the variables, see Table
7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 12: Robustness: Political knowledge

Bolsonaro vote

Political knowledge Partisanship

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.352+ 1.390+ 1.330 1.368+ 1.351+ 1.307 1.321 1.229 1.221 1.248
(0.228) (0.241) (0.237) (0.251) (0.225) (0.216) (0.226) (0.220) (0.213) (0.224)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.541∗∗ 1.470∗ 1.391+ 1.414+ 1.540∗∗ 1.473∗ 1.501∗ 1.318 1.315+ 1.345+

(0.240) (0.246) (0.235) (0.253) (0.240) (0.225) (0.243) (0.222) (0.218) (0.231)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.465 1.214 1.123 1.105 1.447 1.368 1.355 1.305 1.287 1.249
(0.350) (0.330) (0.292) (0.295) (0.342) (0.306) (0.312) (0.333) (0.310) (0.313)

10+ minimum wages 1.754 1.967+ 1.778+ 1.572 1.723 1.622 1.443 1.258 1.238 1.141
(0.637) (0.703) (0.605) (0.547) (0.618) (0.549) (0.491) (0.452) (0.429) (0.405)

Unemployed 0.618∗ 0.633∗ 0.666∗ 0.654∗ 0.615∗ 0.650∗ 0.659∗ 0.570∗ 0.603∗ 0.614∗

(0.125) (0.127) (0.132) (0.140) (0.124) (0.131) (0.140) (0.128) (0.136) (0.144)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.717∗ 0.706∗ 0.726∗ 0.707∗ 0.712∗ 0.732∗ 0.720∗ 0.755+ 0.763+ 0.737∗

(0.097) (0.108) (0.114) (0.114) (0.098) (0.102) (0.103) (0.110) (0.113) (0.111)

Self-employed 1.106 1.147 1.141 1.172 1.110 1.103 1.127 1.071 1.053 1.083
(0.122) (0.143) (0.138) (0.153) (0.122) (0.118) (0.130) (0.124) (0.117) (0.129)

Employed: unregistered 0.626∗ 0.578∗ 0.590∗ 0.592∗ 0.622∗ 0.640∗ 0.672+ 0.665+ 0.682+ 0.701
(0.136) (0.136) (0.145) (0.146) (0.137) (0.144) (0.153) (0.146) (0.153) (0.157)

Vulnerable activity 0.863 0.917 0.887 0.843 0.865 0.851 0.806 0.891 0.886 0.853
(0.141) (0.165) (0.165) (0.161) (0.142) (0.143) (0.137) (0.157) (0.159) (0.153)

Middle class 1.479∗ 1.687∗∗ 1.736∗∗ 1.501∗ 1.494∗ 1.511∗ 1.361 1.320 1.327 1.235
(0.258) (0.319) (0.335) (0.305) (0.263) (0.271) (0.258) (0.238) (0.243) (0.242)

Downwards mobility 1.135 1.260 1.224 1.198 1.141 1.120 1.123 1.330 1.326 1.296
(0.190) (0.240) (0.228) (0.226) (0.192) (0.188) (0.189) (0.241) (0.240) (0.232)

Upwards mobility 0.926 0.879 0.891 0.893 0.901 0.906 0.887 0.979 0.972 0.954
(0.133) (0.138) (0.142) (0.150) (0.130) (0.133) (0.137) (0.155) (0.155) (0.159)

White or Asian 1.123 1.209 1.244+ 1.240 1.120 1.119 1.114 1.106 1.130 1.127
(0.130) (0.160) (0.164) (0.170) (0.129) (0.127) (0.131) (0.127) (0.129) (0.132)

Catholic 1.016 0.964 0.968 0.934 1.012 1.009 0.974 1.101 1.093 1.041
(0.143) (0.153) (0.155) (0.155) (0.139) (0.139) (0.138) (0.159) (0.156) (0.154)

Evangelical 1.640∗∗∗ 1.574∗∗ 1.427∗ 1.293 1.608∗∗∗ 1.498∗∗ 1.365∗ 1.640∗∗∗ 1.534∗∗ 1.415∗

(0.235) (0.245) (0.225) (0.208) (0.226) (0.213) (0.187) (0.240) (0.223) (0.204)

Opposes racial quotas 1.598∗∗∗ 1.836∗∗∗ 1.799∗∗∗ 1.668∗∗∗ 1.612∗∗∗ 1.591∗∗∗ 1.468∗∗∗ 1.393∗∗ 1.382∗∗ 1.298∗

(0.161) (0.220) (0.217) (0.210) (0.166) (0.163) (0.159) (0.145) (0.144) (0.143)

Opposes minorities policies 1.477∗∗∗ 1.466∗∗ 1.560∗∗∗ 1.400∗∗ 1.502∗∗∗ 1.575∗∗∗ 1.462∗∗∗ 1.425∗∗ 1.478∗∗∗ 1.418∗∗

(0.159) (0.179) (0.194) (0.179) (0.164) (0.174) (0.167) (0.157) (0.165) (0.163)

Political knowledge 1.017∗∗∗ 1.016∗∗∗ 1.018∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Political knowledge: low 1.062 1.082 0.782
(0.167) (0.167) (0.153)

Political knowledge: high 1.349∗ 1.370∗ 1.111
(0.199) (0.203) (0.212)

Reported proximity to PT 0.122∗∗∗ 0.124∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.042) (0.044)

Reported proximity to PSDB 1.105 1.161 0.882
(0.438) (0.467) (0.356)

Reported proximity to PSL 7.884∗∗∗ 8.098∗∗∗ 6.053∗∗∗

(2.070) (2.108) (1.644)

Reported proximity to MDB 2.159∗ 2.323∗∗ 2.250∗∗

(0.654) (0.705) (0.697)

Individual controls x x x x x x x x x x
Regional FE x x x x x x
Ideology x x x
Observations 2015 1622 1622 1622 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.076 0.097 0.111 0.158 0.079 0.090 0.134 0.149 0.159 0.186
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using logistic models.
The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. The baseline category for political
knowledge in estimations 5 to 7 is missing information on political knowledge. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2
in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Partisanship: Preexisting party identification is known to largely determine the voters’

choice of candidate. By controlling for partisanship, we account for the possibility that the

individual characteristics used to assess populist voting, in reality determine party iden-

tification. In turn, affinity with a specific party could be responsible for voter’s choice of

candidate for consistency reasons. Therefore, the inclusion of party preferences raises the

requirements for determining which factors influence vote choice, as party identification

accounts for most of the variance in vote choice. Columns 8 to 10 in Table 12 display

the estimated coefficients to the regressions containing party identification. As expected,

proximity to PSL is associated to statistically higher odds of having voted for Bolsonaro

in the first round. More interestingly is the significant (and negative) impact of party

identification with PT. Since the effect of positive partisanship is already accounted for by

the inclusion of “proximity to PSL”, we can infer that the impact of “proximity to PT”

relates to negative (affective) partisanship. The inclusion of party identities suggests that

the impact of economic factors - income, Bolsa Famı́lia and social class - operate largely

via the characteristics of political groups. Cultural factors, in contrast, are hardly affected

by the shift towards an analysis of within-party drivers of the populist vote.

Sociotropic concerns: Table 13 shows the results for other sociotropic concerns, beyond

corruption attitudes, as factors that would possibly explain the Bolsonaro vote. We look

into dissatisfaction with policies regarding control of police violence (column 2), decrease

in inequality, control of criminality, respect for the law and unemployment reduction. We

create dummies identifying individuals who are dissatisfied with the policies, which equals

one when the individual’s level of satisfaction is lower than the sample’s average satisfac-

tion for that policy. Dissatisfaction with policies may occur when an individual disagrees

with the policy and thinks that the present policy should be dismantled as well as when

a person agrees with the policy and wishes for it to be scaled up further. We attempt to

disentangle those two cases by interacting the dissatisfaction dummy variable with proxies

for whether people would be supportive of that policy or not. For reduction in inequality

and unemployment, we use a measure for whether the individual strongly agrees with the

statement that the government should reduce inequalities in society. For control of crim-

inality and police violence, we interact policy dissatisfaction with whether the individual

has high levels of trust in the federal police. Lastly, we interact dissatisfaction with respect

9



Table 13: Robustness: Sociotropic concerns

Bolsonaro vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1 to 2 minimum wages 1.310 1.329+ 1.315+ 1.319+ 1.317+ 1.306 1.296 1.384+

(0.217) (0.220) (0.217) (0.218) (0.218) (0.216) (0.216) (0.234)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.477∗ 1.502∗∗ 1.489∗∗ 1.494∗∗ 1.489∗∗ 1.482∗∗ 1.451∗ 1.573∗∗

(0.224) (0.230) (0.225) (0.228) (0.225) (0.226) (0.224) (0.246)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.392 1.381 1.380 1.410 1.404 1.386 1.344 1.428
(0.312) (0.314) (0.308) (0.320) (0.313) (0.310) (0.305) (0.320)

10+ minimum wages 1.660 1.734 1.666 1.699 1.713 1.609 1.605 1.740
(0.569) (0.611) (0.571) (0.588) (0.585) (0.552) (0.553) (0.622)

Unemployed 0.653∗ 0.649∗ 0.647∗ 0.653∗ 0.648∗ 0.661∗ 0.666∗ 0.640∗

(0.133) (0.135) (0.132) (0.134) (0.132) (0.134) (0.133) (0.128)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.737∗ 0.726∗ 0.727∗ 0.738∗ 0.729∗ 0.733∗ 0.737∗ 0.733∗

(0.101) (0.100) (0.101) (0.101) (0.100) (0.101) (0.102) (0.099)

Self-employed 1.099 1.108 1.113 1.110 1.103 1.112 1.106 1.100
(0.118) (0.121) (0.119) (0.120) (0.118) (0.119) (0.120) (0.118)

Employed: unregistered 0.645∗ 0.647∗ 0.644∗ 0.660+ 0.646∗ 0.644∗ 0.655+ 0.641∗

(0.143) (0.143) (0.144) (0.146) (0.143) (0.144) (0.145) (0.141)

Vulnerable activity 0.849 0.852 0.846 0.849 0.857 0.847 0.844 0.867
(0.142) (0.140) (0.142) (0.141) (0.143) (0.141) (0.141) (0.144)

Middle class 1.495∗ 1.452∗ 1.467∗ 1.487∗ 1.491∗ 1.464∗ 1.471∗ 1.490∗

(0.266) (0.258) (0.263) (0.262) (0.265) (0.265) (0.264) (0.264)

Downwards mobility 1.116 1.125 1.143 1.096 1.130 1.146 1.124 1.115
(0.187) (0.193) (0.195) (0.186) (0.188) (0.194) (0.189) (0.191)

Upwards mobility 0.928 0.927 0.926 0.925 0.923 0.933 0.919 0.901
(0.136) (0.135) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136) (0.138) (0.137) (0.129)

White or Asian 1.122 1.105 1.109 1.114 1.114 1.107 1.119 1.101
(0.127) (0.124) (0.125) (0.125) (0.126) (0.126) (0.128) (0.125)

Catholic 1.012 0.961 0.997 1.000 1.002 1.001 0.979 0.984
(0.142) (0.135) (0.140) (0.141) (0.141) (0.140) (0.139) (0.139)

Evangelical 1.531∗∗ 1.486∗∗ 1.521∗∗ 1.536∗∗ 1.515∗∗ 1.514∗∗ 1.486∗∗ 1.497∗∗

(0.221) (0.211) (0.221) (0.220) (0.220) (0.219) (0.216) (0.216)

Opposes racial quotas 1.577∗∗∗ 1.581∗∗∗ 1.594∗∗∗ 1.579∗∗∗ 1.592∗∗∗ 1.588∗∗∗ 1.580∗∗∗ 1.562∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.158) (0.162) (0.159) (0.161) (0.160) (0.159) (0.161)

Opposes minorities policies 1.546∗∗∗ 1.517∗∗∗ 1.555∗∗∗ 1.536∗∗∗ 1.551∗∗∗ 1.574∗∗∗ 1.541∗∗∗ 1.485∗∗∗

(0.168) (0.165) (0.169) (0.169) (0.169) (0.172) (0.168) (0.163)

Police violence Inequality Criminality Law enforcement Unemployment

Pro and dissatisfied 0.861 0.715∗∗ 1.082 0.806 0.749∗∗

(0.123) (0.080) (0.163) (0.172) (0.081)

Con and dissatisfied 0.591∗∗∗ 0.913 0.747∗ 0.854+ 1.014
(0.066) (0.125) (0.086) (0.081) (0.137)

Current economic situation 0.926+

compared to 12 months prior (0.043)

Trusts the military 1.685∗∗∗

(0.179)

Individual controls x x x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x x x x x
Observations 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 1991 2015
Pseudo R2 0.087 0.095 0.091 0.091 0.088 0.090 0.087 0.096
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1
occurs when the individual reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. IFor controls, see Table
2 in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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for the law with whether the individual is highly trustful of the judiciary.

Sociotropic concerns around economic and safety matters played a role in explaining

the voters’ choice in the ballots by accounting for individuals who are less likely to vote for

Bolsonaro. Interestingly, while anecdotal accounts suggest that Bolsonaro’s firm speech

against crime would have helped him in the presidential race, we find that the effect stems

solely from those who are dissatisfied with violence control and oppose the police. Dissat-

isfaction with economic policies are the drivers of the vote for those who defend the greater

presence of the state in matters of income distribution. Optimism with the economic situa-

tion is negatively correlated with the Bolsonaro vote, as the economic insecurity hypothesis

would have predicted. Moreover, higher trust in the military is positively associated with

the Bolsonaro vote, which is not of surprise, given Bolsonaro’s history in the army. Yet,

the inclusion of those alternative sociotropic explanations does not capture the effect of

the other individual-centered variables, meaning that the former are not confounders of

the cultural anxiety and individual economic factors.

Interaction: economic and culture: The estimations in Table 14 assess whether eco-

nomic insecurity might have an indirect effect by activating or intensifying the cultural

motivations for the populist vote. We do so by interacting a dummy variable for economic

necessity with our measures of cultural forces. In columns 2 to 5, we define this dummy as

whether the individual’s household income is below the sample’s median income; and in

columns 5 to 9, the dummy equals one when the household income is below one minimum

wage. With the exception of the interaction term “Low-income × White/Asian”, none of

the estimated coefficients reach conventional levels of statistical significance. It is possible

that the significance of “Low-income × White/Asian” reflects the same phenomenon as the

positive impact of being a White/Asian switcher on voting for Bolsonaro. Both could be

associated to the primary group identification changing from class to ethnicity, as reported

by Shayo (2009); Bonomi et al. (2021).

A.4.2 Alternative measures

Income: alternative measures: The ESEB 2018 survey asks the interviewee to spon-

taneously report their household income, prior to providing the option of reporting in-

11



Table 14: Robustness: Interaction Economic insecurity and Cultural Attitudes

Bolsonaro vote

Benchmark Low-income Lowest-income

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1 to 2 minimum wages 1.352+ 1.334+ 1.326+ 1.285 1.308 1.007 0.882 0.874 0.915

(0.228) (0.226) (0.225) (0.214) (0.225) (0.374) (0.334) (0.318) (0.372)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.541∗∗ 1.614+ 1.438 1.379 1.435 1.155 1.013 0.993 1.048
(0.240) (0.437) (0.432) (0.398) (0.447) (0.419) (0.376) (0.354) (0.416)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.465 1.591 1.423 1.352 1.354 1.114 0.979 0.952 0.962
(0.350) (0.523) (0.502) (0.453) (0.483) (0.466) (0.421) (0.390) (0.429)

10+ minimum wages 1.754 1.943 1.749 1.644 1.491 1.343 1.177 1.136 1.032
(0.637) (0.868) (0.814) (0.723) (0.672) (0.677) (0.606) (0.553) (0.529)

Unemployed 0.618∗ 0.621∗ 0.625∗ 0.663∗ 0.667+ 0.635∗ 0.637∗ 0.673+ 0.679+

(0.125) (0.126) (0.127) (0.134) (0.145) (0.132) (0.132) (0.140) (0.151)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.717∗ 0.732∗ 0.731∗ 0.751∗ 0.723∗ 0.723∗ 0.722∗ 0.739∗ 0.713∗

(0.097) (0.099) (0.098) (0.103) (0.101) (0.097) (0.097) (0.101) (0.100)

Self-employed 1.106 1.107 1.107 1.103 1.139 1.105 1.106 1.100 1.137
(0.122) (0.121) (0.121) (0.117) (0.130) (0.121) (0.121) (0.117) (0.130)

Employed: unregistered 0.626∗ 0.613∗ 0.613∗ 0.634∗ 0.665+ 0.621∗ 0.627∗ 0.647+ 0.682+

(0.136) (0.132) (0.133) (0.140) (0.149) (0.136) (0.138) (0.145) (0.155)

Vulnerable activity 0.863 0.867 0.868 0.853 0.817 0.856 0.856 0.843 0.801
(0.141) (0.144) (0.144) (0.144) (0.139) (0.141) (0.140) (0.141) (0.134)

Middle class 1.479∗ 1.451∗ 1.456∗ 1.470∗ 1.319 1.458∗ 1.459∗ 1.474∗ 1.327
(0.258) (0.257) (0.258) (0.265) (0.250) (0.257) (0.258) (0.264) (0.250)

Downwards mobility 1.135 1.104 1.094 1.072 1.072 1.131 1.124 1.106 1.109
(0.190) (0.178) (0.176) (0.173) (0.174) (0.186) (0.184) (0.181) (0.183)

Upwards mobility 0.926 0.905 0.909 0.910 0.889 0.912 0.911 0.914 0.894
(0.133) (0.130) (0.131) (0.134) (0.137) (0.131) (0.131) (0.134) (0.136)

White or Asian 1.123 0.904 0.906 0.902 0.840 1.054 1.056 1.055 1.037
(0.130) (0.146) (0.148) (0.143) (0.136) (0.137) (0.138) (0.133) (0.135)

Catholic 1.016 1.028 1.030 1.015 0.988 1.097 1.094 1.086 1.033
(0.143) (0.191) (0.191) (0.185) (0.185) (0.167) (0.167) (0.163) (0.158)

Evangelical 1.640∗∗∗ 1.888∗∗ 1.883∗∗ 1.777∗∗ 1.598∗ 1.741∗∗∗ 1.738∗∗∗ 1.631∗∗ 1.477∗∗

(0.235) (0.404) (0.402) (0.380) (0.321) (0.271) (0.270) (0.255) (0.218)

Opposes racial quotas 1.598∗∗∗ 1.608∗∗∗ 1.590∗∗∗ 1.621∗∗∗ 1.418∗ 1.607∗∗∗ 1.662∗∗∗ 1.652∗∗∗ 1.467∗∗∗

(0.161) (0.163) (0.222) (0.225) (0.205) (0.163) (0.184) (0.181) (0.170)

Opposes minorities policies 1.477∗∗∗ 1.472∗∗∗ 1.653∗∗∗ 1.709∗∗∗ 1.649∗∗∗ 1.479∗∗∗ 1.526∗∗∗ 1.576∗∗∗ 1.491∗∗∗

(0.159) (0.158) (0.237) (0.246) (0.243) (0.157) (0.168) (0.176) (0.176)

Low-income × White/Asian 1.580∗ 1.574∗ 1.580∗ 1.867∗∗

(0.360) (0.360) (0.365) (0.452)

Low-income × Catholic 0.955 0.962 0.983 0.913
(0.252) (0.253) (0.255) (0.253)

Low-income × Evangelical 0.766 0.772 0.757 0.756
(0.225) (0.226) (0.219) (0.227)

Low-income × Opposes racial quotas 1.029 0.963 1.065
(0.218) (0.204) (0.237)

Low-income × Opposes minorities policies 0.786 0.806 0.755
(0.157) (0.160) (0.153)

Lowest income × White/Asian 1.483 1.461 1.453 1.660
(0.467) (0.455) (0.451) (0.525)

Lowest income × Catholic 0.582 0.610 0.619 0.591
(0.226) (0.239) (0.242) (0.252)

Lowest income × Evangelical 0.640 0.662 0.646 0.620
(0.250) (0.261) (0.247) (0.260)

Lowest income × Opposes racial quotas 0.820 0.792 0.957
(0.224) (0.220) (0.267)

Lowest income × Opposes minorities policies 0.833 0.891 0.836
(0.223) (0.243) (0.231)

Observations 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.076 0.079 0.079 0.090 0.135 0.078 0.079 0.089 0.133
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome
Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage.
Low-income invidivuals include those with household income below the sample’s median. Lowest-income individuals include those with household income below one
minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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come brackets to individuals who did not inform their specific income. The precise and

spontaneous income is arguably a better measure to be used for two reasons. First, this

spontaneous variables is continuous and diminishes the likelihood of categorization errors

occurring. Second, using the continuous income allows us to compute income per capita,

which is arguably a better measure for economic well-being than household income. How-

ever, not only is number of observations with information on continuous income limited,

but, more importantly those who do not spontaneously report their income differ from

those who report their income brackets in important characteristics relevant to the pop-

ulist vote (see Table 15).

Table 15: Difference: Spontenously reported income and only reported income bracket

Spontaneous income Only income bracket Difference
mean sd mean sd b t

Bolsonaro vote 0.346 0.476 0.286 0.453 0.060∗ (2.225)
Trust: political 0.346 0.225 0.337 0.239 0.009 (0.612)
Trust: companies and media 0.411 0.258 0.414 0.272 -0.003 (-0.198)
Reported animosity against PT 0.279 0.449 0.256 0.437 0.023 (0.890)
Democracy:dissatisfied 0.375 0.484 0.419 0.494 -0.043 (-1.479)
Democracy:supports 0.716 0.451 0.602 0.490 0.114∗∗∗ (3.950)
Corruption: no tolerance 0.433 0.496 0.380 0.486 0.053 (1.839)
Corruption: not punished 0.513 0.500 0.515 0.501 -0.002 (-0.072)
Unemployed 0.090 0.286 0.075 0.264 0.015 (0.923)
Bolsa Famı́lia 0.320 0.466 0.316 0.466 0.003 (0.122)
Middle class 0.071 0.257 0.078 0.269 -0.007 (-0.438)
Downwards mobility 0.090 0.286 0.093 0.291 -0.003 (-0.197)
Upwards mobility 0.184 0.388 0.142 0.349 0.043∗ (2.015)
Self-employed 0.289 0.453 0.310 0.463 -0.021 (-0.773)
Employed: unregistered 0.073 0.260 0.036 0.187 0.037∗∗ (3.104)
Vulnerable activity 0.116 0.320 0.072 0.259 0.044∗∗ (2.723)
Opposes racial quotas 0.285 0.451 0.223 0.417 0.062∗ (2.473)
Opposes minorities policies 0.473 0.499 0.413 0.493 0.060∗ (2.060)
White or Asian 0.337 0.473 0.349 0.477 -0.012 (-0.433)
Catholic 0.506 0.500 0.518 0.500 -0.012 (-0.417)
Evangelical 0.269 0.443 0.259 0.439 0.010 (0.377)
Male 0.481 0.500 0.461 0.499 0.020 (0.675)
Education 4.445 1.534 4.181 1.546 0.264∗∗ (2.877)
Married 0.361 0.481 0.349 0.477 0.012 (0.424)
Age 41.905 15.302 40.768 17.368 1.137 (1.120)
Left-wing 0.153 0.360 0.142 0.349 0.011 (0.526)
Center 0.213 0.410 0.163 0.370 0.050∗ (2.257)
Right-wing 0.457 0.498 0.383 0.487 0.075∗ (2.569)
Does not know ideology 0.150 0.358 0.268 0.444 -0.118∗∗∗ (-4.582)
Observations 1934 332 2266

For those reasons, we refrain from using the limited sample in the main analysis, but in-

clude the results for selected estimations using measures for spontaneous household income

(columns 1 to 4) and household per capita income37 (columns 5 to 8) in Table 16. Both

income variables are reported using log income. The original main findings survive the use

37The data reports the number of people living in the same household. There is no information about
those members’ age or gender, so we simply divide income by the household size - with each member
accounting for one person - to obtain measure of income per capita.
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Table 16: Different income variables: continuous (per capita) income

Bolsonaro vote

Continuous income Continuous per capita income

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Rad Swi Rad Swi

Continuous income 1.233∗ 1.209∗ 1.214∗ 1.196+ 1.115 1.286∗∗ 1.130
(0.116) (0.108) (0.119) (0.116) (0.107) (0.124) (0.196)

Continuous per capita income 1.222∗ 1.188∗ 1.202∗ 1.193∗ 1.080 1.245∗ 1.130
(0.103) (0.092) (0.105) (0.104) (0.095) (0.132) (0.172)

Unemployed 0.582∗∗ 0.619∗ 0.685+ 0.576∗∗ 0.607∗ 0.517∗ 0.632 0.589∗ 0.623∗ 0.694+ 0.584∗ 0.605∗ 0.522∗ 0.638
(0.118) (0.131) (0.143) (0.119) (0.134) (0.138) (0.196) (0.121) (0.133) (0.146) (0.122) (0.133) (0.141) (0.200)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.712∗ 0.707∗ 0.715∗ 0.728∗ 0.789 0.730+ 0.733 0.731∗ 0.720∗ 0.732∗ 0.749∗ 0.789 0.745+ 0.745
(0.099) (0.100) (0.105) (0.102) (0.115) (0.122) (0.159) (0.102) (0.101) (0.108) (0.106) (0.114) (0.126) (0.166)

Self-employed 1.115 1.142 1.123 1.112 1.052 0.947 1.394+ 1.122 1.148 1.128 1.117 1.054 0.961 1.393+

(0.132) (0.139) (0.138) (0.132) (0.142) (0.144) (0.272) (0.134) (0.141) (0.140) (0.134) (0.143) (0.147) (0.273)

Employed: unregistered 0.623∗ 0.684+ 0.600∗ 0.625∗ 0.614∗ 0.556+ 0.726 0.623∗ 0.681+ 0.599∗ 0.626∗ 0.611∗ 0.551+ 0.727
(0.139) (0.157) (0.143) (0.142) (0.146) (0.172) (0.244) (0.139) (0.156) (0.143) (0.142) (0.146) (0.171) (0.246)

Vulnerable activity 0.796 0.745+ 0.825 0.790 0.837 0.788 0.843 0.796 0.746+ 0.825 0.789 0.838 0.783 0.846
(0.138) (0.132) (0.150) (0.137) (0.157) (0.185) (0.217) (0.138) (0.133) (0.150) (0.137) (0.157) (0.183) (0.218)

Middle class 1.455∗ 1.285 1.396+ 1.454+ 1.467+ 1.542+ 1.230 1.460∗ 1.292 1.401+ 1.457+ 1.476+ 1.558+ 1.236
(0.277) (0.261) (0.275) (0.279) (0.309) (0.386) (0.374) (0.281) (0.264) (0.277) (0.283) (0.314) (0.393) (0.376)

Downwards mobility 0.918 0.895 0.918 0.912 0.901 0.920 0.991 0.932 0.909 0.928 0.924 0.906 0.938 0.996
(0.170) (0.167) (0.171) (0.179) (0.188) (0.204) (0.272) (0.169) (0.167) (0.170) (0.178) (0.187) (0.209) (0.272)

Upwards mobility 0.970 0.950 0.941 0.970 0.953 0.939 1.135 0.969 0.948 0.940 0.968 0.957 0.939 1.132
(0.142) (0.150) (0.136) (0.145) (0.150) (0.190) (0.243) (0.141) (0.148) (0.136) (0.144) (0.149) (0.189) (0.244)

White or Asian 1.086 1.093 1.182 1.082 1.036 0.841 1.490∗ 1.067 1.081 1.162 1.064 1.033 0.826 1.477+

(0.152) (0.153) (0.171) (0.154) (0.157) (0.137) (0.301) (0.149) (0.152) (0.168) (0.151) (0.158) (0.136) (0.297)

Catholic 0.902 0.842 0.792 0.903 1.014 1.056 0.790 0.904 0.841 0.792 0.905 1.013 1.049 0.794
(0.126) (0.124) (0.117) (0.127) (0.143) (0.173) (0.185) (0.126) (0.124) (0.117) (0.127) (0.144) (0.172) (0.185)

Evangelical 1.519∗∗ 1.263 1.411∗ 1.544∗∗ 1.555∗∗ 1.617∗ 1.399 1.523∗∗ 1.264 1.409∗ 1.547∗∗ 1.556∗∗ 1.608∗ 1.406
(0.220) (0.184) (0.215) (0.230) (0.230) (0.305) (0.325) (0.220) (0.184) (0.215) (0.230) (0.230) (0.303) (0.327)

Opposes racial quotas 1.758∗∗∗ 1.587∗∗∗ 1.763∗∗∗ 1.805∗∗∗ 1.586∗∗∗ 1.663∗∗∗ 1.750∗∗ 1.761∗∗∗ 1.591∗∗∗ 1.766∗∗∗ 1.807∗∗∗ 1.586∗∗∗ 1.679∗∗∗ 1.748∗∗

(0.194) (0.188) (0.209) (0.201) (0.188) (0.226) (0.334) (0.193) (0.188) (0.209) (0.201) (0.188) (0.227) (0.334)

Opposes minorities policies 1.423∗∗ 1.400∗∗ 1.398∗∗ 1.439∗∗ 1.395∗∗ 1.352∗ 1.553∗ 1.428∗∗ 1.405∗∗ 1.406∗∗ 1.444∗∗ 1.396∗∗ 1.351∗ 1.562∗

(0.168) (0.175) (0.172) (0.169) (0.171) (0.204) (0.295) (0.168) (0.175) (0.173) (0.169) (0.172) (0.204) (0.300)

Trust: political 1.606 1.600
(0.520) (0.515)

Trust: companies and media 0.587∗ 0.577∗

(0.157) (0.153)

Democracy:dissatisfied 0.736∗∗ 0.736∗∗

(0.081) (0.082)

Democracy:supports 0.567∗∗∗ 0.568∗∗∗

(0.074) (0.074)

Corruption: no tolerance 1.416∗∗ 1.417∗∗

(0.158) (0.157)

Corruption: not punished 1.161 1.166
(0.119) (0.120)

Reported animosity against PT 4.000∗∗∗ 4.009∗∗∗

(0.466) (0.470)
Observations 1740 1740 1599 1707 1629 973 767 1740 1740 1599 1707 1629 973 767
Pseudo R2 0.077 0.134 0.087 0.086 0.142 0.084 0.088 0.077 0.134 0.087 0.087 0.142 0.084 0.088
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual
reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Income variables are computed using log of reported household monthly income. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a
description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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of a different measure for income, despite the baseline differences between the samples used.

Religion and religiosity:In Table 17, we include a dummy variable for whether the indi-

vidual is actively religious, which we define as attending religious gatherings at least once

per week. We interact this variable with the dummies for different religions in columns

4, 5, and 6. Should observant Catholics differ from “social” Catholics and voters of other

religions, the interaction terms would capture this effect. Yet, the results do not support

this explanation. In other words, the lack of significant effect for Catholics do not stem

from the fact that Brazil is a historically Catholic country and people might report being

Catholics without in fact being observant of the religion.

Vulnerability measures:In Table 18 we explore alternative measures for vulnerable

workers. One could argue that “vulnerable activity” captures only between-sector dis-

parities, while job polarization (and consequentially insecurity) could take place at the

within-sector level. Similarly, it could be the case that unregistered employment and self-

employment hosts a wide range of professionals, ranging from informal low-skilled workers

to entrepreneurs and consultants on a micro-company B2B contract. We build alternative

variables based on the combination of sector of employment and employment type. In

Columns 1 and 2, we consider self-employed workers, Columns 3 and 4 we focus on unreg-

istered workers, columns 5 and 6 contain self-employed or unregistered worker. The in the

last column, we consider instead whether the individual’s income falls below the sample

median income. Thus, the coefficient for “Agriculture” consists of: (i) self-employed work-

ers in agriculture in columns 1 and 2, (ii) unregistered workers in agriculture in columns

3 and 4, (iii) self-employed or unregistered workers in agriculture in columns 5 and 6, and

(iv) low-income agricultural workers in columns 7 and 8. The same logic applies to other

activities. With the exception of industry workers in non-standard contracts, who are less

likely to have voted for Bolsonaro, none of the coefficients are precisely estimated.

Interaction: Democracy satisfaction and tolerance: This robustness exercise ex-

plores whether the impact of dissatisfaction with democracy is contingent on support for

the regime. We cannot, ex-ante, determine what direction the effect should take. It is pos-

sible that individuals associate the term democracy to the institutions of liberal democracy,
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Table 17: Robustness: Religion and religiosity

Bolsonaro vote

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
1 to 2 minimum wages 1.366+ 1.323+ 1.346+ 1.376+ 1.333+ 1.352+

(0.229) (0.218) (0.229) (0.230) (0.219) (0.229)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.563∗∗ 1.499∗∗ 1.532∗∗ 1.574∗∗ 1.508∗∗ 1.538∗∗

(0.243) (0.227) (0.245) (0.245) (0.229) (0.247)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.495+ 1.420 1.383 1.509+ 1.434 1.393
(0.353) (0.314) (0.318) (0.355) (0.316) (0.320)

10+ minimum wages 1.802 1.707 1.489 1.794 1.697 1.485
(0.659) (0.591) (0.513) (0.650) (0.581) (0.509)

Unemployed 0.619∗ 0.654∗ 0.655∗ 0.618∗ 0.654∗ 0.656+

(0.125) (0.132) (0.141) (0.125) (0.132) (0.141)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.720∗ 0.739∗ 0.711∗ 0.722∗ 0.742∗ 0.713∗

(0.097) (0.101) (0.100) (0.097) (0.102) (0.100)

Self-employed 1.096 1.091 1.130 1.101 1.096 1.134
(0.121) (0.117) (0.130) (0.121) (0.117) (0.130)

Employed: unregistered 0.612∗ 0.631∗ 0.674+ 0.607∗ 0.625∗ 0.671+

(0.132) (0.139) (0.151) (0.131) (0.138) (0.151)

Vulnerable activity 0.865 0.851 0.808 0.867 0.852 0.810
(0.142) (0.143) (0.136) (0.143) (0.143) (0.137)

Middle class 1.478∗ 1.495∗ 1.352 1.468∗ 1.485∗ 1.346
(0.258) (0.266) (0.253) (0.259) (0.266) (0.254)

Downwards mobility 1.137 1.119 1.123 1.133 1.114 1.120
(0.189) (0.186) (0.188) (0.186) (0.183) (0.186)

Upwards mobility 0.916 0.918 0.904 0.911 0.912 0.901
(0.131) (0.133) (0.137) (0.130) (0.133) (0.137)

White or Asian 1.134 1.133 1.132 1.135 1.134 1.133
(0.133) (0.129) (0.133) (0.133) (0.130) (0.133)

Catholic 0.999 0.996 0.948 1.100 1.102 1.020
(0.141) (0.139) (0.137) (0.211) (0.209) (0.194)

Evangelical 1.524∗∗ 1.421∗ 1.317∗ 1.789∗ 1.685∗ 1.462+

(0.222) (0.208) (0.184) (0.418) (0.399) (0.322)

Opposes racial quotas 1.591∗∗∗ 1.570∗∗∗ 1.443∗∗∗ 1.597∗∗∗ 1.576∗∗∗ 1.447∗∗∗

(0.162) (0.159) (0.155) (0.164) (0.161) (0.155)

Opposes minorities policies 1.468∗∗∗ 1.536∗∗∗ 1.441∗∗ 1.460∗∗∗ 1.528∗∗∗ 1.435∗∗

(0.157) (0.166) (0.163) (0.156) (0.165) (0.163)

Attends religious cerimonies > 1/week 1.246∗ 1.249∗ 1.158 1.597+ 1.622+ 1.383
(0.123) (0.124) (0.117) (0.402) (0.419) (0.372)

Catholic × Active 0.752 0.741 0.809
(0.216) (0.217) (0.248)

Evangelical × Active 0.695 0.680 0.783
(0.236) (0.233) (0.272)

Individual controls x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x
Ideology x x
Observations 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.078 0.089 0.131 0.079 0.089 0.132
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regres-
sions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for
Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. For controls,
see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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where the will of the people is not unconditional and the rights - including of existance

and political participation - of minorities are respected. In that case, we would expect the

interaction term to be negative. Alternatively, democracy might be primarily understood

as comprising only the will of the many. Should this be the case, the interaction term

would be positive, as only people who are supportive of this narrow sense of democracy

and are dissatisfied with the liberal turn the regime took would feel contemplated by the

populist narrative. Results in Table 19 suggest no strong evidence towards either cases:

even though the coefficient is negative, it is not statistically different from exerting no

effect on probability of casting a pro-populist vote.

A.5 Other empirical specifications

Sub-region fixed effects: In Table 20, we replace the dummies for macroregions (columns

1 and 2), by 26 dummies for states (columns 3 and 4), 96 dummies for mesoregions (columns

5 and 6), and lastly 130 microregions (columns 7 and 8). The role of economic and cul-

tural variables cannot be explained by differences between states, meso or microregions, as

the coefficients remain relatively stable to the estimation of those alternative specifications.

Probit estimations and clustering: Tables 21 and 22 explores different econometric

specifications, namely estimating the regressions using a Probit model and clustering er-

rors at different levels. The overall findings are consistent for a different functional form:

the results of selected models in Table 21 show no substantial changes compared to the

estimations using Logit. Clustering the errors at different levels - namely microregion,

mesoregion and state - does not change the picture found when errors are clustered at

the municipality level (columns 1 to 3). As the estimated coefficients by definition remain

the same, any differences will occur at their significance level. The relevance of cultural

backlash forces and the importance of economic factors running contrary to the populist

framework are robust to different clustering of errors, with significance level slightly de-

creasing when errors are clustered at a broader geographical scope.

Different rounds and sample composition: In Table 23 we investigate whether there

are any significant differences between the drivers of the votes in the first round (Columns
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1, 2, and 3) and in the runoff (Columns 4, 5, and 6). We vary our sample composition rang-

ing from including (i) all individuals who are eligible to vote, i.e. the entire ESEB sample

(columns 1 and 4) (ii) only individuals who did not abstain from voting in the election

days (columns 2 and 5), and (iii) only the respondents who case a valid vote, i.e. excluding

individuals who cast a blank or null vote (columns 3 and 6). The overall conclusions we

obtain with the main analysis are also present in all the different sample specifications.

The role of economic motivations seems to be more relevant during the runoff, but to the

extent that the coefficients for income become better specified. Economic insecurity does

not explain the populist vote in neither rounds or sample composition, meaning that in

the Brazilian case the effect of economic insecurity is not obscured by its negative impact

on likelihood to cast a vote, differently from the findings of Guiso et al. (2017, 2020).

The 2014 vote: Lastly, in Table 24 we use our benchmark specification to predict the

2014 vote by our choice of economic and cultural forces. We do not aim to explain the 2014

vote, as clearly some variables are susceptible to change between 2014 and 2018. Instead, we

explore whether our choice of variables are able to explain other non-populist preferences.

In particular, should the relationship found in the main analysis be spurious or explain

broad vote choices not restricted to populist candidates, the results in Table 24 should

mirror the main results. Yet, the estimated models in Table 24 do not suggest this scenario.

The estimated results for the coefficients of interest either become insignificant or flip their

directions. Moreover, it is plausible that some variables - such as employment status - are

more prone to change over the course of four years than others - e.g. religion and ethnicity.

Supposing that preferences and perceptions, although malleable, have a core component

that change slowly (Luttmer and Singhal, 2011), Table 24 suggests that traditional cultural

factors do not predict the non-populist vote of 201438 Neither do other economic variables

that predict the Bolsonaro vote enter the estimations in the same direction or significance.

High income is - as expected - related to opposition towards PT, but impacts candidate

choice mainly through the candidate’s left-right leaning, as the effect of income vanishes

after inclusion of the respondent’s ideology. Unsurprisingly, being a beneficiary of Bolsa

Famı́lia relates to supporting the PT candidate in 2014. Moreover, being employed in the

38The positive impact of the Catholicism is likely to reflect the role played by Catholic clergy on strength-
ening the party during the 1980s, based on shared pro-poor positions, as discussed by Trejo and Bizzarro
2015.
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construction or industry sectors and having a non-standard employment contract relates to

a pro-Rousseff vote in 2014. Differently from the Bolsonaro vote, social mobility between

2010 and 2018 correlates with the 2014 vote behavior39, while social class itself has no

statistical impact.

39Note that the upwards or downwards change could could have taken place either before or after the 2014
elections, since the question in 2018 asks about changes in the past eight years. Downwards mobility,
for instance, could refer to individuals whose social position improved prior to 2014 but fell in the social
ladder between 2014 and 2018. Therefore, we do not make any interpretations of their effects on the
2014 voting behavior.
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Table 18: Vulnerability measures

Bolsonaro vote
Self-employed Unregistered Self-empoloyed or Low-income

unregistered
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.316 1.344+ 1.292 1.327+ 1.313 1.344+ 1.303 1.332
(0.224) (0.235) (0.214) (0.226) (0.223) (0.235) (0.224) (0.235)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.479∗ 1.514∗ 1.471∗ 1.520∗∗ 1.481∗ 1.519∗ 1.474∗ 1.524∗

(0.228) (0.247) (0.222) (0.243) (0.229) (0.249) (0.254) (0.276)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.426 1.388 1.395 1.379 1.423 1.391 1.430 1.407
(0.320) (0.323) (0.313) (0.321) (0.320) (0.325) (0.344) (0.349)

10+ minimum wages 1.731 1.517 1.744 1.556 1.749 1.540 1.760 1.552
(0.587) (0.518) (0.600) (0.536) (0.600) (0.531) (0.617) (0.546)

Unemployed 0.670∗ 0.669+ 0.652∗ 0.648∗ 0.656∗ 0.659∗ 0.666∗ 0.661+

(0.132) (0.141) (0.128) (0.135) (0.130) (0.139) (0.133) (0.140)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.733∗ 0.703∗ 0.733∗ 0.707∗ 0.736∗ 0.706∗ 0.730∗ 0.701∗

(0.101) (0.099) (0.101) (0.100) (0.101) (0.099) (0.101) (0.099)

→ Employment type Self-employed Unregistered Self-emp or Unreg Low-income

↓ Activity of vulnerable worker

Agriculture 1.154 1.140 1.006 1.011 0.872 0.886
(0.396) (0.397) (0.343) (0.348) (0.321) (0.333)

Industry 0.646 0.708 0.289 0.314 0.527+ 0.581 0.967 0.991
(0.258) (0.272) (0.236) (0.287) (0.189) (0.209) (0.354) (0.364)

Construction 0.891 0.881 0.805 0.782 0.862 0.858 0.876 0.824
(0.236) (0.237) (0.697) (0.741) (0.221) (0.225) (0.261) (0.251)

Transportation 1.039 1.167 2.028 2.449 1.054 1.192 0.934 1.183
(0.392) (0.475) (2.785) (4.950) (0.385) (0.478) (0.451) (0.681)

Services 1.168 1.250 0.784 0.894 1.089 1.182 1.142 1.164
(0.193) (0.221) (0.299) (0.313) (0.168) (0.189) (0.205) (0.213)

Middle class 1.504∗ 1.351 1.513∗ 1.364+ 1.510∗ 1.356+ 1.503∗ 1.355+

(0.264) (0.249) (0.264) (0.250) (0.264) (0.250) (0.263) (0.249)

Downwards mobility 1.102 1.106 1.109 1.114 1.112 1.116 1.114 1.121
(0.184) (0.186) (0.188) (0.190) (0.186) (0.188) (0.187) (0.189)

Upwards mobility 0.931 0.918 0.939 0.922 0.932 0.919 0.933 0.917
(0.137) (0.140) (0.137) (0.140) (0.136) (0.139) (0.137) (0.141)

White or Asian 1.117 1.123 1.122 1.126 1.118 1.122 1.114 1.120
(0.126) (0.131) (0.127) (0.131) (0.126) (0.131) (0.126) (0.130)

Catholic 1.007 0.954 1.008 0.953 1.003 0.951 1.010 0.954
(0.141) (0.139) (0.141) (0.137) (0.141) (0.137) (0.141) (0.137)

Evangelical 1.530∗∗ 1.389∗ 1.525∗∗ 1.377∗ 1.524∗∗ 1.384∗ 1.524∗∗ 1.376∗

(0.218) (0.190) (0.218) (0.187) (0.216) (0.188) (0.217) (0.188)

Opposes racial quotas 1.566∗∗∗ 1.436∗∗∗ 1.584∗∗∗ 1.449∗∗∗ 1.565∗∗∗ 1.434∗∗∗ 1.566∗∗∗ 1.436∗∗∗

(0.156) (0.152) (0.157) (0.153) (0.156) (0.152) (0.157) (0.153)

Opposes minorities policies 1.546∗∗∗ 1.447∗∗ 1.561∗∗∗ 1.463∗∗∗ 1.552∗∗∗ 1.452∗∗ 1.542∗∗∗ 1.445∗∗

(0.167) (0.164) (0.170) (0.167) (0.168) (0.165) (0.166) (0.164)
Individual controls x x x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x x x x x
Ideology x x x x
Observations 2015 2015 2012 2012 2015 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.086 0.129 0.086 0.130 0.086 0.130 0.085 0.129
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated
using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018
elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the
variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 19: Robustness: Democratic attitudes

Bolsonaro vote
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.352+ 1.371+ 1.371+ 1.321 1.363+

(0.228) (0.237) (0.237) (0.224) (0.237)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.541∗∗ 1.543∗∗ 1.543∗∗ 1.467∗ 1.530∗∗

(0.240) (0.249) (0.249) (0.228) (0.250)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.465 1.442 1.442 1.362 1.384
(0.350) (0.356) (0.356) (0.314) (0.328)

10+ minimum wages 1.754 1.749 1.749 1.634 1.477
(0.637) (0.623) (0.623) (0.550) (0.493)

Unemployed 0.618∗ 0.681+ 0.681+ 0.717 0.720
(0.125) (0.139) (0.139) (0.146) (0.155)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.717∗ 0.734∗ 0.734∗ 0.752∗ 0.725∗

(0.097) (0.103) (0.103) (0.107) (0.105)

Self-employed 1.106 1.127 1.127 1.123 1.159
(0.122) (0.126) (0.126) (0.123) (0.135)

Employed: unregistered 0.626∗ 0.645∗ 0.645∗ 0.662+ 0.706
(0.136) (0.144) (0.144) (0.152) (0.163)

Vulnerable activity 0.863 0.904 0.903 0.892 0.846
(0.141) (0.150) (0.150) (0.151) (0.143)

Middle class 1.479∗ 1.491∗ 1.491∗ 1.509∗ 1.345
(0.258) (0.269) (0.269) (0.277) (0.260)

Downwards mobility 1.135 1.126 1.126 1.103 1.092
(0.190) (0.193) (0.194) (0.191) (0.189)

Upwards mobility 0.926 0.914 0.914 0.911 0.895
(0.133) (0.133) (0.133) (0.134) (0.137)

White or Asian 1.123 1.157 1.157 1.157 1.156
(0.130) (0.138) (0.139) (0.137) (0.140)

Catholic 1.016 0.949 0.949 0.942 0.905
(0.143) (0.135) (0.135) (0.134) (0.132)

Evangelical 1.640∗∗∗ 1.550∗∗ 1.549∗∗ 1.436∗ 1.326∗

(0.235) (0.224) (0.223) (0.209) (0.184)

Opposes racial quotas 1.598∗∗∗ 1.572∗∗∗ 1.572∗∗∗ 1.555∗∗∗ 1.430∗∗∗

(0.161) (0.160) (0.160) (0.157) (0.151)

Opposes minorities policies 1.477∗∗∗ 1.490∗∗∗ 1.490∗∗∗ 1.566∗∗∗ 1.459∗∗

(0.159) (0.167) (0.167) (0.178) (0.171)

Democracy:dissatisfied 0.713∗∗∗ 0.710∗ 0.700∗ 0.759
(0.073) (0.122) (0.123) (0.143)

Democracy:supports 0.640∗∗∗ 0.638∗∗ 0.667∗∗ 0.684∗

(0.074) (0.096) (0.099) (0.103)

Democracy: dissatisfied × Support 1.007 1.015 1.005
(0.211) (0.216) (0.225)

Observations 2015 1950 1950 1950 1950
Pseudo R2 0.076 0.084 0.084 0.094 0.136
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses.
All regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports
having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one
minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7
in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 20: Robustness: Geographic control: Macroregion, state and mesoregion within-variance

Bolsonaro vote

Macroregion State Mesoregion Microregion

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.310 1.338+ 1.300 1.329 1.404+ 1.442+ 1.435+ 1.482∗

(0.217) (0.229) (0.222) (0.233) (0.255) (0.269) (0.266) (0.284)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.477∗ 1.519∗∗ 1.394∗ 1.431∗ 1.561∗∗ 1.605∗∗ 1.578∗∗ 1.621∗

(0.224) (0.243) (0.220) (0.240) (0.267) (0.292) (0.276) (0.305)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.392 1.367 1.246 1.225 1.284 1.275 1.252 1.242
(0.312) (0.317) (0.285) (0.295) (0.322) (0.334) (0.320) (0.332)

10+ minimum wages 1.660 1.460 1.470 1.275 1.507 1.302 1.465 1.249
(0.569) (0.500) (0.495) (0.432) (0.525) (0.472) (0.502) (0.448)

Unemployed 0.653∗ 0.654∗ 0.598∗∗ 0.597∗ 0.598∗ 0.613∗ 0.568∗ 0.589∗

(0.133) (0.141) (0.119) (0.128) (0.131) (0.144) (0.127) (0.141)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.737∗ 0.708∗ 0.759+ 0.722∗ 0.778 0.746+ 0.771 0.747+

(0.101) (0.099) (0.107) (0.105) (0.122) (0.119) (0.125) (0.122)

Self-employed 1.099 1.136 1.089 1.127 1.104 1.147 1.070 1.112
(0.118) (0.130) (0.116) (0.127) (0.122) (0.134) (0.122) (0.134)

Employed: unregistered 0.645∗ 0.685+ 0.655+ 0.688+ 0.642+ 0.669 0.589∗ 0.620+

(0.143) (0.154) (0.148) (0.156) (0.159) (0.164) (0.153) (0.159)

Vulnerable activity 0.849 0.807 0.835 0.799 0.845 0.807 0.859 0.825
(0.142) (0.136) (0.140) (0.133) (0.150) (0.140) (0.158) (0.148)

Middle class 1.495∗ 1.350 1.512∗ 1.358 1.421+ 1.268 1.408+ 1.262
(0.266) (0.253) (0.277) (0.265) (0.280) (0.273) (0.285) (0.277)

Downwards mobility 1.116 1.120 1.156 1.156 1.106 1.119 1.136 1.150
(0.187) (0.188) (0.201) (0.202) (0.207) (0.209) (0.223) (0.226)

Upwards mobility 0.928 0.912 0.945 0.926 0.959 0.958 0.950 0.955
(0.136) (0.139) (0.142) (0.146) (0.157) (0.165) (0.162) (0.171)

White or Asian 1.122 1.126 1.133 1.142 1.125 1.146 1.133 1.151
(0.127) (0.131) (0.134) (0.138) (0.139) (0.146) (0.150) (0.157)

Catholic 1.012 0.958 0.999 0.938 0.952 0.902 0.949 0.901
(0.142) (0.138) (0.142) (0.138) (0.146) (0.139) (0.148) (0.144)

Evangelical 1.531∗∗ 1.382∗ 1.510∗∗ 1.365∗ 1.551∗∗ 1.399∗ 1.519∗∗ 1.371∗

(0.221) (0.190) (0.220) (0.191) (0.239) (0.203) (0.244) (0.209)

Opposes racial quotas 1.577∗∗∗ 1.447∗∗∗ 1.586∗∗∗ 1.468∗∗∗ 1.600∗∗∗ 1.471∗∗ 1.608∗∗∗ 1.453∗∗

(0.158) (0.154) (0.166) (0.163) (0.186) (0.181) (0.191) (0.182)

Opposes minorities policies 1.546∗∗∗ 1.447∗∗ 1.532∗∗∗ 1.451∗∗ 1.496∗∗∗ 1.423∗∗ 1.505∗∗∗ 1.426∗∗

(0.168) (0.165) (0.169) (0.168) (0.174) (0.174) (0.182) (0.182)
Observations 2015 2015 2015 2015 1980 1980 1952 1952
Pseudo R2 0.087 0.131 0.104 0.145 0.133 0.174 0.140 0.182
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated
using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the
2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a description
of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 21: Robustness: probit estimations

Bolsonaro vote

Whole sample Rad Swi

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1 to 2 minimum wages 0.159+ 0.172+ 0.152 0.170+ 0.363∗∗ -0.049

(0.096) (0.099) (0.098) (0.100) (0.129) (0.154)

2 to 5 minimum wages 0.243∗∗ 0.254∗∗ 0.231∗ 0.252∗∗ 0.402∗∗ 0.119
(0.089) (0.092) (0.090) (0.094) (0.127) (0.154)

5 to 10 minimum wages 0.173 0.216 0.186 0.179 0.340+ -0.100
(0.142) (0.145) (0.136) (0.140) (0.197) (0.240)

10+ minimum wages 0.344 0.332 0.301 0.227 0.383+ -0.070
(0.214) (0.222) (0.212) (0.210) (0.227) (0.554)

Unemployed -0.276∗ -0.292∗ -0.261∗ -0.245∗ -0.243 -0.269
(0.107) (0.118) (0.117) (0.122) (0.157) (0.176)

Bolsa Famı́lia -0.191∗ -0.201∗ -0.177∗ -0.197∗ -0.206+ -0.194
(0.075) (0.081) (0.082) (0.084) (0.107) (0.123)

Self-employed 0.047 0.064 0.058 0.076 0.004 0.213+

(0.062) (0.066) (0.064) (0.068) (0.089) (0.111)

Employed: unregistered -0.195 -0.281∗ -0.252+ -0.226+ -0.381∗ -0.088
(0.124) (0.129) (0.130) (0.131) (0.183) (0.194)

Vulnerable activity -0.092 -0.090 -0.097 -0.132 -0.123 -0.116
(0.095) (0.100) (0.101) (0.100) (0.143) (0.152)

Middle class 0.275∗∗ 0.235∗ 0.236∗ 0.173 0.250+ 0.019
(0.105) (0.106) (0.108) (0.114) (0.148) (0.184)

Downwards mobility 0.070 0.076 0.064 0.062 0.048 0.059
(0.093) (0.101) (0.102) (0.102) (0.126) (0.165)

Upwards mobility -0.068 -0.045 -0.043 -0.054 -0.157 0.066
(0.083) (0.086) (0.087) (0.091) (0.120) (0.122)

White or Asian 0.069 0.068 0.069 -0.084 0.296∗∗

(0.069) (0.068) (0.069) (0.086) (0.105)

Catholic 0.011 0.007 -0.020 0.065 -0.091
(0.085) (0.084) (0.086) (0.102) (0.139)

Evangelical 0.300∗∗∗ 0.256∗∗ 0.196∗ 0.242∗ 0.144
(0.086) (0.087) (0.083) (0.106) (0.140)

Opposes racial quotas 0.289∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗∗ 0.121 0.289∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.064) (0.085) (0.106)

Opposes minorities policies 0.232∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗ 0.246∗∗ 0.206∗

(0.065) (0.065) (0.068) (0.086) (0.101)
Observations 2164 2015 2015 2015 1161 854
Pseudo R2 0.046 0.076 0.087 0.130 0.149 0.130
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses.
All regressions are estimated using probabilistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual
reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category:
below one minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the variables,
see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 22: Robustness: Alternative clustering

Bolsonaro vote

Municipality Microregion Mesoregion State

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)
1 to 2 minimum wages 0.172+ 0.152 0.170+ 0.172+ 0.152 0.170+ 0.172+ 0.152 0.170+ 0.172∗ 0.152∗ 0.170∗

(0.099) (0.098) (0.100) (0.100) (0.099) (0.100) (0.099) (0.098) (0.098) (0.078) (0.071) (0.080)

2 to 5 minimum wages 0.254∗∗ 0.231∗ 0.252∗∗ 0.254∗∗ 0.231∗ 0.252∗∗ 0.254∗ 0.231∗ 0.252∗ 0.254∗ 0.231∗∗ 0.252∗

(0.092) (0.090) (0.094) (0.095) (0.091) (0.094) (0.104) (0.098) (0.099) (0.108) (0.089) (0.099)

5 to 10 minimum wages 0.216 0.186 0.179 0.216 0.186 0.179 0.216 0.186 0.179 0.216 0.186 0.179
(0.145) (0.136) (0.140) (0.146) (0.135) (0.140) (0.148) (0.136) (0.143) (0.176) (0.153) (0.175)

10+ minimum wages 0.332 0.301 0.227 0.332 0.301 0.227 0.332 0.301 0.227 0.332 0.301 0.227
(0.222) (0.212) (0.210) (0.222) (0.212) (0.221) (0.256) (0.246) (0.265) (0.345) (0.335) (0.371)

Unemployed -0.292∗ -0.261∗ -0.245∗ -0.292∗ -0.261∗ -0.245∗ -0.292∗∗ -0.261∗ -0.245∗ -0.292∗ -0.261∗ -0.245+

(0.118) (0.117) (0.122) (0.114) (0.112) (0.119) (0.112) (0.109) (0.115) (0.124) (0.125) (0.128)

Bolsa Famı́lia -0.201∗ -0.177∗ -0.197∗ -0.201∗ -0.177∗ -0.197∗ -0.201∗ -0.177∗ -0.197∗ -0.201∗∗ -0.177∗ -0.197∗

(0.081) (0.082) (0.084) (0.079) (0.081) (0.081) (0.083) (0.086) (0.088) (0.071) (0.076) (0.077)

Self-employed 0.064 0.058 0.076 0.064 0.058 0.076 0.064 0.058 0.076 0.064 0.058 0.076
(0.066) (0.064) (0.068) (0.065) (0.063) (0.067) (0.059) (0.058) (0.062) (0.057) (0.057) (0.062)

Employed: unregistered -0.281∗ -0.252+ -0.226+ -0.281∗ -0.252+ -0.226+ -0.281∗ -0.252∗ -0.226+ -0.281+ -0.252 -0.226
(0.129) (0.130) (0.131) (0.128) (0.130) (0.130) (0.123) (0.126) (0.125) (0.146) (0.159) (0.153)

Vulnerable activity -0.090 -0.097 -0.132 -0.090 -0.097 -0.132 -0.090 -0.097 -0.132 -0.090 -0.097 -0.132
(0.100) (0.101) (0.100) (0.104) (0.107) (0.105) (0.102) (0.105) (0.104) (0.096) (0.099) (0.097)

Middle class 0.235∗ 0.236∗ 0.173 0.235∗ 0.236∗ 0.173+ 0.235∗ 0.236∗ 0.173+ 0.235∗ 0.236∗ 0.173+

(0.106) (0.108) (0.114) (0.099) (0.102) (0.104) (0.093) (0.095) (0.097) (0.094) (0.095) (0.102)

Downwards mobility 0.076 0.064 0.062 0.076 0.064 0.062 0.076 0.064 0.062 0.076 0.064 0.062
(0.101) (0.102) (0.102) (0.097) (0.098) (0.096) (0.100) (0.102) (0.097) (0.119) (0.124) (0.114)

Upwards mobility -0.045 -0.043 -0.054 -0.045 -0.043 -0.054 -0.045 -0.043 -0.054 -0.045 -0.043 -0.054
(0.086) (0.087) (0.091) (0.078) (0.080) (0.086) (0.079) (0.081) (0.086) (0.082) (0.083) (0.094)

White or Asian 0.069 0.068 0.069 0.069 0.068 0.069 0.069 0.068 0.069 0.069 0.068 0.069
(0.069) (0.068) (0.069) (0.065) (0.064) (0.067) (0.064) (0.065) (0.068) (0.056) (0.062) (0.068)

Catholic 0.011 0.007 -0.020 0.011 0.007 -0.020 0.011 0.007 -0.020 0.011 0.007 -0.020
(0.085) (0.084) (0.086) (0.083) (0.084) (0.088) (0.088) (0.088) (0.091) (0.093) (0.090) (0.095)

Evangelical 0.300∗∗∗ 0.256∗∗ 0.196∗ 0.300∗∗∗ 0.256∗∗ 0.196∗ 0.300∗∗ 0.256∗∗ 0.196∗ 0.300∗ 0.256∗ 0.196
(0.086) (0.087) (0.083) (0.089) (0.092) (0.088) (0.091) (0.095) (0.090) (0.120) (0.125) (0.120)

Opposes racial quotas 0.289∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗∗ 0.289∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗∗ 0.289∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗ 0.289∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.068) (0.072) (0.072) (0.076) (0.070) (0.070) (0.075)

Opposes minorities policies 0.232∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗ 0.232∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗ 0.232∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗ 0.232∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗

(0.065) (0.065) (0.068) (0.065) (0.066) (0.069) (0.060) (0.061) (0.064) (0.068) (0.066) (0.067)
Individual controls x x x x x x x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x x x x x
Ideology x x x x
Observations 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.076 0.087 0.130 0.076 0.087 0.130 0.076 0.087 0.130 0.076 0.087 0.130
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at different levels indicated in the column headers) in parentheses. All regressions are estimated using logistic
models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum
wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 23: Robustness: Different rounds and samples

Bolsonaro vote

1st round Runoff

Eligible Voted Voted valid Eligible Voted Voted valid
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

1 to 2 minimum wages 1.310 1.381+ 1.396+ 1.404∗ 1.352+ 1.396+

(0.217) (0.254) (0.258) (0.209) (0.222) (0.240)

2 to 5 minimum wages 1.477∗ 1.602∗∗ 1.500∗ 1.679∗∗∗ 1.800∗∗∗ 1.883∗∗∗

(0.224) (0.266) (0.258) (0.250) (0.292) (0.314)

5 to 10 minimum wages 1.392 1.512+ 1.346 1.497∗ 1.608∗ 1.682∗

(0.312) (0.364) (0.329) (0.301) (0.363) (0.420)

10+ minimum wages 1.660 2.126∗ 1.965 1.408 1.560 1.450
(0.569) (0.786) (0.844) (0.456) (0.531) (0.626)

Unemployed 0.653∗ 0.680+ 0.693 0.808 0.753 0.657∗

(0.133) (0.149) (0.157) (0.139) (0.145) (0.133)

Bolsa Famı́lia 0.737∗ 0.745∗ 0.693∗ 0.681∗∗ 0.683∗∗ 0.590∗∗∗

(0.101) (0.104) (0.105) (0.089) (0.097) (0.091)

Self-employed 1.099 1.194 1.222+ 1.171 1.250+ 1.212
(0.118) (0.133) (0.146) (0.127) (0.143) (0.160)

Employed: unregistered 0.645∗ 0.720 0.794 0.987 0.927 1.011
(0.143) (0.167) (0.186) (0.191) (0.191) (0.221)

Vulnerable activity 0.849 0.922 1.001 0.840 0.753 0.795
(0.142) (0.178) (0.194) (0.130) (0.143) (0.165)

Middle class 1.495∗ 1.491∗ 1.664∗∗ 1.867∗∗∗ 2.299∗∗∗ 2.632∗∗∗

(0.266) (0.272) (0.311) (0.351) (0.507) (0.677)

Downwards mobility 1.116 0.982 0.822 1.077 0.884 0.791
(0.187) (0.182) (0.164) (0.169) (0.160) (0.166)

Upwards mobility 0.928 0.822 0.750+ 0.855 0.684∗ 0.571∗∗∗

(0.136) (0.124) (0.121) (0.117) (0.106) (0.096)

White or Asian 1.122 1.088 1.158 1.114 1.095 1.181
(0.127) (0.130) (0.140) (0.132) (0.141) (0.167)

Catholic 1.012 0.917 0.800 0.957 0.870 0.779
(0.142) (0.148) (0.133) (0.115) (0.130) (0.127)

Evangelical 1.531∗∗ 1.583∗∗ 1.598∗ 1.360∗ 1.424∗ 1.427+

(0.221) (0.265) (0.295) (0.185) (0.238) (0.274)

Opposes racial quotas 1.577∗∗∗ 1.738∗∗∗ 1.850∗∗∗ 1.420∗∗∗ 1.519∗∗ 1.604∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.212) (0.235) (0.142) (0.195) (0.222)

Opposes minorities policies 1.546∗∗∗ 1.640∗∗∗ 1.661∗∗∗ 1.516∗∗∗ 1.649∗∗∗ 1.644∗∗∗

(0.168) (0.192) (0.201) (0.150) (0.182) (0.210)
Individual controls x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x x x
Observations 2015 1636 1469 2015 1620 1444
Pseudo R2 0.087 0.111 0.124 0.084 0.122 0.152
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses. All regres-
sions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports having voted for
Bolsonaro in the first round of the 2018 elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. For controls,
see Table 2 in the main text. For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table 24: Economic vs culture: the 2014 vote

Dependent variable PT vote (1st round) PT vote (runoff)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
1 to 2 minimum wages 0.817 0.958 0.941 0.816 0.935 0.925

(0.107) (0.131) (0.130) (0.114) (0.133) (0.133)

2 to 5 minimum wages 0.756∗ 0.948 0.921 0.753∗ 0.911 0.893
(0.105) (0.128) (0.127) (0.106) (0.120) (0.122)

5 to 10 minimum wages 0.696+ 0.889 0.825 0.651∗ 0.799 0.751
(0.146) (0.183) (0.170) (0.126) (0.147) (0.139)

10+ minimum wages 0.580 0.737 0.708 0.393∗ 0.481+ 0.479+

(0.199) (0.256) (0.252) (0.154) (0.190) (0.192)

Unemployed 1.081 1.031 1.021 1.059 1.006 0.992
(0.185) (0.175) (0.178) (0.191) (0.180) (0.180)

Bolsa Famı́lia 1.821∗∗∗ 1.655∗∗∗ 1.623∗∗∗ 1.768∗∗∗ 1.611∗∗∗ 1.581∗∗∗

(0.211) (0.195) (0.194) (0.196) (0.181) (0.182)

Self-employed 1.119 1.119 1.101 1.145 1.133 1.116
(0.118) (0.118) (0.117) (0.134) (0.132) (0.130)

Employed: unregistered 1.450∗ 1.316 1.300 1.402+ 1.296 1.274
(0.243) (0.234) (0.233) (0.244) (0.238) (0.236)

Vulnerable activity 1.262 1.348∗ 1.371∗ 1.257 1.334+ 1.369∗

(0.183) (0.194) (0.201) (0.194) (0.205) (0.213)

Middle class 0.739 0.714+ 0.741 0.723+ 0.687∗ 0.720+

(0.149) (0.143) (0.146) (0.131) (0.127) (0.132)

Downwards mobility 1.434∗ 1.515∗ 1.555∗∗ 1.362+ 1.425∗ 1.461∗

(0.246) (0.252) (0.258) (0.231) (0.235) (0.239)

Upwards mobility 1.628∗∗∗ 1.551∗∗∗ 1.524∗∗∗ 1.735∗∗∗ 1.676∗∗∗ 1.647∗∗∗

(0.203) (0.198) (0.194) (0.231) (0.225) (0.221)

White or Asian 0.780∗ 0.871 0.885 0.755∗ 0.825 0.836
(0.089) (0.106) (0.107) (0.092) (0.105) (0.108)

Catholic 1.672∗∗∗ 1.630∗∗∗ 1.639∗∗∗ 1.765∗∗∗ 1.724∗∗∗ 1.749∗∗∗

(0.206) (0.200) (0.202) (0.206) (0.203) (0.207)

Evangelical 1.124 1.231 1.246 1.257+ 1.368∗ 1.389∗

(0.157) (0.170) (0.175) (0.163) (0.176) (0.185)

Opposes racial quotas 0.812+ 0.805+ 0.825+ 0.816+ 0.811+ 0.829+

(0.089) (0.089) (0.093) (0.090) (0.090) (0.094)

Opposes minorities policies 1.002 0.942 0.977 0.956 0.904 0.940
(0.090) (0.087) (0.091) (0.093) (0.087) (0.093)

Individual controls x x x x x x
Regional dummies x x x x
Ideology x x
Observations 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
Pseudo R2 0.047 0.070 0.078 0.057 0.074 0.082
Coefficients are displayed in odds ratio; Clustered standard errors (at municipality level) in parentheses.
All regressions are estimated using logistic models. The outcome Y = 1 occurs when the individual reports
having voted for Dilma Rousseff in the first round (columns 1 to 3) or runoff (columns 4 to 6) of the 2014
elections. Baseline income category: below one minimum wage. For controls, see Table 2 in the main text.
For a description of the variables, see Table 7 in Appendix A.1. Source: ESEB 2018.
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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