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+ Who Is the Latin American Voter?

RYAN E. CARLIN AND GREGORY 1. LOVE

[T]he act of voting requires the citizen to make not a single choice
‘bur two. He must choose between rival parties or candidates. He
must also decide whether o vote ar all.

Campbell et al., The American Voter, 89

Dm 2000 T 2012, more than 71% of the voting-age population par-
ed in the average first-round presidential election in Latin Amer-
2.1)." Our goal is to understand why some people participate
others stay home. Despite the staying power of clections since the
ird wave of democracy, most of what we know about mmout in the re-
n relies on aggregate data and is related to the electoral and institu-
tal context (Fornos, Power, and Garand 2004; Lavezzolo 2008; Ochoa
B9: Pérez-Lifisn 2001; Kostadinova and Power zo07; Schraufnagel and
puraki 2005). But who are Latin America’ voters® And how does context
ce their decision to vote? Answering these questions is a necessary
 analytically prior step to understanding voter choice in the region, the
ect of the rest of this volume.

‘Our approach is two-pronged. First, we outline a causal sequence in
ich voting results from individuals' demographics, resources, mobiliza-
%, and psychological engagement with politics. Then we compare the
Hanatory value-added of each block of predictors to an overall accounting
individual-level mrnout in Latin America. Our results indicate that vot.
15 most heavily influenced by demographics, HierT psychological factors,
A mobilization and resources mattering least. Second, and in line with
neorenal-ramework set forth in the introduction, we propose two
val factors that condition the role individual factors play in Latin

3t
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Figure 2.1 Presidential Voter Turnout in Presidential Elections by Country.
Senrce: International IDEA.

Americans’ vote dcc:isinns. One is (compulsory voting—+aws are on the
bmhinmw oo enforced. The other
ig party system polarization; which varies mightily in Latin America. We
therrassess-how eompilsory voting and polarization condition the effects
af each block of individual-level predictors in our causal sequence. Here we
pay special attention to two of the most proximate drivers of voter turnout:
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) Pmmggh:p and poimml interest. We find that compulsory voting an

' gystem polarization ate_the roles of demographics.and psy-
 halogical engagemen —GWMJEQWm d:nedecmqn to votg. As
our comparative analysis of Latin America hf:r identify the mecha-
qnisms by which electoral and institutional contexts mndm-:m VOEEr turnont

' in the region and, perhaps, beyond.

actoral Participation at the Individual Level: A Hybrid Framework

!:Wh}r some citizens take part in elections and others do not is a fundamen-
tal political inquiry. To address this question we graft demographics onto
-ﬂm cmtral tenet u:rf the “civic valuntarism” nmdel that people do m:ll'_ par-

._ or because nobody asked” (Verha, Schluzman, and Brady 1995, 26g).
The civic voluntarism model assumes demographic links to participation
via citizens' reourees, networks of rearustment and mobilization, and prycho-
Iogical involventent with polirics. Resources refer to the cognitive, monetary,
and time-related faeilitators of participation. Our theoretical framework
sup kmcnts traditional nm:wcrrks of voter mnhilizatiﬂn and rtmiuntnt

nts to act as thc most proximate motivators of electoral participation.

~ As depicted in the hybrid theoretical framework in figure 2.2, and in
line with the Columbia (e.g., Lazarsfeld, Hnernzzlm:u'l1 annd Gaudet 1g44; Ber-
on, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954) and Mi %n {e.g., Campbell et al
50; Lewis-Beck et al. 2008) schools, we assume that demographies shape
ividuals’ initial priors for electoral participation. Whether demograph-
s wield a direct influence or their effects are mediated by factors more
proximate to the decision to vote, as the civic voluntarism model assumes,
an empirical question with real theorerical implications. Because these
blocks of predictors may be interrelated, gauging their total effects
the likelihood of voting requires consideration of their causal ordering,

nographics

Demographics serve as the starting point for our causal story of voting in

in America. By demographics, we mean largely descriptive characteris-

s that are either fixed or slow changing. Since voting is largely a habirual

act, new entrants to the electorate may participate in electons at lower
s than long-enfranchised groups. At various points in time, suffrage
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I. Demaographics

Age, Gender, Eth

1. Resources
Wealth. | ducation, Children

Psychological
Eng-gement
Partizanship, Interest,
Internal & Extemnal

Efficacy
| Turnout Decision ‘

Figure 2.1  Causal Sequence of Individual-Level Determinants of Voter
Turnout.

and other political rights in Latin America have been restricted, de jure or
de facto, according to major demographie categories. Yet as new voters be-
come more socialized into politics and organize, parties attempt to mobi-
lize them and incorporate issues they care about. Eventually, these groups
become habituated to electoral participation and shrink their rurnout gaps,
and in some cases, relatively rapidly. Movement between demographic cat-
egories—such as transitions into and out of marriage or religious faiths—
may speed or slow political socialization and, potentizlly, create or break
the habit of voting. Thus, demographics may be key inputs to the decision
to turn out in contemporary Latin America.

Three theories compete xplain how electoral participation var-
ies with age. According to tl‘@elife—qfc!c“ theory, younger citizens vote
less because they prioritize their budding careers and families over poli-
tics. Voting increases as they integrate into their communities and gain
a stake in local affairs bur decreases as they retire, withdraw socially, and

. Wha s the Latin American Voter?  + 33
@ . o
infirm (Milbrath 1965). I the “li&:-cxpenenln:ule“_ model, familiarity
politics, political attachments, exposure to mobilizing agents, and the
_network rewards of voting increase with age {Roslenstone and H:_m—
: 2 erational” theories connect diverging rates of voting
cohorts to the lasting footprints of unique experiences of po-
1|g.'::;]j1‘;1.1:]1:"11 and highly competitive or salient elections (Miller and
I |5°:3995- Franklin zoo4). Comparative srudie-f are inconclusive as to
-..“ af[g;rs vorng in Latin :ﬁgmtmj ::-I:n_s:r-.re life-
e in Central America with the exception of C‘m[if Rica, l.:l: ;2
B i odel is truer to data. Life-expericnce effects a
. -ﬂmnie:f;; T‘:lmican and Venezuelan fj.-lecltinns {Davis and ng}l:-
mﬂl 1981), seventeen Latin American countries in 200c (Brawon, Chu,

. and eighteen Latin American countries in 2010 (Carfe.rns
; ﬁg&:;ﬁi?ﬁ.ngadtag 1014). To help resolve this tFnsiun, we explicitly
: life-cyele and life-experience effects for the region. _

In Western democracies, women were excluded .me t:leTc_clons for
decades. In the United States, the gender gap fgllumng the Ninereenth
Amendment (Merriam and Gosnell 1924) pemts:a:? among that cohort
until the 198as (Firebaugh and Chen 19g5) but today is all but gone EEI-U.I'.I‘.IS,
8chlozman, and Verba 2001). The reversal of rurnﬂutlsem:ller raps in es-
tablished democracies owes to the greater party mobilization of women
{Rosenstone and Hansen 1993) and new resources and culn_}ml values that
accompany economic modernization (Inglehart and IN'orns 2003). A.nar;
Iysts find that Latin American women are equally [Hu:]_tnn, Moseley, an
Smith zot2; Bratton, Chu, and Lagos 2010) or more llke.ly E_C.-Jrreras_and
Castafieda-Angarita 2014) to vote than men. We reexamine the relation-

ip between gender and mrnout here.

Shlf::‘:nir:iry Em}r also shape electoral participation. ]}e jure an_r:l de facto
disenfranchisement and political exclusion of eth.m.:: and ran_la.l groups
could, like gender, hinder participation. Early work in the United States
supports this premise for southern blacks I[Ki:?r 194g9; Blalock 1967). Adl-—l
ditionally, ethnicity may define important social cleavages aru:_nun_d whic

parties form and mobilize voters (Lipset and Rokkan rg6y; Birnir 2007).
In line with this thesis is research emphasizing social connectedness, group
identity, conflict, discrimination, and mobilization (Leighley zoor; Earret.o
and Pedraza 200g). Strong political and social hierarchies across el:hfuu:
lines have led some to dub Latin American society a “pigme nmcr;fc.].r" (Lip-
schutz 1944; Telles and Steele 2012). The rise of indigenous p-olltu:s_{Ma—
drid 2012), the increasing importance of race (Wade 1997), and ethnicity’s
influence on voter choice in Latin America (Moreno, this volume) suggest
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these factors could increasingly matter for urnout. A case study in Guate-
mala finds lower turnout in more indigenous municipalities (Lehoueq and
Wiall 2004). Comparative studies of voter turnout in the region have virw-
ally ignored ethnicity and race. A lone exception, Moreno’ (zo13) analy-
sis of eighteen Latin American countries, finds higher voting propensities
among indigenous self-identifiers compared to whites but lower propensi-
ties among black identifiers. Against this backdrop on diverging expecta-
tions, we further probe the link between race and electoral participation.

Religious beliefs may also shape voting turnout. Verba and Nie (1g73)
noted “a difference in political style between Protestamts and Catholies,
with the latter more likely to be involved in partisan activity” and to be
classified as “voting specialists” (101). In Ladn America, Boas and Smith
(2013) find Catholics are indeed more likely to vote than other Christians,
non-Christians, and the nonreligious. And as Boas and Smith (this volume)
discuss, the spread of evangelicalism and increased public debate around
moral issues has raised the salience of religion as a social cleavage in Ladn
America (see also Hagopian 2009 and Mainwaring and Scully 2003). Hence
we test how religious affiliation influences the vote decision by looking at
differences across denominations. Later, as part of the mobilization block,
we examine turnout gaps between religious individuals and those who do
not attend church at all.

A final demographic we consider is marital status. Conventional wis-
dom holds that “[m]arried people are more likely to vote than those whe
are single, separated, divorced, or widowed”™ (Wolfinger and Rosenstone
1980, 44). Theoretically, spouses influence electoral participation in three
ways. First, marriage marks a significant step toward stabilizing one’ per-
sonal life and establishing roots in the community. Second, marriages can
serve as miniature social networks by which spouses mobilize each other:
“The encouragement of a hushand or wife might be the push necessary
to get both parmers to the polls” (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980, 45;
see also Teixeira 1987; Strate et al. 1989). Third, any marital transition—
from single to married, from married to widowed or divorced—may alter
participation patterns (Stoker and Jennings 1995; Kinder z006). Little is
known about how marital status affects voting in Latin America. Our data

allow 2 straightforward test of whether being married encourages Latin
Americans to vote.

Resotirces

While voting is comparatively “cheaper” in terms of time and money than
other forms of political participation, it is clearly not “free” and, thus, is
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" more widespread among citizens of higher socioeconomic starus (Verba
and Nie 1g972). Verba, Schlozman, and Brady’s (x 1995) civic voluntarism
: n:framts the mechanism in terms ::-f rts«crurc&s—mne money, and

:=' e pg_mupancm, though their effects on voting are more idiosyneratic,
The logic is that these classes of assets facilitate participation; without
e taking part in politics is more daunting. Free time heavily depends
e employment and family circumstances, especially children in the home.

foney may matter marginally for turnout but is considered more eru-
*n,j to non-elecroral participadon. Civie skills flow from education and are
_honed by exercising them in the workplace, nonpolitical organizations, and
chuarches. In our anal}-sm we use education as a proxy for civie skills along
h proxies for time (children) and money (wealth).

gmﬂermd Mobilization

‘While resources and psychological engagement constitute individual-level
raits thar facilitate political activity or compel involvement, it is naive to
think that people will universally participate without an invitation. While
nonpolitical “secondary instirutions” (the workplace, voluntary associa-
' tions, churches, etc.) are arenas for forging civic skills, they also serve as
recruitment networks into which parties, candidates, activists, and peers
¢can tap to mobilize voters. Rosenstone and Hansen (1993) describe two
forms of mobilization. Direct mobilization is when leaders or activists per-
sonally encourage would-be voters and, in effect, “subsidize™ the informa-
tion needed to vote (e.g., pamphlets about issues, Election Day reminders,
discussing key issues, etc.) and the costs of voting {e.g., distributing voter
registration cards, offering rides to the polls, etc.). Indirect mobilization
consists of encouraging people to vote via social networks: “Leaders need
not communicate with every person directly. Instead, leaders contact their
associates, associates contact their colleagues, and colleagues contact their
friends, families, and co-workers, Through social networks, leaders get the
word out, and citizens get the word” (Rosenstone and Hansen 1gg3, 27).
Indirect mobilization effectively multiplies the impact of direct mobiliza-
tion because it creates “social expectations about the desirable course of ac-
tion” (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993, 29). To enforee compliance, network
members reward voters and sanction nonvoters. Scholars have proffered
plmrname logics by which social networks boost participation (e.g., Edlin,
‘Gelman, and Kaplan 2007; Franklin 2004) that lead to the same prediction.
Ijldlrc-ct mobilization seems to function similarly in Latin America.
g rates are higher among Latin Americans who are employed, are
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active in civic groups and in churches, and live in tight-knit rural commu-
nites (Boas and Smith 2013; Bratton, Chu, and Lagos :o010; Carreras and
Castafieda-Angarita 2014). Direct mobilization should also work as theo-
rized. While our data preclude a test of direct mobilization through can-
vassing, we can test whether clientelistic offers—which are fairly common
in Latin American party systems (Kitschelt et al. 2010)—directly maobilize
Latin Americans to vote (Carreras and Castafieda-Angarita zo14; Nichter
2008). This proposition is less obvious than it seems given the slippage
between clientelistic effort and effectiveness pointed our by Kitschelt and
Altamirano (this volume).

Psychological Engagement with Politics

Lastly, the civic voluntarism model assumes resources and social networks
enhance the sorts of civic attitudes and engagement that foster partici-
pation in political life. I}_'ﬂ-"* it subsumes a key insight of the Michigan
model, namely, that voting is a behavioral manifesration of one’s psycho-
logical engagement with politics and buttressed by attirudes and affective
orientations to politics, elections a.lldﬂ];l_:ﬂﬁl acmrs As a recent work in
this tradition cnncludgs, [t]u.mnut behavior is gl.uded by the following
rule: The stronger a person’s psychological involvement in politics, the
higher the propensity to participate in politics by way of voting” (Lewis-
Beck et al. 2008, g2). Below we review the basic arpuments and decidedly
mixed evidence regarding the major political-psychological predictors of
turnout in Latin America: party identification, political efficacy (internal
and external), and political interest.

Party identification was originally conceived as “an affective attachment
to an important group object in the environment” (Campbell et al. 1960,
143). As such, it is a “psychological identification with a party” (Lewis-
Beck et al. 2008, 112) that contains an element of social identification
(Greene 1999, 2004). Social identity is “that part of an individuals self-
concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership in a group
{or groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to
the membership” (Tajfel 1998, 63). Thus, identifying with a political party
can make one more likely to vote by raising the expressive benefits of vot-
ing. It also shapes people’s preferences among competing candidates and
gives them “a dog in the fight" (Lewis-Beck et al. 2008, go). Many studies
in American and comparative politics (e.g., Kittilson and Anderson 2011
Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978) concur: citizens with stronger party attach-
ments vote at higher rates.
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" (Given its prominence in a range of political systems and the variance
, levels of partisanship in Latin America, the uneven attention to par-
wship in voter turnout models in the region is swiking. However, all
mudies in the region that analyze pantisanship conclude that it dramarically
o5 the likelihood of voting. In eighteen Latin American democracies,
sanship emerges as the most robust psychological correlate of voting
eras and Castafieda-Angarita zo14). Moreno (2003) found that iden-
ng with and, in most cases, leaning toward a party heightened voting
ptions in the 2000 Mexican election. This suggests that Mexicans, like
r counterparts elsewhere (Hinich and Munger 1997; Aarts and Wessels
5), are driven to vote by both the dircctional and intensity dimensions
me identfication. Mmu:wcr, Lupu (this volume) demonstrates that
party identification in Latin America has similar correlates and predicts
yote choice in line with classic theories derived from the United States and
Western Europe. We have every reason to expect partisanship to bolster
‘urnout in Latin America.
Campbell, Gurin, and Miller's (1954) foundatonal conceprion of po-
litical efficacy refers to “the feeling that individual political action does
or can have, an impact upon the political process. . . the fecling
political and social change is possible, and that the individual citizen
n play 2 part in bringing abour this change™ (187). Scholars have since
acked these motivations inm external and imternal p-nli':ical efficacy.

-lllt'“lll-ll L _E

politicd] system is responsive to one's E;E‘ws {Ba]ch 1g74; D ‘Jleml, Crmg,
d Martter 1991). Thuugh both forms of efficacy are expected to boost
out, the literature in American politics swirls with debates about
their measurement. Most research in broad comparative perspective has
_ joritized external over internal efficacy (e.g., Kittilson and Anderson
‘2011; Norris zo04).
4 Cmnpamtive turnout studies in Latin America have employed both
concepts, though rarely together and always with varied resulrs, Start-
' 'Inl:h Davis and Coleman (1983), Mexican and Venezuelan voters
were found to be more internally efficacious than nonvoters but only the
ican voters were more externally efficacious. Seligson et al. (1995)
served a positive but nonlinear relationship between external efficacy
turnout in El Salvador, a negative relationship in Honduras, and null
s elsewhere in Central America. McCann and Dominguez’s (1908)
ection of turnout in the 1988 and 1991 Mexican elections revealed a
positive influence of external efficacy. Carreras and Castafieda-Angarita
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(z014) showed external efficacy lowered voting in the region, though the
effects were miniscule and reproduced in just two country analyses. Thus,
political efficacy appears only weakly related to voter turnout in Latin
America and possibly in unexpected ways, reflecting the conflicts seen in
the U.S. literature.

Expressing an interest in politics indicates a psychological involvement
that, presumably, motivates individuals o further their understanding of
politics via the press, social networks, and direct participation in political
processes. This logic implies that “[c]itizens who are interested in politics—
who follow politics, who care about what happens, who are concerned with
who wins and loses—are more politically active” (Verba, Schlozman, and
Brady 1995, 345). Although research in the Michigan tradition is equally
focused on voters' interest in the campaign and concern over its outcome
(cf. Lewis-Beck et al. 2008), other landmark works in American polities
(Rosenstone and Hansen 1993; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1g9g5) and
most comparative studies (e.g., Aarts and Wessels 2005; Almond and Verba
r96i3; Powell 1986; Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978) incorporate gemeral inter-
est in politics into models of electoral participation along with stalwarts,
partisanship, and efficacy.

Political interest has figured in Latin American mrnout models in vari-
ous forms and with differing degrees of success. Merging political interest
and political knowledge into an “involvement in politics” index, Davis and
Coleman (1983) found that it boosted rurnout in Venezuela but depressed
it in Mexico. Case studies of Mexico (MeCann and Dominguez 1998,
Lawson and Klesner zoo4; Moreno 2003, zoogb) and Chile (Carlin 2006,
2011) link political interest to voting. Bivariate analyses reveal positive as-
sociations between vote intention and political interest throughout Latin
America (Payne 2007). Together the evidence implies that political interest
should be associated with marning out to vote in the region.

By way of summary, the first part of this chapter seeks to identify Latin
American voters' demographic profiles, resource levels, degree of insertion
into mobilization networks, and psychological engagement with politcs.
Our expectations differ lirtle from the conventional wisdom on voter turn-
out in m eml:nl}shtd dcmncmmﬁ Nevertheless, the empml record in Latin
America is quite thin and, thus, some anomalous or null results should
not be surprising. Our first set of analyses seeks to build up this empiri-
cal record and provide more conclusive answers as to who votes in Latin
America. With this in mind, and modest about what any model of voter

turnout can hope to explain, we now describe our data, research design,
and methods.
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idual-Level Research Design and Analysis

fur dependent variable is self-reported turnout in the previous presi-
ial election. The data W& use are responses to the biennial Ameri-
-asBarometer surveys of the cighteen Latin American countries that are
the subject of this volume (see chapter 1, note 18). We code as having
. mpgndguts who say they went to the polling booth in the past
election,’ regardless of whether they elaim to have voted for a specific
candidate or cast a blank ballot. Because voting self-reports suffer from
acial desirability bias and inaccurate recollection, individually validated
survey data of turnout are the gold standard. No such dara exise for the
e, gion. Thus, to test our expectations we rely on survey dam, and make
choice to pool all AmericasBarometer surveys 2008-12" for all eigh-
teen Latin American countries into one model.” Not surprisingly, there
i mgprepnniggof turnout in the data (8 percentage points on average).
. a strong correlation (r = 0.8) between turnout as reported by national
election institutes and aggregate levels of self-reported urnout across
these surveys provides some validity to our claim that the survey question
is related to actual turnout.

I: Demographics

)
alll

‘The first block of explanatory factors includes basic demographics and
identities. Age is measured in years and we include Age and Age’
to gain leverage over life-cycle versus life-experience debate.’ Because in
me countries (e.g., Chile) common-law type marriage is widespread be-
-~ eause of recent restrictions on divorce and other social factors, we include
- adichotomous variable coded for respondents who are Married or living in
- marriage-like relationship (unidn litve). Gender gaps in voting will be as-
sessed with a dichotomous variable coded 1 for respondents who are Maie
~and zero for Fewale. Dummies for self-identified ethnicity and religion
are also included. Specifically, for ethnicity we have Mestizo, Indigenous,
- Black, and Otber as compared to White, the reference category. For religion
munlme Protestant, Evangelical, Morman/Jebovab's Witness, No Religion, and

Uter are judged against the reference category Catbolic.
L)

-
SO

Black 11: Resources

 We analyze three forms of theoretically relevant resources. A respandent’s
level of Health is measured in national quintiles and constructed from a
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principal component analysis of ownership of a series of household mate-
rial goods (Cdrdova 200g). Since many Latin Americans make their liveli-
hoods from subsistence agriculture or in the informal sector, wealth beter
captures material resources than income. We gauge time resources with
the respondent’s Number of Children. According to the civic voluntarism
maodel, having children reduces the time and money available for civic and
political participation. However, children may also motivate parents to
model good cidzenship by voting. Finally, we proxy civic skills with Educe-
tion: a 1g-point scale running from no formal education to more than 18
years of schooling.

Bilock III: Mobilization and Recrustment

To rest if sacial connectivity and civie involvemnent expose Latin Ameri-
cans to mobilizing agents we model five potential mobilizing Factors.
Most are chiefly arenas of indirect mobilization. Membership, for instance,
is the average level of participation in five types of social groups (re-
ligious, parent-teacher, community improvement, professional, and
political). The scale ranges from zero (no participation) to 4 (weekly
participation in aff group types); the sample mean of this scale sample is
0.60, and country means vary from a high of ¢.79 in Guatemala to a low
of o.32 in Urnguay.

Separate from the membership scale we include a 5-point scale measur-
ing frequency of attendance at religious services. It ranges from never or
nearly never to more than once a week. Houses of worship and the pulpit
are often key loci of electoral mobilization. They also widen one's social
network and provide links to the community that can increase the odds
of voting. We include this Religions Attendance measure in addition to the
Membership scale that counts religious groups to capture the more casual
or passive effects church artendance may have on turnout. Essentially, it
can test whether voters can be mobilized just by being in the pews. While
frequency of religious service attendance and attending religious groups
are related, they are not perfect substitutes (r = o.58).

Rumaf indicates that the respondent resides in a rural rather than an
urban setting. Rural areas may feature dense social networks and extensive
associational life, which could spur electoral participation. Of course, this
effect may be attenuated by the socially disruptive processes of urbaniza-
tion as people leave their historic communities for cities. Moreover, urban
areas are easier for parties to canvass. To see what effect, if any, geographic
location has we include a dichotomous variable for rural residents. We also
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use a dichotomous variable for individuals who are Employed to gauge the
; _mohbilizing impact of the workplace on turnout.

" The final factor in our mobilization block is a measure of clientelistic
rargeting. In many developing democracies direct quid pro quo mohiliza-

taps whether the respondent has received “gifts” from candidates or parties
' in exchange for his or her vote or support in recent elections on a 3-point
seale from never (o) to frequently (z). Since this question was only asked
proadly in the 2010 AmericasBarometer (and even then not in Honduras)
we restriet our analysis of mobilization to 2010,

literature on partisanship strongly argues that coneepts of party attach-
_ment vary extensively with the nature of party systems. In addition, survey
questions about strength of partisanship may lack cross-context reliability
if parties play differing social roles across polities. Thus, we employ a di-
chotomous measure of identification to help ensure a more reliable and
valid measure of partisanship in Latin America.

Internal Efficacy is measured on a 7-point scale (linearly recoded to
n o—1) gauging respondents’ subjective assessment of their understand-
g the most important political issues. External Efficacy is a 7-point scale
ded o-1) gauging how much respondents think national leaders are
ested in people like themselves. Political Interest is a 4-point measure
how much interest the respondent has in politics, recoded from zero,
ne, to 1, a lot.

~ In keeping with the causal sequencing of our hybrid thearetical frame-
work, we empirically model the influence of individual characteristics in
the step-wise block approach illustrated in figure 2.2. It shows how the
‘blocks build on each other and which variables are tested in each. Namely,
We estimate the substantive effect of each block of variables (demograph-
resources, mobilization, psychological) with only those controls that theo-
fprecede it. For example, the effect of gender on voting turnout is
estimated including the other demographic variables (age, married,
icity, and religion) that in theory should not be affected by gender
Self. By the same token, the influence of resources on vorting is estimated

¥ith demographics variables in the model but not the variables from the

L]

sion via a patron-client relationship is pervasive. Our Clientelism measurefAit
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mobilization or psychological engagement blocks. Mobilization variables,
for their part, are estimated along with the demographics and resources
variables that causally precede them but without the variables in the psy-
chological engagement block. Finally, the effects of the variables in the
psychological engagement block—partisanship, political interest, and
external and internal political efficacy—on the decision to wrn out are
gauged while controlling for all the variables in the preceding three blocks,
Our motivation for using this step-wise block approach is to gauge predic-
tors’ effects before they are diluted by intervening variables farther down
the causal chain.

Since our dependent variable is binary, we use logistic regression along
with country and year fixed effects. To ease interpreration we report logis-
tic regression coefficients in appendix table Az .1 and in figures 2.3 and 1.4
show the change in probability of voting {and its standard error) when a

particular variable’s value is changed from ilﬂ:%;r_;d_minjmmwlue 1}
maximum while holding all other causally prior variables ar either

eir mean or mode (for binary variables). We also calculate adjusted count
R’, a measure of model fit that represents the percentage of observations
correctly predicted adjusted by the mean value of y. In the simple intercept
model adjusted count R’ is zero. Essendially, then, adjusted count R’ indi-
cates how much the model improves on the average reported turnout rate
in the sample. We use this approach over competing psendo-R’ measures
because our models’ improvement over a naive model is the character-
istic of central interest to our research question. Moreover, with survey-
adjusted weighting, the model does not produce a log-likelihood, which is
required for all non-count-based pseudo-R’s.

T T T T T T

20 a5 S0 85 80 95
Ags
Figure 2.3 Life-Cycle Effect on Vorer Turnout. Sewerce: Americas-
Barometer 2008-2012. MNare: Predicted probability of voting across the
life cycle with 95% confidence-intervals {dotted lines). Based on estimares
from a pooled model that are adjusted for complex survey design.

pter mrnout under study. In a country-by-country analysis not reported
ere the same pattern emerges in every case.

Discrete change values in predicted probabilities for all demographic
ctors besides Age are displayed in figure 2.4. We observe a small gender
P, with Males slightly more likely to vote. While this finding goes against
 grain of trends in established democracies (Smets and van Ham 201 1)
aresages the traditional gender gap in vote choice that predominates in
in America (Morgan this volume).* Marriage, an understudied correlate
ng in Latin America, raises the likelihood of voting by roughly 4.4
_ ge points. Considering the historical discrimination and political
usion of Latin America’s indigenous groups it is somewhat noteworthy
s when compared to self-identified Whites, onlly self-identified Blacks
at lower rates. When it comes to religion, Evangelical and mainline
stants along with the Nonreligious are less likely to rurn out than Catko-
idherents of the region’s dominant faith.”

IEUTE 2.4 also displays the substantive effects of the variables in the
tes block. Wealth has 2 minor but positive relationship to voting.

Individual-Level Results

First among the variables in the demographics block is Age. Breaking with
previous work on Latn America (Bratton, Chu, and Lagos 20105 Carre-
ras and Castafieda-Angarita 2014; Seligson et al. 1995), we find mn'
ing evidence in favor of the life-cycle, as opposed to the life :
thesis—a finding echoed in well-established democracies (Smets and van
Ham 2013). Because the curvilinear effects of Age can only be appreciated
graphically, we analyze them separately in figure 2.3. It demonstrates that
both the young and very old are much less likely to vote than individuals
toward the middle of the age distribution. The propensity to vote rises
until around the age of 56 and then starts declining. The substantive i
pac of these combined effects makes Age the most potehf determinan
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Figure 2.4 Predicted Substantive Effects of Individual-Level Factors on
Voter Turnout, Sawrce: Data come from waves 2008, 2010, and 2012 of
the AmericasBarometer for all blocks excepr Mobilization. Because of data
availability only the 2010 wave {(excluding Honduras) was used to estimate
the Mobilization block. Note: Point estimates were adjusted for complex
survey design. Change in probability of voting going from a variable’s
min to max value holding all variables from the same or preceding blocks
(demographics, resources, and mobilization) constane at their means or
modes.

In long-standing democracies, Smets and van Ham (2013) also uncover
inconsistent if moderately positive effects of wealth on turnout. Perhaps
surprisingly, Number of Children is positively associated with voter turnout.

Tts effects are on par with Wealth, and analyses not reported here suggest
that they do not vary across men, women, or housewives. So unlike wealthy
democracies, where the number of children and turnout are inversely re-
lated (Smets and van Ham 2013) because it drains free time (Verba, Schloz-
man, and Brady 19g3), the opposite holds true in Latin America. Education,
for its part, has one of the largest overall effects on turnout. We observe
an 18.6 percentage point difference in the probability of voting between
those with 18 years of education and those with none. As such, the effect of
education on turnout in Latin America is more in line with that of West-
ern democracies (Smets and van Ham 2013) than democracies in Africa or
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[ast Asia, where education and turnout do not appear to be linearly related
rarton, Chu, and Lagos zo1o).

" The third block, mobilization, incorporates five measures, three of
which significantly predict turnout. Being Employed is related to voting
its substantive effect is quite small. But group Membersbip marters a
at deal. The most active group members are 10 percentage points more
Jikely to vote than people who are not involved in any group. Although
Religious Artendance is insignificant in this model, other analysis indicates
that its effects flow entirely though religious group membership. Regard-
ing Clientelism, those who were frequently targeted for vote-buying were
just 2. § percentage points more apt to turn out than those not targered.

These modest effects speak to the gulf berween how much effort Latin
American parties put into clientelism and its electoral yield (Kirschelt
d Altamirano this volume). Rural residents and Urban dwellers appear
y likely to vote.! While in line with Smets and van Ham's (2011)
analysis of established democracies, this result contradices previous
in Latin America (Carreras and Castafieda-Angarita 2014; Bratton,
and Lagos 2010) and the pessimistic participatory portraits of “agrar-
apathy” (Campbell et al. 196c), “farmers” (Milbrath and Goel 1977),
‘and “farm workers™ (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 198¢) in the American
po jtics literature.

~ In the final block, two indicators of psychological engagement are sig-
mificantly and positively related to going to the polls. Identifying with a
increases the probability of voting by 12 to 13 percentage points.

‘Thus, as observed in developed (Smets and van Ham 2013) and devel-
‘oping (Carreras and Castafieda-Angarita zo14; Bratton, Chu, and Lagos
2010) democracies alike, partisanship motivates turnout, Political interest
s an effect roughly as large. Compared to the uninterested, respondents
very interested in politics are around 6.7 percentage points more likely
fo vote. hTE-;I'JlE'r internal nor external efficacy is consistently related to
turning out.

- In sum, consistent with life-cycle theories the likelihood of Latin Amer-

ieans voting varies with age and marital status. We also observe turnout
gaps—with Catholics voting at higher rates than non-Catholics and some

L cc suggesting men vote more consistently than women. Ethnicity
has two noteworthy effects: black Latin Americans have a participation gap

ared to that of whites but the indigenous—another historically ex-

group—do not. Latin American voters are maobilized on the job, in

I¢ associations, and via clientelistic parties; mobilization is not system-

vis-i-vis religious attendance or residential setting (i.c., rural or urban).
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While Latin American voters indeed have more resources in the forms of
wealth (financial), education {civic skills), and time {children) thaf‘i their
nonvoting counterparts, incorporating such factors improves very hrr.l; on
4 hasic sociological model of turnout. Those individuals T.Wh.ﬂ identify with a
political party are much more likely to go to the polls. Similarly, thr:rge wha
are most interested in politics are the most likely to vote; however, in con-
trast to what is often observed in developed democracies, efficacy, internal
or external, appears o play litde if any role in urnout in Latin P_sm-fnica,
Finally, figure 2.5 reports how well each block predicts an individuals
decision to vote on models restricted to 2010 in order to include Clien-
telism."" Demographics play a central role.”" The adjusted count r for a
demographics-only model is o.z0, meaning the d:’:mngmph:c:s block im-
proves model fit by 2% over a model with just country dummu:s.l The ad-
dition of the resources block—wealth, education, and children—increases
the model’s performance to an adjusted count R° of 0.22 (a 10% increase).
But adding the mobilization block has no effect (0.22) and neither does ad-
dition of the ps}rcholﬂg':ml block (o.22).

1. Demographics

I1. Resources

Wi
Psychologic
Engagement

]

=

|'I‘urnmrt Decision |

Figure 2.5 Adjusted-Count B’ by Blocks of Indivi ual-Level Determinants
of Voter Turnout, Nete: Becanse of data availability, all blocks are estimated
using the 2010 wave excluding Honduras, which is missing data for the
Cliertelizne variable.
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arism model only marginally improves our
Larin Amerigans vote over demographics. Indeed, the
count B of a model that includes all blocks exvept demographics is
a palery 0.08. This suggests that demographic factors like age, gender, reli-
gion, ethnicity, and marriage have effects on the vote decision that do not
run through resources, mohilization, or psychological factors. This con-
clusion goes against the convendonal wisdom in the United States (Werba,
3:-.-.. ozman, and Brady 19g9s) and recent comparative research in Latin
America (Carreras and Castafieda-Angarita 2014) that emphasize the roles
of psychological engagement and resources, respectively. Overall, though in
ine with previous models of arnout in the region {Carreras and Castafieda-
Angarita 2014), our model has limited ability to explain turnout. To explore
why, the following Section examines how variation in the political contexts
Latin American elections shapes the models’ explanatory power.

text and the Decision to Vote: Compulsory Voting
Party System Polarization

Noes the explanatory power of each block of individual-level factors—de-
graphics, resources, mobilization, and psychological—vary with inst-
al and political contexts? First-cut analysis by country suggests so.

~ Since these contexts are unlikely to change berween elecrions (or at
all with institutions) we address this question by estimating the same
model specifications (with the exception of Clientelfsm) as above using the
AmericasBarometer survey that occurred within twenty-four months of
ach country’s most recent presidential election. By using the surveys most
following an election we expect the estimates to be more valid chan
a survey distg;:lt from the election. Mirroring the pooled analysis,

G ='""#’Ej.5iéou|i};'|:j.: an:al'l.as]; ‘shows that baseline demographics and
ie psychological factors most proximate to the vote decision wield the
ost explanatory power. More important, the country-by-country models
..i:ﬂ' ight vast variance in the blocks’ predictive abilities. Specifically, large
andard deviations in the mean adjusted-count R"s by country and block"
dicate that context likely plays a role in shaping how well individual fac-
ean explain the turnour decision.

AF the effects of individual-level factors on voter turnout indeed vary
0ss Latin America, a crucial theoretical question 1s why. Answering this
Estion, we argue, requires an appreciation for the political milieus in
i€h citizens vote. But which aspects should theoretically condition the

"' - - L3 5 . g -
& between the blocks of individual traits and murnout?
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Powell’s (1986) pioneering article serves as a useful starting point. It
was motivated by a paradox: compared to their counterparts in other ad-
vanced industrial democracies, Americans were more psychologically in-
clined toward voting but voted far less. Powell concluded that voluntary
voter registration was partially to blame but cautioned, “there is litde
doubt that adopting automatic registration or other measures to encour-
age turnout of the less well-off would bring to the polls a total electorate
somewhar less interested, efficacious, and informed than the present vot-
ers” (37). One common “other measure” used to “encourage turnout” in
Latin America is compulsory voting, and it tends to boost voter turnout
substantally (Ochoa 1987; Pérez-Lifidn 2001; Fornos, Power, and Garand
2004; Schraufnagel and Sgouraki 2005; Lavezzolo 2008; Carreras and
Castafieda-Angarita 2014).

A second culprit Powell identified were weak linkages between parties
and differentiated social groups. Where such linkages are strong, “[plarty
choice should seem simpler to the less involved; cues from the personal
environment of the individual (friends, family, and co-workers) should be
more consistent; party organizers can more easily identify their potential
supporters in making appeals and in helping voters ta the polls on election

day” (22). In Latin America, Pérez-Lifidn (2001) argued that party com- |

petition incentivizes mobilization agents to turn out the vote via networks
much as observed in the American case. And evidence suggests mrnout

is higher where ethnic parties mobilize voters around ethnic cleavages

(Schraufnagel and Sgouraki 20053).
Together these findings imply that voting is less informationally and

psychologically demanding where voting laws and party linkages facilitate

electoral participation. Based on this premise, we deduce a set of theo-

retical expectations regarding how compulsory voting and party linkages

should condition the relationship between individual characteristics and
VOrer murmout.

Compulsory Voting

Perhaps the most ironclad conclusion in the comparative turnout litera-

ture is that enforced compulsory voting laws boost turnout (cf. Blais 2006;

Franklin 2004; Gallego z014). While compulsory voting regimes are the

norm in Latin America they vary in degrees of enforcement, Powells

(1986) intuitons notwithstanding, the implications of compulsory vo ang .
plored (but

laws for the individual basis of voting in the region are rarely ex
see Maldonaldo 2e11).
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We advance a simple hypothesis: where voting is voluntary, citizens
" must rely more heavily on demographics, resources, mubciliz;tiun, and
psychological orientations to propel them to participate in elections
which are low-cost, low-benefit activities (Aldrich 19g3). But cmnpulsm-}:
yoting laws backed by enforced sanctions relieve the need for such high
Jevels of political-psychological involvement. If voting is easy, common,
and legally coerced, then voters should be less dependent on the informa-
“gional heuristics gained by group identity, material resources, mobiliza-
tion, or psychological engagement. In short, E-_u_r_:jfu!sury voting regimes,

g o g e T

should weaken the civic voluntarism model’s explanaro leverage vis-i-
yis turnout. S ]

| ——c

System Polarization

Political parties can link with the electorate in several ways (Kitschelt
200 o). When engaged in programmatic competition, parties craft unam-
iguous, consistent, and interrelated sets of policy stances on the basis of
ocial or political cleavages, ideclogy, or appeals to particular issue publics
[Kitschelt and Freeze 2c10). To the extent parties reach polarized posi-
the electorate benefits in the form of easily differentiable electoral
A positive externality of such party polarizatdon may be height-
ned voter wrnout. Indeed, evidence that turnout is higher when parties
-m_mlﬂﬁmd {(Dalton z008; Brockington 2o09) and when lines of
sponsib ity in the policymaking process are clear (Carlin and Love 2013)
iggests that citizens are more apt to vote when their electoral options are
screte and obvious.

- We expect party system polarization to weaken the influence of indi-
. characteristics on turnout based on the following logic. Polarized
Q¥ systems make voting less demanding in terms of resources and psy-
ological involvement. Individuals with resources and motivation have
. ar: tively smaller advantage over non-identifiers if the larter can rely
parties to highlight the unmistakable differences between themselves.
dreover, if parties are nearly indistinguishable, the cost-benefit analysis
i lfﬂmms 1957)" loses traction and affective motivations, such as
_ -: attfachments, and informational resources, such as education
OUp Identities, gain traction on the decision to vote. In sum, if pa

i1 pol arization bolsters tumout, then it also dcmaseswtl'i:_‘_—a d.]ﬂ'ﬁtm:z
] IS s, R TR e
alternative hypothesis, that polarization increases the influence
@ividual factors, is worth considering. Elections that present voters
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E represent the mean ideological placements of a country’s parties by
-'” amentary elites. Polarization ranges from a low of 0.14 (Dominican
apublic) to a high of 3.3 (El Salvador). Voting-age turnout in the most
'. rized party systems of the region since 2000 is, on average, 8 points
jgher than in the least polarized systems.

Tht level-2 results reported in table 2.1 show swong support for our
antention that electoral and instimutional contexts condition the impor-
nce of individual traits on the decision to vote. Compulsory Vating has
ts largest effect by far on the links between demographics and voting.
Vhere enforced compulsory voting laws do not exist, such as in Colom-
jia, Nicaragua, or Mexico, demographic characteristics are much stronger
edictors of who votes than in places with enforced compulsory voting
To test the conditional expectations laid out above, we run a counery- qws. like Bolivia and Urnguay. And as each additional !Jlnck of individual
level analysis in which the dependent variable is adjusted count B from acteristics enters the model, the difference in predictive power of the
the couur.ry-l:[y—counrr}r analyses discussed above. Because the dependent model between compulsory and noncompulsory systems tends to increase.
vaniable is itself an estimate, we follow Lewis and Linzer’ (2005) advice r demographics, Compulsory Vting most significantly conditions the
and estimate Efron robust standard errors to correct the sampling vari- er of the psychological engagement block. In sum, enforcing compul-
ance of the estimated dependent variable and the small sample size. Since voting laws dramatically reduces the ability of individual-level factors
using measures of model fit as dependent variables is relatively rare, we nguish voters from nonvoters.

performed a validity check based on the following logic: as turnourt rates Burty Systemt Polarization has similar if slightly more nuanced effects.
increase, the purchase individual attributes grant us on the question of who ik compulsory voting, the explanatory purchase of individual-level pre-
votes should decrease. To test this notion, we predicted country-specific dictors diverge between polarized and nonpolarized party systems. A unit
adjusted count R’s from our models with the official turnout rates for each nerease in the polarization scale (range c.14 to 3.3) cuts in half the adjusted
election under study. As expected, the coefficient on official turnout levels R’ (o.05) for the demographics block alone. However, Party System
is negative. In other words, our individual-level model performs worse, in
terms of adjusted count R, in high-turnout countries. So in high-turnout
countries, such as Uruguay, Nicaragua, and Argentina, few if any charac-

with very distinct choices are more meaningful since the policy goals
and priorities of the competing parties permit substantial change via the
ballot box (Kittilson and Anderson 2011, 38). In polarized systems the
resource-rich and mobilized electorate may perceive elections as high-
stakes games and, thus, turn out more systematically than their nonpar-
tisan and disinterested counterparts. Nonpolarized systems, on the other
hand, could reduce elections’ stakes and, thus, weaken the influence of
individual factors on voting. We will test our proposed hypothesis againse
this alternative.

Cross-Level Empirical Approach and Analysis

TABLE 2.1

teristics systematically distinguish voters from nonvoters. This result helps o 1 i Sl Rl IV
validate our empirical approach. Compulsory Voring -0.082 -0.107 0,106 -0.115™
To test our hypotheses concerning how context influences individual ' I:ie) e e {hiEL
: i T & i brty Syscem Polarization  ~0.053°  —0.055° —0.057% _0.082*
traits predictive power vis-a-vis murnout, we measure Comepulsory Foting with : {0.022) (0.023) (0.017) (0.023)
a dichotomous variable scored zero where voting is not compulsory and Sonstarnt 0.175% 0.196" 0.198* 0.205*
(0.044) {0.047) {0.035) (1.043)

enforced and 1 for where it is (International IDEA). Since 2000, countries L
in Latin America with strongly en&irm:d -l:vun1|;|u].s4:,1-l]..r voting laws have, on | 134@1 'EM ]g.ﬁll 1;42 :
average, turnout rates more than 15 percentage points higher than coun-

tries that do not; we find a similar pattern in the AmericasBarometer data.
Qur Barty System Polarization measure is generated by Singer (forthcoming)
from the Universidad of Salamanca’s Parliamentary Elites in Latin Amer-
ica (FELA) survey described in the introductory chapter of this volume. Its

ot Becanse of dara availability all blocks are estimated using the 2010 AmericasBaromerer
£ Honduras,

* Dependent varialile is adjusted count B after each block is adde d to lagistic regression analysis.
L, Demographics; 11, Wmeﬂﬁnmm Efran rolist

dard errors in parentheses. * =00 peoocs, two-tailed.
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Polarization seems to have much smaller, if any, effects on the other blockg depth of the psychological roots of turnout across Latin America. Yet
of the model. To delve more deeply into this result, we consider whe + Partisanship and Political Interest vary significantly across the region.
compulsory voting and polarization have differential effects across the fogy & Portisanship has significant positive effects in a majority of cases,
measures of psychological engagement, the most proximate predictors of are much greater in some cases than others. A similar pattern is ob-
voting choice affected by context. d for Political Interest. However, External Efficacy and Internal Efficacy
We begin by visually inspecting the effect sizes—measured as ¢ . L completely unrelated to turnout in nearly all country-level models
change in predicted probabilites of voting for a discrete change (minimug pooled anes above).
to maximum)—of the four psychological variables across the eighteen following on the theory and method outlined abave, we test whether
countries. The results, reported in figure 2.6, indicate heterogeneity ip Viting and Party System Polarization moderate, that is, reduce,
; degree to which Pertisanship and Political Interest predict the decision to
. As table 2.2 shows, our expectations are generally upheld. In coun-
s without well-enforced compulsory voting laws, having a partisan at-
hment makes citizens much more likely to vote. On average, Partisanship
sts the probability of turning out by 9% in such contexts, Furthermore,
more polarized a party system becomes, the less determinant of voting
tisanship becomes, even controlling for differences in compulsory vot-
: nes. Across the roughly 3-point range of Bty Systemn Polarization
sample, then, its reductive effects on the influence of Partisanship on
ing are on par with, if not slightly larger than, that of Compulory Voting.
hen it comes to Political Interest the results are more mixed, Whereas
jorced compulsory voting laws systematically diminish its influence on
er turnout, the degree of polarization in the party system has no effect.

Effect of Partisanship
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g Effect of Intemal Efficacy E mcl’ﬁuent is, however, signed in the expected, negative, direction,
g k. :] T ; ; :é 2 Bl 4.1 Conditional Effects of Context on Psychological Foundation of Voter Turnout
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Flgl.ill'ﬂ 2.6 Predicted Effeces of Psychologcnl Motvations on Vioter 062 030
Turnour: Discrete Change Probabilities and Standard Errors from 18 18

Country-by-Country Logit Models. Saurce: Only the AmericasBarometer
surveys that most closely followed the most recent presidential elections
were used. The 2008 wave is used for: Mexico, Guatemala, Calombia,
Venezuels; 2010 wave for: El Salvador, Honduras, Panama, Ecuador,
Balivia, Paraguay, Chile, Uruguay, Dominican Republic; 2012 wave for:
Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Peru, Brazil, Argentina.

ree: Ohnly the AmericasBarometer surveys that most closely followed che most recent presidentis]
s were used. The 2008 wave is used for: Mexico, Guatemnala, Colombia, Venerocls poro
or: El Salvador, Honduras, Panama, Ecuador, Bolivia, Parsguay, Chile, Urnguay, Dominican
2012 wave for: Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Peru, Brazil, Argenting.

i tvariables are the effects of partisanship and political inberese, respectively, on ving
red as the change in predicted probshilities for a discrere chamge (minimam fo maximam) of
bles. Efron robust standard errars are in parentheses. **p < o1, *p < 05, two-tailed
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which is suggestive given the fact that these effects are estimated from 3
relatively small national-level sample (# = 18).

Owerall, compulsory voting regimes and party system polarization com-
bine for a parsimonious yet relatively powerful explanation of the power
of our demographics cum civic voluntarism model and its most proxi-
mate (psychological) factors on voter turnout in Latin America. Working
through distinct mechanisms, these features of the electoral and institu-
tional context reduce the demographic bias within and the psychologics]
demands on the electorate.

anctions for not voting and high degrees of polarization in the party sys-
em iron out voring differentials across demographic and social groups.
Such findings resonate with Powell’s (1986) theorizing about the centrality
f electoral laws and partisan linkages for fostering electoral participation.
mu]ﬁ also provide evidence to support Lijphart’s (1997) normative
: gument that compulsory voting should be used as  tool for raising elec-
al and, in rurn, political equaliry.

a critical reflection on the findings reported in this chapter also
peals some tensions among basic democratic ideals. If we rake seriously
jjphart’s insistence that a broad and active elecrorate is a public good,
en how we reach such an equilibrium has normative implications. The
siest and swiftest approach to increase turnout in Latin America is almost
rrainly to introduce compulsory voting laws with strict sanctions and to
force more effectively such laws already on the books." Yer this solution
mies a porentially high price tag. Responsive and accountable govern-
nt requires voters who are engaged enough in politics to articulate their
mands to parties, 0 monitor party performance with respect to those

Conclusion

From this attempt to paint a portrait of the Latin American voter, we
offer several preliminary conclusions. According to our individual-level
analysis, Latin Amenican voters and nonvoters are chicfly distinguished
by their demographic characteristics and psychological orientations and,
to a lesser extent, by their resources and exposure to mobilizing agents.
The average Latin American voter is, in order of substantive significance, s, and to vote on that basis. If compulsory voting can bring this
in the middle of his or her life-cycle, educated, civically active, married, jut, as IA]p]'lm clims, then such laws would potentially advance the
wealthy, employed, partisan, and interested in politics. Painted in thos mocraticideal. However, experimental evidence <asts doubt on this sup-
terms, Latin American voters bear a striking resemblance to their cous- gsition (Locwen, Milner, and Hicks 2008), and, indeed, we find no e
ins in Western democracies. At the same time, our analysis suggests tha 7 nt differences between the system types with regards to political interest
Latin American voters are more likely to be, again in order of effect size, internal efficacy levels. So if compulsory voting means the politically
a parent with multiple children, Catholic, mobilized by selective cliens lved and those weakly invested in politics vote at roughly the same
telistic benefits, and male. Considered this way, the Latin American voter 5, it introduces a greater potential for moral hazard among elites and,
takes on a more unique PI‘DF.I.IE. ] ﬂipp:ge on these democratic ideals. Even d"O'I.Ig'I'I. sirong and clear
Theoretically, the individual-level analysis shows the potenuial limits or -n'lrlpe.tlnun also diminishes the weight of partisanship in the voting
scope conditions of the civic voluntarism model. In contrast to the United ulus, it encourages turnout by making it easier to distinguish which
States, in Latin America the influence of the fundamental demographics s to reward and which to punish. So, like compulsory voting, polar-
of age, gender, religion, and race are not realized solely, or even o systems may facilitate higher electoral participation—along with
through factors farther down the causal sequence. Rather, they have strong ter accountability—without the coercion. Perhaps this is why Powell
independent effects on rarnout that are not mediated by factors associated 6) rejected tinkering with registration and voting laws and, instead,
with resources, mobilization, and psychological engagement. Togethe Fmibed tighter party-group linkages.
these micro-level findings foreshadow a motif of this volume: there is n¢ .
single Latin American voter.
At the contextual level we encounter another incarnation of this motif
the profile of the Latin American voter changes from context to contest
Distinctive, yet decontexrualized, profiles of voters and nonvoters based
on demographic attributes and psychological engagement fade away unde
certain electoral and institutional conditions. Specifically, well-entorced
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Chapter 2 Appendix

TABLE A2  Pooled Block Model of Voter Turnout in Latin America

Logit Coeffigien

Demographics Male 0.09g"*
{D.018)
Age 0,210
{0,004
Age-squared =000z
(0,000
Married 0. 2055
(0020
Ethnicity: Mestizo —0.012
(0.026)
Ethniciry: Indigenous -0.085
{0.054)
Ethnicity: Black =11, 105"~
(0.0
Erhnicity: Other —ﬂ.ﬂ@
(0.077)
Protestant =L 1Tgeee
(0L045)
Other Religion —0.49ree
{0,110}
Mo Religion (. 377%e
{0.033)
Evangelical =, 193%
0.029)
MormaonsTehovah's Witness —0.G0g
(0076
Resources Wealth Q.03 7
[0.008)
Number of Children 0.026%*
[0007)
Education 00778
o {0.003)
Mohilization Membership (.455%
0,047
Rural 0.060
{0,045}
Religioos Artendance 0008
(0.017)
Emploved 0.130%*
{0,042
Clientelism 01444+
(0,042}
Psychological Engagement Partizanship 0720
(0.028)
Policical [nrerest 05045
(0041
External Efficacy 0039
(0.034)
Internal Efficacy 0.081™
{0.040)

Sarerce: AiverscasBarometer surveys oof-1011.

Wha ls the Latin American Voter?  + 59

;. Only presi.dﬂnﬁﬂl elections held during democratic periods (Polity score = 5)
red

With 1;Ihe exception of Peru in 2018, in countries with a two-round presi-
ial election system, the question asked about turnout for the first round of the

e use all countries and surveys during the five-year period o estmare

o effect of individual traies across the region and for the time period.

g multiple surveys for each country also helps estimate tighter confi-

¢ intervals, In a sample that includes only one survey per country (the one

¢ clnsely following a presidential election], results are largely similar, with

in difference being church attendance has significant positive relationship
ng.

For E|:11¢ mohilizaton set we are restricted to the 2010 wave hecause it is the
+ome that systematically includes a question on vore -buying, Honduras being
GnE EXCEPLON.
= Our models cannot properly address generational theories because we lack
'.-|| -|'.I.il data.

6. If we restrict the dara to 2012 AmericasBarometer surveys, there is no gender
ich may indicate that the gender gap is closing.

Marrgns and Febovab s Witnesses as 2 combined group are significanty less
Iy to vote than any other group, but the number of identifiers for these two
gions is much smaller.

8. This finding holds even if we remove from the equation the wealth variable,
aggregation method incorporates the urban/rural disdncron.

@ In a sample with those surveys conducred within rwenty-four months of an

ction, External Efficacy shows a significant yer small correlation with turnout.

:'.- As noted above, the sample includes all countries except for Honduras,

11, The adjusted count R's for each block are estimated on the same sample.

ey weighted models produce McFadden pseudo-R's that follow a similar
ern (see replication code),

12 After each model we caleulate adjusted count B afrer each bloek is added
sch country and analyze its distribution. For the demographics block the mean
d count R is 0.077 with a large standard deviation (0.087). After adding the
urces block, the mean adjusted count R rises to 0.08g (s.d. = 0.097); the addi-
1 of the mobilization block (withour clientelism) adds no explanatory value on
rage (mean = 0.088; s.d. = a.00). A final block of psychelogical variables brings
try-by-country average adjusted count R to o.1 (5.d. = 0.1). See online ap-

figure OAz.1 for a graphical distribution by country and block.

13. Downs argued that when parties have identical platforms, one receives the
e utility regardless of who is elected; thus, it is rational to abstain to avoid wast-
Qurces on voting.

While some may suspect increasing baseline levels of democracy would be
the level of demacracy as measured by Freedom House {average of Palitical
it and Crvil Liberties scores) is not significantly corre lated with turnout in our
= OF a5 measured at the aggregate level by Internadonal IDEA, nor does it
the effects of our individual predictors of rurnour,



