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4. This dichotomous variable parsimoniously captures the relationship begyes
population size and the ideclogy of the presidential eandidate for whom "
dents vated. The differences between respondents of medium cities and thoss
smaller locales were not statistically significant. ;

5. The model to be estimated is: P, (P /P ) = ax, + §, class + 8 age + 8 residens
size, + 8, gender, + u, where P, (P/P_) is the respondent’s probabilicy nfmﬁn! %
party P, rather than the most conservative party P, '

@, In the simulatons, the control variable for age is held constant ar the megr
value. The simulations are hased on male residents of large cities.

7. On the radical left and its differences in relation to the moderare left, sp
Levitsky and Roberss (2011a): Weyland, Madrid, and Hunter (1a1a). :

8. The occupation and employment status variables were not asked in the 20
surveys in Brazil, Bolivia, and Ecuador. We did not include these countries in th
2006 analysis because it was impossible to spproximate the Erikson-Goldthe
schema. f

9. The category of unpaid workers does not exist as a separate category in En elision—at least organized religion in the monotheistic, Judeo-Christian
ikson andﬂﬂdﬁurq;h sfr:l;;ma. [r];lz?aﬁ there were anly eighty individuals in this B is deeply, inherently political. In prescribing moral tenets, pre-
category (less than 1% of the sample). ' e T : ' i ivi their

v s view “ . B ents not only for individuals® relatdonship to the divine, bur also for
10. Expressive of this view, Roberts (2002, 22) wrote that many informal work. . 'ps}tuear]'L fthier a1 sensicty st bl toaditicins g

ers occupy an ambiguons class position. Labor fragmentation has made it incre v I AT
ingly deEEult for workers to eni;:;e in collective ag:;:lm in either the workplace of ide one basis for ethical discourse, ideology, and thl_: legitimation of po-
the partisan sphere, severely erading the organizatonal dimension of class ey ieal organization. But religion’s impact on politics is due not only to its
ages.” He attributed declining class voting in part to the growth of the informal poral precepts, as important as such teachings are. In providing a regular,
Isacror, and he argued Il'?[ structural chlangu and the weakening of unions woul i rganized setting for communities to gather, religious groups help to gen-
h::fer;;a?;i':.ugﬁ:;ctﬁi ::i;gm;:ﬁ e fate the social capital necessary for political action and constirute a plat-
11. In the rest of the countries combined, the ratio of poor self-employed to orm for political persuasion and activism. Finally, religion can serve as an
skilled workers is four to one. nportant social identity for many people, facilitating the development of
plitical in-groups and out-groups. Religion is profoundly political despite

post contemporary states’ adopton of some form of secularism; in fact,

12. We counted elections with reverse class voting as having a score of zero for
conventional class voting.

ecularism is a response to religion almost inevitable encroachment on
he public sphere.

13. Levitsky and Roberts (zo11h) and Weyland, Madrid, and Hunter +.-,-:
~ Latin America’s political and social development has been heavily in-

viewed Morales, Chivez, and Correa as the leading expressions of the radical left.
In Peru, Plllanm Humala sitated himself in t]-:i; camp inglgs secund;g:: 2006
dential campaign before switching to a much more moderate in his
mm o "']::-LE;‘:""" ) . _ aenced by religion, from the first days of colonialism through the devel-
14- The source for data on the Gini index and per capita GDP is the Waorld spment of contemporary, third wave democracies. Ar the same time, the
T Hﬁrfdﬂmtapmm Indicator. Pet capita GDP is based on purchasing park 4 relationship berween religion and politics in the region has changed dra-
POWET, I Constant 2005 international dollars. 'E::.- cally in the past three decades. Until recen dly, the Catholic Church—
the region’s religious monopolist—faced litde competition from other
religious groups. The Church was far from monolithic or homogeneous;
both its ideology and level of involvement in politics varied across time
and space. States also varied in the strength of their support for or opposi-
lion to the Church, Stll, the Catholic Church’s constant presence in Latin
American social life throughout much of history—and the consequent lack
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and women respond to the ethnicity and gender of candidates in
i choice set (see chapters in this volume by Moreno and by Morgan),
i wigus minorities seek politicians sharing their background. Thus, iden-
hould matter more in political systems offering greater candidate di-
sity. Like Morene, we conclude that identity matters when pu_litic:ized
- candidates or other opinion leaders. At the same time, a8 ?vlm_class
Wainwaring, Torcal, and Somma this volume) and gender, r::ligu::us iden-
ry only sometimes shapes the ideological direction of the vote. Like an_r—
e find that identity translates more readily into ideological voting in
" that offer clearer differences between parties. In highlighting
input for ideological identification and voting, we also speak to topics
Jvessed in the second part of this volume.

of variation in citizens' nominal religion—would have frustrated attempgg
at quantitative analysis even if appropriate survey data had been availabla,

Much has changed in the past few decades. No longer do Latin Amerj.

eans identify as Catholic “by default.” On the one hand, citizens who onge
might have considered themselves Catholics, albeit non-practicing, now
increasingly identify as having no religious affiliarion at all. On the othg
hand, Protestant churches—especially those of the evangelical and Pente-
costal variety—have made increasing inroads into the territory of the faith-
ful (for reviews of these trends, see Chesnut 2003, 2009; Garrard-Burneg
2009). The 2012 AmericasBarometer survey indicates that while 70% of
Latin Americans still consider themselves Catholic, 19% now identify with
non-Catholic Christian denominations and 9% claim no religious affilia-
tion at all.'

What are the political implications of the increasing diversity and com-
petitiveness of Latin America’s religious marketplace? As religious affilia-
tions and practices become more varied, do the political preferences and
behaviors of the religious and nonreligious, or Catholics and Protestants,
diverge? In this chapter, we seek to understand how Latin Americans’ vot-
ing decisions are shaped by religion. In answering these questions, we pro-
vide what we believe to be the first systematic, survey-based examination
of the role of religion across the entire region.

Qur analysis pays particular attention to two increasingly salient reli-
gious cleavages in Latin America: berween believers and nonbelievers, and
between Catholics and Protestants. These cleavages often manifest them-
selves in voting behavior in the region, though in different ways and only
under certain conditions. First, we find that the religious-secular cleavage
has a clear effect on ideological voting, with nonbelievers supporting more
left-wing candidates and more frequent churchgoers voting to the right.”
However, the magnirude of effects depends on the degree to which par-
ties span the ideological spectrum and appeal to voters in programmatic
terms. Second, while Catholics and Protestants do not consistenty differ
ideologically, this cleavage leads to identity voting when a non-Catholie
candidate is among the optons. That is, mainline and evangelical Prot-
estants are more likely than Catholics to faver a Protestant for president
evangelicals even incline toward secular politicians when given the chance
to vote against their religious rivals.

Like the other chapters in this part of the volume, we emphasize the.
conditions under which identities are activated and become salient for vat=
ing. One clear conclusion is that identity marters in part because voters
seek candidates sharing those identities. Just as Larin American indigenous

- ¢ Religious Marketplace in Latin America

Jata from the 2004-12 AmericasBarometer surveys underscore the
h ging nature of religion in Latin America.® As figure 4.1 indicates, the
1eth of Catholicism varies substantially across our eighteen countries,
sith Bo% or more identifying as Catholic in Ecuador, Mexico, Paraguay,
ind Venezuela, and as few as 36% of Urnguayans describing themselves
olic in 2012. Fxamining the AmericasBarometer since 2004 (prior
data not shown in the figure), however, we find a clear trend: in most
ntries Catholicism is losing ground to secularism or to other Christian
inations. Other Christian groups have gained significant ground in
country in the region but Chile. Likewise, those claiming no re-
identification have significantly encroached on Catholic territory
Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Mexico, and Uru-
quay. At the extreme, in Uruguay, secularism has overtaken Catholicism
n recent years, with nearly half of all respondents claiming no religion in
2010 and 2012, Conversely, the Catholic Church has lost a significant share
of identifiers in every country but Argentina, El Salvador, and Venezuela.
Across Latin America, 8% of citizens are classified as mainline or his-
orical Protestants and 10% as evangelical or Pentecostal.' The latter tra-
litions place an emphasis on conversion, missionary work, the authority of
cripture, and, in the case of Pentecostalism, speaking in tongues and faith
hes ing (Freston 2008; Pew Research Center 1006). While evangelicals in
many countries were initially reluctant to engage in worldly pursuits such
s politics, they have largely overcome this relucrance, and wangelics!l—
sm’s proselytizing bent often makes its adherents particularly influential
n electoral politics. As figure 4.1 indicates, evangelicals and Pentecostals
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| Just as important as religious identification is I‘E“giffﬂﬂ practice. Figure
¥ Jso underscores that some countries that are nominally quite Catho-
cuch as Chile and Argentina, have few regular churchgoers; in mué
18 to 20% in those countries attended one or more times per week.
Jruguay gain stands out as particularly secular, with 81% m_rr:ly O T
gending church. At the other end of the spectrum, countries with high
e of evangelicalism, especially those in Central America, tend _T‘U have
o numbers who attend religious services at least weekly (75% In Gua-
- ‘ . A a). As this discussion suggests, the intensity of rel?gluuﬁ practice var-
B ':;-:. across religions groups: while just :1-1% of Catholics b 4 '[:hvE}? attend
E g h at least weekly, 75% of evangelicals and 6g% of historical Protes-
E T
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nts do so.
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2eligion and the Vote in Latin America: Who, Where, How

religious differences across Latin America translate im:n: differences
b woting behavior? As Latin America’s third wave democracies _maturcd,
cholars of religion and politics arned from investigating religion’s role
e suthoritarianism and democracy (e.g., Fleet and Smith 1907; Gill 1994
19g8; Johnston and Figa 1988) to address religion’s impact on
electoral and party politics. As an institution, the Catholic Church has
become more politically neutral, moving away from both liberation theol-
ogy and religious parties. Hagopian (2008, 2000) argues that the Church
has nonetheless sought to retain the faithful by promoting either progres-
sive economic policies (e.g., in Brazil) or conservative Stances On 1Ss0es
sich as women's reproductive rights (particularly in Argentina, Chile, and
Mesico). Protestant churches’ political agendas have coincided with the
Catholic Church’s positions on poverty and sexuality, while contesting
the Church's historical privileges (Smith 1g98). On the other side of the
political spectrum, leaders of many Marxist-inspired, lefi-wing political
movements have historically been atheist, agnostic, or, at the very least,
non-practicing Catholics. The growing salience of issues such as abortion
‘and same-sex marriage—absent from the political agenda even a decade
4go, but now major topics of debate—reinforces these divides.

Scholars have indeed found a strong religious-secular cleavage among
Latin American voters. For instance, Catholics and, especially, non-
Catholic Christians are substanially less tolerant than the nonreligious
and non-Christians toward gays seeking office (Seligson and Moreno
2010). In Costa Rica, Chile, Argentina, and Mexico, research shows that
teligiosity is associated with conservatism and secularism with leftist voting
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Figure 4.1 Religious Affiliation and Church Attendance. Sowrce: Americas-
Barometer 2012,

outnumber traditional Protestants in most countries, especially in Cen-
tral America. In a few countries—Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, and Mexico—
mainline Protestants are predominant.’ Even so, the intensity with which
evangelicals participate in politics often gives them outsized political infle=
ence, especially in Brazil.
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(Camp 2008; Patterson 2004a, 2004b; Steigenga 2003; Valenzuela, Scully
and Somma z007). '

A second potential cleavage relates to differences among the religigys,
While Cathalics and Protestants often vote differently from one another,
differences vary gready across countries and over time. Many scholarg
emphasize that Latin American evangelicals and Pentecostals exhibit cop.
siderable ideological variety (Fonseca :008; Ireland 1001, 1997). Some.
times evangelicals vote on the right, such as for Mexico’s Calderén in 2008
(Camp 2008), or they mobilize against lefiist candidates, including [yl
in Brazil’s 1989 election and Dilma Rousseff in 2016 (Freston 1093, 2004
Smith z013). But Brazil’s evangelicals have also voted for left-of-center
politicians: Garotinho in 2002 and Marina Silva in 2010, both evangelieals:
themselves (Bohn 1004, 2007; Smith 2013). In El Salvador, Chile, and Ven-
ezuela, there is also evidence of evangelicals votng to the left of Catholics
(Aguilar et al. 1993; Smilde 2004; Valenzuela, Scully, and Somma 2007).7
For their part, Mexicoks evangelicals have historically aligned with the cen.
trist Partide Revolucionario Institucional, or PRI (Barraca 2008). Finally
evangelicals sometimes vote no differently from citizens of other religions.
This was the case in Brazils 2006 election (Bohn 2007), when no evangeli-
cal candidates were running, and in Nicaragua’s 1990 and 2006 elections,
when evangelicals and Catholics similarly supported Daniel Ortega (Dod-
son 1997; Gooren 2010; Smith and Haas 19g7; Zub 1992)."

Even if Latin American Protestants do not vote in 4 consistent ideologi-
cal direction, religious minorities—especially evangelicals—often favor
fellow believers (Bastdan 1999). Despite few idenlogical differences with 3 ) ,
Catholics, Guatemalan Protestants generally rated coreligionist politi- Do religious voters seck presidential candidates who are ideologically
cians more favorably (Steigenga 2003). In Brazil, where many evangelical ompatible, or simply ones who share their religious identities? _‘W& he!gm
churches have adopted a “Brother votes for Brother” stance, there have iy assessing the extent to which religion shapes jd:lmlngical TN g
been dramatic increases in the number of evangelicals (including clergy) AmericasBarometer data from 2008 to 2012. We estimated R yerics f}f OL5
elected 1o office in the past two decades (e.g., Boas 2014; Fonseca 2008; regression models in which the dependent vsr-.iabl-.-: was Lhe 1d£ﬂlug|i::]_pr:r-
Freston za04).” Bohn (2007) argues that evangelicals had no common ide- sition of the respondent’s vote in the last presidential e!t?cuon 3 described
ology in Brazil’s 2002 and 2006 presidential elections, but were mobilized n this volume’s introduction. Our key independent va cis bles mcludr:_d E_":'
only as an “identity group” responding to coreligionists in the candidate: quency of artending religious services and indicaror variables for mainline
choice et Frotestants, evangelicals, and those claiming no religion (with Catholic

Existing studies of religion and voting behavior in Latin America ad- the reference category).” As is standard ﬂ'lm‘-'glm_'-'t "]""_“* volume, the
dress important questions, but they do so in a somewhat piecemeal fashion, model included contrals for household wealth, education, size of place of
While some authors array the religious vote on the left-right spectrum, | ssldence, age, and gender and iﬂdifﬂl‘fﬂ‘ fﬂﬂﬂblﬂﬂ for black and indige-
others focus on eandidates’ religious identities. Few consider hoth candie. Bous, For this chapter we also included indicators for Mormons/Jehovah's
dates’ idenlogy and religion (for an exception, see Bohn 2007). Further, we. i lm""?ﬁcs and non-Christians. For a region-wide model, we pooled all
lack systematic, region-wide evidence enablin g broad generalization, Most irics, “:"i_”ﬁ fixgd effects for country and for survey. waves. We also

ok consists of single-country case studies, with cross-national eompari-
usually limited to two or three countries. Though several important
adies address religion and politics region-wide, these studies have not fo-
sed on voting behavior (Freston 2008; Garrard-Burnett zo0g; Gill 2002:
agopian z00g; Mainwaring and Scully 2003).
 Another important question is bow religion shapes vote choice. Studies
Catholic-Protestant voting cleavage suggest that evangelicals favor
fellow believers because of identity-based heuristics (or information short-
uts), while Catholics might vote against these same candidates because
f out-group cues. Even nonbelief might come to serve as a group idn_m-
nty, with those who reject religion secking secular candidates and avoiding
e religious. Yet religion might also affect voting behavior through social
sechanisms. Those who attend church more regularly are exposed to po-
tical information and opinions from clergy and other parishioners, While
ay Catholics are often skeptical of the Church’s political leadership (Amu-
hastegui et al. 2010; Blancarte 2009), Catholic clergy may nonetheless ex-
bise indirect influence, in part through pastoral letters (Camp 2008; Oro
006). And evangelical and neo-Pentecostal clergy campaign more overtly,
nobilizing followers as a voting block (Campos 2005; Oro 2003; Smith
018, 2013). Bohn (2004) found that Brazilian evangelicals were likely to
mention church as the most important source of electoral information and
religion as a key criterion in choosing a political party.

Religion and the Ideology of Vote Choice
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estimated separate models for each country, replacing country fixed effec }

= -1 [ ] 1 2
with those for subnational regions. Where multiple waves of the surye [ Evangelon Prowsmn : Maining Prowesn
covered a single election, we used all observations but applied weights o + -
that cach election counted equally. — ——

The resuls are summarized in figure 4.2. We find that across al] ig} P ——— —_—
teen Latin American countries church atrendance is associated with a mope _:_'_ __,_b:_
right-wing vote, while those with 7o religion are significantly to the Jef 3 —— ——

) € and evange Prmmnudunmdiﬁ"erﬁ'mnﬂadmﬁcs.ﬂ. ; N T R
the religiuus—m:larclﬂwgtinLaﬁnﬂnm-imisupmmd in ideologie; —e —
voting, but interreligious differences are nor. Nonetheless, recall that Prog. Bakia i N
estants attend church much more frequently than Catholics: while 47% of g o g
evangelicals and 40% of historical Protestants attend more than once 3  Cne . - -
week, only 12% of Catholics do. Thus, the groups differ slightly (but nog v B e
significantly) in actual ideological voting due to varying religiosiry. "' B — —_

Looking at individual countries, we find further support for these cone. 1 e
clusions. Evangelicals or mainline Protestants vote significantly to the lefy o m Church Atendance

4
.

of Catholics in NMicaragua, Panama, Ecuador, Bolivia, and Uruguay; evan-
gelicals vore significantly to the right of Catholics in El Salvadar and Pira-
guay. We can think of no obwious contextual features, such as the namre of 3 Sabvach

the party system, to explain these varied effects. The effects of religiosi r —

|
[

+

and secularism, however, are more consistent: the nonreligious vote signife gt —a—

icantly to the left in Mexico, Chile, Uruguay, and Venezuela, while churg ] —— —;"—-

attendance pushes voters significantly to the right in Mexico, Nicars rua, % T gy

Uruguay, and Argentina. — :——-——
Party system features such as polarization and programmaticness 1 ight R i ST

help explain cross-national variation in religion’s effects. Religious views s e —

may influence voters® personal ideology, but whether these attitudes e ; i, -

expressed at the polls should depend on the options presented to voters. __.___h ___r_

In polarized party systems, where candidates tend o differ clearly from - -

one another on the left-right spectrum, religious conservatism and secular - — . ' ; = .

leftism should be mare likely to translate into voting behavior. Indeed, in =N ¢ L :

those countries in figure 4.2 where church attendance or secularism hasa
significant effect, recent presidential elections have tended to feature clear
left- and/or right-wing optians. Similarly, whether voters’ issue stances
matter for voting behavior should depend on programmaticness—the de
gree to which parties appeal to voters on the basis of issue positions rathe
than clicntelism or charisma. 0 (mever) to 1 (more than weeky). Models include controls for non-

To examine whether religion’s cffect on ideological voting varies sys ‘Christians, Mormons/Jehovahs Witnesses, household wealth, education,

tematically with features of a country’s party system, we estimated e size, age, gender, race, and country/region/yesr fixed effects.
hierarchical linear models. At the individual level, we used the sam

re 4.2 Religion and the Ideology of Vote Chaice {OLS Regression
etficients). Source: AmericasBarometer 2008-2012. Noze: Dioes represent
multiple regression coefficients; dependent variable is ideology of vote
tce (020 scale, higher numbers indicate the ideological right). Catho-
the references category for the religion dummy variables. Lines give
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specification as in the pooled model deseribed above, along with fixed o
fects for each survey wave. As before, when multiple survey waves COVEr as
election, we applied weights to count each election equally. For the gy,
madel, we included an additional country-level variable; an mdex of e
ties’ programmaticness derived from the expert surveys of the Democrgg
Accountahility and Linkages Project, or DALp (Kitschelt and Freg,

- o
~ Do
= PN
=~ ARG
= WEN
-
- A

legislature in session at the time of each presidential election, In each e ..

we interacted the higher-level index with the key religious varigbles (maip . g

line Protestant, evangelical Protestant, no religion, and church attendange '

with Cathalic again serving as the baseling), '
The results of these hierarchical linear models underscore that s i ! | , - T T

ism and church arcendance matter for ideological voting in Latin Amerj v . 0.05 0.10 015 0.20 0.25

Frogrammatic: ndax
i identity : ical vord ‘Figure 43 Marginal Effect of Having No Relj gion on Idealogy of Vore
cieavage_s are expressed in terms of identity rather than ideological voing . . AmericasBarometer 2004-2012 and DALB. Nop Dotred
s give 95% confidence intervals (design-effect based). See wexr for
ils of model specificarion.

variables and the country-level measures, However, for church attendangy
and the no religion dummy variable, we find several interactions that s L
significant in the expected direction,
In figures 4.3 and 4-4 we present the statistically significant ine
tions. In the firse figure we plot the interaction between no religion an
DALP% programmaticness index—that is, the marginal effect of nor hays
ing a religion across countries with different levels of programmaricness! :
The tap huriz.ontai_m's presents the actual value of each country on the eligion and Identity Voting
Programmaticness index, In the second figure, likewise, we plot the ef
ligion might also affect vote choice in ways not captured on the lefi-
8ht spectrum. Religious minorities, such as non-Catholic Christians or
nonreligious, might vore disproportionately for a group member when
€15 on the ballot, even if religious minority candidares occupy ideologi-
Positions similar to those of others in the race. Especially for Protes-
IS and evangelicals, identity mighe trump ideology, pulling voters to the
tin some elections and to the right in others. Out-group effects may
0 be Present; Catholics might be reluctant o vote for evangelicals or
nfi Prﬂtesmnr_v., and vice versa, while the religions may shy away from

wer levels of legislative polarization. However, in presidential elections
Id when legislative polarization i moderate or high, it is associated with
ght-wing voting.” The more relevant ideology and issucs are for elite
litics, the more the secular-religious cleavage matters in Latin American
CLOrates,

levels of polarization, Since the polarization measure varies by election
the top horizontal ais in this latter figure presents the coding of differe
country-election years,

At the lowest levels of the Programmaticness index, secularism has ot
significant effect on ideological voting, bur ar moderate and high levels
Where most countries are located—it pushes vorers significantly to the left
Likewise, church attendance makes no difference for ideological voting #
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i : ig HH Jues), secular candidates average 4.6, adherents of wraditional religions
i EE 18 §80§! &5 ﬂsiiﬁﬁ! £ i B I _';:l'mg_y, Protestants 12.0, and Catholics 12.2.
N T AT T 1 i ;

Religion and the presence of a non-Catholic candidate were salient
yring at least some of these campaigns. Baldizén finished second in Gua-
ks 2011 election, campaigning with phrases like “T will govern with
e Bible in one hand and the Constitution in the other” (Palomares 20 I).
 Brazil's 2010 ¢lection, controversy surrounding Dilma Rousseffs shife-
position on abortion helped draw attention to Marina Silvas stamus
; an evangelical candidate opposing it (Smith 2013). In Chile in 1005,
ght-wing candidate Sebastiin Pifiera made a play for centrist Christian
emocratic votes by criticizing the agnosticism of front-runner Michelle
achelet (Campusano 20053).

We proceeded to estimate rwo logistic regressions in which the de-
pendent variable was, alternatively, “vote for a Protestant™ and “vote for a
ecular candidate.” In cach case, the baseline category was voting for any
other candidate; in nearly every instance this meant voting for a Catho-
e." We pooled all countries and survey years in which each choice was
elevant, weighting the data so that elections counted equally. We used the
ame individual right-hand-side variables as in the models described above,

Choice. Sewrces: AmericasBaromerter 2004-2012 and PELA Note: Dotted fong with c:mmu':.r s m eed clech. Wethen g:_:l:terlled s
lines give 95% confidence intervals (design-effect based). See text for peing probabilities, varying church attendance and religion for all obser-
deails of model specification. fations while holding other variables at their observed values.
 The results (figure 4.5) underscore that Latin America’s Catholic-Prot-

sstant cleavage, though not expressed consistently in ideological voting,
avowed atheists or agnostics. Effects of this sort are particularly likely in hapes religious identity voting. When given the option, mainline and
countries where competition for believers has spilled over into compet svangelical Protestants are substantially more likely than Cathaolics to sup-
ton at the ballot box (Boas 2014). port a Protestant candidate (32% versus 25%)." Nonreligious demograph-

To examine identity voting, we used publicly available news sources tg i6s are poor predictors, and only education is significant; having higher
score the professed religious beliefs of all major presidential candidates ducation as opposed to no education is associated with 2 9% drop in the
covered in the 2008-12 AmericasBarometer.” We identified six Protestant Pprobability of voting for Protestants.
candidates: Roberto Madrazo (Mexico 2006), Manuel Baldizén and Har- b For evangelicals we also see evidence of out-group identity voting.
old Caballeros (Guatemala 201 1), Humberto Lay (Peru 20046), Nicanof When choosing between secular and Catholic candidates, evangelicals are
Duarte (Paraguay 2003), and Marina Silva (Brazil 2010). Seven candidates ignificantly more likely than Catholics to vote for the secular competitor
were classified as secular: Carlos Gaviria Diaz (Colombia 2006), Jorge Ar- 43% versus 39%)—presumably not because they favor a godless presi-
rate and Marco Enriquez-Ominami (Chile 2009), Michelle Bachelet (Chile 2nt, but because they fear that a Catholic one might endorse state pre-
2005), José Mujica (Uruguay 2000), Tabaré Vizquez (Uruguay 2005), and ogatives for Catholicism. ™
Hermes Binner (Argentina 2011)." We also found a handfu] of candidates  Finally, we see evidence that the religious-secular cleavage, which mat-
who were Jewish or practiced traditional religions, but not enough to war- rs for ideological voting, also shows up in terms of identity voting. Voters
Tant separate analysis. The vast majority of candidates were identified a . no religion are significandy mare likely than Catholics or evangelicals
Catholic. On the o~1¢ scale for candidare ideology (rightists receive higher B ¥ote for 2 secular candidate (51% probability); this effect holds up even

-
s

Marginal Effect of Church Attendance

Figure 4.4 Marginal Effect of Church Artendance on Ideology of Vote
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Figure 4.5 Vodng for Religious Minority Candidares, Sowree: Americas-
Baromerer 20042012, Note: Lines give 95% confidence intervals (design-
effect based). Maodels include controls for household wealth, education,
town size, age, gender, race, non-Christdans, Mommons/Tehovab’s Wis-
nesses, and country-year fixed effects. Probabilities are estimated setting all
observadons te the value of interest, and leaving all other variables at the

observed values.

when controlling for individual lefr-righe identificarion. Secular candidag
support is also significantly higher for the well-educated, for younger vot:
ers, and for those in larger urban areas.™ i
Thus, there is clear evidence of hoth religious-secular and Catholie
Protestant voting cleavages in Latin America, but these cleavages man
fest themselves differently. The religious-secular cleavage shows up i
ideclogical voting, with religiosity leading to support for candidates ontl
right. Yet church attendance and secularism have larger effects on idel
logical voting when party systems are more polarized and programmat
and a null effect where they are least so. Finally, while interdenominati 1[.
cleavages do not consistently push voters to the left or right, they do inf
ence identity voting in elections featuring non-Catholic candidares.

Case Study: Clergy Influence in Brazil

Owur analysis of the AmericasBarometer suggests that, under some @
ditions, religion affects voring in Latin America. Yet eausality and ¢
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-mechanisms are difficult to explore using these data, Voters micht
fer a candidate of their own faith because of in-group identity; hEI; idzll;le'
“ogy might also drive the relationship, particularly for the re].igi:]u.v.~5:~ca:r]a;
eavage. Church attendance may be associated with right-wing voting, but
; nains u:ucfe?r whether sitting in the pews each Sunday has a caussfl ef-
fect on vote choice—for example, because of politically tinged sermons—
or whether these variables are merely correlated.
In this section, we delve deeper into religion’s effect on voting in Brazil
drawing on two survey experiments. We argue that religion matters for'
ote choice directly, through identity voting, and indirectly, via clergy en-
lorsen ent of candidates and voters’ positions on issues sur:!; as gay rgights
: an‘;h.:n legislative elections present a context in which we would cx
ec 'n:]jg'lun to shape voting behavior. The combination of open-list pro-
brional representation, high distriet magnitude, and a highly fragmented
arty system means that there are hundreds of candidares for most legisla-
e offices. This system gives citizens the freedom to vote their prefer-
ces, Im:h.:r than encouraging them to vote strategically. The difficulty of
thering mﬁl:urmaﬁun about so many contenders also boosts the influence
| s like clergy voting recommendations or 2 candidate’s religion
thermore, low levels of mass partisanship (Samuels 2006) and ﬁ'equem;
ity switching among legislators (Desposato 2006) mean that a candi-
.-‘r:- party affiliation is less useful for reaching a decision, leaving room
TELgIon v matter more,
?:Il!EJ‘I pc-.Illnmns also span a wide range of religious affiliations and
pla gical positions, giving voters who are motivated by faith or ideol-
i the chance o choose candidates with similar characteristics, Brazil
out n:f cighteen countries in the ideological distance between
Atmost and n_gh'rmc:ust political parties, ahead of Bolivia and Venezuela,
 open ].Isl:‘pl‘ﬂportiona] representation gives party leaders strong
SEVES to diversify candidate lists by including representatives of par-
r identity groups, like evangelical Christians. :
e In:hgi:-us—sccu[ar and Catholic-Protestant cleavages have
ent during recent Brazilian campaigns. Controversy surrounding
mEII].? Cadl_ulics and evangelicals campaigning side by side
. tzm;i 1::':: the 2010 prem1:!¢nhnl election, while secular
o T de nse,_Ye: evangelicals’ political ambitions have
e con with Catholics. In S30 Paulo’ 2012 mayoral election
tolic hierarchy mobilized against front-runner Celso Russm:m‘nzmm:nI
‘L glw IID:r evangelical himself, had strong ties ko the Univers:i
o Kingdom of God, The archbishop of Sao Paulo released 3

11
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letter calling Russomanno 5 “threat to democracy” ang InStructed 5.

to read it during Masgs, arguably helping to derqj] Russomanngt candidas ja .I -
(Lima 2012; Gamg and Roncaglia 201 z}, L—--__I
To test the effect of religious cnes on voting in Iﬂrw—infonmu-}n BT |
tions, we conducted 4 SUTVEY experiment during the two and a T ——
before Brazil's October 7, 2012, gum‘cipal ele-:uin.'“ Adverniin;ﬂnii Eicl mﬂ - 'I
book, we recruited 1,8:0 registered vorers age 18 or older for an gpl; i —_— |
survey. Though selection Was nonrandom, we ended up with a serijn g e | 'I
:fcprcsenraﬁv: sample on variables such g5 region, race, parry idenﬁﬁ Charismatic _ —
tuen, and 2010 presidentia] vote. The sample OVer-represents the ' e ;
w&a_ajth}r. males, and residents of larger citis though we stjl] have ¢ ”ﬂ'g;"ﬂ . —

i

! I

llf'rou;_srantsf"e-.rang'elic-.ais (30%), al:hf:istsfagnusﬁt‘s (4%), and those who he 4 m:cu 7 e
. . - - I

(]

Other = T b

professional atles, and many take advantage of this OPPOrtunity; an evan " tion -

gelical minister named Payjy, Rodrigues de Souzq mj ght present himself
: P?stor Paulo." Ty test thig cue’s effect, we provided 4 brief description o
a 81ty council candjdg te, including Party, age, mariga] status, and educatig 1 i

' = Dppnﬁm = —
f Condition

Both Condilionz ———
[ T T T T T | P |
=20 185 -1 =05 0.0 s 1.0 15 2.0

1
]
1
L]
!
L]
I
1
]
1
1
I
1
]
1
!

toral name with 3 religionsg title; those i the contrn] conditinn received the
candidate’ full lega) name 2 We then agked respondents how likely the
would be to vate “for 5 person like this,” o 4 scale of 1 ro 5, tginal data eollection. Note: Dots give poinr ece li
The oo S - & 8 | Authors” original darg eo) ecbon. Naote: Dois gIve point estimates; lines
x P aDﬂ figure 4.6 Summarizes rll“t P“E‘ZI”" “95”_3“3"? effect or wepresent 95% confidence intervals, Results of the clergy influence experi-
‘Il?c-te mtenton, COn average, TECevIing a candidapek religious title has a signif ‘ment are for the evangelical subsample.

Figure 4.6 Treatment Effects on Ve Intention, Brazi] 2012, Soweree:

with Pentecostalism, T positive effect is offser by 5 Negative ane amang Our second SUrvey experiment sought to test the effect of clergy voting
: s ommendations as 3 mechanism by which church artendance might af-
agnostics, 4| Cathﬂ!lts, and Charismaric Cﬂdfﬂﬁm The findings for the VOting (Smith 2013), In the rea| world, it is difficult o disentangle the

o0 % Al Bogh} I?‘“E' However, our survey provides clear evidence o *Parate these potential influences experimentally. All respondents read
divergent identity voung for these twg Eroups. Charismatic Catholics arg Hollowing message; “Suppose that José Vargas dos Santos is a candidate
turned off Efu::m vminglfc:rr an evangelical pastor, despire scemingly aligne i Qty council from [PARTY]. He has beep working in the community for
stances on important 1SSUES—ust a5 evangelicals ACrOSS numerous Latin I 20 years.™ The contro] condition received just this message, but
B€ treatment conditigns received the following additional informarion:
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Treatment 1: “He participates actively in the gay movement.” Sht. Protestants and Catholics tend to vote similarly in ideclogical
" bur this interreligious cleavage shows up in identity voting; each

Treatment 2: “Various evangelical pastors have spoken out agaj
o p prefers candidates of the same faith. Our first survey experiment

his political positions.” :
s the i ance of both in-group and out-group identities: evan-
¥ candidates appeal to evangelical voters, though they also gen-
' iection from both Catholic and secular voters, Yet the second survey
- ent suggests that religion also shapes the vote through mechanisms
Onge again, respondents reported their likelihood of supporting “a persg _ shan identity. Religious congregations and clergy channel key infor-
like this.” o the faithful on issues such as sexual politics, and they also shape
The bottom half of figure 4.6 summarizes each treamment’s e P g by directly endorsing or explicitly rejecting candidates, regardless
among evangelicals, vis-3-vis the control condition.” Voters are clear] ligious affiliations. These social and informational mechanisms may
swayed by both issues and clergy endorsements. While simple clergy op b o interreligious differences in the ideology of vote choice.
position lowers responses by 1.1 points on the 7-point scale, informatig s both identity-based and ideological effects depend on the character-
about the candidate’s activism for gay rights pushes down responses b of elections or of countries’ political systems. Religiously motivated
1.7 points. When both messages combine, the effect is 1.6 points. Th ogical voting requires that party systems be at least somewhat polar-
religious Protestants take into account both issues and clergy preference land that parties appeal to voters on at least moderately programmatic
though clergy endorsements matter less than issues. ‘When parties fail 10 differentiate themselves on the policy issues
ﬂlﬂﬂg]'l both scenanos were described as ficitious, ﬂ'l-l:}' ANNTOXIMA - 3 dlSIlI]E'IJJS]'I TEEEi-ﬂUEmﬂ from the mmrehgmus——m Pﬂmmlar:
conditions under which religion matrers for voting in the real world: th s of sexual politics and the family—there is little room for religion to
presence of religious minority candidates and the politicization of religi ¢ the ideological direction of the vote. By contrast, as party polariza-
during the campaign. Religion’s effect is enhanced by the broader electe § erows and left and right increasingly take distinct posinons on 1550ES
context—Brazil's fragmented party system, low party identification, n == abortion and homosexuality, religion exerts greater effects.
an electoral system with numerous candidates for legislative office. The or 1ts part, identity-driven voting for religious minorities (either Prot-
results underscore that religion exerts both direct and indirect effects @ ot or secular) requires that one be included among the ranks of can-
voting. Consistent with our region-wide analysis, we find in-group ant tes—something that still happens only infrequently in presidential
out-group identity heuristics matter when an evangelical pastor runs fo gtions across Latin America.” Non-Catholics are more likely to run at
office. In such cases, identity may trump issue voting; charismate he r levels of office, particularly in legislatve elections with a large num-
lics were turned off by “Pastor Paulo” even though he would probabd of candidates. In such cases, religious heuristics and socially supplied
agree with their stance on abortion or same-sex marriage. Yet in oth m have particularly strong effects on vote choice, as we find in Brazil.
contexts, religion influcnces voting behavior indirectly, via issue positio Dur findings provide interesting parallels and contrasts with gender
and clergy endorsements. We find evidence of both in the decision to vot eth icity, the other two identity group categories examined in this
against the gay rights activist. me. All three chapters uncover important identity voting effects. Just
dligious minorities seek coreligionist candidates, Morgan shows that
men voters are more likely to vote for women candidates, and Moreno
 strong links berween indigenous voters and candidares. Moreover,
as Morgan finds that Latin American women often vote to the right of
and that the strength of the gender-ideology association is stronger
puntrics with more polarized party systems, we find that religion and
fiosity push voters to the right, but only in more polarized and pro-
TTC SEES.

“Treatment 3: “He participates actively in the gay movement. Vari-
ous evangelical pastors have spoken out against his politcal
positions.”

Conclusion

Across cighteen countries and a decade’s worth of presidential electior
two religious cleavages have martered for the Latin American voter: i
tween the religious and nonreligious, and between Catholics and Profe
tants. The religious-secular cleavage manifests itself in ideological votin
with the nonreligious voting to the left and more frequent churchgoers
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Nonetheless, we suspect that in other ways the electoral impact gf g
gion is different from thar of gender or ethnicity. Though Morgan does
find evidence of countries with significant modern gender £3ps (Women
the I:‘:fmf men) in present-day Latin America, scholars argue that socig : e percentages weight each country’s sample by its population. Using
nomic development causes gender gaps to close and then to reverse, Byog e percentages (i.e., treating each country in Latin America as having the
trast, it is hard to imagine a long-term social process that would cause [, E 1 gion), we find that 66% identify as Catholic, 22% as other Christian,
America’s “religion gap™—the ideological divide berween the religious g 3% as religiously unaffiliared. ) - : :
nonreligions—to reverse in direction. While the political meaning of I the 2008 dﬁmmmsﬁrﬁ:&hiuﬁmaﬁilﬁom‘::?;““mﬂm
; B, . ; L o ; D ns] (1 3
group 1riEI'|Fll'.]F15 socially CDI:LW-I‘!J{:tEﬂ by its members, the political impli """. ““;i’;df;?;sn Baptist, Calvinist, The Salvation Army, Lutheran,
tons of re:hg:fn‘x are constrained to a much greater degree by authoritgsg dict. Nazarene, Presbyterian), (3) Non-Christian Religions (Jewish, Mus-
texts and traditions, as well as by the overlapping and mutually reinfon Buddhists, Hinduisms, Taoists), (5) Evangelical and Pentecostal (Pente-
influences of local, national, and transnational religious instirutions. k. Charismatic non-Catholics, Light of Wurl::]i ff_? :Im?"gd‘i e
P SEw of s heE : 3 es Smirinmlists and Seventh-Day Advenists, (7) Tra i ms or
sy S E'.'E’““_“f“:f“f“m are often uncoy * Religions (Candomble, Vodoo, Rastafarian, Mayan Traditional Religion),
beliefs he ; SICHLMRIE | R 'l."rl]l].l'lgill‘lr_:e £1a fome, secularist or atheist (Do not believe in God). In the 2010-12 Ameri-
tefs can be contentious and can make it difficult to negotiate a ooy arometcr question Q3C asked: “What is your religion, if any?” [Do not read
sensus regarding the common good. Regardless of any normative q ps. If the respondent says that he/she has no religion, probe tw see if he/
onc might hold, our analysis suggests that religious voting is likely to hould be located in option 4 or 11] (1) Catholic, (z) Protestant, M
a continuing feature of the Latin American political landscape. Religios
impact on electoral cutcomes might actually increase over time as gre:
percentages of citizens identify as nonreligious, on the one hand, and ev

tant or Protestant non-Evangelical (Christian; Calvinist; Lutheran; Meth-
E Presbyterian; Disciple of Chris;; Anglican; Episcopalian; Moravian), (3)

gelical, on the other. If the maturation of party systems leads to greater pe

larization and programmaticness, religion’s influence on ideological vorig

Christian Eastern Religions (Islam; Buddhist; Hinduism; Tacist; Confocian-
should grow even further.

Baha'i), (4) None (Believes in a Supreme Entiry bur does not belong to any
jon), (5) Evangelical and Pentecostal (Evangelical; Pentecostals; Church of

From a normative standpoint, we suggest that the growing role
religion in Latin American elections is actually a positive developme

Historically, having viable and competitive parties that give both leftis
and rightists a stake in the system has strengthened the prospects of Lati
American democracy by reducing the likelihood of either insurgencies ¢
coups. Though the threat of an armed secular or evangelical movemes
sounds remote, incorporating a diverse set of interests and identities int
the electoral process is no less important to regime legitimacy and to it
zens' satisfaction with democracy. As secular and Protestant Latin Amer

cans grow in numbers, their presence at the ballot box eontributes to
more diverse and vital democracy.

# comments on previous drafis of this chaprer; w Joe Geremy, R:;'aln
‘i ﬂm:rjn Wilson for excellent research assistance; and o the Latn
on Public Opinion Project (LAPOF) for survey data.

]

s Assemblies of God; Universal Church of the Kingdom of God; Interna-

3l Church of the Foursquare Gospel; Christ Pentecostzl Church; Christian

eration; Mennonite; Brethren; Christian Reformed Church; Charismartic

ECathol Light of World; Baptist; Nazarene; Salvation Army; Adventist; Sﬂ_r-

th-Day Adventist: Sara Nossa Terra), (6) LDS (Mormon), (7) Traditional Reli-

is or Mative Religions (Candomblé, Voodoo, Rastafarian, Mayan Traditdonal

igion; Umbanda; Maria Lonza; Int; Kardecista, Santo Daime, Esoterica), (10)

h (Orthodox; Conservative; Reform), (11) Agnostic, atheist (Does not believe

God), (12) Jehovah’s Witness. For all three survey waves, separate variables are

led 1 for respondents of each of the following religious affiliations, zero for
pondents who listed other religious affiliations, and missing for those who did

ond: Catholic (Q3C and Q3 option 1), Historical/Mainline Protestant
and Q3 option 2), Evangelical Protestant {Q3C and Q3 option 5), Mormon

D5MJehovah'’s Witness (()3C options 6 and 12; Q3 option 6), No religion (Q3C
_';_--- 4 and 11; Q3 option 4), Non-Christan {(Q3C opdons 3, 7, and 107 (13

ans 3 and 7).

'3-In each l:?fl:hmt countries, the slope cocfficient for a logistic regression of the
:._" ctive religious identficaton on year is statistically significant in the direction
4 Throughout most of Latin America, the Spanish and Portuguese term evan-
Thanks tw Scort Desposato, Kirk Hawkins, Michael Lewis-Beck, the editors 0 40 15 applied to both mainline/historical and evangelical Protestants. Moreover,
this volume, and participants in Vanderbilt Universitys Latin American Vit Bonal censuses and surveys often do not distnguish between the two variants of

NOTES
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Protestantism, and historical Protestant denominas
T tan s ad
: fUnStons may OPt Practipg, Y The survey was conducted joindy with F Daniel Hidalgo; approval was

5. In Brazil, however, those classified &om the institutional review hoards of each of our insdmtons.
estants in other recenr LAPQP TR i::ﬁ;}“mh“““‘“mhtr Miinlip| g three-quarters of clergy city council candidates use a religious dtle.
in the 2016 censys. : UE 2008, 2010, and 2014, 4o ¢ denoting @ Protestant miniser, is the most common. Catholic priests,
_ 6 Based on AmericasBarometer question Q5A. “H, ; J run for office, would use the title “Padre” (Father).
ligious servicess™ [Read options] (r) More than o “ﬁ'-_fﬂ o yo 4 ten - stronger than simply mentoning 2 eandidabes religion,
(3) Once a month: {4) Once or twice 3 vear; (5) NH.F:I ‘:Eaﬁ'lgz Once pery : valid in a way that religion is not; candidate names routinely in-

on a scale from zero o 1, with b val ; : onal Gtes, but rarely other religious cues. To further enhance external
attendance: 1 = agtends church miﬁm Eriplmrnng more frequeng , ondents from a municipality with real “pastor”™ ballot name candidates
attends church, e domly given either one of these candidates (37%) er the fictional candi-

7- In Chile, however, other studies suggest little ideological diffe lo Rodrigues de Souza/Pastor Paulo (37%). We pool these groups since

Catholics and Protestanes (Patterson ; 2 I e e Betiawmishall
by i _ ere statistically indistnguishable.
reegh) or claim thae evangelicals ape g ndents were asked to evaluate a single candidate rather than choose

geveral. This question formar has several methodological advantages, such
fing for more reliable 7-point scales. It deviates from actual votng practice
s ig the chosen candidate’s number into the electronic voting machine), but
limited Ir-ucces.s (Oro 1006). ing vorters to choose among named alternatives would do so as well. More-
. 1o Frequency of religious . ] hly do evaluate candidates in isolation during the campaign, as
higher numbers indicating more frequent w04 0 Fun from zero to g B vich uencsens indivicnal sci-prommution effrts, &
it T Party was randomly assigned from among the Partido dos Trabalhadores
he Partido da Social Democracia Brasileira (PSDB), and the Partide do
jento Demacritico Brasileiro (PMDE).
Elewhere (Smith 2013) we present the coefficients for evangelicals, Catho-
| the nonreligious. Here we present coefficients only for evangelicals since
om evangelical pastors should have the greatest impact precisely among

9. In contrast, relatively few Catholic clergy have run for n;i-.c:-s:ﬁuﬂ '

13 Cﬂmpi‘cremsdrsc:nhefuundhm onli .  Though in the more secular tuuntrie&ufdmﬂwthﬁmﬂnne,thgprﬁ:nw
i © onine replication fles, nlar candidates appears to have become something of a new norm.

18. The logistic regression eoeffici i |
FIENLE are significant = i
Pmlezmnm;l and p = cogy; {hﬂngﬂicajsj_ However, these :I':Tniu :rflnid;m o

cally significant anli g
= v “mong mainline and evangelical Protestants attending churd




