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CRISIS OF DEMOCRACY: PROTEST AND AFFECTIVE POLARIZATION 

 

Yuko Sato 

Drs. Laron K. Williams and Moisés Arce, Dissertation Supervisors 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

My dissertation, Crisis of Democracy: Protest and Affective Polarization, systematically 

examines the political and social consequences of protests in democratic societies, asking: 

in what conditions, protests negatively or positively affect the quality of democracy? A 

large-scale protest is generally associated with periods of massive political change. These 

mobilizations may spur democratization or enfranchise minority groups. While protests are 

crucial for providing a voice to the vulnerable and holding their government accountable 

to their citizens, there are possible downstream effects for the quality of democracy. 

Intensified protests are often followed by military coups or the emergence of radical 

populist leaders. Accordingly, radicalized protests are viewed as a danger to the legitimacy 

and stability of democracies. Despite the considerable social impact of protests, the 

mechanism of how protests would negatively affect the quality of democracy is highly 

understudied. In my dissertation research, I specifically investigate the relationship 

between protests and the polarization of the electorate, and I aim to explain how their 

confluence encourages democratic backsliding. 

 My central argument —and finding— is that protests serve as a focal event that 

may change voters’ perceptions. In my dissertation, I seek to expand psychological 

approaches to mass polarization by theorizing and testing how protests targeting specific 
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political parties or leaders may enhance individual partisan identities. Targeted protests 

provide open information containing a specific political message about targeted candidates 

or parties to the public. Accordingly, exposure to protests may activate and reinforces pre-

existing partisan identities —including positive and negative— and ultimately triggers 

affective polarization at the mass level. “Affect” refers to a psychological attachment to a 

group and is measured not only by the positive assessments toward the in-group (one’s 

own party) but also by the negative evaluations of the out-group (the opposing party). In 

severely polarized societies, members become violently loyal to their “team,” waiting for 

it to win at all costs, and strongly biased or prejudiced against the other group. This 

individual effect may, in turn, increase the level of polarization at the aggregated level.

 To the study of the consequence of political protests on voters’ perceptions, I 

incorporate a multiple-method approach combining a quantitative analysis as well as a 

qualitative case study of Brazil and multilevel cross-national analysis to bring a well-

rounded analysis. In the first empirical chapter, I examine how a series of political protests 

accelerated public opinion's polarization in the Brazilian case between 2013-2018. In the 

second empirical chapter, I move from a collective level of opinion polarization to 

individual-level preference formation. I examine how exposure to targeted protests alters 

or reinforces the existing preference at the individual level utilizing the difference-in-

difference identification strategy. Specifically, I analyze the period in which Jair Bolsonaro 

was elected in the 2018 presidential election. I examine how anti-Bolsonaro protests 

affected the vote choice by comparing the responses before and after the protest event. To 

do this, I utilize the wave of survey data from Datafolha conducted both a week prior to 

and after the massive protest event. In the last empirical section, I offer evidence that 
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protests which targeted the government parties or leaders affect the voters’ attitude toward 

the ruling party in democracies. Accordingly, targeted protests increase the affective 

polarization at the individual level in a cross-national context. I conduct a comparative 

study of public opinion polarization among 30 democracies between 1996 and 2018 using 

the public opinion data from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES). With 

these empirical analyses, I contribute to understanding the conditions in which protests 

may intensify the social conflict in democracies. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

1.1 Wave of Protests and Political Crisis in Democracies 
 

In the past ten years after the “Arab Spring,” a wave of large-scale mass protests has 

changed the political life of every region of the world. Protests have occurred in countries 

as diverse as Hong Kong to the East and North Africa, to the United States, Europe, and 

Latin America. Protesters have taken to the streets to speak out about corruption, minority 

rights, economic injustices, quality of democracies, and a range of particular local issues. 

Several protests have driven political leaders out of office; some have crackdown by the 

government with severe repression. Despite the spread of COVID-19 that restricted in-

person interaction in 2020, protests continue to shape the political landscape. Mass 

mobilization has occurred in democracies and nondemocracies and advanced and 

developing economies alike – popular protests are now a major feature of global politics. 

Moreover, these protests are not always conducted by pro-democratic forces; anti-

democratic and right-wing radical forces also coordinate protests in many places around 

the world.  

These protests attract considerable attention around the world while they are 

occurring. Local to international media extensively covers the drama of revolt on the streets. 

Large numbers of observers offer their views on these sparks of the protests, the makeup 

of the protest movements, and the goals that the protesters seek through traditional and 

social medias. Iconic pictures capture the turmoil of huge protests in Hong Kong to the 

Black Lives Matter movement across the United States, and people across the world see 

them as symbols of the “age of rage” (Youngs 2019: 1). Despite the significance of the 

phenomenon, far less attention is devoted to what happens after such protests. What are the 
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social and political consequences of these massive protests across the world? Specifically, 

how experiencing such a massive protest may alter the citizens’ perceptions of politics? 

A large-scale protest is generally associated with periods of massive political 

change. These mobilizations are often interpreted as a manifestation of democratic freedom 

and constitutive factors of any democratic culture. Popular mobilization has been 

considered one of the powerful sources of democratization (e.g., Rueschemeyer et al. 1992; 

Acemoglu and Robinson 2006) or gradual democratic reform (e.g., Teorell 2010). These 

positive effects of mobilization on democracy are because broad-based, peaceful protests 

(Chenoweth and Stephan 2011) or those that mobilize large crowds (Brancati 2016) may 

reduce the perceived legitimacy of the political incumbents, leading to splits in the 

incumbent party (O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986). Thus, ruling parties are more likely to 

implement democratic reform in the face of pro-democratic protests. Moreover, protests 

under democracies may make government officials more responsive to citizen policy 

preferences (e.g., Gillion 2013; Wouters and Walgrave 2017) or enhancing minority’s 

rights (Wasow 2020). Thus, popular mobilization may strengthen democratic 

accountability and the quality of democracy in the countries that democracy takes in root. 

On the other hand, the escalation of protest within a democracy is hardly a sign of 

satisfaction with the political system (Roman 2017). Intensified protests are often followed 

by democratic breakdown or backsliding. The massive protests lead to the removal of the 

elected government (Hochstetler 2006; Pérez-Liñán 2007; Hochstetler and Edwards 2009; 

Hochstetler and Samuels 2011; Edwards 2015). Although these mobilizations in other 

cases only cause changes within the democratic regimes through the legal impeachment 

procedure, in other cases, the elected officials are removed from the office through 
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unconstitutional means, like military coups (Pérez-Liñán and John Polga-Hecimovich 

2017). This pattern of democratic breakdown followed by the massive protests is not only 

found in the military coups followed by the dictatorship regimes in Latin America during 

the Cold War, but also recent failed democratic movements that followed by the military 

intervention in Egypt and Thailand. 

Moreover, the radicalized movements and social discontent may create an 

opportunity for the political outsiders to step into the national government (Mainwaring, 

Bejarano, and Pizarro Leongómez 2006). Democratic backslidings – a gradual erosion of 

democratic institutions, including weakening checks and balances while expanding 

executive power – are often followed by the electoral success of populist leaders, which 

emerged from the radicalized right or left-populist movements (Bermeo 2016; Waldner 

and Lust 2018; Ruth 2018). Such democratic decay is not only found in the less 

consolidated democracies – like Venezuela, Ecuador, Turkey, and Brazil – but also in the 

most established democracies like the United States. Accordingly, radicalized protests are 

also viewed as a danger to the legitimacy and stability of democracies (Huntington 1968; 

1984; Bermeo 1997; Hollyer, Rosendorff, and Vreeland 2019).  

Despite the considerable social impact of protests, it is still unclear in what 

conditions protests negatively or positively affect democratic stability. In this study, I 

specifically focus on the effect of protests under the democratic regime and examine the 

effect of protests on the citizens’ perception. By doing so, I investigate the relationship 

between political protests and polarization of public opinion I argue that protests, which 

target the specific parties or leaders, alter the citizens’ perception on political groups and 
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thus create a strong bias against their opposing group. I aim to explain how these two 

phenomena may relate to each other to promote democratic backsliding. 

Political scientists are increasingly turning attention to affective polarization as an 

explanation for the democratic backsliding (Somer and McCoy 2018; McCoy, Rahman, 

and Somer 2018; McCoy and Somer 2019). Recent literature has specifically identified the 

importance of “affective” polarization at the mass-level – which is a distance in the realm 

of emotions, feelings, and attitudes (e.g., Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012; Iyengar and 

Westwood 2015; Mason 2015). Under severely polarized democracies, members become 

violently loyal to their “team,” waiting for it to win at all costs, and they are strongly biased 

or prejudiced against the other group (Mason 2015). Accordingly, voters are especially 

likely to choose undemocratic leaders by trading off democratic principles for their adverse 

preference against the other group (Svolik 2019; Graham and Svolik 2020). Polarization 

creates an opportunity for illiberal political outsiders to be elected. Elected illiberal rulers 

are, once in office, likely to engage in institutional change with declining institutional 

checks and balances on executive authority (e.g., Rovira Kaltwaser 2012; Mudde and 

Rovira Kaltwasser 2012; Bermeo 2016; Ruth 2018). Thus, affective polarization may 

increase the risk of democratic backsliding through the practice of elected illiberal leaders. 

Concerning the significant impact of polarization on democratic society, recent 

studies in political science have devoted themselves to providing explanations for the 

origins of mass-level political polarization. Foundational social-psychology literature tells 

us that both context and resulting group identities matter for the causes of group 

identification and differentiation, that is, the way individuals and groups see and position 

themselves relative to others. My central claim in the dissertation is that protests serve as 
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a focal event that may alter or reinforce voters’ perceptions toward political groups. I seek 

to expand psychological approaches to polarization by theorizing and testing how protests 

enhance the individual partisan identity and thus increase mass polarization. At the 

individual level, I consider how exposure to protests, which target specific candidates or 

parties, activates and reinforces pre-existing partisan identity —including positive and 

negative— and ultimately leads to affective polarization. To do so, I introduce a theory of 

the mechanism through which protest affects polarization between political groups. 

Political protests provide open information containing a specific political message about 

targeted candidates or parties to the public. Accordingly, exposure to protests may activate 

pre-existing sympathy or antipathy against the targeted group at the individual level. From 

this theoretical framework, I articulate how protests may affect the results of subsequent 

elections as a high level of polarization among voters.  

 From these analyses, I advance our knowledge of how protest events promote a 

higher level of affective polarization, thus protentially erode democratic stability (Figure 

1.1). I expect democratic stability erodes when the quality of democracy significantly 

declines and the risk of establishing authoritarian regimes increases. The scope of this study 

is the relationship between targeted protests and affective polarization. However, the study 

has an important implication on the condition in which protests may negatively affect the 

quality of democracy. One of the essential theoretical propositions of this study is that 

protests may not always lead to a higher level of democracy or increase the quality of 

democracy. My research suggests that protests targeted at specific political groups – as 

opposed to the protests aiming at achieving particular policy or political goals – can be a 

source of increasing division and conflict within the democratic society. The relationship 
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between protests and democratic stability is a theoretical question that has been 

investigated over time. However, as protests have become an increasingly popular form of 

political strategy globally, it is crucial to rethink and clarify the circumstances where 

protests may promote or damage democratic stability. 

 

Figure 1.1 Effect of Protests on Democratic Backsliding 

 

 

1.2 Determinants of Affective Polarization 

1.2.1 Definition of Polarization 

 

Political polarization is defined as a degree of ideological differentiation within a political 

system based on the ideological distance between political parties (Sartori 1976). Some 

situations produce centrifugal extremes and erase the ideological center that Downs’ (1957) 

centripetal dynamics would predict. Studies of political polarization vary from elite level 

polarization to mass level polarization. In the elite level polarization studies, the research 

tends to focus on legislative voting (e.g., Poole and Rosenthal 1997) or perceptions of the 

ideological distance between political party positions in the legislature (e.g., Abramowitz 

2010; Campbell 2016). Other studies examine political polarization at the mass level, 

examining the degree to which voters sort themselves into increasingly homogeneous 

political parties (Fiorina and Abrams 2008; Hetherington 2001) or move further apart on 

policy issues or self-placement on an ideological scale (Abramowitz 2010; Campbell 2016). 
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Traditional studies have focused on ideological distance defined as the left-right 

scale (e.g., Dalton 2008), such as market-economy versus command economy centralized 

by government, globalist/cosmopolitan versus nationalist, religious versus secular, urban 

versus rural, traditional versus modern cultural values. On the other hand, recent literature 

has also identified the importance of the “affective polarization,” a distance in the realm of 

emotions, feelings, and attitudes (e.g., Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012; Iyengar and 

Westwood 2015; Mason 2015). “Affect” refers to a psychological attachment to a group 

and is measured not only by the positive assessments toward the in-group (one’s own party) 

but also by the negative evaluations of the out-group (the opposing party). For instance, in 

the context of the United States, partisan identities like Democrats or Republicans, or 

liberals and conservatives, often dispute against the other’s values.  

 Since Campbell et al. (1960), the study of partisanship has been recognized as a 

key determinant of political attitudes and behavior. Party identification is one of the most 

well-established theories in research on elections and voting behavior (Johnston 2006). In 

much of this research, partisanship has been considered a type of social identity – where 

partisans hold a strong in-group affect towards the party they favor and identify with. 

Nevertheless, recent work has also recognized the importance of out-group affect (i.e., how 

negatively voters feel about a competitor) in determining the individual’s political attitude 

(e.g., Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012; Iyengar et al. 2019). Although this negative aspect 

of group identification has been already identified by Campbell et al. (1960), a recent 

revival of research in negative partisanship further emphasized the importance of negative 

partisanship for understanding voter attitudes and behavior. To capture the extent to which 

citizens hold both positive in-group affect and negative out-group affect towards parties, 
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researchers have coined the term “affective polarization” (e.g., Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 

2012). Affective polarization occurs especially when group members hold negative views 

of and distrust the out-group and perceive a high level of social distance between their 

group and the out-group.  

The concept of affective polarization has mainly been applied to the most 

straightforward case: the American two-party system (e.g., Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 

2012; Lelkes and Westwood 2017). However, recent studies also attempt to apply the same 

concept to other countries outside the United States (e.g., Westwood et al. 2018; Ward and 

Tavits 2019; Reiljan 2019; Gidron, Adams, and Horne 2019; Wagner 2021). Research by 

Westwood et al. (2018), for instance, which examines levels of trust between partisans in 

the UK, Belgium, and Spain, provides important evidence that affective polarization is just 

as important in many countries outside of the US and also has a greater impact than social 

cleavages. Gidron, Adams, and Horne (2019) further present cross-national evidence that 

affective polarization in the US is by no means usually high.  

Following these previous studies’ contribution, I examine the determinants of 

affective polarization at the mass level both in a single case study and in a cross-national 

context. I first closely examine the mechanism by which affective polarization arises in the 

multiparty and week party context as a least likely case where affective polarization is 

observed. A strong affective polarization is unlikely to appear in such a context because 

voters do not have strong connections to the parties. Therefore, they are not as sensitive to 

their partisan cues. Moreover, a strong feeling against the particular group (especially their 

out-group) is less likely to arise in a multiparty context. Thus, I expect that the findings 

should speak to a larger sample. I test the generalizability of my theory in a broader context 
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by taking into account the country-specific and time-varying factors in the cross-national 

study. 

 

1.2.2 Measuring Affective Polarization  

 

Affective polarization is defined as both an aggregated-level and individual-level 

phenomenon (Wagner 2021). Affective polarization means the extent to which (a) each 

individual has a level of in- and out-group affect (individual-level of affective polarization) 

and (b) each political system has an average level of such patterns of in- and out-group 

feelings (aggregated-level of affective polarization). Aggregated level of affective 

polarization is simply an averaged version of individual-level affective polarization. In 

general, the term “affective polarization” is used more to describe the aggregate-level than 

the individual-level patterns (Reiljan 2019). In this study, although I also consider the 

affective polarization at the system level (Chapter 3), I mainly focus more on affective 

polarization at the individual level (Chapter 4 and 5). This is because the individual-level 

mechanism of how targeted protests affect the individual’s attitude toward parties is 

essential for my theoretical framework.   

To quantify affective polarization at the individual level, I combine two different 

types of measurement: (1) two separate measurements to quantify the individual’s (raw) 

attitude toward two particular political groups (in-group and out-group) and (2) a single 

measurement to quantify the spread among feelings toward political parties, the extent to 

which individuals feel positively towards one or more parties (in-group affect) and 

negatively towards other parties (out-group affect), in a system level. I utilize the first 

measurement for the case study (Chapter 4) and both measurements for the cross-national 
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studies (Chapter 5). 1  By combining these two measurements, I test the causal effects 

between the protests and individual’s partisan affect while examining the effects of protests 

on the overall level of polarization in the society.2  

 

In-Group and Out-Group Affects  

First, I examine the individual’s feelings toward in-group and out-group. My underlying 

research questions in the dissertation are including both (1) how much does partisan affect 

compare with affect based on other social divides (positive affect toward their supporting 

party) and (2) to what extent are partisans willing to discriminate against opposing partisans 

(negative affect toward their opposing party)? The dynamic of polarization can be driven 

by changes in positive attitudes or feelings toward the in-group, negative attitudes or 

feelings toward the out-group, or both. These positive or negative attachments toward 

parties would not be reinforced at the same degree, giving the exogenous factors. Thus, to 

answer these questions one by one, I consider a separate measurement of mass political 

polarization based on both party support (positive partisanship) and rejection (negative 

partisanship), rather than perceived differentiation of parties (spread of like-dislike score) 

or positive partisanship alone. Since my focus of this study is to examine the effects of 

protests that targeted at specific parties or leaders, I specifically examine change in the 

voters’ attitude toward (1) the targeted political group as well as (2) the political group that 

is associated with the protesters.  

 
1 A detailed explanation for the operationalization of these approaches will be discussed in the method section 

of each chapter. 
2 A similar approach combining the analyses of the individual’s partisan affect (raw scores) and the distance 

between in-group and out-group is also utilized in the recent studies of affective polarization (e.g., Iyengar, 

Sood, Lelkes 2012; Webster and Abramowith 2017; Nugent 2020). 
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Affective Polarization (Spread) in a Multiparty Context 

To measure affective polarization in a multiparty context, I also utilize a single 

measurement to quantify the level of in-group and out-group affect to examine affective 

polarization in a cross-national context. Applying the concept of affective polarization to 

multiparty systems requires being more specific in understanding partisan identities. For 

instance, affective polarization is low if a voter has the same level of affect towards all 

parties and partisans. This is the case if a voter dislikes all parties, like all parties, or is 

indifferent about all parties. On the other hand, affective polarization is high if a voter likes 

one party and dislikes all others. In this view, closeness feelings towards parties are 

mutually exclusive as they represent competing identities, so voters are unlikely to feel 

close to more than one party at once. 

However, an issue with the difficulty of measuring affective polarization in 

multiparty systems arises from the fact that many voters feel positive towards more than 

one party while disliking others. Indeed, research on partisanship in a multiparty system 

shows that people can have more than one positive party identification (Garry 2007). Thus, 

recent research takes an approach to assessing affective polarization based on the spread 

of positive and negative affect (e.g., Ward and Tavits 2019; Wagner 2021).3 Using such an 

approach illustrates that affective polarization would be high for the citizens who feel a 

strong positive affect towards two parties and a negative affect towards their competitors. 

This more expansive definition of affective polarization allows covering the situations 

 
3 This measurement for affective polarization has developed as a parallel measurement of the perceived level 

of ideological polarization: voters differ in whether they see the parties in the system as ideologically similar 

or ideologically distant (e.g., Curini and Hino 2012). 
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where citizens perceive that there are two general camps, which may each be made up of 

one or several parties.   

In addition, the other issue of measuring affective polarization is whether affective 

polarization should be weighted by the size and, therefore, the relevance of parties. Party’s 

size would matter more if the liked and disliked parties are substantial competitors than if 

a voter happens to dislike small parties. This is because size and importance are often 

strongly correlated: larger parties are more important for the party system and government 

formation. Thus, the key to understanding party systems’ affective configuration is whether 

the larger parties within that system are affectively distant or close. Accordingly, another 

possible measurement approach for affective polarization would be weighting their 

polarization scores by the size of political parties (e.g., Wagner 2021).4  

In sum, for the cross-national study, I utilize both measurements approaches: (1) 

spread of like-dislike score for each political party in the system and (2) spread of like-

dislike score weighted by parties’ size. 

 

1.2.3 The Consequence of Affective Polarization on Democracy 

A higher level of affective polarization has significant and various effects on democratic 

society. Some level of political polarization, in fact, benefits democracy in terms of 

providing voting heuristics or cues to help voters choose among candidates, mobilizing 

supporters, strengthening political parties and providing programmatic choices (Campbell 

2016; LeBas 2018; Stavrakakis 2018). Especially in the context of new democracies, 

tensions and confrontations can result in the crafting of government institutions that 

 
4  See Chapter 5.2 for an example of calculation and comparison of affective polarization using both 

unweighted and weighted polarization scores.  
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improve accountability. Moreover, sustained polarization creates incentives for office-

seeking elites to build more robust and durable structures to mobilize their base 

constituencies (LeBas 2018). Accordingly, polarization helps the institutional building of 

party organizations while improving the government’s accountability.  

However, the situation is concerning when the polarization occurs when citizens 

become aligned within (usually two) camps with mutually exclusive identities and interests. 

It is the alignment of opinions under a single identity, rather than the radicalization of 

opinion, that “crystalizes interests into opposite factions” and threatens to undermine social 

cohesion and political stability (Baldassari and Gelman 2008; McCoy, Rahman, and Somer 

2018). Once it becomes extreme, each camp questions the moral legitimacy of the other 

group, viewing the opposition camp or its policies as an existential threat to their way of 

life or the nation as a whole (Garcia-Guadilla and Mallen 2019).    

A high level of affective polarization also has a considerable effect on the individual 

decisions about selecting leadership in their community. The research indicates that 

citizens in highly polarized contexts are willing to trade-off democratic principles for other 

potentially conflicting considerations such as political ideology, partisan loyalty, and 

policy preferences (Svolik 2019; Graham and Svolik 2020). When voters face a choice 

between a co-partisan candidate whose positions violate democratic principles and a 

candidate who complies with democratic principles but is otherwise unappealing, a 

significant fraction of voters under a high level of affective polarization may sacrifice 

democratic principles to elect a candidate who champions their party or interests. Such a 

polarization pattern resulted in the electoral success of Hugo Chávez in Venezuela and 

Recep Tayyip Erdoğan in Turkey or Donald Trump in the United States. They disregarded 
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democratic principles and thus significantly damaged the quality of democracy once they 

held office. 

 

1.3 Argument in Brief: Targeted Protests, Attitudinal Change, and 

Polarization 
 

With the considerable impact of polarization on democratic societies, academic studies 

have been developed to explain the origin of affective polarization. Those studies 

specifically provide a set of explanations for cross-national differences in the level of 

affective polarization. In the first group of studies, scholars presume that the preference 

polarization is formed by factors derived from society, but external to the political system. 

These factors include historically formed social, political, and economic cleavages along 

the lines of class, sector, region, ethnicity, or religious affiliation (e.g., Lipset and Rokkan 

1967; Whitefield 2002; Deegan-Krause 2006; Haggard and Kaufman 2016; McCarty, 

Poole, and Rosenthal 2016). On the other hand, the second set of explanations highlights a 

strategic aspect of polarization determined by the electoral rules. Political parties create 

platforms to maximize their vote share. Although these platforms generally reflect existing 

cleavages in the society, as noted above, the political system interferes with how the 

distribution of societal cleavages is aggregated. Specifically, party leaders in a proportional 

representation (PR) system may initially focus on the inward-looking strategy of 

consolidating their bloc since the system provides more opportunities for smaller parties to 

enter legislatures (e.g., Jackman and Volpert 1996; Meguid 2005; Veugelers and Magnan 

2005). However, leaders may concentrate on the outward-looking strategy of the electoral 

support of the rival blocs in a majoritarian system (McCoy and Somer 2019). To this end, 

the majoritarian system is more likely to promote affective polarization. 
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Lastly, a set of explanations focuses on parties’ motivating ideologies. The theory 

relating to the ideology often concentrates on the parties rooted in the radical ideologies. 

Radical right or left ideological adherence determines voters’ preferences, thus, resulting 

in polarization at the aggregate level. Although ideology is relatively constant, visible 

changes in ideological polarization occur with the inclusion of these radical parties in the 

electoral system. Ideologies also underpin determinants for affective polarization through 

partisan attachment (e.g., Mason 2015; Rogowski and Sutherland 2016; Bougher 2017; 

Webster and Abramowitz 2017).  

A number of constructive critiques have noted that, however, these existing 

approaches are overly deterministic and often fail to provide convincing mechanisms for 

how these static conditions, derived from the structure, strategy, and ideology, may shape 

political preferences over time (e.g., Katznelson and Weingast 2005; Fiorina and Abrams 

2006; Campbell 2016; Nugent 2020). The issue is that these theories do not incorporate an 

understanding of the process through which political preferences form and are updated by 

exogenous events, such as the significant life event.  The extent to which people hold 

preferences over types of objects depends on prior experiences with related objects.  

Recent studies, thus, focus more on the agencies that purposefully activate 

preexisting preference and reinforce them including partisan media (e.g., Levendusky 

2013a; 2013b; Levendusky and Malhotra 2016) and campaigns (Sood and Iyengar 2016) 

or populist leaders’ discourse (e.g., McCoy, Rahman, and Somer 2018; Somer and McCoy 

2018) and their message through mass media (Mazzoleni 2003). In addition to the existing 

theories, I specifically claim that a substantial protest would be a critical event that would 

alter the individual political preferences. 
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A protest is a notable way that citizens attempt to communicate their views on key 

issues in a public space. As a result, the nature of a message conveyed by protests may 

affect voters who are exposed to these protests. Among different types of mobilizations, I 

specifically contend that protests targeting the political leaders or governmental institutions 

as a whole – I identify them as a targeted protest as opposed to a protest aiming to achieve 

specific political or policy goals – would be a source for the higher level of affective 

polarization. Specifically, a movement often targets the president or the presidential 

candidate to express their grievance as a figurehead of their parties. Such a mobilization 

pattern may trigger emotional reactions to presidential candidates, which are likely to 

impact the political parties’ overall attitudes. Moreover, exposure to political mobilizations 

may feed on people’s fear of being excluded from social and political power structures. 

Thus, massive grassroots mobilization may accelerate polarization by intensifying the 

division in the society and forcing people to ally with one of the political groups.  

In short, I argue that political conflicts create an opportunity for the protesters to 

activate preexisting sympathy or antipathy for the particular political groups. These public 

opinion effects may, in turn, affect the results of subsequent elections at a high level of 

affective polarization among voters. 

 

1.4 Outline of the Dissertation 
 

In the following chapters, I present the theory to explain a rising affective polarization. In 

Chapter 2, I first summarize the existing set of arguments that explain the origin of affective 

polarization. Then, I introduce the theory of how targeted protests may alter or reinforce 

individuals’ political preferences and thus change the level of affective polarization over 
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time. Drawing on the psychological and informational mechanism, I argue that exposure 

to specific political messages by the protest event may shift political. I also summarize the 

methodology that I utilize in this study.  

To test my theory of targeted protests and polarization, I combine both quantitative 

and qualitative analyses. In Chapters 3 and 4, I examine protest events during the current 

political crisis in Brazil. In Chapter 3, I first summarize the background of Brazilian party 

politics and highlight a significant increase in polarization and a decline in the level of 

democracy between 2013-2018. Then, I examine how a series of political protests 

accelerated the polarization of public opinion in Brazil. I specifically analyze three protest 

waves that happened during this period and compare the effect of protests on the 

polarization at the aggregated or societal level for each case. I rely on the secondary 

historical sources in Brazil and trace the process of how the series of political events created 

an opportunity for rising polarization along with the partisan line: the extreme right-wing 

Liberal Social Party (Partido Social Liberal, PSL) and the left-leaning Workers’ Party 

(Partido dos Trabalhadores, PT).  

In Chapter 4, I move from a collective level of opinion polarization to the 

individual-level preference formation. Specifically, I analyze the period in which Jair 

Bolsonaro was elected in the 2018 presidential election. I examine how anti-Bolsonaro 

protests affected the vote choice by comparing the responses before and after the protest 

event. To do this, I utilize the wave of survey data from Datafolha conducted both before 

and after the nationwide protest event before the 2018 presidential election, the Ele Não 

(“not him”) movement. I examine how exposure to protests alters or reinforces the existing 
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partisan preference at the individual-level utilizing the difference-in-difference 

identification strategy. 

In Chapter 5, I test the generalizability of the findings from the case study of Brazil. 

I use cross-national data to test whether protest events, which targeted the ruling party or 

leaders, lead to an increase in the level of affective polarization. I conduct a comparative 

study of public opinion polarization among 36 democratic countries between 1996 and 

2018. I utilize the public opinion data from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 

(CSES) and demonstrate that protest events increase polarization at the aggregated level in 

a cross-national study. In this analysis, I incorporate the national level factors derived from 

the electoral system and economic conditions and examine how protests increase mass 

polarization in democracies. 

 Finally, the Conclusion chapter (Chapter 6) summarizes the main findings from the 

empirical chapters and discusses the project’s broader implication for future studies. 
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Chapter 2 Theory of Targeted Protests, Attitudinal Change, and 

Polarization 
 

In this chapter, I first summarize the existing theories that explain the origin of affective 

polarization. The missing or assumed link in the existing theories of polarization 

is how political preference has been altered or reinforced over time. Individuals’ lived 

political experiences may be the basis for translating existing structural conditions, 

institutional norms, and ideologies into political preferences. Drawing on the psychological 

and informational mechanisms, I develop the theory of how protests targeting the specific 

political group shape political attitudes and preferences. In short, I argue that exposure to 

specific political messages conveyed by the protesters can shift individuals’ attitudes 

toward political parties. Finally, I present the methodology to examine the theory in this 

study.  

 

2.1 Determinants of Polarization 
 

A high level of affective polarization is a global concern as it is recognized as a key driver 

of democratic dysfunction (Somer and McCoy 2018; McCoy and Somer 2019). 

Specifically, severely polarized democracies exhibit the nature of intergroup conflict. 

Members become violently loyal to their “team,” waiting for it to win at all costs, and 

strongly biased or prejudiced against the other group (Mason 2015). The research about 

affective polarization has been most intensively conducted in the context of the United 

States. However, to date, there is relatively little cross-national research on mass-level 

affective polarization (Gidron, Adams, and Horne 2019). This gap in research leads to 

asking, what explains the cross-national and overtime variation in the affective polarization. 
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Academic studies have been developed to explain the origin of affective 

polarization. Among these studies, there are several different sets of explanations. In the 

first group of studies, scholars presume that the preference polarization is formed by factors 

derived from society, but external to the political system. These factors include historically 

formed social, political, and economic cleavages along the lines of class, sector, region, 

ethnicity, or religious affiliation (e.g., Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Whitefield 2002; Deegan-

Krause 2006; Haggard and Kaufman 2016; McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2016). In this 

explanation, polarization is assumed to be a reflection of the structural differences in 

society, since parties seek to mobilize certain identities relevant to the specific electorate 

as an electoral strategy for maximizing their voting support by catering to a specified in-

group at the expense of an out-group (e.g., Lupu and Riedl 2013).  

The second set of explanations highlights a strategic aspect of polarization 

determined by the electoral rules. Political parties create platforms to maximize their vote 

share. Although these platforms generally reflect existing cleavages in the society, as noted 

above, the political system interferes with how the distribution of societal cleavages is 

aggregated. The factor that is affected most is the internal working of the political system 

such as primarily electoral rules and institutions, which shape the process of how interests 

are reflected in political competition. Particular electoral contexts may require certain 

thresholds for participating in the electoral competition. Accordingly, party leaders choose 

different campaigning strategies to maximize voting support based on their electoral 

system. For example, party leaders in a proportional representation (PR) system may 

initially focus on the inward-looking strategy of consolidating their bloc since the system 

provides more opportunities for smaller parties to enter legislatures (e.g., Jackman and 
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Volpert 1996; Meguid 2005; Veugelers and Magnan 2005). On the other hand, leaders may 

concentrate on the outward-looking strategy of the electoral support of the rival blocs in a 

majoritarian system (McCoy and Somer 2019). To this end, the majoritarian system is more 

likely to promote affective polarization. 

Lastly, a set of explanations focuses on parties’ motivating ideologies. The theory 

relating to the ideology often concentrates on the parties rooted in the radical ideologies. 

Radical right or left ideological adherence determines voters’ preferences, thus, resulting 

in polarization at the aggregate level. Although ideology is relatively constant, visible 

changes in ideological polarization occur with the inclusion of these radical parties in the 

electoral system. Ideologies also underpin determinants for affective polarization through 

partisan attachment (e.g., Mason 2015; Rogowski and Sutherland 2016; Bougher 2017; 

Webster and Abramowitz 2017). Specifically, the idea of “partisan sorting” in the 

American politics literature suggests that over time, people have sorted into the “correct” 

combination of party and ideology – Democrats are more liberal, and Republicans are more 

conservative (e.g., Fiorina and Abrams 2008; Levendusky 2009). Sorting is likely to lead 

people to perceive both opposing partisans and co-partisans as more extreme than they 

actually are due to the misperceptions about opposing partisans being more acute 

(Levendusky and Malhotra 2016; Ward and Tavits 2019). As partisan and ideological 

identities became increasingly aligned, other salient social identities also converged into 

partisanship. Accordingly, sorting makes it much easier for voters to make generalized 

inferences about the opposing side even if those inferences are inaccurate. To this end, the 

underlying ideologies shape individual partisanship and also determine who to be 
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considered as an opponent and to what extent in-group members feel negatively toward 

these out-group members. 

However, a number of constructive critiques have noted that these existing 

approaches are overly deterministic and often fail to provide convincing mechanisms for 

how these static conditions, derived from the structure, strategy, and ideology may shape 

political preferences over time (e.g., Katznelson and Weingast 2005; Fiorina and Abrams 

2008; Campbell 2016; Nugent 2020). In fact, we observe a considerable change in the level 

of polarization at a certain period. The question is: “what accounts for the emergence of 

the high level of polarization?” The issue in the previous arguments is that these theories 

do not incorporate an understanding of the process through which political preferences 

form and be updated by exogenous events, such as a significant life event. To fulfill the 

gap in the theory, I specifically claim that a substantial protest would be a critical event 

that would alter the individual political preferences.  

 

2.2 Political Events and Preference Formation and Update 
 

The contemporary study of political behavior has increasingly incorporated findings from 

social psychology to understand the micro-foundational cognitive processes through which 

individuals form and update a politically relevant preference – “a comparative evaluation 

of (i.e., a ranking over) a set of objects” (Druckman and Lupia 2000: 2). In the realm of 

political preferences, objects often include politicians, policies, and governmental 

institutions. The extent to which people hold preferences over types of objects depends on 

prior experiences with related objects. Preferences over classes of objects are rankings that 

are derived from evaluations, where evaluations depend on beliefs – the product of 
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interactions between brain, body, and world (Druckman and Lupia 2000). Explaining 

preference formation is the process of explaining how beliefs and evaluations emerge from 

correlations between what people experience and what they feel. In psychological 

processes of preference formation, the lived experience in context may update these 

preferences through the process of learning new information (e.g., Zaller 1992; Zaller and 

Feldman 1992).  

Attempts to change the beliefs and preferences of others are a primary means of 

political action. When some political actors, such as party leaders or activists, have an 

incentive to provide information strategically, others may face incentives for interpreting 

the information they receive. When factors such as strategic behavior affect the quantity or 

character of available information, they can also cause people to form or alter preferences. 

For this purpose, political actors often utilize political messages to influence public opinion 

through framing, which is the communication effect, to variations in “how a given piece of 

information is being presented in public discourse” (Scheufele and Iyengar 2014: 2-3). For 

example, political leaders highlight uncivil discourse about the opposing party (such as 

rude and disparaging remarks about the other side) in a public speech to enhance their 

partisan supports. 

The psychological theory of framing has been applied to examining phenomena 

such as parties and campaigns, which strategically frame and mobilize the voters’ supports. 

Recent studies increasingly examine the factors that may explain the difference in the 

strength of the partisanship over time through the exposure to the partisan media (e.g., 

Levendusky 2013a; 2013b; Levendusky and Malhotra 2016) and campaigns (Sood and 

Iyengar 2016). The argument is that partisan news and campaign messages activate partisan 
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identities and consequent feelings toward the political parties. Accordingly, these 

campaigns can enhance voters’ partisan identity (Knobloch-Westerwick and Kleinman 

2012) or strengthen their salience – the importance of partisanship compare with other 

issues (Slothuus and Vreese 2010; Levendusky 2013a; 2013b; Horwitz and Nir 2015) while 

enhancing the prejudice against opposing party (Iyengar and Westwood 2012; Levendusky 

and Malhotra 2016).  

Moreover, the studies in comparative politics also state that populist leaders’ 

discourse is the leading factor that explains the emergence of affective polarization (e.g., 

McCoy, Rahman, and Somer 2018; Stavrakakis 2018; Somer and McCoy 2018). Populist 

leaders are adept at exploiting grievances and addressing resentment using rhetoric 

identifying someone to blame for a particular grievance (McCoy, Rahman, and Somer 

2018; Somer and McCoy 2018). This rhetoric creates an “Us” versus “Them” dynamics 

that forces to divide the society into two camps. The populist leaders’ political message is 

delivered to the voters through the traditional mass media (e.g., Mazzoleni 2003) or more 

directly through social media (Araújo and Prior 2021). Thus, broadly speaking, existing 

studies suggest that elite polarization may affect mass level polarization through strategic 

mobilization based on a certain political message (e.g., Druckman, Peterson, and Slothuus 

2013).  

In sum, the existing studies identified the role of actors that create political frames 

and rhetoric and suggested that individual exposure to a specific political message may 

increase the level of affective polarization. This political aim of polarization may apply to 

various polarizing actors such as political parties, movements, and charismatic leaders who 

frequently drive polarized politics (Somer and McCoy 2018). Among various actors, this 
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study specifically investigates and examines the effects of grassroots popular protests 

aimed at achieving political purpose on the level of affective polarization. By doing so, in 

addition to these explanations that focus on the elite’s strategy to produce a high level of 

polarization with a top-down process, I attempt to extend the theory by including political 

protests as an alternative, powerful source by which group identities are updated through 

the bottom-up effort. 

 

2.3 Targeted Protests and Partisan Affect 
 

A protest is a unique way that citizens attempt to communicate their views on key issues 

in a public space. As a result, the nature of a message conveyed by protests may affect 

voters who are exposed to these protests. A protest is usually understood as a response to 

citizens’ concerns that they are not represented well by governmental institutions. Among 

the different types of mobilizations, I specifically contend that protests targeting the 

political leaders or parties – I call them “targeted” protests as oppose to a protest targeting 

specific political and policy goals – would be sources for the higher level of affective 

polarization. Specifically, a movement often targets the president or the presidential 

candidate to express their grievance as a figurehead of their parties. Such a mobilization 

pattern may trigger emotional reactions to presidential candidates, which are likely to 

impact the political parties’ overall attitudes. 

 However, I do not expect any protests on policy or political demands, but not 

contain negative or offensive messages against other groups, is associated with the 

preference change on specific political groups. For example, both the experimental study 

and the observational study of the civil rights movement in the 1960s demonstrated that an 
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inclusive and cross-cutting political message (i.e., protests prime identities beyond specific 

minority groups, like being American) could help to reduce prejudice against out-group 

members (Levendusky 2018; Mazumber 2018). Thus, I expect that only the protests that 

utilize the framing highlighting a negative aspect of specific politicians or parties may 

strongly affect voters’ perceptions. 

A significant mobilization may trigger a counter mobilization by the targeted group, 

especially when the threat from the opposition camp is significant (Hellmeier and 

Weidmann 2020). One illustrative example is the case of Venezuela under President Hugo 

Chávez, during a failed coup during 2002-2003. The crash between pro-Chavista and anti-

Chavista social movements intensified the political conflicts between two groups and 

contributed to society’s polarization (Garcia-Guadilla and Mallen 2019). In the case of the 

United States, under President Donald Trump, divisions grew deeper between minority 

group protesters, including the women’s march and the Black Lives Matter movements and 

white supremacist and other nativist supporters of President Trump. Thus, massive 

grassroots mobilization, targeting at a specific politician or parties, may end up 

antagonizing targeted groups and accelerating polarization. 

A theoretical question is how the occurrence of such political protests may affect 

voters’ preference when they are exposed to these protest events. First, protests, which 

target specific candidates or parties, may provide framing to understand the opposing group. 

Protests create an opportunity for political actors to frame latent problems like political 

issues and present them to the public (e.g., Giugni and Grasso 2016). A salient event can 

serve as a powerful symbol that enables changing voters’ perception of a specific political 

issue. Since public protest is one of the most visible activities of social actors (Lipsky 1968), 
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a sizable protest activity can signal voters. Studies indicate that protest events in 

geographically proximate spaces shape attitudes among voters (e.g., Madestam et al. 2013; 

Wallace, Zepeda-Millán, and Jones-Correa 2014; Branton et al. 2015; Enos, Kaufman, and 

Sands 2019; Wasow 2020) because individuals’ perceptions of an issue respond to the 

events that they are exposed to (Gartner and Segura 2000). Thus, local protest events may 

provide a shortcut for voters to process information concerning the specific political issue. 

In addition, salient protest activity is more likely to capture media attention and increase 

the coverage of the issue on media reports (Wasow 2020). The information is also widely 

spread through social media posts. Accordingly, a large political protest increases the 

possibility that voters to be exposed to the political message emphasized by protesters 

either on the streets or through media sources. These public opinion effects of protests may, 

in turn, impact the results of subsequent elections (Madestam et al. 2013; Gillion and Soule 

2018; Wasow 2020). In particular, a protest may serve as an informative cue that voters 

use to evaluate specific candidates (Gillion 2020). Due to this public opinion effect, 

protests are strategically utilized by specific political parties eager to increase their political 

support (e.g., Madestam et al. 2013). 

 

Out-Group Effects 

An exposure to protest events can activate preexisting sympathy for the policy positions 

(Wouters 2018; Enos, Kaufman, and Sands 2019; Wasow 2020) or partisan identity 

(Mazumber 2018). However, the political message delivered by the protests has varying 

effects on individuals due to the moderation effects of their partisan affiliation. Voters have 

come to see partisan differences embedded within every facet of life, and, thus, they apply 
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this partisan lens to understand social movements’ messages (Gillion 2020). More 

specifically, partisans should evaluate their own party more positively than the opposing 

party simply because they are in different groups (Turner, Brown and Tajfel 1979; Tajfel 

1981). Empathy toward in-group members serves to enhance cooperation among partisan 

members.5 Thus, being exposed to such a political protest may increase voters’ support on 

particular political issues or parties. 

 Conversely, a negative campaign against the specific candidate may decrease 

voters’ support for the targeted candidate among partisans. This inter-group bias may 

produce stronger emotions, particularly anger (Mackie, Devos, and Smith 2000; Smith, 

Seger, and Mackie 2007). Accordingly, a group-relevant event may result in often-potent 

emotions arising. These emotions are regarded as an important aspect of prejudice against 

out-groups and motivators of intergroup behavior. More specifically, an out-group (i.e., 

protesters and candidates associated with the protesters) may be appraised to be a 

dangerous threat among the supporters of the protesters’ targeted group. In such a case, the 

out-group may be regarded with anger, disgust, and behavioral responses that may involve 

attack or avoidance.  

On the other hand, those who belong to the group that is targeted by protesters may 

also inflate negative attitude toward the protesters’ group due to the political message that 

is offensive to their parties. Thus, I theorize that exposure to political messages through 

 
5 Here, I utilize the terms “out-group” and “in-group” based on the terms developed in the social identity 

theory to classify the individual’s social identification (e.g., Tajfel et al. 1971; Tajfel 1974; Tajfel and Turner 

1979). Tajfel and Turner (1979: 34), for example, argue that in-group discrimination exists “in conditions of 

minimal in-group affiliation, the anonymity of group membership, absence of conflicts of interest, and 

absence of previous hostility between the group.” In contrast, out-group is a social domain outside of their 

membership. An intergroup conflict between in-group and out-group may arise when “an unequal distribution 

of objective resources promotes antagonism between dominant and subordinate groups” (Tajfel and Turner 

1979: 38). I specifically utilize the terms to distinguish voters’ identification based on their partisan affiliation.  
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targeted protests may increase negative emotions against the protesters’ group among the 

targeted group. 

 

In-Group Effects 

Second, targeted protest events may also reinforce in-group partisan attachment by the 

framing effect. As I discussed above, negative campaigning reinforces the antipathy toward 

out-group candidates and supporters. As a consequence, we often see a rise in negative 

partisanship when vote choices are determined by a voters’ dislike of an opposing 

candidate more than their liking of their own candidate (e.g., Caruana, McGregor and 

Stephenson 2015). Strong negative feelings toward one party leave voters with limited 

choice. Accordingly, increasing negative feelings toward the opposing party would result 

in higher levels of loyalty and positive attachment to partisans (e.g., Abramowitz and 

Webster 2016).6  

Moreover, protests may increase in-group solidarity among voters in the targeted 

group through the shared experience and fear of being excluded from the social and 

political domains. External threats make group identities more salient and increase in-

group solidarity because shared traumatic experiences strengthen existing identities by 

exposing unconnected individuals to the same trauma, suffering, and pain (Durkheim 

[1912] 2001). Accordingly, the experience of targeted by protesters would strengthen a 

sense of solidarity among voters within the targeted group.  

 
6 Such a positive attachment to the in-group is also underpinned by the nature of inter-group conflict 

discussed by the classic work of the social phycology, such as “realistic group conflict theory” (e.g., 

Campbell 1965). 
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Thus, I expect that electorate those who are exposed to protests that targeted at 

specific political candidates or parties are more likely to experience empathy toward 

partisan in-group members, which will contribute to partisan favoritism.  

 

In sum, exposure to protests targeting specific candidates or parties, activates and 

reinforces pre-existing partisan identity —including positive and negative— and ultimately 

leads to affective polarization at the individual level. Moreover, when protesters put 

targeted group in an invisible domain, it becomes easier to dehumanize them. Instead of 

referring to others as “you,” people begin referring to the out-group as “them.” This change 

in language reflects and reinforces the politics of exclusion in social arenas (Somer and 

McCoy 2018). Once the intergroup conflict becomes intense, people holding middle 

ground in the society also find the group beneath them shrinking quickly. Whether one 

supports a particular camp or not, in a highly polarized society, individuals are forced to 

choose a side or be labeled by others as belonging to one side or the other (McCoy and 

Diez 2011). Accordingly, newly formed conflict forces people to ally with one of the two 

political camps. 

This individual level of polarization would be measured by the distance between 

the individual’s affect toward in-group and out-group (e.g., Iyengar, Sood, Lelkes 2012; 

Webster and Abramowith 2017). In this study, I examine both individual and societal levels 

of polarization. These two levels of analyses provide a finer understanding of how affective 

polarization first forms and grows within the society. 
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2.4 Moderation Effects of Protests: Political Sophistication  

Finally, I also demonstrate the scope condition of which targeted protests may alter or 

reinforce the voters’ preferences by asking whether the extent to which protests affect 

voters’ preference varies across individuals. While voters’ partisanship determines the 

direction of bias, given new information (i.e., political message that the protesters 

emphasize), voters’ political knowledge level should influence the strength of bias.  

Citizens’ prior attitudes toward the people, groups, or issues implicated in political 

arguments should “anchor” the evaluation of new information, depending on how credible 

some piece of evidence is. Thus, the impressions should be adjusted upward or downward 

the word (Anderson 1981). Assuming one has established an initial belief (attitude or 

hypothesis), the normative model of human decision-making implies or posits a two-step 

updating process beginning with the collection of evidence, followed by integrating new 

information with them prior to producing an updated judgment (Taber and Lodge 2006). 

Critically crucial in such normative models is the requirement that integrating new 

information should be kept independent of one’s prior judgment (Evans and Over 1996). 

 Although persuasion literature shows, as attested to in the study of voting behavior, 

the positions can be persuaded by strong and credible counterevidence (e.g., Aldrich, 

Sullivan, and Borgida 1989; Rabinowitz and MacDonald 1989), once attitude has become 

crystallized, persuasion becomes difficult (Taber and Lodge 2006). The politically 

knowledgeable possess a more decisive prior judgment, enabling them to counterargue 

incongruent facts or arguments. Thus, they will be more susceptible to political reasoning 

or framing than will unsophisticated. Accordingly, politically knowledgeable (or 
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sophisticated) citizens are the least sensitive to new information.7 For example, when one 

faces well-reasoned arguments for and against contentious policy issues, political 

sophisticates are less likely to update their beliefs or attitudes when compared with less 

sophisticated voters (Taber and Lodge 2006; Taber, Cann, and Kucsova 2009; Slothuus 

and de Vreese 2010).  

Based on these arguments, I expect that the extent of the voters’ sensitivity to the 

information provided by the targeted protest should vary systematically across a group of 

voters. I argue that the more politically aware react more strongly towards the protesters’ 

framing, compared to the less politically aware. Thus, I estimate that the effect of targeted 

protest on their attitude toward parties is more substantial for voters who have a low level 

of political sophistication compared with those with a high level of political sophistication. 

 

2.5 Methodology 

To test my theory of targeted protests and polarization, I combine both quantitative and 

qualitative and cross-national and subnational analyses. In Chapters 3 and 4, I examine the 

effect of protest events during the current political crisis in Brazil. I pair the case studies 

with the survey data analysis, believing the strengths of each approach offset the 

weaknesses of the other. First, the case-study evidence from Brazil (Chapter 3) provides 

narratives behind the causal effects between protests and polarization and plausible 

evidence of the observable implications of the survey analysis in historical cases. On the 

other hand, the survey analysis utilizing the difference-in-difference identification strategy 

 
7 Although the classic argument developed based on the political behavior in the United States (e.g., Zaller 

1992), similar results have also been found in younger democracies (e.g., Brader and Tucker 2006; Weitz-

Shapiro and Winters 2017). 



 33 

(Chapter 4) tackles the issue of endogeneity and external validity and provides the 

opportunity to observe, measure, and make causal inferences about the psychological 

mechanism underpinning my theory. I examine Brazil as the least likely case where 

polarization, along with the partisan line, has arisen. Brazil is a developing democracy with 

a multiparty system combined with low party identification and volatile voters (Baker, 

Ames, and Renno 2006; Samuels and Zucco 2014). Accordingly, the rise of affective 

polarization is less likely to be explained by the typical affective polarization theories, 

including structural, strategic, and ideological explanations. The empirical evidence shows 

that protests that lead to polarization in Brazil are likely to speak to more significant effects 

in other countries with more vital partisan cues. 

Chapter 3 examines how a series of political protests accelerated the polarization 

of public opinion in the Brazilian case between 2013-2018. This is a momentous period in 

Brazil when a significant increase of protests and polarization and a decline in democracy 

was observed simultaneously. In this section, I especially demonstrate how polarization 

emerges at the aggregated or societal level. I rely on the secondary historical sources in 

Brazil and trace the process of how the series of political events created an opportunity for 

rising polarization along with the partisan line: the extreme right-wing Liberal Social Party 

(Partido Social Liberal, PSL) and the left-leaning Workers’ Party (Partido dos 

Trabalhadores, PT). I analyze three protest waves during this period and compare the effect 

of protests on the polarization at the societal or aggregated level for each case. I 

demonstrate those protest events that targeted specific political leaders (either Dilma 

Rousseff or Jair Bolsonaro) had more substantial effects on opinion polarization than the 

wave of protests in 2013, which were untargeted and disorganized. To analyze the case-
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study evidence, I use the methodology of within-case process tracing, that is, the analysis 

of diagnostic evidence between the causal steps from processes, sequences, and 

conjunctures of events within a single case (e.g., Bennet and Chekel 2015; Beach and 

Pedersen 2019). 

In Chapter 4, I move from a collective level of opinion polarization to individual-

level preference updates. Since the case study uses the collective qualitative data, we 

cannot separate the effects of protest from the underlying motivation to participate in 

protests (e.g., dissatisfaction with the government). Moreover, we cannot directly examine 

how the protests and sentiments, or preferences reinforce each other. Accordingly, in 

Chapter 4, I turn to public opinion data analysis to test how the targeted protest event may 

affect the voters’ evaluations of specific parties (both positive and negative partisanship) 

using the nationwide protests of the Ele Não (“not him”) movement in 2018 as an example. 

I examine how anti-Bolsonaro protests affected the vote choice by comparing the responses 

before and after the protest event. To do this, I utilize the wave of survey data 

from Datafolha conducted both before and after the nationwide protest event before the 

2018 presidential election, the Ele Não movement. I examine how exposure to protests 

altered or reinforced the existing partisan preference at the individual level utilizing the 

difference-in-difference identification strategy. 

Finally, in Chapter 5, I test the generalizability of the findings from the case study 

of Brazil to democracies over the world. I use cross-national data to test whether protest 

events, which target the ruling party or leaders, lead to an increase in the level of affective 

polarization. I conduct a comparative study of public opinion polarization among 36 

democratic countries between 1996 and 2018. I utilize the public opinion data from the 
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Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) and demonstrate that targeted protest 

affects voters’ attitude toward the ruling party while increasing polarization at the 

individual level in a cross-national study. In this analysis, I incorporate the national-level 

factors derived from the electoral system and economic conditions and examine how 

protests increase mass polarization in democracies. In addition, I demonstrate that the level 

of political sophistication shapes the relationship between the targeted protests and the 

change in the voters’ partisan affect.  

           With a combination of empirical evidence from quantitative and qualitative and 

cross-national and subnational analyses, I provide ample evidence that supports the core 

argument: targeted protests serve as a focal event that may change voters’ perceptions and, 

thus, inflate the level of affective polarization at both individual and societal levels. 
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Chapter 3: Political Crisis and Rise of Affective Polarization in Brazil  

In this chapter, I turn to the single case study to further examine the causal effect of protests 

on affective polarization. First, I summarize the party politics in Brazil after 

democratization in 1986 and the recent rise of polarization and democratic backsliding. 

Then, I examine how a series of political protests accelerated public opinion's polarization 

in the Brazilian case between 2013-2018. To analyze the case-study evidence, I use the 

within-case process methodology tracing and analyzing diagnostic evidence between the 

causal steps from processes, sequences, and conjunctures of events within a single case 

(e.g., Bennet and Chekel 2014; Beach and Pedersen 2019). I specifically examine three 

protest waves that occurred in this period and demonstrate the process of which 

polarization emerges at the aggregated or societal level. I specifically trace the process of 

how the political events created an opportunity for rising polarization along with the 

partisan line in the 2018 presidential election, between the extreme right-wing Liberal 

Social Party (Partido Social Liberal, PSL) and the left-leaning Workers' Party (Partido dos 

Trabalhadores, PT). 

 

3.1 Background: Polarization and Democracy in Brazil 

Since the political crisis started in 2013, Brazil has experienced a significant decline in the 

quality of democracy. Brazil is recognized as one of the ten countries which experienced 

significant autocratization over the last ten years (Alizada et al. 2021). Figure 3.1 

demonstrates the trend in the level of democracy, both measured as the levels of electoral 
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democracy8 and liberal democracy,9 and compared the trend with the level of political 

polarization.10 Since 2013, the level of political polarization has increased over time. A 

significant decline in the levels of democracy, on the other hand, can be observed in 2016, 

when the former President Dilma Vana Rousseff was impeached after the massive protests 

against the government’s corruption scandal, and it continued to fall until 2019. A recent 

V-Dem’s report has further noted the possibility that the quality of democracy may 

continue to fall under Jair Bolsonaro’s administration (Presley 2021).11  

The recent trend in Brazil is accordant with the current scholarly argument of 

democratic backsliding. Under a high level of affective polarization, voters choose 

undemocratic leaders by trading off democratic principles for their adverse preference 

against the other group (Svolik 2019; Graham and Svolik 2020). Then, once they are in 

office, elected illiberal rulers engage in institutional change with declining institutional 

checks and balances on executive authority (e.g., Rovira Kaltwaser 2012; Mudde and 

Rovira Kaltwasser 2012; Bermeo 2016; Ruth 2018). Thus, Brazil is a typical case where 

affective polarization has increased the risk of democratic backsliding through the practice 

of elected illiberal leaders. 

 
8  The electoral democracy index is based on expert polls with country experts and measured in five 

components: “elected officials,” “free and fair elections,” “freedom of expression,” “associational autonomy,” 

and “inclusive citizenship” (Coppedge et al. 2021). 
9 The liberal democracy index measures the degree of protecting individual and minority rights against the 

tyranny of the state and the tyranny of the majority (Coppedge et al. 2021). 
10 Political polarization score is standardized score for the question to the extent to which political differences 

affect social relationships beyond political discussions. Societies are highly polarized if supporters of 

opposing political camps are reluctant to engage in friendly interactions, for example, in family functions, 

civic associations, their free time activities and workplaces (Coppedge et al. 2021).  
11 For example, during his short tenure, in May 2020, Bolsonaro has tried to use the military to shut down 

the supreme court to stop his federal police on investigating him and his allies (Gielow 2020). Moreover, 

Bolsonaro attempted to personalize power by resining Mauricio Valeixo and instead appointing a close 

family friend, Alexandre Ramagem, as federal police chief. After the courts blocked the move, Bolsonaro 

appointed Ramagem’s close aide, Rolando Alexandre de Souza. Such interference with the justice system, 

installing loyalists are the common signs of personalization of the power and declining of democracy (Presley 

2021). 
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Figure 3.1 Levels of Democracy and Political Polarization in Brazil (1980-2019) 

 
Note: The vertical lines show the years of democratization (1986), widespread of protests (2013), 

and the 2018 Presidential election (2018). The data is extracted from the V-Dem (2021). 

 

 

My central question here is: what explains this significant increase in affective 

polarization in a short period. Brazil is one of the new democracies in Latin America, which 

was democratized in 1986 after a long dictatorship period in the 1980s. Like other countries 

that democratized during the “Third Wave” of democratization, the Brazilian party system 

is considered as a weak and fragmented system. Although party competition between the 

central right Brazilian Social Democracy Party (Partido da Social Democracia Brasileira, 

PSDB) and the central left Workers’ Party (Partido dos Trabalhadores, PT) has been 

increasingly strengthened after the 1990s (Roberts 2014; Mainwaring, Power, and Bizzarro 

2018), the Brazilian party system still differs significantly from the established 

democracies. Figure 3.2 indicates the strength of partisanship for the three leading 

Brazilian parties (PSDB, PT, and PMDB) and the percentage of voters who identify 

themselves as nonpartisanship using polls from Datafolha (a large polling firm in Brazil). 

The three parties shown are the only ones to have obtained more than 5% of parties’ 

preferences on average over this period. On the other hand, over the decades, roughly 40-
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60% of voters indicate they identify themselves as any of the political parties. Thus, this 

tendency reveals why scholars perceive mass partisanship as relatively weak in Brazil. 

This fragmented party politics and weak partisanship in Brazil has rooted in both 

institutional and societal factors. First, Brazil’s political institutions work against the 

emergence of individual-level partisan identity (e.g., Ames 2001; Maingwaring 1999; 

Samuels 2003; Samuels and Zucco 2014; 2018). For instance, their electoral rules with a 

high district magnitude and an open list PR electoral system may foster high party-system 

fragmentation as they enhance the representations of small parties. Moreover, an increase 

in the number of parties makes it difficult for voters to understand where parties stand on 

the issues. Accordingly, the Brazilian electoral system complicates the provision of clear 

partisan cues (Ames 2001).  

 

Figure 3.2 Partisanship Levels for the Four Leading Brazilian Parties and Non-

Partisanship (1989-2018) 

 
Note: The vertical lines show the widespread of anti-governmental protests in June 2013 and March 

2015. The data is extracted from Datafolha. 
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Second, scholars have also long supposed that mass partisanship is unlikely to take 

root in Brazil because of the shallowness of socio-cultural cleavages. Cleavages derived 

from the social classes, ethnicity, religion, or region have not historically provided a basis 

for the party competition in Brazil (Mainwaring and Scully 1995). Accordingly, weak party 

roots in society are manifested in low levels of party identification, limited party voting, 

and sharp discontinuities in patterns of party support.  

Given this political, cultural, and institutional environment, Brazil serves as an 

example of new democracies which has a multiparty system with parties with weak roots 

in the society. Accordingly, the rise of affective polarization is less likely to be explained 

by the typical affective polarization theories, including structural, strategic, and ideological 

explanations. Thus, Brazil is a least likely case where polarization, along with the partisan 

line, has arisen. 

 Despite the fragmented nature of the party politics in Brazil, the 2018 presidential 

election has been recognized as highly polarized between the left-wing PT and the extreme 

right-wing PSL. The PT is the only party that kept a sizable proportion of the electorate as 

partisan supporters after re-democratization in Brazil. Since its founding in the early 1980s, 

the PT has professed to be the party of “activist citizens,” with an engagement of the 

average Brazilians who want to change society, promoting greater participation of civil 

society in government and greater socioeconomic equality (Hunter 2010). With the 

leadership of the former president Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva (Lula, hereafter), the PT has 

consistently sought to develop and consolidate the partisan image, coupling a branding 

effort with an organizational development strategy that seeks to highlight the party’s 

connection to individuals in civil society at the local level. The party initially established 
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itself as the main opposition party but gradually increased its presence around the country. 

Accordingly, the PT has held the presidency between 2003-2016 until former President 

Rousseff was impeached. As Figure 3.1.2 reveals, since 1989, the proportion of Brazilians 

who call themselves petistas (PT supporters) has grown from about 5% to 30% by 2013. 

On the other hand, Zucco and Samuels (2014; 2018) also identify the recent increase in the 

negative partisanship (antipetismo) against the PT. Figure 3.1.2 explicitly shows the 

decline in the partisanship on the PT (governmental party at that time) with the timing of 

the nationwide anti-governmental protests in June 2013 and March 2015.12 

 With a significant decline of partisanship toward the PT after 2015, the proportion 

of voters who did not support any party increased to nearly 80% (Figure 3.2). However, 

these non-partisans started decreasing after 2016. The party that fulfilled the voters’ 

dissatisfaction with mainstream parties was Jair Bolsonaro’s extreme right-wing PSL. In 

the 2018 presidential election, the PSL has received 46.03% of the vote in the 1st round. 

The 2018 election was strongly polarized between the PSL and the PT. Figure 3.3 

demonstrates the distribution of the response to the like-dislike score for both the PSL and 

the PT in the 2018 CSES survey. For both the PSL and the PT, the distribution of the 

response is skewed toward “strongly dislike” and “strongly like” the party. This is the 

typical symptom of the society with affective polarization - partisans hold a strong in-group 

affect towards the party that they favor. In contrast, they are negatively biased against their 

competitor. Thus, the 2018 presidential election is recognized as a polarized election 

between the PT and the PSL. 

 

 
12 The relationship between June 2013 protest and an increase in the nonpartisans, and a decline in the 

attachment to the PT has been demonstrated by Winters and Weitz-Shapiro (2014). 
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Figure 3.3 Partisan Affects for PSL and PT in 2018 

 
Note: The percentage is calculated based on the survey response to the like-dislike score scaled by 

0-10, CSES Module 5.  

 

What explains this perceived affective polarization between 2013-2018? In this 

chapter, I test the central argument of this thesis: protests serve as a focal event that may 

change voters’ perceptions. Especially, exposure to targeted protest against a specific 

candidate or political party may activate and reinforces pre-existing partisan identities —

including positive and negative— and ultimately triggers affective polarization.  

Figure 3.4 demonstrates the number of political protests with more than 100 

participants across Brazil. Although the number of demonstrations has declined over time 

since the 1990s due to the institutionalization of activism and the engagement of civil 

society groups within the government (Abers 2013; Avritzer 2017a), the number of anti-

government protests dramatically increased in 2013, when nationwide protests have 

sparked leading up to the Confederations Cup in Brazil. The timing of the increase in the 

level of protests is almost identical to the timing where the political polarization began in 

Brazil. Protest’s activity peaked in 2016 when the PT government’s corruption scandal and 

Dilma’s impeachment process. While the number of political protests declined after 2017, 

the polarization level continues to rise until 2019. In sum, the period between 2013 and 

2018 is a momentous period when significance in the increase of protests and polarization, 
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and decline in the democracy observed simultaneously. Thus, I closely analyze the political 

events in this period to understand the origin of public opinion polarization in Brazil in the 

following sections. 

 

Figure 3.4 Number of Political Protests in Brazil (1990-2018) 

 
Note: The vertical lines show the years of widespread of protests (2013) and the 2018 Presidential 

election (2018). The data is extracted from the Mass Mobilization Dataset (2019). 

 

In the following sections, I trace the process of an increase in political polarization 

at the aggregated or societal level between 2013 and 2018 and explain how political 

protests increasingly inflate the level of conflict between the extreme right-wing PSL and 

the left-leaning PT. To do so, I especially examine three protest events that happened in 

this period: (1) anti-governmental protests in 2013-2014, (2) targeted protests against 

Dilma Rousseff and counter-protests by the PT supporters during 2015 and 2016, and (3) 

targeted protests against Jair Bolsonaro protests and counter-protests by the PSL supporters 

in 2018. I illustrate how targeted protests inflated the level of inter-group conflict compared 

with the untargeted protest. Table 3.1 shows the summary of the cases. 
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Table 3.1 Protests in Brazil and Its Effects on Partisan Affect 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Events 2013-2014 anti-

government 

protests (not 

targeted) 

 

2015-2016 anti-Dilma 

and pro-Dilma protests 

(targeted) 

2018-2020 anti-and 

pro-Bolsonaro 

protests (targeted) 

Partisan Affect PT (Out-group) ↓ 

PT (In-group) ↓ 

PT (Out-group) ↓ 

PT (In-group) ↑ 

PT (Out-group) ↓ 

PT (In-group) ↑ 

 

PSL (Out-group) ↓ 

PSL (In-group) ↑ 

 

 

3.2 Widespread Protests and Political Crisis between 2013-2014  

The current political crisis in Brazil began in 2013 when protests against the PT 

government had spread across the nation, leading up to the 2013 Confederations Cup and 

the 2014 World Cup. In June 2013, Brazil experienced the most massive wave of protests 

that the country has never witnessed in decades. The wave of protests has started in the city 

of São Paulo as a small-scale protest organized by radical left social movement group, the 

Free Fare Movement (Moviment Pass Libre, MPL). The protest, which concentrated on 

issues linked to public transportation fees, has been disbanded by the police—banning the 

movement leading up to follow-up marches in the next few days resulted in more violent 

clashes between police and protesters and the use of tear gas and rubber bullets. The 

episodes of police repression have been widely shared through social media (Davis and 

Straubhaar 2020), which triggered a rapid and widespread protest movement across Brazil 

in the following days. The protests occurred in every single state capital and more than 400 

cities and towns. It peaked between June 17-20, when one million people are reported to 
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have taken the streets, including the occupation of public buildings such as the National 

Congress in Brasília (Tau 2013; O Globo 2013). 

The movement has been widespread at a national level due to the participation of 

the middle and upper-middle-class through the street mobilization called by social media. 

According to the survey conducted to 2002 protests participants in 7 states (São Paulo, Rio 

de Janeiro, Minas Gerais, Rio Grande do Sul, Pernambuco, Ceará, Bahia) and Brasília 

(Federal District) by the Brazilian Institute of Public Opinion and Statistics (IBOPE) on 

June 23, 2020, 43% of protesters completed higher education or persuading a higher 

education (49%) and 52% were students. 46% of participants responded that they never 

participated the street protests before. The information indicates that the newly mobilized 

population, higher income, and youth have a central role in the mobilization process in the 

June 2013 protest wave.  

 As the party in government, the PT was a central target of the protesters. However, 

state governors and the mayor of the cities of other parties, particularly in large cities like 

São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, were also targeted (Winters and Weitz-Shapiro 2014). 

Protesters raised a multiplicity of slogans dealing mainly with the poor quality of public 

services and education, the rising cost of living, political environment and corruption, lack 

of accountability in public spending, the cost of the 2014 World Cup and 2016 Olympics, 

and a variety of other issues (IBOPE 2013; Saad-Filho and Morais 2014).13 Although the 

MPL provided a loose form of leadership in the initial stage of the protest wave, protests 

 
13 The protest against the increase in public transportation fee was cited by 37.6%, followed by responses 

against political environment and corruption (29.9 %), for better health care (12.1%) and education (5.3%), 

and against the spending for the 2014 World Cup (4.5%), among others (IBOPE 2013). The protests also 

include a slogan against the PEC 37 (Proposed Constitutional Amendment 37), against the Congress to have 

the power to limit the actions of prosecutors. 



 46 

were largely self-organized as they spread across the country, facilitated by social media. 

Initially, many of the protesters had adopted an anti-governmental frame targeting the 

president and the ruling party (PT). This anti-governmental frame has especially been used 

by traditionally anti-PT media groups, such as O Globo (Fonsêca 2013). Accordingly, as 

shown in Figure 3.2.1, the popularity of President Rousseff suffered greatly during the 

protest wave – the approval rate has dramatically dropped from 57% to 30% after the 

nationwide protests in June 2013 (Datafolha 2014).  

Accordingly, the PT government has responded to the protest cautiously. The 

Brazilian executive appears to have adopted a conciliatory discourse aimed at narrowing 

the divide between the protesters and their claims (Peña and Davies 2017). On June 17, as 

some protesters attempted to occupy the government building, President Rousseff stated 

that “peaceful demonstrations are legitimate and appropriate for democracy” (Damé 2013). 

Moreover, the following day, she gave a speech from the Planalto Palace, the seat of the 

federal government, praising the protests that took place all across Brazil while claiming 

that the size of the mobilizations proved the energy of Brazilian democracy and the civility 

of the population (Calgaro 2013). This counter framing by the government was an effort to 

avoid polarization and actively sought to establish commonalities between the government 

and protesters’ claims (Peña and Davies 2017). 
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Figure 3.5 Change in Rousseff Government Approval Rates and PT Supporters 

 

Note: The vertical lines indicate the widespread of protests in June 2013. The data is extracted from 

Datafolha (2014). 

 

Moreover, on June 24, the president invited the leaders of the MPL to a meeting 

and offered concessions to some immediate demands.14 Following this, President Rousseff 

proposed a “five national pacts” to improve education, health, urban mobility, and fiscal 

responsibility, accompanied by a plebiscite call to evaluate the political reform, which 

would include combating corruption (Jornal Nacional 2013; BBC 2013). This proposal 

included a creation of the National Council of Public Transportation, with the participation 

of civil society and users. Additionally, on June 25, the health minister announced the 

expansion of the health system, opening 35,000 physician positions, while suggesting that 

foreign doctors should cover some of them to address the local deficit. On July 9, President 

Rousseff signed a law stipulating that the royalties from Petrobras, the largest state-owned 

oil company, be allocated to education (75%) and health (25%) (Alencastro and Damé 

2013). 

 
14 In addition to the national government, 53 governors and mayors representing all Brazilian states also have 

offered the concession in response to the protests (Jornal Nacional 2013). For instance, the government of 

São Paulo immediately rolled back the raise of the bus fare. 
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In addition to these government’s policy concessions, by the end of June, pro-PT 

groups such as the Landless Workers’ Movement (Movimento dos Trabalhadores Sem 

Terra, MST) and the Unified Workers’ Central (Central Única dos Trabalhadores, CUT) 

became involved in the protest. This mobilization includes a ‘day of action’ on July 11, 

attempting to shift the focus of the wave of protests back towards immediate working-class 

demands (Saad-Filho and Morais 2014). They further tried to erode the notion that the 

protests were anti-government while introducing new claims, such as the democratization 

of the media or an elite revolt. Due to such an effort, these protests were classified as ‘non-

partisan’ because parties were absent from the direct leadership role, and also generalized 

opposition to all political parties was thematized via signs, slogans, and social media 

posting (Alonso and Mische 2017).  

The governmental response to the protesters as well as counter-mobilization by the 

pro-PT group were successful in preventing polarization. As shown in Figure 3.5, although 

the approval rate of the president as well as supports for the PT dropped dramatically after 

June 2013, both scores were gradually recovered in the polls after August 2013 as 

concessions were rolled out.  In addition, the government efforts had further positive 

consequences in terms of preventing opposition expansion. It enabled Dilma Rousseff to 

recover some ground in the polls and be eventually reelected to the presidency in 2014, a 

year after the events. The PT and the competing opposition parties obtained a relatively 

similar number of votes to the previous elections, with the PT (Dilma Rouseff) obtaining 

in the first round 47% of votes (42% in 2010), the PSDB (Aécio Neves) receiving the first 

round 33% (34% in 2010). However, notably speaking, the percentage of people who do 

not ally with any political parties increased to 64% (June 28, 2013) from 41% (March 21, 
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2013) after the protests and never became lower than 60% since the 2014 presidential 

election. This indicates that the overall evaluation of the PT declined, but there was no 

alternative party that could fulfill the dissatisfaction with the PT government. The Brazilian 

traditional opposition forces, particularly the PSDB, failed to capture the demands from 

newly mobilized conservative groups.15  

In sum, during the political crisis in Brazil between 2013-2014, the nationwide 

protests and the clash between police and protesters dramatically eroded the popularity of 

the PT government. However, since the protest activities and demands were dispersed and 

did not necessarily target the PT government, President Rousseff could offer concessions 

to protesters. Moreover, PT supporters slightly changed the framing of protests. 

Accordingly, the government successfully avoided a further increase in the polarization of 

the opinion poll. Thus, although the overall rate of support for the PT government declined 

between 2013-2014, the level of affective polarization did not increase. 

 

3.3 The Fora Dilma Protest and Polarization between 2015-2016 

The political polarization became visible at both mass and elite levels between 2015-2016. 

Despite the inauguration of the Rousseff government’s second term in January 2015, 

another wave of anti-governmental protests started in March 2015, blaming a former 

President Rousseff for Brazil’s economic stagnation, with a slogan of “Fora Dilma (Out 

Dilma).” They also accused her of participation in the massive Petrobras’ kick-back 

scandal called “Petrolão (Big Oil),” which was the target of an anti-corruption 

investigation operation called “Operation Car Wash (Operação Lava Jato).” Operation Car 

 
15 Several episodes indicate that the PSDB initially adopted the confrontational stance against protesters: at 

the onset of the protests, the governor of Sao Paulo from the PSDB referred to the protesters as “vandals” 

destroying public patrimony (Peña and Davies 2017). 
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Wash charged more than 100 politicians associated with the Petrobras oil company with 

money-laundering and bribery. Although Judge Sérgio Moro,16 who led the investigations, 

had been unable to mount a case against Rousseff, this did not stop mainstream 

conservative media outlets (especially O Globo) from highlighting her indictments of other 

PT politicians (van Dijk 2017).17 Thus, Operation Car Wash, despite its support by many 

left politicians, became primarily identified with the right.  

The MPL, which played a central role in the 2013 mobilization, and newly 

mobilized conservative protesters from the middle class brought accusations of Rousseff’s 

corruption to the forefront of Brazil’s public sphere. Although the MPL and protesters 

initially demonstrated against governments at all levels and mainstream parties, they came 

to focus their criticism on President Rousseff during the 2013 protest wave (Singer 2013). 

In the protest wave that started in 2015, conservative demonstrators within national colors 

joined their ranks and forcibly expelled leftist activists from protest sites (Melo 2015; 

Scartezini 2016). In March 2015, the right-turn in previously mobilized groups in the 2013 

protests spread and intensified anti-Rousseff sentiment and strengthened anti-corruption 

idiom as the Fora Dilma protests. This targeted protest against the Rousseff government 

and the PT strongly influenced the rise of antipetismo – a strong sense of dislike for the PT, 

among voters (Samuels and Zucco 2014; 2018; Davis and Straubhaar 2020). 

The Fora Dilma demonstrations of 2015 were mostly coordinated through social 

media mainly utilized by three social movements: Come to the Street (Vem pra Rua), Free 

Brazil Movement (Movimento Brasil Livre), and Online Revolters (Revoltados Online) 

 
16 He was the Minister of Justice for the Bolsonaro government until 2020. 
17 The corruption scandal was the ideal pretext for destroying the PT as they had thrived in opposition during 

the 1990s by presenting themselves as the only honest party in Brazil (Loureiro and Saad-Filho 2019). 



 51 

(e.g., Scartezini 2016). Their mission statements all named the fight against corruption as 

one of their main goals and identified secondly objectives associated with diverse 

fragments of right-wing thought (Scartenzini 2016). Some of these movements’ resources 

and intellectual influences came from the US-based organization, the Atlas Network – a 

libertarian network founded from the Koch foundation. The Atlas provided hundreds of 

grants to conservative and free market think tanks in Latin America, including the 

libertarian network that supported the Free Brazil Movement (Fang 2017).18 The anti-

Rousseff movements and the libertarian think tanks backing them to employ the media 

tactics similar to those seen in the tea party movement as well as the 2016 presidential 

campaign of Donald Trump in the United States (Fang 2017). These included ‘a daily 

barrage’ of conspiracy theories against the PT government and anti-elitist narratives 

through social media. Moreover, like the ‘Alt Right’ (alternative right) in the US, the Fora 

Dilma demonstrators voiced decidedly authoritarian message, by displaying posters calling 

for “Military Intervention Now (Intervenção Militar Já).” 

 In addition, the Fora Dilma demonstrators secured support from conservative 

Christian (especially evangelic) groups that long opposed to the PT. During Rousseff’s first 

government (2011-2014), Congress’s powerful ‘Christian Bloc’ united in their appeal for 

a ‘moralizing and civilizing project,’ which aimed to block the legalization of abortion that 

Rousseff was rumored to support (Vital and Lopez 2013). Accordingly, a broader coalition 

of right-wing actors – neoliberals, authoritarians, religious conservatives, and race-class 

 
18 In addition, members within the Free Brazil Movement have passed through the Atlas Network’s premier 

training program (the Atlas Leadership Academy), and have applied what they have learned on their ground 

(Atlas Network 2015). The influence of the Atlas on Brazilian politics is beyond protests in 2015 - a partner 

member of the Atlas Network as well as one of the leaders of the Free Brazil Movement, Kim Kataguiri, has 

been elected to the federal Chamber of Deputies for the state of São Paulo in the 2018 general election.  
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elites – to unite demanding her impeachment (Ansell 2018). Thus, newly mobilized groups, 

which were initially dispersed and disorganized in the 2013 protests, started to form a 

political coalition among the right-wing supporters – which the mainstream parties did not 

represent. 

With the rise of right-wing mobilization centered by the middle-class, pro-

government groups also conducted a series of pro-government protests pointing out the 

racial and class privilege of the Fora Dilma demonstrations by labeling them as coxinhas 

(“little things,” a slang term for a prissy snob) (Folha de S. Paulo 2016). A particular photo, 

which featured a white couple protesting in Ipanema (a wealthy beachfront district in Rio 

de Janeiro) while walking their dog. And behind them, an Afro-Brazilian woman – their 

domestic servant – dutifully pushes their babies in a stroller. The photo spoke to the 

protesters’ disregard for the poor and the racially marginalized, those who had benefited 

economically and legally under the PT rule (Ansell 2018).  

Figure 3.6 demonstrates the distribution of pro-and anti-governmental protests in 

Brazil during 2015. While anti-PT protests have been mostly concentrated in the 

industrialized and urban South of Brazil, pro-PT mobilization is observed in North and 

Northeast, the poorest region in Brazil. 19  Thus, despite the decline of poverty and 

inequality under the PT government during 2003-2016, the new mobilization revealed the 

division in the Brazilian society in line with the economic classes that were preserved 

during the PT ruling period.20  

 
19 For instance, 43.5% of the population lives in poverty in the Northeast. Despite the mobilization against 

the PT government, “Lulismo” – personal supports toward the former President Lula as a symbol of the poor, 

preserved in these areas.  
20 This is partly due to the perception that redistributive policies implemented under the PT harm the upper-

middle class’s economic interests and social privileges (Saad-Filho and Boito 2016). Income transfers to the 

poor through social programs are considered as a misuse of the middle class’s taxes to benefit the undeserving 

poor. 
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Figure 3.6 Distribution of Anti- and Pro- PT (Rousseff) Protests in 2015 

 

Note: The numbers of protesters standardized by the state population is presented. The left figure 

is the distribution of Anti-Rousseff protests while the right is the Pro-Rousseff protests. The data 

is extracted from O Globo.  

 

Shortly after a major anti-Rousseff protest in March 2015, three jurists presented 

the Congress with a formal denunciation naming Rousseff’s specific offense, the laws these 

violated and a legal justification for addressing them through the legislature rather than the 

courts (Ansell 2018). While the denunciation focused on Rousseff’s alleged budgetary 

measures (so called padaladas fiscais – Fiscal pedaling), it included assertions about her 

general responsibility for Brazil’s “moral and political crisis.” Thus, the denunciation 

implied that Congress should construe her crimes as more severe than the narrow scope of 

the charges might suggest (Ansell 2018).21  

 
21 In addition to the Fora Dilma protest on the streets, Congress has also opposed the PT government as 

Eduardo Cunha (PMDB) was elected president of the Chamber of Deputies, defeating the candidate from the 

PT at the beginning of 2015. Although himself accused of corruption and money laundering, he had become 

the main enemy of the PT, and created an opportunity for accelerating the impeachment process (e.g., 

Limongi 2015; Avritzer 2017b; Nunes and Melo 2017). 
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The legal arguments surrounding the pedaladas fiscais were anything but 

straightforward – no personal gain was ever suggested. In 2013, under Rousseff’s watch, 

the national treasury had delayed reimbursement to the federal banks (Caixa Econômica 

Federal, Banco do Brasil, and Banco Nacional do Desenvolvimento) that paid out monies 

to beneficiaries of federal social programs.22 The delay made the treasury, by extending 

Rousseff’s social programs, gave the impression that public accounts would be better than 

they actually were. Such actions, the denunciation claimed, violated the 2000 Fiscal 

Responsibility Law that ‘prohibited the usage of credit between a state financial institution 

and the government entity that controls it, and that comes to benefit from the loan’ (Lei 

Complementar #101 2000, Art. 36) (Costas 2015). The denunciation further alleged that 

the same action violated the order Law of Responsibility that prohibits officeholders from 

counting loan ‘without legal authorization’ (Lei 1079/50, Art. 10) in this case from 

Congress. 

 Rousseff’s advocates argued that the Federal Auditor’s Office (Tribunal de Contas 

de União, TCU) had a precedent of accepting such accounting maneuvers from previous 

administrations, and thus Rousseff, even had she known of these maneuvers, had a right to 

operate according to this less stringent interpretation of the Fiscal Responsibility Law 

(Costas 2015). Also, they argued that, because the Law of Responsibility fell under the 

penal code, its infractions needed to be understood in a strict sense, rather than the analogy, 

and thus Rousseff’s actions could not be interpreted as being ‘equivalent to’ the contracting 

of a loan (Lodi Ribeiro 2015). Rousseff’s team also claimed that because the charges 

themselves were minor, the opposition was breaching popular sovereignty by using a 

 
22 These include about R$40 billion of unemployment insurance, Minha Casa and Minha Vida programs, 

Bolsa Família, Investment Support Program (PSI) and agricultural credit. 
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‘common accounting technicality in the national public administration to annul the 

manifest will of the Brazilian people at the polls’ (Lodi Ribeiro 2015).  

However persuasive Rousseff’s attorneys were, her ouster became inevitable once 

the Supreme Court allowed Congress to open impeachment proceedings on the 

denunciation. Rousseff had lost majority support in both houses shortly after her reelection 

in 2014 due to the defection of PSDB (and that of Vice-President Michel Temer) from the 

ruling coalition. In April 2016, the Chamber of Deputies voted to recommend impeachment 

to the Senate (367-137). On August 31, the Senate voted in favor of impeachment (61-20) 

and Rousseff has been removed from the office on the same day.  

Despite the mounting threats, the PT and the left reacted weakly and slowly. Most 

social movements had been demobilized as part of the PT's effort to win elections and 

sustain popularity during their tenures. The far-left remained small and scattered and had 

always defined itself in opposition to the PT. Accordingly, the PT and their organizations 

found it very difficult to support Dilma Rousseff. Dilma Rousseff herself also refused to 

participate in demonstrations supporting her to avoid being associated with “radicals” (Dias 

2016). Nevertheless, President Rousseff's impeachment and Operation Car Wash targeted 

at the PT politicians have accelerated pro-PT mobilization. For example, in March 2016, 

after he was spectacularly questioned as part of Operation Car Wash, former President Lula 

said that the PT had to stand up and confront the coup in the streets, and he would travel 

around the country doing just that (Loureiro and Saad-Filho 2019). Furthermore, the PT 

and the left interpreted Rousseff's removal as a golpe (parliamentary coup d’état) and 

Temer's successor government as illegitimate – which provided a legitimacy of 

mobilization and eventually accelerated protests among the pro-PT groups.   
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In sum, the protests wave started in 2015 revealed two emerging trends in Brazilian 

politics: an increase in aintpetismo and the rise of the right-wing movement. First, anti-

governmental protest movements, which started in 2013 but specifically targeted President 

Rousseff and the PT after 2015 (Fora Dilma movement), have created a deepening 

sentiment of rejection and hostility toward the PT (antipetismo). This anti-PT sentiment 

fueled the impeachment process of the former president Dilma Rousseff in August 2016. 

Moreover, the targeted protests against the PT and Rousseff’s impeachment process 

escalated the counter-mobilization from the pro-PT groups. Accordingly, affective 

polarization toward the PT (prejudice against or favoritism toward the PT) has been 

established in this period through the wave of protests on both sides. Second, a newly 

mobilized group on the street has formed new conservative social movement organizations 

in the process of mobilization. Most notably, this group includes the radical right 

movement centered by the middle-class voters. Thus, in this period, the anti-PT movement 

started to form a new right-wing political coalition, which eventually became one of the 

strongest competitors of the PT in the presidential election in 2018. 

 

 

3.4 Rise of the Radical Right and Polarization between 2017-2020  

After the impeachment of President Rousseff, the political polarization continues to grow. 

The continued revelations from Operation Car Wash added fuel to the fire. Operation Car 

Wash initially focused on money laundering through auto-service stations. As the operation 

expanded, however, investigators shed light on a much larger bribery and kickback scheme 

involving rigged bids by leading construction firms for constructs with Petrobras, and the 

recycling into illegal campaign donations of the profits these firms made by overcharging. 
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Although investigation trapped politicians from 14 political parties, many of the most 

important names were linked to the PT. Operation Car Wash led to the jailing of several 

past PT party presidents and treasurers before finally reaching former president former 

President Lula. Lula was sentenced in 2017 to nine years in prison for accepting a bribe in 

the form of a beachfront apartment from the construction firm.23 This initial sentence was 

increased to twelve years by a regional court in early 2018 and was later upheld by the 

Supreme Court. Lula’s unsuccessful legal appeals were front-page news throughout 2018, 

and his eventual exclusion from the presidential race had a significant impact on the 2018 

presidential election. Operation Car Wash’s impact on the 2018 presidential election was 

not simply a “legal” question – revelations of pervasive corruption reinforced both 

antiestablishment and aitipetista (anti-PT) or petista (pro-PT) sentiments within the 

electorate (Hunter and Power 2019). 

 This increased antiestablishment sentiment as well as antipetista have helped 

Bolsonaro, a far-right politician, to emerge as a strong candidate in the 2018 presidential 

election. Bolsonaro is neither strictly an insider nor a clear outsider, his rise was instead 

“hidden in plain sight” (Hunter and Power 2019: 80). After sixteen years as a cadet and 

paratrooper in the army, from which he retired as a captain, Bolsonaro was first elected to 

the Rio de Janeiro City Council in 1988. His original platform was mostly limited to 

improving army salary and benefits, loosen gun laws, and has vocally opposed pension 

reform, especially if it were to affect military (Da Fonseca 2018). Beginning in 1990, he 

was elected to seven consecutive terms as a federal congressman from the State of Rio de 

Janeiro, with his campaign rhetoric gradually broadening his coalition among armed forces, 

 
23 In March 2021, a supreme court judge annulled Lula’s corruption conviction – it opened up a path to his 

possible run for the presidency in 2022 (BBC 2021). 
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religious voters, and businessmen and farmers, and encompassing a comprehensive far-

right agenda.  

Specifically, one of the main reasons that Bolsonaro enabled to receive the supports 

from the various group is that he made crime as the center of his message (Da Fonseca 

2018). He advocated tougher punishment for criminals, openly defends torture, wants more 

freedom for police officers. These claims were widely supported because Brazil was going 

through an unprecedented period of crime and violence. In addition, the judicial 

investigation helped fuel Bolsonaro’s anti-corruption speech underpinning the 

criminalization of traditional political parties, especially PT, and established a strong anti-

system sentiment (Araújo and Prior 2021).  Accordingly, Bolsonaro successfully unite 

dissatisfied voters who mobilized during the Fora Dilma demonstrators.24 His nostalgia for 

the 1964-85 military regime began to gain traction among voters clamoring for safer streets 

and an end of corruption, finding particular resonance among those too young to be able to 

compare life under authoritarianism with their experience of democracy (Hunter and Power 

2019).   

Moreover, a removal of Lula from the presidential election on September 11, 2018 

eventually benefited Bolsonaro and his candidacy as Lula was leading the popular vote in 

the 2018 elections. After the removal of Lula, Fernando Haddad, a former mayor of the 

city of São Paulo, has nominated for the presidential candidate from the PT. In keeping 

 
24 During Bolsonaro’s political campaign, the same tactics utilized by the Fora Dilma protests in 2015-16 

were adopted. Campaigning through social medias – especially with extensive use of WhatsApp groups and 

Instagram self-presentation as well as confrontational rhetoric, Bolsonaro progressively grew his network of 

supporters (Chagas, Modesto, and Magalhães. 2019; Evangelista and Bruno 2019; Mendonça and Caetano 

2021). 
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with the polarizing tone of the campaign, the public discourse has been increasingly 

concentrated on anti-PT/pro-Bolsonaro and anti-Bolsonaro/pro-PT.  

In response to the growing far-right movement as well as Bolsonaro’s support, a 

forceful resistance from the minority groups has grown. The Ele Não (Not Him) 

movement25 has coordinated one of the most significant protest events against Bolsonaro 

in 2018. A civil society group, Mulheres Unidade Contra Bolsonaro (Women’s United 

Against Bolsonaro, MUCB), was first created on August 30, 2018, as a response to 

Bolsonaro’s positions regarding women and other disadvantaged groups. 26  Although 

initially the Ele Não (Not Him) movement showed no united support for any specific 

candidate, after the first vote results, the group refocused its message, to actively campaign 

for Haddad, adding the hashtag #haddadsim (Yes Haddad) to the group's activity. The 

social movement organization has coordinated a series of protest events since its creation, 

but the most significant protest event was organized on September 29, 2018, a week before 

the first round of the presidential election. More than 150,000 people in total across 114 

cities have participated in the protest events on this particular day; it is recognized as the 

biggest women's march in Brazilian history. This significant protest event has been widely 

reported by local and international media (G1 2018; El País 2018). Response to this 

movement against Bolsonaro, the pro-Bolsonaro group has also mobilized their supporters 

to shield themselves from this protest movement against them. Accordingly, through the 

new mobilization wave, the polarization between anti-PT/pro-Bolsonaro and anti-

 
25 The movement is also known as #EleNão, a hashtag which widely spread in the social media, including 

Facebook and Twitter, within the election year and after the inauguration of Bolsonaro. 
26 Bolsonaro specifically has a notoriety for gender-related polemics, including the statement that a member 

of Congress “did not deserve to be raped” due to her alleged “ugliness” (Cunha Tramontina, and Schmitz 

2018), a comment for which he was later prosecuted and convicted for insulting her dignity. Moreover, 

Bolsonaro claimed some black people were not ‘even good for procreation,’ or said he would rather one of 

his four sons ‘die in an accident’ than be gay’ (Child 2019).  
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Bolsonaro/pro-PT groups has been established during the 2018 presidential election 

campaign. 

In the first-round presidential election on October 7, Bolsonaro received 46.03% of 

the valid votes while Haddad received 29.28% (Table 3.2). In the runoff, Bolsonaro 

received 55.13% of the vote and was elected as President of Brazil. In addition, 

simultaneous elections for the Chamber of Deputies saw a surge by Bolsonaro’s PSL. 

Although this party won only a single seat in the 2014 election, they acquired 52 seats (out 

of 513 seats) and the highest share of popular votes in 2018. Although the PT received 

support from the voters in North and Northeast where Lula’s personal support (lulsimo) 

remains, Lula’s withdrawal from the presidential competition did not allow the PT to draw 

enough center-left support to elect Haddad.  Moreover, growing antipetismo and a strong 

antisystem feeling of disenchantment with political institutions, which are deepened by 

corruption scandals, encouraged voters to support Bolsonaro over the traditional right-wing 

parties such as the PSDB and the PMDB (Renno 2020). 

 

Table 3.2 The Presidential Election Results in 2018 

Candidate (Party) 1st round (% of valid 

votes) 

Runoff (% of valid votes) 

Jair Bolsonaro (PSL) 46.03 55.13 

Fernando Haddad (PT) 29.28 44.87 

Ciro Gomes (PDT) 12.47 - 

Geraldo Alckmin (PSDB) 4.76 - 

Joao Amoedo (Novo) 2.50 - 

Cabo Daciolo (Patriota) 1.26 - 

Henrique Meirelles (MDB) 1.20 - 

Marina Silva (Rede) 1.00 - 

Other Candidates (5) 1.50 - 

Total 100.00 100.00 

Note: The data is extracted from the Tribunal Superior Eleitoral 
(http://divulga.tse.jus.br/oficial/index.html., last accessed on March 2, 2020). 
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After the presidential election in 2018, the polarization between the two groups has 

been sustained. Anti- and pro-Bolsonaro protests have continued to be held in the public 

space regularly.  One of the symbolic protest activities is the woman’s march on 

international women’s day (March 8). Since 2019, women’s groups conduct protests on 

women’s rights, which also contains the anti-Bolsonaro message. Contrary, pro-Bolsonaro 

counter mobilization was also held a week after the women’s march (March 15). The 

protest movement contains the same symbolic message utilized during the 2018 election 

campaign, such as “Military Intervention Now (Intervenção Militar Já).” Although these 

protest movements are conducted peacefully, there were a couple of death and injury cases 

due to the clash between pro-and anti- Bolsonaro groups. Thus, the division of the two 

political groups has been sustained and reinforced through the routinized protest 

movements.   

In sum, during the presidential election campaign during 2017-2018, Bolsonaro 

captured the electoral supports from the newly mobilized conservative voters during the 

2013-2016 protest waves. Due to his electoral campaign through social media, which 

targeted the PT, antipetismo, which was formed during 2015-2016 through the Fora Dilma 

protests, has continued to grow in this period.  In addition, the women’s group, which 

strongly against Bolsonaro, has coordinated a series of the Ele Não protest during the 2018 

election. Accordingly, the polarization between anti-PT/pro-Bolsonaro and anti-

Bolsonaro/pro-PT groups has been established during the 2018 presidential election 

campaign. The division of society by these groups continued through both groups' 

routinized protests after the election. 
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3.5 Conclusion 

This section has demonstrated how the political protests created an opportunity for rising 

polarization and partisan lines. The protest wave started in 2013 has initially created an 

opportunity for the destabilization of the politics, and it significantly declined the 

popularity of the PT government. However, since the protests were dispersed and 

disorganized, former President Rousseff could offer the dialog and concessions to the 

protesters – which avoided further political polarization until the 2014 presidential election. 

On the other hand, the Fora Dilma movement started in 2015, which is backed up by the 

American think tank (the Atlas Network), has conducted targeted mobilization against 

former President Rousseff and the PT – which eventually pushed the impeachment of 

Rousseff in August 2016. The impeachment has fueled the counter mobilization by PT 

supporters. Accordingly, the polarization between anti- and pro- PT has been established 

between 2015-2016. Lastly, Bolsonaro won the 2018 Presidential election by attracting 

supports from the unified right-wing groups through the 2015-2016 mobilization. The 

partisan polarization was established between the extreme right-wing PSL and the left-

leaning PT in the 2018 election through the targeted protest against Bolsonaro (Ele Não 

protest). The division of the society between PSL and PT has been continued to be 

reinforced even after the election through protest movements from both sides. 

 In sum, a targeted protest may inflate negative sentiment against the targeted group 

and forge people in the other group into a single unified group. In the case of the Fora 

Dilma protest, negative sentiment against the PT, which was fostered by the protests, 

served as an opportunity for right-wing groups to create a new platform for the far-right 

party.  Moreover, the Ele Não protest further established the division between the PT (left) 



 63 

and the PSL (far-right), which was sustained through both groups’ routinized protests after 

the 2018 election. 

 However, the limitation of the study is that using the collective qualitative data; we 

cannot separate the effects of protest from the underlying motivation to participate in 

protests (e.g., dissatisfaction with the government). Moreover, we cannot directly examine 

how the protests and sentiments, or preferences reinforce each other. Accordingly, in the 

next chapter, I turn to the public opinion data analysis to test how the targeted protest event 

may affect the voters’ evaluations of specific parties (both positive and negative 

partisanship) using the nationwide protests of the Ele Não protest in 2018 as an example. I 

utilize a difference-in-difference as an identification strategy and examine how protests 

caused a reinforcement of partisan affect.  
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Chapter 4 Targeted Protests and Polarization in Brazil  

In this Chapter, I test the effect of protest on affective polarization at the individual level. 

To do this, I conduct a statistical analysis of how political protests affect voting behavior 

based on the 2018 Brazilian Presidential Election.  

 

4.1 Context in the 2018 Presidential Election in Brazil 

The 2018 Brazilian presidential election has resulted in a highly polarized election between 

Jair Bolsonaro, the extreme right-wing candidate from the Liberal Social Party (Partido 

Social Liberal, PSL), and Fernando Haddad from the left-leaning Workers’ Party (Partido 

dos Trabalhadores, PT).  

Throughout the political crisis between 2013-2018, political protests have been a 

preferred mode of expressing and delivering political discourses. Accordingly, protest 

activities on the street have played one of the key roles in shaping political polarization in 

Brazil. Among such a movement, the Ele Não (Not Him) movement has coordinated one 

of the most significant protest events against one of the candidates in the 2018 presidential 

election, Jair Bolsonaro. As a response to Bolsonaro’s positions regarding women and 

other disadvantaged groups, a civil society group, Mulheres Unidade Contra Bolsonaro 

(Women’s United Against Bolsonaro, MUCB), has coordinated a series of anti-Bolsonaro 

protests. Initially, the Ele Não (Not Him) movement showed no united support for any 

specific candidate. However, after the first vote results, the group refocused its message to 

actively campaign for Fernando Haddad, presidential candidate from the left-leaning 

Workers’ Party (PT), adding the hashtag #haddadsim (Yes Haddad) to the group’s activity. 

The most significant protest event was organized on September 29, 2018, a week before 
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the first round of the presidential election. More than 150,000 people in total across 114 

cities have participated in the protest events on this particular day (G1 2018; El País 2018).  

In this Chapter, I specifically examine the effect of the Ele Não protest on September 29, 

how temporal exposure to a significant protest affected vote choice. Figure 4.1 shows the 

trend of vote choice between April to October 2018 based on the response to the survey 

conducted by Datafolha, a Brazilian survey research firm. Figure 4.1 shows that the 

average supports for both Haddad and Bolsonaro radically increased after the Ele Não 

protest on September 29, while supports for other candidates declined. Although the 

convergence of supports among the two candidates is partly due to the runoff between  

 

Figure 4.1 Vote Intention for the Presidential Election in 2018 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Note: The actual distribution of the data (dots) and the median-spline plot (solid lines) are presented. 

The vertical lines indicate the data of protest (September 29) and the first term of the presidential 

election (October 7). The data is extracted from Datafolha. 
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Haddad and Bolsonaro scheduled on October 28, it is worth highlighting for the 

transparency of data and the validity of analysis that the convergence started before the 

first term election on October 7.   

Figure 4.2 presents the trend for the states’ average responses for ‘never votes’ for 

the presidential election. Figure 4.2 indicates that the average level of negative partisanship 

increased over time. Moreover, while the increase in the average ‘never vote’ for Bolsonaro 

has started from August 2018, the average ‘never vote’ for Haddad is especially 

pronounced after the Ele Não protest on September 29. In sum, both positive and negative 

affects toward Haddad (PT) and Bolsonaro (PSL) became apparent after the Ele Não 

protest. 

 

Figure 4.2 Vote Intention ('Never Vote') for the Presidential Election in 201 

 

Note: The actual distribution of the data (dots) and the median-spline plot (solid lines) are 
presented. The vertical lines indicate the data of protest (September 29) and the first term of the 

presidential election (October 7). The data is extracted from Datafolha. 

 

As part of the examination of the effects of protests, I systematically investigate the 

relationship between the targeted protest against Bolsonaro (the Ele Não protest) and the 

polarization of public opinion between PT and PSL using the survey data collected before 

and after the nationwide protests. I specifically examine four hypotheses (Table 4.1). 
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Table 4.1 Summary of Hypothesis 

Hypotheses DVs Expected Signs of IVs 

 

H1a: Exposure to protests 

increases support for Haddad 

among PT supporters. 

 

 

Support for Haddad 

 

After Protest* PT: + 

After Protest *PSL: - 

 

H1b: Exposure to protests 

increases support for Bolsonaro 

among PSL supporters. 

 

 

Support for Bolsonaro 

 

After Protest * PT: - 

After Protest *PSL: + 

 

H2a: Exposure to protests 

increases the negative assessment 

against Bolsonaro among PT 

supporters. 

 

 

Never Vote for 

Bolsonaro 

 

After Protest * PT: + 

After Protest *PSL: - 

 

H2b: Exposure to protests, 

increases the negative assessment 

against Haddad among PSL 

supporters. 

 

 

 

Never Vote for Haddad 

 

After Protest* PT: - 

After Protest*PSL: + 

 

4.2 Effects of the Ele Não Protests on Voting Behavior in the 2018 Presidential 

Election  

4.2.1 Research Design 

Testing the effect of protests on public opinion is challenging as unobservable political 

preferences are likely to determine both the emergence of protest and polarization. In 

addition, previous studies found that political polarization is also likely to affect the level 

of mobilization (e.g., Griffin, de Jonge, and Velasco-Guachalla 2020). Accordingly, a 

naïve regression of voting behavior on protest is unlikely to reflect a causal effect. To 

overcome these empirical challenges, I utilize the survey data from Datafolha, which is a 

Brazilian survey research firm that carried out an on-site survey throughout the Brazilian 
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states in 2018.27 I treat the nationwide protest, which targeted one of the presidential 

candidates, Jair Bolsonaro (Ele Não), as an exogenous intervention wherein subjects 

interviewed after September 29 were exposed to the information about protests. The protest 

is the most massive nationwide protest event that had been coordinated in the election year. 

This unanticipated event provides the opportunity to examine whether and how protest 

influences public opinion.28 Survey respondents prior to the Ele Não protests (September 

29, 2018) serve as the control group, while those after the Ele Não protests serve as the 

treatment group (see Table A2 for the distribution of respondents per state). Although 

protest events did not happen in all cities in Brazil, I make an assumption that respondents 

of the surveys exposed the information about the incident as the Ele Não protests have been 

widely broadcasted nationwide through the traditional media to social media.29 Also, since 

I did not manipulate the treatment and have no direct measurement of individuals’ 

anticipation that a massive protest event would happen, my estimate represents an 

intention-to-treat (ITT) effect.  

 In addition, as a robustness check, I use alternative windows ranging from 3-4 days 

before and after the protest by utilizing the survey respondents conducted on September 26 

and conducted on October 2, 2018. By narrowing down bandwidths, I control any time-

varying effects that may shape the relationship between the protest and voting intention.30 

 
27 See Table A1 for a comparison between the actual electoral results and declared vote in Datafolha’s 

surveys. 
28 For a comprehensive review of the similar research design, an occurrence of unexpected events during the 

fieldwork of public opinion surveys to estimate causal effects, see Muñoz, Falcó-Gimeno, and Hernández 

(2020). 
29 I also take into account the protest locations whether respondents were physically exposed or observed the 

Ele Não protests in the robustness check.  
30 Recent studies also demonstrated the framing effect of the mass media (e.g., Araújo and Prior 2021) or 

social media (e.g., Evangelista and Bruno 2019; Davis and Straubhaar 2020) and populist leader’s discourse 

(Tamaki and Fuks 2020), which shaped the political polarization and the electoral results in the 2018 

presidential election. 
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Moreover, this identification strategy enables me to control for the key confounders, such 

as the preferences, underlying support for the movement, or opposition to Bolsonaro. They 

are unlikely to change from 3-4 days before and after the protest – if they change at all, it 

is because of the treatment, targeted protests. This empirical test therefore controls for 

underlying support in a way that the case study could not. Also, it is important to note that 

the change in the vote choice between two waves of surveys is not due to the result of the 

first-round presidential election because it was on October 7, 2018. Thus, the statistical 

results from more restrictive tests are more conservative. 

 

4.2.2 Variables and Model 

For the vote choice (DV), I consider two different sets of variables: (i) respondents’ vote 

choice31 and (ii) respondents’ out-group negative affect, measured as a response for the 

candidate “never vote for” in the next election.32 I specifically consider vote choice for 

Fernando Haddad or Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva 33  and Jair Bolsonaro. 34  First, to 

operationalize voting intention, I use two variables: the listed vote choice question and the 

open vote choice question. For the listed question, the question asks the respondents to 

choose one of the registered candidates for the next election, which they are most likely to 

 
31 The question in the survey reads, “We have the presidential election next month (“next Sunday” for the 

second wave of the survey). Who would you vote for the president next month (next Sunday)?” The open 

question provides a space to give the candidate’s name, while the listed question offers the list of candidates 

who are registered as candidates of the presidential election.   
32 The question in the survey reads, “Which of these candidates, you would never vote for the presidential 

election this year (next Sunday)?”  
33 Until Lula’s conviction and exclusion from the presidential election on September 11, Lula has been a PT’s 

candidate. Accordingly, I consider voters’ intention of both Haddad and Lula to take into account the 

difference in recognition among voters on who was the presidential candidate. 
34 Although an ideal measurement for the partisan (or positive) affect is the feeling thermometer for the 

political parties (e.g., Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012), in this study, I utilize the vote choice as an indicator 

for the respondents’ political support due to the data limitation.   
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vote for in the next election.35 On the other hand, an open vote choice question provides an 

opportunity for the respondent to give an ideal candidate to vote. 36   Second, to 

operationalize out-group negative affect, I utilize the candidates' survey response, in which 

the voter “never vote” for a particular candidate. This operationalization is used to measure 

the negative partisanship by the previous studies (e.g., Samuels and Zucco 2018). 

Specifically, I consider the effect of protests on the evaluation of candidates who 

are targeted by the protest (Bolsonaro, PSL) and who are affiliated with the protest (Haddad 

or Lula, PT). The independent variable of primary interest reflects the temporal exposure 

to protest, measured by a binary variable coded 1 for the survey after the protest. 

The box plots in Figure 4.3 summarize the data by showing average supports for 

the candidates, Haddad and Bolsonaro, before and after the protest event. Each line 

represents the mean supports by 27 states, including the federal district. The range indicates 

the 1st and 99th percentiles. Although the patterns are similar in these two periods, there 

are observable differences in the median of supporting Haddad before and after the protest. 

On average, voting for Haddad increased after the Ele Não protest. Figure 4.3 shows the 

difference in average voters’ affect against opposing candidates by asking the candidate 

who never votes for. There is a clear difference in the preference for both Haddad and 

Bolsonaro – respondents who never vote for Haddad or Bolsonaro have increased after the 

Ele Não protest. These descriptive statistics show the protest event has created an 

observable difference in vote choice. 

 
35 Since there is a significant number of voters who did not vote in 2018 (blank, null, abstention, Table A1), 

I also include this category in a multinomial logit model.  
36 For the response to the open question, 4% of respondents choose “Lula” as a candidate for which they 

would vote for, although he was not a registered candidate. In addition, the response for the “don’t know” 

answer increased to 52% from 5% for the fixed list question. 
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Figure 4.3 Average Votes for Haddad and Bolsonaro by 27 States (Before and After 

the Ele Não Protests 

 
Note: Distribution is based on the average of 27 states for 10 surveys. 

 

 

To further clarify the effect of protests on voting behavior, I compare the 

respondents before and after the protest events based on a difference-in-difference 

identification strategy. I use the following specification: 

 

Model: 

Vote Choice𝑖,𝑡,𝑚 = β0 + β1Partisan Affiliation𝑖,𝑡 + β2After𝑡 

 + β3(Partisan Affiliation𝑖,𝑡 ∗  After𝑡 ) + β4𝐷𝑖 +  β5𝜆𝑚+ β6𝜃𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡,𝑚     (4.1) 

 

Where i indexes individuals, m indexes states, and t indexes time (when surveys conducted). 

Partisan Affiliation is a dummy variable equal to 1 for those who affiliate with either PT 

or PSL.37 After is a variable indicating the survey conducted after the Ele Não protest 

(September 27, 2018). I estimate that the treatment effect varies by the individual partisan 

affiliation (Partisan Affiliation * After). The coefficient of interest, 𝛽3, shows the effect of 

 
37 A voter who is affiliated with neither PT nor PSL will serve as a comparison group. 
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the protest on vote choice contingent on partisan affiliation. Standard errors are clustered 

by the state to account for possible correlations among groups (Bertrand, Duflo, and 

Mullainathan  2004). 𝜆m and 𝜃𝑡 are a vector of state- and time-specific characteristics that 

help explain variation in the voting behavior. I include both state fixed effects and survey 

fixed effects to control for any state and time specific effects. Di is a vector of individual 

characteristics. I specifically control for socio-demographic indicators including, gender, 

level of education, income, and urban residency. I summarize descriptive statistics of the 

variables in Table A2. 

 To estimate the model, I first use the multinomial logistic regression model for the 

question asking the respondents’ voting intention with the candidate's list that forces voters 

to choose between the listed candidates. While a binomial logit model imposes a 

dichotomous electoral choice that implicitly ignores intra-coalitional dynamics in electoral 

support, a multinomial logit model provides an accurate characterization of voting behavior 

in countries with more than two political parties competing votes (Whitten and Palmer 

1996). To incorporate voters’ strategic calculation, I utilize a multinomial logit model for 

the fixed list question. On the other hand, the open question for the vote intention provides 

an opportunity for respondents to choose an ideal candidate. In addition, the “never vote” 

question offers the option to choose “vote for someone or don't reject anyone.” Accordingly, 

for these questions, I expect that respondents only select one of the candidates only if they 

strongly support (vote intention) or oppose (“never vote”) the candidate. Thus, I estimate 

the voting intention variable for the open list question as well as the “never vote” question 

with a binomial logistic regression model.    
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 Finally, as a robustness check, I consider the heterogeneous effects of protest 

exposure by considering the places where the Ele Não protest has been conducted. In this 

model, I presume that the treatment (protest exposure) is assigned only to voters who live 

in the cities where the protest has been conducted (see Table A4 for the list of cities). 

Accordingly, I estimate the model with the interaction term between three 

variables: Partisan Affiliation * After * Protest Locations. With this test, I examine the 

scope condition of which protests affect voters’ preference – especially how they expose 

to the information about the event. Suppose I find the effects only by taking into account 

the location. In that case, it may mean that physical encounters with the protest, which 

includes interactions with protesters, observing violence, or feeling a positive atmosphere 

by peaceful demonstrations, have a mediation effect of protests on voters’ preference.  By 

doing so, I account for the possibility that traditional or social media’s framing or 

Bolsonaro’s personal speech about the protest – but not the protest itself – affects voters’ 

preference.  

 

4.2.3 Results 

Table 4.2 presents statistical results for vote choice. Models 1-3 show how voters’ choice 

had changed before and after the Ele Não protest, which targeted Bolsonaro. First, Models 

1-3 illustrate the effect of temporal exposure to the protest on vote choice based on the 

multinomial logit model. While the effect of protest on supports for Haddad is not 

statistically significant for neither PT nor PSL supporters, the protest decreases the supports 

for Bolsonaro among both PT and PSL supporters. The effect is statistically significant.  
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Table 4.2 Effects of Protests on the Vote Choice 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Multinomial Logit (Fixed List) Logit (Open Question) 

 Haddad 

/Lula 

Bolsonaro Blank Haddad Haddad 

/Lula 

Bolsonaro 

       

After Protest 2.55*** 2.39*** 1.40*** -0.29** -0.17 0.86*** 

                          (0.17) (0.15) (0.17) (0.12) (0.14) (0.11) 

PT                        1.86*** -1.28*** -0.10* 2.75*** 2.45*** -2.21*** 

                          (0.15) (0.05) (0.06) (0.16) (0.16) (0.09) 

PSL                       -1.26** 3.39*** -0.87* -3.76*** -3.27*** 3.34*** 

                          (0.62) (0.13) (0.49) (0.96) (0.74) (0.16) 

After * PT -0.07 -0.95*** -0.82*** 0.51*** 0.56*** -1.01*** 

               (0.18) (0.18) (0.16) (0.14) (0.15) (0.31) 

After * PSL   -0.15 -0.79** -0.92 1.55 0.96** 0.13 

                    (0.88) (0.36) (0.79) (1.33) (0.39) (0.41) 

       

Observations               49862  18501 27219 27219 

States                     27  27 27 27 

No. of Surveys  10  5 8 8 

State FE  X  X X X 

Survey FE  No  X X X 

Individual 

Covariates 

 X  X X X 

Pseudo R2  0.19  0.29 0.28 0.20 

Log-likelihood             -53820  -5868 -10650 -13597 

Note: The reference category for the multinomial logit is other candidates, rather than Haddad 

and Bolsonaro. Voters who are affiliated with neither PT nor PSL will serve as a comparison 

group to see the effect of partisanship. The results stay the same by excluding observations after 

the first term of the presidential election. Full results are available in Appendix (Table A4). 

Robust standard errors clustered by states in parentheses.  

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

 

Second, I further examine the voting intention using the response to the open 

question. The effect of protest among PT supporters is positive and statistically significant 

for both Models 4 and 5, including and excluding Lula as a PT candidate. On the other 

hand, contrary to the theoretical assumption, the effect of protest on voters’ support for 

Haddad is positive and statistically significant for those who identify themselves as PSL. 

Model 6, on the other hand, demonstrates the effect of the protest on the voting intention 
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to Bolsonaro. The effect is negative and statistically significant at the 99% confidence level 

for those who identify themselves as PT. The effect is positive but not statistically 

significant for respondents who identify themselves as PSL. 

To get a more intuitive understanding of the results, I use the statistical models to 

calculate the change in predicted probabilities of voting for Bolsonaro or Haddad by 

partisan groups (PT and PSL) before and after the protest event. First, Figure 4.4 shows 

change in the predicted probabilities for supporting Bolsonaro and Haddad (Models 4 and 

6). The probability of PT supporters voting for Haddad increases by 0.39 after the protest. 

This change is statistically significant since the 95% confidence intervals do not cross the 

0 line. On the other hand, the protest increased the PSL supporters’ (targeted group) 

likelihood of voting for Bolsonaro by 0.04.  This change is statistically significant since 

the 95% confidence intervals overlap with the 0 line. Thus, in accordance with my 

theoretical expectation, the result indicates that PT supporters (protesters’ group) are more 

likely to support the PT candidate after the protest. In addition, the PSL supporters (targeted 

group) are also more likely to support the in-group candidate after the protest.  

On the other hand, the probability of PT supporters voting for Bolsonaro decreases 

by 0.01 after the protest. The probability of PSL supporters voting for Haddad increases by 

0.01. These changes are, however, not statistically significant since the 95% confidence 

intervals overlap with the 0 line. Thus, the protests are less likely to affect voters’ intention 

to the out-group voter.   
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Figure 4.4 Predicted Changes in Probabilities for the Vote Before and After the 

Protest (Models 4 and 6) 

 
Note: Change in predicted probabilities for voting for Haddad (left, Model 4) and Bolsonaro 

(right, Model 6) before and after the protests with the 95% confidence intervals are presented. 

 

Accordingly, temporal exposure to protest may affect vote choice for those who 

coordinated protests (PT) and the voters in the targeted group (PSL). Accordant with H1a, 

the protest exposure may increase the in-group support those affiliated with the party that 

coordinated the protest event (PT). I also found some supports for H1b - exposure to 

targeted protests increases support for Bolsonaro among PSL supporters. However, I did 

not find supports for H2a – a targeted protest decreases voting support for the out-group 

candidate for those affiliated with the party that coordinated the protest event (PT) nor H2b 

– a targeted protest decreases support for Haddad among PSL supporters.  

Next, Models 7-9 in Table 4.3 demonstrate the effect of protests on voters’ negative 

assessment toward candidates, asking the candidate who never votes for. Model 7 

illustrates the effect of protests on negative assessment on Haddad. Protests decrease the 

negative assessment toward Haddad among PT supporters while it increases the negative 

assessment toward Haddad among PSL supporters. These negative or positive effects of 
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protests are statistically significant at the 99% confidence level. By including Lula as a 

candidate for the PT candidate, the results remain the same. On the other hand, Model 8 

shows voters’ intention of never voting for Bolsonaro. The effect of protest exposure is 

positive and statistically significant for those who are affiliated with PT, while it is negative 

and statistically significant for those who are affiliated with PSL.  

 

Table 4.3 Effects of Protests on the Vote Choice 

                          (7) (8) (9) 

 Never Vote For 

 Haddad Haddad/Lula Bolsonaro 

    

After Protest     3.55*** 2.16*** 2.22*** 

                          (0.20) (0.04) (0.09) 

PT                        -1.55*** -1.87*** 0.91*** 

                          (0.10) (0.11) (0.05) 

PSL                       0.57*** 0.49*** -3.20*** 

                          (0.11) (0.09) (0.31) 

After *PT     -2.58*** -2.24*** 1.44*** 

                    (0.13) (0.15) (0.13) 

After *PSL  1.26*** 1.35*** -2.70** 

                    (0.19) (0.19) (1.12) 

    

Observations              48942 48942 48942 

No. of States                    27 27 27 

No. of Surveys 9 9 9 

State FE X X X 

Survey FE X X X 

Individual Covariates X X X 

Pseudo R2 0.28 0.21 0.16 

Log-likelihood            -16463 -20200 -22268 

Note: Voters who are affiliated with neither PT nor PSL will serve as a comparison group to see 

the effect of partisanship. Full results are available in Appendix (Table A5). Robust standard 

errors clustered by states in parentheses. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

I also calculate the change in the predicted probabilities of respondents never voting 

for the candidates (Figure 4.5, Models 7 and 9). First, the probability of PSL supporters 

never voting for Haddad increases by 0.77 after the protest. This difference over time is 

statistically significant since the 95% confidence intervals do not overlap the 0 line. The 
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probability of PT supporters never voting for Haddad increases by 0.03 after the protest. 

The difference is also statistically significant, but the effect is marginal as the effect size is 

minimal. Second, the probability of PT supporters never voting for Bolsonaro increases by 

0.63, after the protest event and this difference is statistically significant. Thus, the voters 

affiliated with the protesters’ group (PT) increasingly dislike the targeted candidate 

(Bolsonaro). On the other hand, the probability of PSL supporters never voting for 

Bolsonaro decreased by 0.01. However, this change is not statistically significant as the 

95% confidence intervals overlap with the 0 line. Thus, the protest event increases the 

negative assessment toward both the targeted candidate and the candidate affiliated with 

the protesters, but more so for the candidate affiliated with the targeted group (PSL). 

 

Figure 4.5 Change in Predicted Probabilities for 'Never Vote For' the Candidate 

Before and After the Protest (Models 7 and 9) 

 
Note: Change in predicted probabilities for never vote for Haddad (left, Model 7) and Bolsonaro 

(right, Model 8) before and after the protest with the 95% confidence intervals are presented. 

 

Thus, temporal exposure to protests targeted at Bolsonaro increases the probability 

of never voting for Bolsonaro among those who coordinated protests (PT supporters). 
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Accordant with my hypothesis, the protest exposure may increase the negative assessment 

against the out-group candidate for those affiliated with the party that coordinated the 

protest event (PT, H2a). In addition, protests inflate the negative assessment against 

Haddad among the targeted group (PSL supporters). Thus, consistent with my hypotheses, 

the protest exposure decreases voting support for the out-group candidate for those 

affiliated with the party that targeted by the protesters (PSL, H2b). 

In sum, first, accordant with the theoretical expectation, the result indicates that 

protest events targeting Bolsonaro are likely to increase the supports for Haddad among 

PT supporters. Thus, I found supports for H1a – exposure to protests, which target 

Bolsonaro, increases support for the in-group candidate (Haddad) for protesters’ group (PT 

supporters). In addition, I also found some supports for H1b - the protests increase voting 

intentions for Bolsonaro among PSL supporters. On the other hand, I found strong support 

for both H2a and H2b. Protests inflate the negative assessment against Bolsonaro among 

PT supporters (H2a), while protests increased the negative assessment against Haddad 

among PSL supporters (H2b). Thus, protests that target a specific candidate or party 

increase the negative assessment against the out-group candidate, both among protesters 

and targeted groups.38  

 

 

 
38 The main results hold by excluding the surveys conducted after the first term presidential election (October 

7, 2018). Accordingly, the results are not driven by the runoff but by the timing of protests. In addition, it is 

also important to note that protest exposure increases the voting support for Bolsonaro for those who ally 

neither PT nor PSL (Model 2 and 6). Moreover, protests inflate the negative assessment against both Haddad 

(Model 7) and Bolsonaro (Model 9). Accordingly, a protest strategy may have a negative impact on their 

electoral supports. This finding requires further theoretical and empirical investigation in future studies – 

how voters who do not affiliate with either targeted group by protesters or the group who coordinated the 

protest respond to the political protests. 
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Robustness check 

Next, I utilize the surveys in a narrow bandwidth to see if the effect holds a conservative 

estimation (Table 4.4). Models 10-17 test the effect of variables on vote choice. However, 

I only found expected effects in the models with an open question for vote choice (Models 

13-15). The interaction term between protests and partisanship is statistically significant in 

an expected direction for the models with the open question (Models 13-15). Protests 

inflate the voting supports for Haddad or Haddad and Lula (Models 14-15), while protests 

decrease the voting supports for Bolsonaro (Model 15) among PT supporters. The protest 

targeting Bolsonaro does not affect voting supports for Bolsonaro among PSL. 

On the other hand, Models 16-17 examine the effect of protest on voters’ negative 

assessment of the candidates. The protest decreases the negative assessment against 

Haddad while inflating the negative assessment against Bolsonaro among PT supporters. 

Contrary to the theoretical expectation, the effect of protest is negative and statistically 

significant for PSL supporters on the probability of voters never voting for Haddad (Model 

16).   

Thus, the statistical results from more conservative estimation with the narrow 

bandwidth added some confidence for the findings from the main results. Temporal 

exposure to the protest targeted at Bolsonaro increases voting supports for Haddad among 

PT supporters (H1a). Also, protests increase the negative sentiment against Bolsonaro 

among PT supporters (H2a). On the other hand, I did not find any estimated effects for the 

targeted group – PSL supporters. Temporal exposure to the Ele Não protests decreased 

support on Bolsonaro while decreased negative assessment toward Haddad by taking into 

account any time-specific effects before and after the protest event. 



 81 

Table 4.4 The Effect of Protests on Vote Intention (Narrow Bandwidth) 

 (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)  (17) 

 Multinominal Logit (fixed list) Logit (open question) Never Vote For 

Vote for 

(DV) 

Haddad Bolsonaro Blank Haddad Haddad 

/Lula 

Bolsonaro Haddad Bolsonaro 

         

After          -0.06 0.19*** -0.03 -0.36*** -0.37*** 0.14** 0.39*** 0.00 

Protest                   (0.10) (0.06) (0.10) (0.12) (0.11) (0.07) (0.07) (0.11) 

Support for           2.14*** -1.42*** -0.42*** 2.64*** 2.59*** -2.39*** -2.46*** 1.06*** 

PT        (0.15) (0.13) (0.13) (0.20) (0.20) (0.13) (0.15) (0.06) 

Support for        -0.57 3.34*** 0.04 -3.10*** -3.22*** 3.27*** 0.43*** -2.67*** 

PSL           (1.15) (0.33) (0.69) (0.99) (0.99) (0.27) (0.15) (0.49) 

After*PT                  0.28 -0.42 -0.03 0.55*** 0.47** -0.83*** -0.76** 0.25* 

                          (0.22) (0.35) (0.26) (0.19) (0.19) (0.31) (0.35) (0.13) 

After*PSL 0.60 -0.90* -14.01*** 0.97 0.95 0.31 -0.47*  

                          (1.44) (0.47) (0.88) (1.34) (1.31) (0.49) (0.25)  

         

Observatio

ns              

 11246  8850 8850 8850 11739 11613 

State FE  X  X X X X X 

Individual 

Covariates 

 X  X X X X X 

Pseudo R2  0.17  0.29 0.31 0.20 0.11 0.10 

Number of 

States                    

 27  27 27 27 27 27 

Log-

likelihood            

 -12111  -3178 -3350 -4612 -4984 -5682 

Note: The survey responses conducted on September 26 and October 2-3 are included in the 

models. Base line category for the multinomial logit model is “other candidate,” rather than 

Haddad or Bolsonaro, listed in the questionnaire. The coefficient for After*PSL for Model 17 is 

missing due to the lack of variation in DV among PSL supporters (after protests) in the 

observations. Robust standard errors clustered by states in parentheses. 

 * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

 

 Finally, I also take into account the spatial heterogeneity of protests. In addition to 

the effect of temporal exposure to protest, I also consider the location where the Ele 

Não protest has conducted (Table 4.5). Models 18-23 test the effect of variables on vote 

choice. For these models, I only found some controversial effects for Haddad’s support 

among PT supporters. The supports for Haddad decreased where protest occurred and 

among PT supporters. However, in Models 21-23, I did not find any protest effects on 

voting supports using the open choice question. Accordingly, the effect of protest exposure  
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Table 4.5 Effects of Variables on the Vote Choice (Difference-in-Difference Model) 

                          (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) 

Models Multinominal Logit (Fixed List) Logit (Open Question) 

DV (Vote For) Haddad Bolsonaro Blank Haddad Haddad 

/Lula 

Bolsonaro 

       

After Protest 1.96*** 2.11*** 1.28*** -0.27* -0.71*** 0.50*** 

                          (0.15) (0.13) (0.12) (0.14) (0.18) (0.09) 

Protest Location -0.38*** -0.17*** 0.10** -0.39 -0.43*** -0.16 

 (0.14) (0.05) (0.04) (0.25) (0.13) (0.11) 

After * Protest   0.87*** 0.40** 0.55** -0.15 -0.13 0.12 

 (0.21) (0.19) (0.23) (0.18) (0.21) (0.18) 

Support for PT      1.77*** -1.37*** -0.23*** 2.57*** 2.33*** -2.21*** 

                          (0.12) (0.08) (0.07) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 

Support for PSL        -1.50 3.39*** 0.06 -3.21*** -3.15*** 3.41*** 

                          (1.00) (0.24) (0.56) (0.93) (0.66) (0.30) 

After *PT 0.08 -0.74*** -0.60*** 0.58*** 0.45*** -1.09** 

 (0.19) (0.27) (0.22) (0.14) (0.16) (0.43) 

After*PSL   0.26 -0.90 -1.20 1.33 1.15** -0.09 

 (1.30) (0.58) (0.97) (1.30) (0.57) (0.53) 

Protest*PT          0.48*** 0.08 0.03 0.38** 0.35** -0.19** 

 (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.17) (0.18) (0.09) 

Protest*PSL          0.19 -0.16 -15.03***   -0.16 

 (1.34) (0.32) (0.70)   (0.33) 

After* Protest*PT   -0.66*** -0.45 -0.24 -0.02 0.44 0.49 

 (0.21) (0.31) (0.42) (0.26) (0.34) (0.57) 

After*Protest*PSL -0.64 0.43 1.15   0.74 

 (1.20) (1.05) (1.32)   (1.24) 

       

Observations               43329  18152 23094 23490 

Number of States                     27  27 27 27 

Number of Surveys  8  5 6 6 

States FE  X  X X X 

Survey FE  No  X X X 

Individual 

Covariates 

 X  X X X 

Pseudo R2  0.20  0.28 0.22 0.20 

Log-likelihood             -45824  -5866 -9206 -11929 

Note: Base line category for the multinomial logit model is “other candidate,” rather than Haddad 

or Bolsonaro, listed in the questionnaire. Robust standard errors clustered by states in 

parentheses. The coefficient for After*Protest*PSL for Models 21-22 is missing due to the lack of 

variation in DV among PSL supporters (after protests) in the observations.  

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

 

on voting intention is inconclusive. In addition, the interaction term Protest*PT is positive 

and statistically significant for both Models 21 and 22. This positive effect would indicate 

that the Ele Não protest’s geographic location is correlated with the voting support for 

Haddad or Lula (PT). Thus, the protest event may affect PT supporters where the protest 
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did not occur through media reports. In contrast, PT supporters (in protesting area) who 

already intended to support Haddad or Lula were not affected by the protest.  

 

Table 4. 6 Effects of Variables on the Vote Choice (Difference-in-Difference Model) 

                          (24) (25) (26) 

 Never Vote For 

 Haddad Haddad/Lula Bolsonaro 

    

After Protest   3.35*** 1.59*** 1.23*** 

                          (0.23) (0.05) (0.09) 

Protest 0.07 0.12*** -0.05 

 (0.08) (0.04) (0.06) 

Support for PT         -1.84*** -2.11*** 0.95*** 

                          (0.09) (0.10) (0.06) 

Support for PSL       0.72*** 0.62*** -3.67*** 

                          (0.12) (0.11) (0.68) 

After*Protest   -0.22** -0.27*** 0.24*** 

 (0.11) (0.06) (0.07) 

After*PT   -2.30*** -2.03*** 1.39*** 

 (0.19) (0.20) (0.13) 

After*PSL 0.80*** 0.92*** -2.54** 

 (0.18) (0.18) (1.18) 

Protest*PT -2.30*** -2.03*** 1.39*** 

 (0.19) (0.20) (0.13) 

Protest*PSL          -0.31** -0.24** 0.92 

 (0.15) (0.12) (0.82) 

After*Protest* PT   -0.17 -0.15 0.03 

 (0.41) (0.43) (0.15) 

After*Protest*PSL   1.03*** 0.95***  

 (0.32) (0.29)  

    

Observations              42162 42162 41792 

Number of States                    27 27 27 

Number of Surveys 7 7 7 

State FE X X X 

Survey FE X X X 

Individual Covariates X X X 

Pseudo R2 0.27 0.21 0.14 

Log-likelihood            -15496 -17757 -20394 

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by states in parentheses. The coefficient for the 

After*Protest*PSL for Model 26 is missing due to the lack of variation in DV among PSL 

supporters (after protests) in the observations. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

On the other hand, Models 24-26 in Table 4.6 examine the effect of protest 

exposure on voters’ negative assessment of the candidates. While the protest exposure does 
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not affect voters’ negative assessment against Haddad nor Bolsonaro among PT supporters, 

it increases the negative assessment against Haddad or Lula among PSL supporters. Thus, 

by taking into account the location where protests occurred, I found the support for H2b – 

protests, which target Bolsonaro, increases the negative assessment against Haddad among 

PSL supporters.  

In sum, I found a couple of scope conditions that my core hypotheses hold (see 

Table 4.7). First, temporal exposure to the targeted protest increases the voting supports 

for the in-group candidate among the protesters’ group (PT, H1a). However, once taking 

into account the location where protests have taken place, the effect washed out due to the 

strong correlation between PT supporters and the protest location. Second, temporal 

exposure to protests inflates the negative assessment against the out-group candidate 

among protesters (PT, H2a). Again, this effect washed out by taking into account the 

location where protests have taken place. On the other hand, while I did not find any 

positive effect of temporal exposure to the protest on the negative assessment against out-

group candidate among the targeted group (PSL) in the narrow bandwidth models, once 

taking into account the location where protests took place, the protest increases the negative 

assessment against the out-group candidate (Haddad) among PSL supporters (H2b). Thus, 

physical exposure to the protest may be essential for the targeted group to hold a negative 

assessment against the protesters’ group. 
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Table 4.7 Summary of Findings 

Hypotheses/Models Main 

Model 

Narrow 

Bandwidth 

Dif-in-

Dif 

 

H1a: Exposure to protests increases support for 

Haddad among PT supporters. 

 

 

 
✓ 

 

 
✓ 

 

H1b: Exposure to protests increases support for 

Bolsonaro among PSL supporters. 

 

 
✓ 

  

H2a: Exposure to protests increases the negative 

assessment against Bolsonaro among PT 

supporters. 

 

 
✓ 

 
✓ 

 

H2b: Exposure to protests, increases the negative 

assessment against Haddad among PSL 

supporters. 

 

 
✓ 

  
✓ 

Note: Check signs indicate that I found support for the hypotheses using the models.  

 

4.3 Conclusion 

In this Chapter, I tested the effect of the targeted protest event on voting behavior in the 

case of the Brazilian presidential election in 2018, based on the example of the Ele 

Não protest. The statistical results indicate that the political protest, which targets specific 

political leaders, may enhance in-group political support among voters that utilized 

mobilization, while it inflates the negative assessment against the out-group candidate. On 

the other hand, voters who protesters target increasingly have negative assessments against 

the candidate who allies with the protest. This negative effect among targeted group is 

especially robust once I take into account the location that protests occurred. This may 

indicate that the physical exposure to protests and/or the direct interaction with protesters’ 

groups may have a stronger effect on voters’ perception compared with the information 

exposed through the media sources. In sum, the targeted protest may deteriorate society’s 
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division by increasing solidarity among protesters while inflating negative assessment 

towards the out-group political groups.   

Moreover, it is worth mentioning that the Ele Não protest that I examined in this 

chapter is an example of protest events conducted by pro-democratic forces (vocally 

defending the principle of democracy, such as minority rights). In case the targeted protest 

is initiated by anti-democratic forces (e.g., far-right or pro-military groups), targeted 

protests possibly have a more substantial effect on society’s deteriorating polarization 

through more aggressive framing and violent tactics.        

The study has a number of limitations. One of the limitations of my analysis is the 

operationalization of the dependent variable using voting behavior. Although the study has 

demonstrated that political protests may affect voting behavior, it is possible to interpret 

the change in voting intention as a strategic calculation of the voters for the runoff, rather 

than the change in the preferences. Thus, a future study needs to employ a finer indicator 

to measure both in-group favoritism and out-group negative affect. In addition, although 

utilizing a difference-in-difference identification strategy is a strong tool that enables us to 

estimate a causal effect of the independent variable by separating the effects of the 

confounding factors, the alternative factor that arises with the protest event (i.e., the way 

that the media has reported the protest event) may also affect vote choice. Moreover, 

although I tested the heterogeneous effect of the targeted protest depending on the voters’ 

partisan identification, individuals’ partisan identification may also be affected by the 

protest event (treatment). Accordingly, the study utilizing the experimental design may be 

supplemental to assess the effect of protest on change in preference by utilizing the 

controlled environment. 
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Finally, although I did not expand the theoretical explanation of the effect of 

protests on voters who do not ally either PT (protesting group) or PSL (targeted group), the 

statistical results indicate that their vote choices are also strongly affected by protest events. 

Since the Ele Não protest had a dimension of electoral campaign to increase the supports 

for Haddad,39 it is an empirical question if the protest was successful in attracting voting 

supports from voters who were outside of the contention. Moreover, the effect of targeted 

protests on voters who do not affiliate with either targeted or protesters’ groups is a crucial 

question to understand the process of the polarization in a multiparty context. Thus, a future 

study needs to elaborate on the theoretical explanation for the effect of protests on voters 

outside of the polarizing actors. 

Nevertheless, my theoretical claim, as well as statistical results, have introduced a 

new mechanism through which individual political preference is updated. The statistical 

test based on the case of Brazil suggested that affective polarization may arise in the 

multiparty system with a weak party system. To date, there is relatively little research on 

mass-level affective polarization in a multiparty context since the study of affective 

polarization focuses heavily on the United States with two major parties, while the 

phenomenon is relevant across democratic countries (McCoy and Somer 2019; Gidron, 

Adams, and Horne 2019). The implication of this study suggests that affective polarization 

may arise in the multiparty system under the context of the high level of mobilization. 

 
39 Although the Ele Não (Not Him) protest showed no united support for any specific candidate initially, after 

the first vote results, the group refocused its message to actively campaign for Haddad, adding the hashtag 

#haddadsim (Yes Haddad) to the group’s activity. 
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Chapter 5: Targeted Protests and Polarization in Cross-

National Context 

In this chapter, I examine how the level of protests targeted at the governmental party or 

leaders that hold office may accelerate the inter-group conflict within the society in the 

cross-national context. With this examination, I demonstrate how the targeted protests 

increase the level of affective polarization over democracies by taking into account the 

heterogeneity in the country’s economic conditions or the political institution. To do this, 

I conduct a multilevel cross-national survey analysis among 30 democracies between 1996 

and 2018.  

 

5.1 Affective Polarization in Democracies 
 

A high level of affective polarization is a global concern as it is recognized as a key driver 

of democratic dysfunction (Somer and McCoy 2018; McCoy and Somer 2019). 

Specifically, severely polarized democracies exhibit the nature of the intergroup conflict. 

Members become violently loyal to their “team,” waiting for it to win at all costs, and they 

are strongly biased or prejudiced against the other group (Mason 2015). The research of 

affective polarization has been most intensively conducted in the context of the United 

States. However, as I demonstrated in Chapters 3 and 4 based on the case study of Brazil, 

the affective polarization may arise under the multiparty and week party system. In this 

chapter, I test the generalizability of the findings across democracies. I specifically 

examine how the targeted protests may increase the level of affective polarization in the 

cross-national context. 
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 Among the different types of mobilizations, I specifically contend that protests 

targeting particular political parties or political leaders would be sources for a higher level 

of affective polarization. Protests are not always a source for accelerating the division of 

society. For example, both the experimental study and the observational study of the civil 

rights movement in the 1960s demonstrated that an inclusive and cross-cutting political 

message (i.e., protests prime identities beyond specific minority groups, like being 

American) could help to reduce prejudice against out-group members (Levendusky 2018; 

Mazumber 2018). Thus, I do not expect any protests on specific policy or political demands, 

but not contain negative or offensive messages against other groups, to be associated with 

the preference change on specific political groups. 

 On the other hand, a protest often targets the president or the presidential candidate 

to express their grievance as a figurehead of their parties. Such a negative campaign against 

the specific party or candidate may produce stronger emotions, particularly anger, against 

the political parties or leaders targeted by the protesters. These emotions may be an 

essential source of prejudice against specific political groups (Smith, Seger, and Mackie 

2007). By exposing the protest or the message contained by protests, the voters’ attitude 

towards the ruling party may change. Accordingly, targeted protest against the government 

inflates the voters’ negative feelings against the ruling party, particularly among voters 

who do not ally with the ruling party. 

 Exposure to protests, which attacks the group that voters belong to, may also feed on 

voters’ fear of being excluded from social and political power structures. Thus, people who 

feel close to the targeted parties or politicians may increase in-group solidarity through the 

experience of being targeted by protesters. External threats make group identities more 
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salient and increase in-group solidarity because shared traumatic experiences strengthen 

existing identities by exposing unconnected individuals to the same trauma, suffering, and 

pain (Durkhein [1912] 2001). Accordingly, people who feel close to the targeted parties or 

politicians may increase the attachment to their supporting party, in this case, the ruling 

party.  

 Based on the argument above, I formulate the following hypotheses: 

 

H1a: A protest targeted at the ruling party or leaders is likely to increase the negative 

evaluation of the ruling party among the voters who identify themselves as a non-ruling 

party supporter. 

 

H1b: A protest targeted at the ruling party or leaders is likely to increase the positive 

evaluation of the ruling party among the voters who identify themselves as a ruling party 

supporter. 

 

        In addition, since the targeted protest affects voters’ attitude toward the ruling parties 

– negatively or positively depending on their partisan attachment – it also impacts the 

individual’s overall level of affective polarization. Targeted protests may accelerate 

polarization by intensifying the division in the society by forcing people to ally with one 

of the political groups, in this case the ruling party or other parties. Accordingly, I 

hypothesize that a targeted protest increases the level of mass polarization. 
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H2: A protest targeted at the government is likely to increase the level of affective 

polarization at the mass-level. 

 

 

 Lastly, I also take into account the moderation effect of the protest by the level of 

political sophistication. I expect that the extent of the voters’ sensitivity to the information 

provided by the targeted protest should vary systematically across a group of voters. The 

previous study indicates that politically knowledgeable citizens are the least sensitive to 

new information (e.g., Slothuus and de Vreese 2010; Taber, Cann, and Kucsova 2009; 

Taber and Lodge 2006).40 For example, when faced with well-reasoned arguments for and 

against contentious policy issues, political sophisticates are less likely to update their 

beliefs or attitudes when compared with less sophisticated voters. Following this argument, 

I argue that voters who do not have a high level of political sophistication are more likely 

to be affected by the information that they observe on the street. Thus, I estimate that the 

effect of targeted protest on voters’ attitude toward parties is more substantial for voters 

who have a low level of political sophistication compared with those with a high level of 

political sophistication. The third hypothesis is following: 

 

H3: A protest targeted at the government is more likely to increase the level of affective 

polarization among voters with low political sophistication than those with high political 

sophistication. 

 

 
40 Although the classic argument developed based on the political behavior in the United States (e.g., Zaller 

1992), similar results have also been found in younger democracies (e.g., Brader and Tucker 2006; Weitz-

Shapiro and Winters 2017). 
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Table 5.1 summarize all hypotheses that will be tested in the following section and 

estimated results.  

Table 5.1 Summary of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses DVs Expected Signs of IVs 

 

H1a: A protest targeted at the 

ruling party or leaders is likely to 

increase the negative evaluation 

of the ruling party among the 

voters who identify themselves as 

a non-ruling party supporter. 

 

 

Like-Dislike Score for 

the Ruling Party 

 

Number of Targeted 

Protests* Non-

Government Party ID: 

- 

 

 

H1b: A protest targeted at the 

ruling party or leaders is likely to 

increase the positive evaluation of 

the ruling party among the voters 

who identify themselves as a 

ruling party supporter. 

 

 

Like-Dislike Score for 

the Ruling Party 

 

Number of Targeted 

Protests * Government 

Party ID: + 

 

H2: A protest targeted at the 

government is likely to increase 

the level of affective polarization 

at the mass-level. 

 

 

Affective Polarization 

Score 

 

Number of Targeted 

Protests: + 

 

H3: A protest targeted at the 

government is more likely to 

increase the level of affective 

polarization among voters with 

low political sophistication than 

those with high political 

sophistication. 

 

(1) Like-Dislike 

Score for the 

Ruling Party 

(2) Affective 

Polarization 

Score 

 

Finds effects only 

among samples of  

low political 

sophistication 

 

5.2 Cross-National Study: Protest and Polarization among Democracies 
 

My main theoretical proposition is that the protests, which are targeted at specific parties 

or politicians, affect the voters’ attitude toward the targeted party and thus the level of 

affective polarization at the individual level. To evaluate this claim, I conduct a cross-
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national survey analysis among 30 democracies worldwide between 1996 and 2018.41 To 

measure the voters’ attitude toward the parties as well as the level of affective polarization, 

I utilize the cross-national survey data from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 

(CSES, hereafter) Modules 1 to 5. The CSES is a cross-national survey that is conducted 

during election years and targets those eligible to vote. It provides information on an 

individual’s electoral preference in addition to the basic demographic characteristics. Since 

they use the same questionnaire across countries and periods, it enables me to conduct a 

cross-national time-series comparison. I estimate the effect of the targeted protest on (i) the 

voters’ attitude toward the ruling party as well as (ii) the individual level of affective 

polarization.  

 

5.2.1 Variables and Models 

 

The dependent variable in this study is both (i) feeling thermometer on the ruling party and 

(ii) affective polarization. First, to measure the individual’s feeling thermometer for the 

ruling party, I utilize the like-dislike score for the ruling party, which is scaled between 0 

(strongly dislike) to 10 (strongly like). 42 I identify the ruling party as the party to which 

the prime minister or president belongs before the election based on the CSES’s dataset.43    

 
41 The classification of democracies relies on the Authoritarian Regimes Dataset (Wahman, Teorell, and 

Hadenius 2013). The dataset classifies countries as democratic when they fall below a democracy threshold 

of 7.0 on a 10-point combined Freedom House and Polity democracy scale. 
42 The precise question wording for the like-dislike question is: ‘I’d like to know what you think about each 

of our political parties. After I read the name of a political party, please rate it on a scale from 0 to 10, where 

0 means you strongly dislike that party and 10 means that you strongly like that party.’ ‘Don’t know’ 

responses are treated as missing in this study.  
43 In case the country has both a prime minister and a president, I used the like-dislike score of the party to 

which the head of the government belongs.  
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Second, to measure the level of affective polarization in a multiparty context, I 

utilize the spread of like-dislike score for each political party,44 following the equation 

developed by Wagner (2021).45 Wagner (2021) developed the affective polarization score 

based on existing measures of perceived ideological polarization, which see polarization 

as the spread of the positions that parties are seen as having (e.g., Dalton 2008). This is the 

average party like-dislike difference relative to each respondent’s average party like-dislike 

score. More formally, it is: 

Unweighted Affective Polarizatio𝑛𝑖 = √
∑ (𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑖𝑝−𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑖)

2𝑃
𝑝=1

𝑛𝑝
           (5.1) 

 

p is the party, i is the individual respondent, and likeip is the like-dislike score assigned to 

each party p by individual i. 

 In addition, to consider the size or the relevance of parties, I calculate affective 

polarization as the weighted average party affects difference compared to each 

respondent’s weighted average party affect. This treatment is because size and importance 

are often strongly correlated: larger parties are more important for the party system and 

government formation. The key to understanding the party’s affective configuration is 

arguable whether the larger parties within that system are effectively distant or close.46 The 

weighted affective polarization equation for parties j and voter i is:  

 
44 The CSES data includes all parties that received more than 2% of the vote share, regardless of whether 

they obtained seats in the parliament. 
45 A similar – but not fully developed – approach has been taken by Ward and Tavits (2019) to measure 

affective polarization. Although Wagner (2021) also presents the “mean-distance” measure to capture the 

average affective distance of other parties from one’s most liked party, I prefer to use this “spread-of score” 

approach in this study. This is because the affective polarization in a multiparty context (especially under the 

widespread anti-governmental protest) is not always derived from the strong favoritism toward one party and 

the negative feeling against others.   
46 Curini and Hino (2012) similarly justify weighting their left-right polarization scores.  
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Weighted Affective Polarizatio𝑛𝑖 = √∑ 𝑣𝑝(𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑖𝑝 − 𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑖)
2

𝑃
𝑝=1              (5.2) 

 

vp is the vote share47 if each partyj measured as a proportion with a range from 0 to 1. The 

mean affect should itself be weighted by party size.48  

 Table 5.2 shows an example calculation of affective polarization scores for two-

party and four-party systems among ideal-typical voters.49 First, although in a two-party 

system, like in the United States, unweighted and weighted scores have very similar values. 

On the other hand, in the multiparty system, like in Australia, there is a considerable 

difference between the two scores. The first and second voters are both ideal-typical party 

identifier who support one party and dislike all others, however, differ in the size of their 

supporting party. For unweighted measures, this does not change the calculated affective 

polarization scores. On the other hand, the weighted measure differs for the two voters, as 

the first voter has a greater level of affective polarization in the weighted score. This 

reflects that since the first voter supports a large party, the party system is more evenly 

divided into two camps. Accordingly, the weighted spread-of-score depends on whether 

voter sympathies create two similarly sized camps.   

The third and fourth voters show the affective polarization scores when voters’ 

most-disliked party is small or large. Although their unweighted affective polarization 

score is naturally the same, weighted affective polarization score varies. Voter 4, who 

 
47 The vote share used to weight party affect is taken from the vote choice question of the CSES survey as a 

close approximation of the current electoral strength of each party. Lower house vote shares are taken if 

available; if not, upper house or presidential election vote shares are used. 
48 Formally, it is;  𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑖 = ∑ 𝑣𝑝

𝑃
𝑝=1 ∗ 𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑖𝑝 

49 Based on the example calculation presented by Wagner (2021), I have calculated the affective polarization 

scores for the real example of the United States and Australia.  
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dislikes only a small party, has lower weighted affective polarization than voter 3, who 

dislikes a larger party. In my analysis, I expect that the targeted protest against the ruling 

party affects the evaluation of the ruling party – a large party. Thus, an unweighted score 

may have a risk of underestimating the level of affective polarization.   

 

Table 5.2 Example Calculation of Affective Polarization 

Voter  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  

Partisan affect  Positive ID, 

large party 

Positive ID, 

small party 

Negative ID, 

large party 

Negative 

ID, small 

party 

2 Parties Democrats (53.18%) 10  0  

(The US in 2008) Republican (42.53%) 0  10  

Polarization  Unweighted 5  5  

Score Weighted 4.97  4.97  

      

4 Parties Liberal Party (40.94%) 10 0 10 10 

(Australia in 

2013)  

Australian Labor Party 

(33.38%) 

0 0 0 5 

 Australian Greens (8.65%) 0 0 5 0 

 Palmer United Party 

(4.61%) 

0 10 5 5 

Polarization  Unweighted 4.33 4.33 3.54 3.54 

Score Weighted 4.99 2.28 4.59 3.29 

 

 

Figure 5.1 demonstrates the variation in the level of affective protests across the 

countries. The figure indicates a considerable variation in the level of affective polarization 

cross-nationally. Table A8 of the Appendix provides a list of countries and the average 

level of affective polarization of each country-year included in the sample. 
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Figure 5.1 Descriptive Statistics– Levels of Weighted Affective Polarization across 

Countries (1996-2018) 

Note: Dots show the level of affective polarization by countries in sample; green dots indicate 10 

percentiles of the observations while red dots indicate 90 percentiles of the observations. 

 

This study’s primary explanatory variable is targeted protest, which consists of 

event counts representing the annual number of demonstrations targeted at the government 

or the ruling party. To measure the level of contention, I count the number of anti-

governmental protests conducted in a particular year. The data are taken from the Mass 

Mobilization Data (MMD, hereafter) that relies on news reports from several international 

and national presses, newspapers, and journals.50 The dataset contains the information of 

the type of claims, such as protests against police brutality or arbitrary actions, protests 

 
50 The data relies on four primary sources: New York Times, Washington Post, Christian Science Monitor 

and Times of London. Clark and Regan (2020) also expand the search to include regional and other sources 

in case the international source does not provide a credible amount of information. 
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against political behavior and processes (i.e., processes that determine who rule and how), 

demands on the removal of a corrupt or reviled political person, and protests against social 

restrictions (i.e., the banning of the rights of a particular group). I only count the number 

of protests which “demands on the removal of a corrupt or reviled political person.”51 By 

counting the protest with specific characteristics, I test the effect of the targeted protest on 

the voters' political attitude while avoiding the risk of endogeneity – the low evaluation of 

the government leads to a higher level of anti-government mobilization. In addition, I lag 

the variable for one year to make a more conservative estimation to prevent the possible 

reverse causality. I also conduct the placebo test whether the total number of protests, 

regardless of the protest demands, as well as protests relating to the specific policy issues52 

increases the level of affective polarization. I expect that targeted protests only strongly 

affect the attitude toward the government party.        

Figure 5.2 indicates the distribution of types of protests in democracies based on 

the size of participants in protest events over time. The figure indicates that the size of 

targeted protests against the government is considerable compared with other types of 

protests – about 15-20% of protests are targeted protests over time. Especially in 2015, 

more than 50% of protest participants are participants for the targeted protests. The giant 

waves of protests in 2015-2016 include the targeted protests against former Presidents 

Dilma Rousseff in Brazil and Park Geun-hye in South Korea, who both impeached in the 

following years. In the case of Brazil, about two million demonstrators across the country 

 
51 This category can be distinct from the conditions where protesters demand political reforms because of 

corruption, since such protests would be capture under the category of “political behavior/processes.” Here, 

the protests are primarily looking for systematic corruption that generates a demand for the removal of an 

individual or small group within the government (Clark and Regan 2020). 
52 MMD also records protests associated with a particular set of policies, such as (1) labor or wage disputes, 

(2) land tenure or farm issues, and (3) price increases or tax policy. 
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calling for the impeachment of former President Dilma Rousseff and protested against the 

corruption-plagued ruling Worker’s Party on March 15, 2015. In the case of South Korea, 

whose people were angered by the influence-peddling scandal involving former President 

Park Geun-hye, student, civic, and religious groups held rallies to call for a thorough 

investigation into the case, and even Park’s resignation on October 26, 2016. In another 

case in Venezuela, about 50,000 people, including the opposition party, went out the streets 

of Caracas and other cities to demand a referendum on President Nicolás Maduro on 

October 25, 2016. These cases are illustrative examples of targeted protests included in the 

dataset.   

 

Figure 5.2 Substantive Types of Protests (Number of Participants) in Democracies 

(1990-2018) 

 
Note: The data was extracted from the Mass Mobilization Data (Clark and Regan 2020). Policy 

protests indicate that protests demanding on either labor or wage disputes, land tenure or farm 

issues, and price increases or tax policy. Political protests include protests against police brutality, 

protests against political behavior and processes, and protests against social restrictions. 
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In addition, I estimate that the effect of targeted protest depends on voters’ 

partisanship. I estimate that the targeted protest negatively affects attitude toward the 

government party among voters who do not ally with the government party. On the other 

hand, the targeted protest positively affects attitude toward the government party among 

voters who identify themselves as the ruling party. I code 1 for the respondents who identify 

themselves as closest to the government’s party, while I code 0 for otherwise. I extract the 

respondents’ partisan ID data from the CSES question, which asks respondents to answer 

the question: which party do you feel closest to? I identify the ruling party as the party to 

which the prime minister or president belongs before the election based on the CSES’s 

dataset. 

To clarify the effect of protests on the voters’ attitude toward the government party 

(H1), I use the following model specification: 

 

𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑑𝑒 𝑡𝑜𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝐺𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑃𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠𝑖,𝑡,𝑚 = 

β0 + β1Targeted Protes𝑡𝑡−1,𝑚 + β2Gov.  Party I𝐷𝑖,𝑡,𝑚 + β3(𝑇𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑡−1,𝑚 ∗

𝐺𝑜𝑣.  𝑃𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑦 𝐼𝐷𝑖,𝑡,𝑚) + β4𝐷𝑖,𝑚,𝑡 + β5λ𝑚,𝑡−1 + ϵ𝑖,𝑡        (5.3) 

 

Where i indexes individuals, m indexes country, and t indexes time (year of the sample). 

Targeted Protests is a primary independent variable indicating the number of targeted 

protests. Partisan Affiliation is a dummy variable equal to 1 for those who affiliate with 

the ruling party. I estimate that the treatment effect varies by the individual partisan 

affiliation (Targeted Protest * Gov. Party ID). The coefficient of interest, β3, shows the 

effect of the protest on voters’ attitude contingent on their partisan affiliation (whether they 
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affiliate with the government party). Standard errors are clustered by the state to account 

for possible correlations among groups (Bertrand et al. 2004). Di,m,t is a vector of individual 

characteristics that help explain variation in the voting behavior. λm,t-1 is a vector of time-

by-country factors. Since the dependent variable (like-dislike score) is a continuous 

variable, I estimate the relationship between the variables using ordinary least squares 

(OLS) regression. In addition, I estimate the models with country fixed effects and year 

fixed effects as a robustness check to see whether the relationship would hold when 

controlling for all unobserved effects derived from country or year specific factors.53 

 In addition, I estimate how targeted protest affects the overall level of affective 

polarization (H2). Since my estimation is that targeted protests affect both government 

supporters and non-government supporters, I do not expect to see the heterogeneous effect 

of protests on the individual level of affective polarization. Accordingly, I use the following 

model specification: 

 

𝐴𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖,𝑡,𝑚 = α0 + α1𝑇𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑡,𝑚 + α2𝐷𝑖,𝑚,𝑡 + α5λ𝑚,𝑡−1 +

ϵ𝑖,𝑡 (5.4) 

Where i indexes individuals, m indexes country, and t indexes time (year of the sample). 

Targeted Protests is a main independent variable indicating the level of political protests. 

The coefficient of interest, 𝛼1, shows the effect of the protest on voters’ level of affective 

polarization. Di,m,t is a vector of individual characteristics that helps explain variation in the 

voting behavior. 𝜆m,t-1 is a vector of time-by-country factors. Since the dependent variable 

 
53 I do not include the country fixed effects and the year fixed effects in the same model because the limited 

number of observations in the country-year level (maximum 78) lowers the degree of freedom and makes it 

difficult to estimate the model accurately.  
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(like-dislike score) is a continuous variable, I estimate the relationship between the 

variables using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression.54 

To test the heterogeneity in the effect of protests by the level of political 

sophistication (H3), I run the models with the subgroup of respondents based on the level 

of political sophistication (low or high). CSES includes the question designed to assess a 

respondent’s level of political information. The respondents are asked to answer the 3 to 4 

politically relevant questions (e.g., Who is the current Secretary-General of the United 

Nations – Kofi Annan, Kurt Waldheim, Ban Ki-moon, or Boutros Boutros-Ghali?), and the 

number of the correct answers are counted.55 Then, I standardized the respondents’ level 

of political sophistication between 0 to 1 based on the number of correct answers to the 

political questions. I test the relationship between the targeted protest and attitude toward 

parties among a subgroup of respondents who have less than 0.5 of 0-1 scaled political 

information score. I expect that the voters with a low level of political sophistication are 

more likely to be affected by targeted protests and change their attitude toward the 

government party. 

I also control for various country-level factors which may affect both level of 

protests and attitude toward the government party. First, I control for economic conditions 

as a difficult economic situation would decline political trust and satisfaction with 

democracy (Clarke, Dutt, and Kornberg 1993) – attitudes that may be related to partisans’ 

dislike for out-parties, and hence to affective polarization (Gidron, Adams, and Horne 

2019). Moreover, economic downturns prompt greater mobilization (Kurer et al. 2019). 

 
54 For the models with affective polarization, I only estimate the OLS with control variables as the models 

include even more limited number of observations in the country-year level. 
55  The survey data only includes respondents who explicitly answered correctly or incorrectly to the 

respective information question. 
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Thus, I include GDP growth and unemployment rate, each variable is extracted from WDI 

(2020). In addition, I control for the level of electoral democracy to control for the 

opportunity of mobilization as well as the attitude toward the government, particularly 

when democracy is eroding (Brancati 2016). I use the V-Dem’s electoral democracy index, 

which measures the quality of electoral democracy, converted to a scale of 0-1 (Coppedge 

et al. 2021). The electoral democracy index is based on country expert polls and measured 

in five components: “elected officials,” “free and fair elections,” “freedom of expression,” 

“associational autonomy,” and “inclusive citizenship.” Each variable is lagged one year as 

voters evaluate the country’s condition retrospectively.  

Third, I control the electoral system. The institutional design provides incentives 

and opportunities for polarizing political leaders and parties to pursue different strategies 

(McCoy and Somer 2019). Since the proportional representation (PR) system offers more 

opportunities for smaller parties to enter legislatures (e.g., Jackman and Volpert 1996; 

Meguid 2005; Veugelers and Magnan 2005), polarizing actors may initially focus on the 

inward-looking strategy of consolidating their bloc. On the other hand, polarizing actors 

may concentrate on the outward-looking strategy of the rival blocs' electoral support 

(McCoy and Somer 2019). To account for the electoral system's difference, I include both 

the effective number of parties and the district magnitude.56  

In addition, I include various individual-level variables that may affect the 

dependent variable, attitude toward the government’s party, and the level of polarization. I 

control for socio-demographic indicators, including gender, education 

level, unemployment status, income level, and political information. Also, as an important 

 
56 Both variables are available at the Quality of Government Institute (Teorell et al. 2021). 
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confounder factor between the protest and the attitude toward the governmental party, I 

include satisfaction with the system. Voters’ overall dissatisfaction with the political 

system may increase the level of anti-government protest while inflating negative 

evaluation to the government’s party.57 For the model with affective polarization as a DV, 

I also control for ideological polarization58 and religiosity.59 Previous studies identify that 

individual ideological extremism affects the level of affective polarization as citizens 

attribute more negative views on parties with whom they have ideological disagreements 

(e.g., Gidron, Adams, and Horne 2019; Ward and Tavis 2019). In addition, an individual’s 

religiosity may affect the individual level of polarization because religious conflict is one 

of the major sources of affective polarization (e.g., Reimer 2017).  

The descriptive statistics of the variables are presented in Table A7 of the appendix. 

 

5.2.2 Results 

 

Table 5.3 presents the main statistical results for the voters’ attitude toward the government 

party. Models 1-3 show the effect of targeted protests on the government party’s attitude 

among high level of political sophistication. The directions of the effects of independent 

variables are consistent across the models with the OLS (Model 1), year fixed effects 

(Model 2), and country fixed effects models (Model 3). The interaction term between 

 
57 The precise question wording is: ‘On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, 

or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [COUNTRY]?’ The rate is on a scale from 0 to 4, 

where 0 means you are very satisfied with democracy and 5 means that you are not at all satisfied.  
58 I measure weighted ideological polarization using a 0-10 left-right scale and the following formula: 

𝑊𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 = √∑ 𝑣𝑝(𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑝 − 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖)
2𝑃

𝑝=1           

Where i indexes individuals and p indexes parties. vp is vote share of party p. 
59 Responder’s religiosity is coded between 0-3 from “have no religious belief” to “very religious.” I report 

that the statistical results for the attitude government party hold by controlling for both ideological 

polarization and religiosity. 
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targeted protests and government party indicates that targeted protests improve the 

government party's evaluation among voters who affiliate with the government party (in-

group voters). On the other hand, targeted protests decrease the government party's 

evaluation among voters who do not affiliate with the government party (out-group voters). 

However, these effects are statistically significant at the 90% confidence level only for 

Models 1 (out-group effect) and 3 (in-group effect). 

 Models 4-6 in Table 5.3 show the statistical results for the respondents with low 

political information. The directions of the effects of independent variables are consistent 

across the models with the OLS (Model 4), year fixed effects (Model 5), and country fixed 

effects models (Model 6). The interaction term between targeted protests and government 

party indicates that targeted protests improve the government party’s evaluation among 

voters who affiliate with the government party (in-group voters). On the other hand, 

targeted protests decrease the government party's evaluation among voters who do not 

affiliate with the government party (out-group voters). An additional number of targeted 

protests against the government increases the evaluation to the government’s party by 0.23 

(Model 4) to 0.25 (Model 5) on a 0 to 10 scale among voters who affiliate with the 

government party. Thus, about 13 targeted protests per year make standard deviation 

change in the dependent variable (3.19) – which is not a substantive effect. However, the 

effect is statistically significant at the high confidence levels. By taking into account the 

year fixed effects (Model 5) and the country fixed effects (Model 6), the estimation results 

are consistent.  

On the other hand, an additional number of targeted protests decreases the 

government party’s evaluation by 0.17 (Model 5) to 0.19 (Model 4 and 6) among voters  
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Table 5.3 Effects of Targeted Protests on Attitude toward the Government Party 

                         (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Sample High Political Sophistication Low Political Sophistication 

       

Targeted Protestt-1   0.02 0.01 0.18 -0.19*** -0.17 -0.19** 

              (0.22) (0.22) (0.25) (0.07) (0.11) (0.09) 

Government Party ID    3.48*** 3.44*** 3.51*** 3.29*** 3.29*** 3.30*** 

 (0.26) (0.24) (0.23) (0.27) (0.26) (0.26) 

Gov. Party ID *  0.02 0.02 0.07 0.23*** 0.25*** 0.24*** 

Protestt-1   (0.31) (0.30) (0.28) (0.07) (0.08) (0.09) 

       

Country-Level 

Variables 

      

GDP growth t-1   -0.05* -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03* 0.00 

                      (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.04) 

Unemploymentt-1   -0.12*** -0.06*** -0.10** -0.11*** -0.07*** -0.13*** 

                          (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05) 

Electoral Democracyt-1          -1.39** -1.79* 7.05*** -0.37 -0.79 7.65*** 

               (0.61) (1.00) (2.49) (1.08) (0.95) (2.07) 

ENP                       0.09 0.01 -0.17 0.10 0.11 -0.00 

                          (0.06) (0.06) (0.16) (0.07) (0.08) (0.13) 

ln(District Magnitude)    0.15** 0.11* -0.06 0.09 0.03 0.56** 

                          (0.07) (0.06) (0.32) (0.08) (0.09) (0.24) 

       

Individual-Level 

Variables 

      

Female                    0.10*** 0.10** 0.11** 0.06 0.05 0.04 

                          (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 

Post-Secondary  -0.09 -0.08 -0.12* 0.07 0.09 0.04 

Education                          (0.09) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.06) (0.07) 

Secondary Education       0.13 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.00 

                          (0.11) (0.06) (0.06) (0.10) (0.08) (0.06) 

Unemployed  -0.21** -0.17** -0.19** 0.06 0.03 0.03 

 (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.13) (0.11) (0.10) 

Income  -0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Political Sophistication           -0.18 0.01 -0.11 0.21 -0.01 0.30* 

       (0.24) (0.14) (0.17) (0.20) (0.16) (0.17) 

Satisfaction with                   -0.36*** -0.38*** -0.36*** -0.40*** -0.38*** -0.35*** 

System (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) 

Constant                  6.16*** 6.71*** 2.85*** 5.20*** 5.79*** 2.23 

                          (0.61) (0.96) (1.02) (0.89) (0.72) (1.33) 

       

Observations              30015 30015 30015 22316 22316 22316 

No. of Surveys   78 78 78 78 78 78 

No. of Countries        30 30 30 30 30 30 

R2  0.36 0.39 0.38 0.35 0.37 0.38 

Country fixed effects     No No Yes No No Yes 

Year fixed effects        No Yes No No Yes No 

Note: Models 1-3 only includes the observations with political sophistication higher than 0.5, 

while Models 4-6 includes those with political sophistication lower than 0.5 of the 0-1 scale. 

Robust standard errors clustered by countries in parentheses. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

who do not affiliate with the government party. Thus, about 17 targeted protests per year 

make standard deviation change in the dependent variable (3.19), which is also not a 

substantive effect. The effects are, however, statistically significant at the high confidence 
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levels.60 By taking into account the year fixed effects (Model 5) and the country fixed 

effects (Model 6), the estimation results are consistent. 

Thus, this finding provides empirical supports for my hypothesis, a large-scale 

targeted protest is likely to decrease the ruling party’s evaluation among those who identify 

themselves as a non-ruling party supporter (H1a). At the same time, it improves the positive 

assessment toward the ruling party for those who identify themselves as a ruling party 

supporter (H1b). The effects are consistent across the samples, but they are only robust 

among voters with a low political sophistication level. Thus, targeted protest is more likely 

to affect voters with low political sophistication (H3). 

In addition, as estimated, satisfaction with the system negatively affects the attitude 

toward the government party, and the effect is statistically significant across the models. 

Thus, taking into account this possible confounding effect makes my statistical results more 

reliable.   

Next, I present a simulation based on Model 4. Figure 5.3 shows the predicted like-

dislike score for the average voter (low political information) contingent on the number of 

targeted protests. According to Figure 5.3, the mean predicted attitude toward the 

government party depends on both the number of targeted protests and voters’ party 

identification. First, the like-dislike score is distinctive between government party 

supporters and non-government party supporters as the confidence intervals do not overlap 

across the number of protests. Second, the predicted like-dislike score among the voters 

who do not ally with the government party becomes lower as the number of targeted 

 
60 Although targeted protest is not statistically significant for Model 5, the p-value for this variable is 0.12. 

This is slightly off, perhaps due to the low degree of freedom in the country-year level, making it difficult to 

reject the null hypothesis. 
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protests increases. The difference between predicted scores becomes statistically 

significant when voters experience protest events more than three times in the election year. 

Lastly, the like-dislike score for the voters who identify themselves as government party 

supporters slightly increases as the number of targeted protests increases. However, there 

is no statistically significant difference across the number of protests as the 95% confidence 

intervals overlap across the range of protests.  

 

Figure 5.3 Predicted Attitude toward the Government Party (Low Political 

Sophistication) 

 
Note: Line shows the predicted like-dislike score for the government party contingent on the range of a 

number of targeted protests and voters’ partisan identification (Model 4). Other control variables are 

held at their mean (continuous) and modes (binary). Outer boundaries display 95% confidence intervals. 

 

Thus, empirical results provide supports one of the main hypotheses – a large-scale 

targeted protest is likely to decrease the ruling party's evaluation among those who identify 

themselves as a non-ruling party supporter (H1a) under the low information context. The 

results indicate that the distance between government party supporters and non-
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government party supporters over the government party's attitude becomes larger as 

targeted protests intensify.  

Next, I examine the effect of targeted protest on the individual’s overall affective 

polarization score. Since targeted protests may increase or decrease the partisan affect 

toward the government party, the distance between the in-group and out-group preference 

will be larger. Accordingly, I expect that targeted protests increase the level of overall 

affective polarization at the individual level.  Models 7-8 in Table 5.4 present the effect of 

variables on the unweighted affective polarization score. The results are consistent for the 

models with high political sophistication (Model 7) or subgroups of respondents with low 

political sophistication (Model 8). The effect of protest is positive and statistically 

significant at a high confidence level in both model specifications. However, the effect size 

is larger for the subgroup of respondents with low information – an additional targeted 

protest increases the individual level of affective polarization by 0.09 (about 1 standard 

deviation change) while it increases the level of affective polarization by 0.05 for the 

subgroup of respondents with high information. Thus, this finding provides empirical 

supports for Hypothesis 2 - a targeted protest is likely to increase the level of affective 

polarization at the mass-level. In addition, I also found the empirical supports for 

Hypothesis 3 – a protest targeted at the government is more likely to increase the level of 

affective polarization among voters with low political sophistication than those with high 

political sophistication. 
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Table 5.4 Effects of Targeted Protests on the Level of Affective Polarization 

                        (7) (8) (9) (10) 

DV Unweighted AP Score Weighted AP Score 

Samples (Levels of Political Sophistication) High Low High Law 

     

Targeted Protestt-1   0.05 0.09** 0.05* 0.09** 

            (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Country Level Variables     

GDP growtht-1 0.00 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 

              (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Unemploymentt-1 0.01* 0.02** 0.02*** 0.03*** 

                          (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Electoral Democracyt-1 -0.27 -0.23 -0.60* -0.36 

            (0.27) (0.51) (0.31) (0.55) 

ENP                       -0.04** -0.08*** -0.03* -0.07*** 

                          (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

ln(District Magnitude)    0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 

                          (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Individual Level Variables     

Government Party ID    -0.05 -0.05* 0.14* 0.11** 

 (0.05) (0.03) (0.07) (0.05) 

Female                    0.07*** 0.08*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 

                          (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Post-Secondary Education  -0.03 0.08 -0.07 0.01 

                          (0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) 

Secondary Education       -0.06 -0.24*** -0.05 -0.23*** 

                          (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) 

Unemployed   0.03 0.06 0.04 0.07 

 (0.02) (0.07) (0.03) (0.06) 

Income   -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Political Sophistication    0.05 0.17** 0.08 0.17** 

             (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) 

Satisfaction to the System                   0.01 0.04** 0.01 0.04** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Ideological polarization 0.21*** 0.14*** 0.26*** 0.17*** 

 (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 

Religiosity  -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.03 

                          (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Constant                  2.31*** 2.42*** 2.25*** 2.33*** 

                          (0.23) (0.43) (0.28) (0.48) 

     

Observations              24857 15519 24857 15519 

No. of Surveys 60 60 60 60 

No. of Countries                 26 26 26 26 

R2 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.10 

Note: Models 7-8 only include the observations with political sophistication higher than 0.5, 

while Models 9-10 only include the observations with political sophistication lower than 0.5 of 

the 0-1 scale. Robust standard errors clustered by countries in parentheses.  

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

I further present a simulation based on Model 10. Figure 5.4 shows the predicted 

level of affective polarization for the average voter with low political sophistication 
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contingent on the number of targeted protests. According to Figure 5.4, the mean predicted 

level of affective polarization depends on the number of targeted protests that voters 

experienced during the election year. The predicted level of affective polarization among 

the voters who experienced protest events more than twice in an election year is statistically 

larger than the predicted level of affective polarization for voters in countries which were 

never exposed to protest events in the election year. The empirical result provides empirical 

supports on Hypothesis 2– protests targeted at the government parties or leaders would 

increase the level of affective polarization at the individual-level.   

 

Figure 5.4 Predicted Affected Polarization Score (Low Political Sophistication) 

 
Note: Line shows the predicted like-dislike score for the government party contingent on the range of 

number of targeted protests (Model 10). Other control variables are held at their mean (continuous) and 

modes (binary). Outer boundaries display 95% confidence intervals. 

 

 

 

 

5.3.3 Robustness Check 

 

To determine the sensitivity of my results, I ran a couple of robustness tests. In the main 

models, I only included protests that targeted the government parties or political leaders. 

On the other hand, in Models 1-3 in Table A9, I include all anti-governmental protests 

regardless of the demand. With this operationalization, the direction of the effects remains 



 112 

consistent with the main models, but the effects become statistically significant only in 

Model 2 (only for the protest effects among non-government party supporters), taking into 

account year fixed effects.  

Models 4-6 in Table A9 indicate the statistical results for the number of protests 

that demand change in the specific policy.61 With this analysis, key explanatory variables 

(only for the protest effects among non-government party supporters) only statistically 

significant for Model 5 with year fixed effects. These results show an important scope 

condition where protests affect people’s political preferences. If protests are conducted for 

achieving policy goals, they are less likely to increase the division in society. On the other 

hand, targeted protests against the specific politicians are likely to increase the polarization 

of society. This result is consistent with my theoretical claim - protests, which target 

specific candidates or parties, may inflate the division between the political groups.  

 

5.4 Conclusion 

Much of the polarization literature concerning cross-national contexts has discussed the 

country-specific characteristics derived from the social composition, institutional 

differences in their electoral system, and ideology. However, the explanation for the factors 

exogenous to the system, which may explain the overtime change in static level affective 

polarization, is not fully developed. Since natural in-group favoritism does not 

automatically result in a strong prejudice against and dehumanization of the out-group, we 

also need to consider the role of agencies that frame the existing issue in a certain way.  

 
61 MMD includes protests characterized as (1) labor or wage dispute, (2) land tenure or farm issues, and 

(3) price increases or tax policy. 
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In this chapter, I made an effort to examine the effect of political protest promoting 

mass-level affective polarization in a cross-national context. I empirically tested the claim 

based on 30 democracies between 1996 and 2018. Particularly, I tested the effect of protests 

that targeted the ruling parties or political leaders on the mass level of affective polarization. 

My empirical results suggested that an increase in the number of targeted protests may 

promote the individual level of affective polarization by affecting voters’ evaluation of the 

ruling party. While voters who identify themselves as government party’s supporters have 

more positive feelings on the government party, voters who do not affiliate themselves 

with government parties increase the negative feeling against the government party.  

Specifically, I found that targeted protests have substantial effects on the voters’ 

attitude toward the ruling parties among voters who have a limited level of political 

sophistication. In addition, protests targeted at specific politicians have a stronger and 

positive effect on the level of affective polarization compared with other types of protests. 

These empirical results suggest that protest events may play an essential role in shaping 

polarization dynamics in a given democratic society. The problem of polarization may be 

more concerning in the countries with lower education levels as such protest tactics have a 

more substantial impact on altering voters’ preference and increasing inter-group conflict. 

Finally, I found that only targeted protests, but not others (policy protests nor any 

anti-governmental protests), affect the voter’s evaluation towards the ruling party. This 

indicates the important scope condition of protests having effects on an individual’s 

partisan affect. Although one would estimate that any anti-governmental protests impact 

voters’ attitude, only targeted protests containing negative messages about the ruling party 

affect the voters’ attitude toward the ruling party. 
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The relationship between protests and democratic stability is a topic that has been 

discussed for a long time (Huntington 1968; 1984; Bermeo 1997; Hollyer, Rosendorff, and 

Vreeland 2019). Although these existing studies estimate that protests damage democratic 

stability, protests may increase the level of democracy by allowing an introduction of the 

new political issues that have been ignored previously. Thus, it is important to clarify the 

condition in which protests may promote or reduce democratic stability.  
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Chapter 6 Conclusion 

6.1 In Summary 

This dissertation was primarily motivated to understand the consequence of the growing 

number of protests on the stability of democracy. The relationship between protests and 

democratic stability is a theoretical question that has been investigated over time. However, 

as protests have become an increasingly popular form of political strategy globally, it is 

crucial to rethink and clarify the circumstances where protests may promote or damage 

democratic stability. 

           In my dissertation, I have argued that protests targeted at specific political groups – 

as opposed to the protests aiming at achieving particular policy or political goals – can be 

a source of increasing division and conflict within the democratic society. I have sought to 

expand psychological approaches to mass polarization by theorizing and testing how 

protests targeting specific political parties or leaders may enhance individual partisan 

identities. Targeted protests provide open information containing a specific political 

message about targeted candidates or parties to the public. Accordingly, exposure to 

protests may activate and reinforces pre-existing partisan identities —including positive 

and negative— and ultimately triggers affective polarization at the mass level. This 

individual effect may, in turn, increase the level of polarization at the aggregated level. 

           Especially, I have considered two moderation factors that may vary the effect of 

protests: voters' partisanship and political sophistication. First, I argued that partisans 

should evaluate their own party more positively than the opposing party simply because 

they are in different groups. Accordingly, a negative campaign against the specific 

candidate may increase negative assessment against the targeted party among partisans 
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who affiliate with the protesters. On the other hand, voters who affiliate with the targeted 

group increasingly have negative feelings against the party that affiliates with the 

protester’s group—in both cases, increasing negative feelings toward the opposing party 

results in higher levels of loyalty and positive attachment to the in-group party. Second, I 

argued that the effect of targeted protest on their attitude toward parties is more substantial 

for voters who have a low level of political sophistication compared with those with a high 

level of political sophistication. These moderation effects suggest that countries with a 

robust partisan cleavage as well as a low education level may be most severally affected 

by targeted protests and inflate the level of affective polarization. 

In severely polarized societies, members become violently loyal to their “team,” 

waiting for it to win at all costs, and are strongly biased or prejudiced against the other 

group. Once the social conflict becomes steep due to the polarization, the society will face 

a significant risk of democratic breakdown through the military intervention or democratic 

backsliding through the electoral success of radical populist leaders. Thus, the findings 

from the dissertation indicate that targeted protests can be a possible source of erosion of 

democratic stability. 

 

6.2 Findings 

The dissertation tested the core argument using qualitative and quantitative analysis, 

combining Brazil’s single case study and cross-national studies across democracies. 

Findings from each chapter suggest important scope conditions in which protests may 

increase intergroup conflict within the society. 
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In Chapter 3, based on Brazil’s case study between 2013 and 2018, I have 

demonstrated how the political protests created an opportunity for rising polarization and 

partisan lines. By analyzing three protest waves that happened in this period, I illustrated 

that the protest wave that was untargeted and disorganized has limited effects on Brazil’s 

polarization. On the other hand, a targeted protest inflated negative sentiment against the 

targeted group and thus forged people in the other group into a single unified group. In the 

case of the Fora Dilma protest, negative sentiment against the PT, which was fostered by 

the protests, served as an opportunity for right-wing groups to create a new platform for 

the far-right party. Moreover, the Ele Não protest further established the division between 

the PT (left) and the PSL (far-right) through both groups’ routinized protests after the 2018 

election. Thus, the findings indicate that protests targeting a specific politician or political 

group have a more substantial effect on rising polarization than untargeted or disorganized 

protests.  

In Chapter 4, I tested the effect of the targeted protest event on voting behavior in 

the Brazilian presidential election in 2018, based on the example of the Ele Não protest. 

The statistical results indicate that the political protest, which targets specific political 

leaders, may enhance in-group political support among voters that utilized a mobilization 

strategy. At the same time, it inflates the negative assessment against the out-group 

candidate. On the other hand, voters who are in the targeted group increasingly have 

negative assessments against the candidate who allies with the protesters. This negative 

effect is especially robust once I take into account the location that protests occurred. This 

may indicate that the physical exposure to protests and/or the direct interaction with 

protesters may have a more substantial effect on voters’ perception compared with the 
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information exposed through the media sources. In sum, the targeted protest may 

deteriorate society’s division by increasing solidarity among protesters while inflating 

negative assessment towards the out-group political groups. Moreover, the Ele Não protest 

that I examined in this chapter is an example of protest events conducted by pro-democratic 

forces. Thus, the targeted protests utilized by the group which vocally criticize the 

democratic principles (i.e., minority rights) may have an even steeper effect on growing 

affective polarization in democracies.  

      Finally, in Chapter 5, I examined the effect of protests that targeted the ruling parties 

or leaders on the mass level of affective polarization in 30 democracies between 1996 and 

2018. My empirical results suggested that an increase in the number of targeted protests 

may promote the individual level of affective polarization by changing voters’ evaluation 

of the ruling party (positively or negatively). Specifically, I found that targeted protests 

have substantial effects on the voters’ attitude toward the ruling parties among voters who 

have a limited level of political sophistication. In addition, protests targeted at specific 

politicians have a more substantial and positive effect on the level of affective polarization 

compared with other types of protests. These empirical results suggest that targeted protests 

may play an essential role in shaping polarization dynamics in a given democratic society. 

Moreover, the effect of protest on polarization may be more concerning in the countries 

with lower education levels as such protest tactics have a more substantial impact on 

altering voters’ preferences and increasing inter-group conflict. 

           In sum, my dissertation’s findings provided empirical evidence that helps us 

understand the condition of which protests may affect voters’ attitudes toward specific 

parties and thus inflate the level of affective polarization in democracies. 
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6.3 Contribution and Looking Forward 

The key takeaway of this dissertation is that I offer new insights into the effect of protests 

on voters’ perception. Although it was a well-established argument in the literature that 

protests may affect voters’ policy preferences or partisan support, I specifically contributed 

to expanding our understanding of the type of protests that possibly have a diverged effect 

on voters. I also demonstrated the heterogeneity of the impact of protest among voters, 

depending on their partisanship (direction) and the level of political sophistication 

(strength). These conditional effects help our understanding of the condition in which 

protests may increase the level of mass polarization. 

This dissertation opens the door to new queries in the study of protest, polarization, 

and democratic stability. First, although I did not extend inquiry in the effect of protests on 

voters who do not ally either the protesting group or targeted group, the statistical results 

indicate that their vote choices are also strongly affected by protest event (Chapter 4) – this 

is a crucial question to understand the process of polarization in a multiparty context. Thus, 

a future study may have the possibility to elaborate on the theoretical explanation for the 

effect of protests on voters outside of the polarizing actors. 

Second, although my dissertation is primary to explain the individual-level 

mechanism of how targeted protests affect the individual partisan identity, it may also 

imply forming the new group-level social identity. As the Brazilian case study has 

demonstrated, the targeted protests and the negative emotion against the PT have created 

an opportunity to unite heterogeneous right-wing voters (i.e., neoliberals, authoritarians, 

religious conservatives, and race-class elites). Thus, by highlighting a specific group or 

cleavage, targeted protests may create an opportunity for forging the different groups and 
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creating a platform (or even new cleavage) for the new political group. This societal-level 

implication has to be tested through further comparative case studies. 

Third, the Brazilian case study in Chapter 3 suggested that in the Brazilian case of 

polarization, the American think tank – the Atlas network – has played a critical role by 

“educating” social movement leaders to adapt the specific protest tactics targeting a 

politician. As this organization supports the social movement groups around the world, the 

same polarization pattern may diffuse in countries beyond Brazil. Since findings from 

Chapter 5 indicate that the voters with a lower level of political sophistication are more 

sensitive to the targeted protest, these protest tactics may have more substantial effects in 

the less developing countries. 

Fourth, the dissertation opens up the question about targeted protests and populism. 

In the case of Brazil, the protesters are occasionally joined with the populist movement of 

Jair Bolsonaro; there was an apparent similarity in rhetoric between protesters and 

populism – using the language of “us” versus “them (in this case, corrupt PT).” Such 

rhetoric forces the society to divide into two camps (McCoy, Rahman, and Somer 2018; 

Somer and McCoy 2019). It may also be true that populist purposefully utilizes targeting 

protests as political tactics, such as in Venezuela with Hugo Chávez or the United States 

with Donald Trump. Although my main focus of this study is investigating the relationship 

between protests and polarization, future research may also need to examine to what extent 

these protest tactics may lead to the electoral success of populist leaders. 

Lastly, although previous literature dominantly presumed that protests as a source 

of democratic responsiveness, in my dissertation, I demonstrate the possibility that targeted 

protests may negatively affect democratic stability through the rising affective polarization. 
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This finding has further implications for understanding the current global political 

landscape. Fueled by concerns over democratic backsliding, we have witnessed the 

growing pro-democratic protests around the world. However, these pro-democratic 

protests also resulted in deeper divisions between pro-and anti-governmental groups in 

some countries. For instance, in the United States in 2020, divisions grew deeper between 

minority group protesters, including the women’s march and the Black Lives Matter 

movements, and white supremacist and other nativist supporters of President Donald 

Trump. In fact, pro-democratic protests may strongly reinforce anti-system cleavages 

mobilized by illiberal ruling parties. Thus, pro-democratic protests may not always be 

effective in preventing democratic backsliding. The relationship between protests and 

democratic stability needs further investigation in future research. 
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Appendix 

A1. Supramental Materials for Chapter 4 

Table A1 Official Election Results and Declared Vote in Datafolha 

Candidates Datafolha (open question) Official Results (TSE) 

Jair Bolsonaro 36.22 (16.54) 35.17 

Fernando Haddad 24.50 (6.68) 22.37 

Abstention /blank 10.37 (7.49) 22.98 

Others 24.34 (17.27)* 18.89 

Don’t know 4.58 (52.03) - 

Total  100 100 

Note: In the survey, “Don’t know” answer is treated as missing values.  

*Other candidate for the open question includes Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva (4%). 

 

Table A2 State Breakdown 

States Total Respondents Total Treat Prop. Treated 

Acre 131 44 0.34 

Alagoas 383 136 0.36 

Amapá 99 35 0.35 

Amazonas 621 190 0.31 

Bahia 1,836 600 0.33 

Ceará 1,174 382 0.33 

Distrito Federal 4,438 1532 0.35 

Espírito Santo 597 207 0.35 

Goiás 1,327 444 0.33 

Maranhão 799 252 0.32 

Mato Grosso 612 202 0.33 

Mato Grosso do Sul 547 181 0.33 

Minas Gerais 6,455 1,880 0.32 

Pará 1,411 467 0.33 

Paraíba 498 177 0.36 

Paraná 1,495 467 0.33 

Pernambuco 4,131 380 0.09 

Piauí 393 141 0.36 

Rio de Janeiro 6,400 1,808 0.28 

Rio Grande do Norte 398 142 0.36 

Rio Grande do Sul 1,558 528 0.34 

Rondônia 336 106 0.32 

Roraima 121 35 0.29 

Santa Catarina 891 321 0.36 

São Paulo 12,643 3,328 0.26 

Sergipe 298 97 0.33 

Tocantins 275 93 0.34 
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Table A3 Descriptive Statistics of the Variables 

Dichotomous variables % with Characteristic 

Vote for Haddad 11.19 

Vote for Bolsonaro 31.66 

Never vote for Haddad 18.17 

Never vote for Bolsonaro 23.10 

  

PT 21.21 

PSL 3.35 

White  31.71 

Female 51.18 

Urban 55.06 

  

Categorical Variables Mean SD Min. Max 

Age group 2.05 1.34 0 4 

Education level 3.47 1.94 0 7 

Income level 1.26 1.33 0 6 

 

Table A4 List of Cities Experienced the Ele Não Protest included in the Model 

States City States City 

    

Acre Rio Branco Rio de Janeiro Rio de Janeiro 

Alagoas Maceió  Cabo Frio 

Amapá Macapá  Macaé 

Amazonas Manaus  Nova Friburgo 

Bahia Salvador  Petrópolis 

 Barreiras  Rio das Ostras 

Ceará Fortaleza Rio Grande do Norte Natal 

 Sobral Rio Grande do Sul Porto Alegre 

 Juazeiro do Norte  Caxias do Sul 

Distrito Federal Brasília  Pelotas 

Espírito Santo Vitória  Santa Maria 

Goiás Jataí Rondônia Porto Velho 

 Anápolis Roraima Boa Vista 

Maranhão São Luís Santa Catarina Florianópolis 

Mato Grosso Cuiabá  Blumenau 

Mato Grosso do Sul Campo Grande  Chapecó 

 Dourados  Joinville 

Minas Gerais Belo Horizonte  Tubarão 

 Divinópolis São Paulo São Paulo 

 Juiz de Fora  Araraquara 

 Uberlândia  Bauru 

Pará Belém  Mogi das Cruzes 
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 Abaetetuba  Jundiaí 

 Marabá  Lençóis Paulista 

 Santarém  Ribeirão Preto 

Paraíba João Pessoa  Santos 

Paraná Curitiba  Sorocaba 

 Maringá  Tatuí 

Pernambuco Recife  Taubaté 

 Caruaru Sergipe Aracaju 

Piauí Teresina Tocantins Palmas 

    

Note: The list of cities extracted from O Globo (2018). 
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Table A5 Effects of Variables on the Vote Choice (Full Results) 
                         (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Multinomial Logit (Fixed List) Logit (Open Question) 

 Haddad Bolsonaro Blank Haddad Haddad/Lula Bolsonaro 

After  2.55*** 2.39*** 1.40*** -0.29** -0.17 0.86*** 

                          (0.17) (0.15) (0.17) (0.12) (0.14) (0.11) 

PT                        1.86*** -1.28*** -0.10* 2.75*** 2.45*** -2.21*** 

                          (0.15) (0.05) (0.06) (0.16) (0.16) (0.09) 

PSL                       -1.26** 3.39*** -0.87* -3.76*** -3.27*** 3.34*** 

                          (0.62) (0.13) (0.49) (0.96) (0.74) (0.16) 

After * PT -0.07 -0.95*** -0.82*** 0.51*** 0.56*** -1.01*** 

               (0.18) (0.18) (0.16) (0.14) (0.15) (0.31) 

After * PSL   -0.15 -0.79** -0.92 1.55 0.96** 0.13 

                    (0.88) (0.36) (0.79) (1.33) (0.39) (0.41) 

Age group                 0.00 0.02 0.08*** 0.05*** 0.07*** -0.05*** 

                          (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

White voter               -0.06 0.09*** -0.09** -0.22*** -0.17*** 0.14*** 

                          (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) 

Female                    0.02 -0.65*** 0.26*** 0.06* 0.19*** -0.75*** 

                          (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 

Education Level           -0.00 0.06*** 0.03 0.14*** -0.09*** 0.07*** 

                          (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) 

Income Level              -0.00 0.08*** -0.17*** 0.01 -0.02 0.11*** 

                          (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) 

Urban -0.07 -0.14 0.23***  -0.29 -0.29* -0.19 

 (0.12) (0.09) (0.03) (0.22) (0.17) (0.16) 

Constant                  -1.83*** 0.04 -2.17*** -2.46*** -2.34*** -0.34** 

                          (0.13) (0.13) (0.08) (0.31) (0.34) (0.15) 

       

Observations               49862  18501 27219 27219 

States                     27  27 27 27 

No. of Surveys  10  5 8 8 

State FE  X  X X X 

Survey FE  X  X X X 

Covariates  X  X X X 

Pseudo R2  0.19  0.29 0.28 0.20 

Log-likelihood             -53820  -5868 -10650 -13597 

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by states in parentheses.   

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A6 Effects of Variables on the Vote Choice (Full Results) 

                          (7) (8) (9) 

 Never Vote For 

 Haddad Haddad/Lula Bolsonaro 

    

After Ele Nao Protest     3.55*** 2.16*** 2.22*** 

                          (0.20) (0.04) (0.09) 

PT                        -1.55*** -1.87*** 0.91*** 

                          (0.10) (0.11) (0.05) 

PSL                       0.57*** 0.49*** -3.20*** 

                          (0.11) (0.09) (0.31) 
After *PT     -2.58*** -2.24*** 1.44*** 

                    (0.13) (0.15) (0.13) 

After *PSL  1.26*** 1.35*** -2.70** 

                    (0.19) (0.19) (1.12) 

    

Age group                 0.05*** 0.02 -0.23*** 

                          (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 

White voter               0.14*** 0.18*** -0.17*** 

                          (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) 

Female                    -0.36*** -0.25*** 0.60*** 

                          (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 

Education Level           0.09*** 0.07*** 0.02** 

                          (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 

Income Level              0.06*** 0.06*** -0.06*** 

                          (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Urban 0.04 0.03 -0.04 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) 

Constant                  -3.22*** -1.75*** -2.47*** 

                          (0.20) (0.08) (0.06) 

    

Observations              48942 48942 48942 

No. of States                    27 27 27 

No. of Surveys 9 9 9 

State FE X X X 

Survey FE X X X 

Individual Covariates X X X 

Pseudo R2 0.28 0.21 0.16 

Log-likelihood            -16463 -20200 -22268 

Note: Robust standard errors clustered by states in parentheses.  

* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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A2 Supramental Materials for Chapter 5 

Table A7 Descriptive Statistics of Variables in the Main Models 

Variables N Mean Median SD Min. Max. 

Country-Year Level        

Number of Targeted Protests 78 0.24 0 1.03 0 8 

GDP growtht-1 78 2.29 2.32 4.3 -14.24 25.16 

Unemploymentt-1 78 7.84 6.98 4.57 2.12 26.49 

Electoral Democracyt-1 78 0.81 0.86 0.12 0.38 0.92 

ENP 78 4.12 3.64 2.15 2.01 13.27 

ln(District Magnitude)    78 1.67 2.01 1.51 0 5.01 

       

Individual Level       

Attitude toward Government Party 57,136 5.06 5 3.19 0 10 

Unweighted AP Score (Individual) 50,875 2.52 2.55 0.96 0 5 

Weighted AP Score (Individual) 47,846 2.60 2.54 1.09 0 5.14 

Government Party ID 57,136  0  0 1 

Female 57,136  0  0 1 

Post-Secondary Educationa 57,136  0  0 1 

Secondary Educationa 57,136  0  0 1 

Unemployed 57,136  0  0 1 

Income 57,136 2.42 2 2.17 0 6 

Political Information 57,136 0.56 0.67 0.33 0 1 

Satisfaction to System 57,136 1.89 1 1.25 0 4 

Religiosity 44,540 1.59 2 0.98 0 3 

Ideological Polarization  47,846 2.50 2.54 1.28 0 19.10 
a Reference group for the education is the individuals which have less than secondary education. 
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Table A8 List of the Countries and Surveys Used in the Study 

Country Year Average Unweighted 

AP Score 

Average Weighted 

AP Score 

No. of 

Respondents 

Albania 2005 2.827 3.165 990 

Argentina 2015 2.232 1.687 1,406 

Austria 2008 2.469 2.495 1,110 

Austria 2013 2.489 2.395 1,000 

Belgium 1999 2.326 2.161 4,139 

Belgium 2003 1.865 1.822 2,225 

Brazil 2002 2.094 2.345 2,514 

Brazil 2006 1.370 1.549 1,000 

Brazil 2010 1.939 2.104 2,000 

Brazil 2014 1.678 1.864 3,136 

Bulgaria 2001 2.708 3.121 1,482 

Bulgaria 2014 2.400 2.578 999 

Canada 1997 2.396 2.306 1,851 

Canada 2004 2.196 2.190 1,674 

Canada 2008 2.200 2.212 4,495 

Canada 2011 2.205 2.120 3,458 

Canada 2015 2.321 2.214 4,202 

Chile 1999 2.393 2.287 1,173 

Chile 2005 2.303 2.255 1,200 

Chile 2009 2.361 2.328 1,200 

Croatia 2007 1.909 2.061 1,004 

Czech Republic 1996 2.900 2.923 1,229 

Czech Republic 2002 2.591 2.640 948 

Czech Republic 2006 2.547 2.614 2,002 

Czech Republic 2010 2.353 2.462 1,857 

Czech Republic 2013 2.353 2.396 1,653 

Denmark 1998 2.631 2.543 2,001 

Denmark 2001 2.445 2.422 2,026 

Denmark 2007 2.669 2.615 1,442 

Estonia 2011 2.344 2.458 1,000 

Finland 2003 1.850 1.889 1,196 

Finland 2007 2.028 1.944 1,283 

Finland 2011 2.247 2.244 1,298 

Finland 2015 2.041 2.039 1,587 

France 2002 2.304 2.499 1,000 

France 2007 2.557 2.403 2,000 

France 2012 2.555 2.675 2,014 

Greece 2009 2.390 2.256 1,022 

Greece 2012 2.328 2.386 1,029 

Greece 2015 2.549 2.677 1,008 

Hungary 1998 2.798 2.825 1,525 

Hungary 2002 3.025 3.006 1,200 

Ireland 2002 2.093 2.067 2,367 

Ireland 2007 2.436 2.337 1,435 

Ireland 2011 2.493 2.337 1,853 

Italy 2006 1.932 1.976 1,439 

Japan 1996 1.699 1.670 1,327 
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Kenya 2013 2.983 3.225 1,200 

Korea, Rep. 2000 1.431 1.407 1,100 

Korea, Rep. 2004 2.048 2.137 1,500 

Korea, Rep. 2008 1.747 1.887 1,000 

Korea, Rep. 2012 1.680 1.826 1,000 

Latvia 2010 2.368 2.307 1,005 

Latvia 2011 2.464 2.456 1,004 

Latvia 2014 2.249 2.338 1,036 

Lithuania 1997 2.297 1.649 1,009 

Mexico 2000 2.487 2.488 1,766 

Mexico 2003 2.466 2.480 1,991 

Mexico 2006 2.325 2.430 1,591 

Mexico 2009 2.150 2.172 2,400 

Mexico 2012 2.285 2.467 2,400 

Mexico 2015 1.850 1.939 1,197 

Netherlands 1998 1.843 1.615 2,101 

Netherlands 2002 1.948 1.888 1,574 

Netherlands 2006 1.892 1.783 2,359 

Netherlands 2010 1.935 1.940 2,153 

Norway 1997 2.330 2.275 2,055 

Norway 2001 2.096 2.158 2,052 

Norway 2005 2.358 2.312 2,012 

Norway 2009 2.346 2.355 1,782 

Norway 2013 2.191 2.179 1,727 

Peru 2000 2.797 3.114 1,102 

Peru 2001 2.736 2.801 1,118 

Peru 2006 2.532 2.741 2,032 

Peru 2011 2.668 2.849 1,570 

Peru 2016 2.410 2.521 1,572 

Philippines 2004 1.633 1.340 1,200 

Philippines 2010 1.731 1.612 1,200 

Philippines 2016 1.345 1.145 1,200 

Poland 1997 2.526 2.710 2,003 

Poland 2001 2.388 2.435 1,794 

Poland 2005 2.383 2.480 2,402 

Poland 2007 2.363 2.483 1,817 

Poland 2011 2.470 2.596 1,919 

Portugal 2002 2.206 2.048 1,303 

Portugal 2005 2.504 2.391 2,801 

Portugal 2009 2.339 2.340 1,316 
Portugal 2015 2.389 2.487 1,499 

Romania 1996 2.343 2.452 1,175 

Romania 2004 2.289 2.277 1,913 

Romania 2009 2.283 2.370 1,403 

Romania 2012 2.357 2.276 2,283 

Slovak Republic 2010 2.641 2.725 1,203 

Slovak Republic 2016 2.243 2.324 1,150 

Slovenia 1996 2.017 1.960 2,031 
Slovenia 2004 1.878 2.030 1,002 

Slovenia 2008 1.981 1.972 1,055 

Slovenia 2011 1.876 2.036 1,031 
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Spain 1996 2.212 2.283 1,212 

Spain 2000 2.027 1.882 1,208 

Spain 2004 2.278 2.362 1,212 

Spain 2008 2.041 2.280 1,204 

Sweden 1998 2.215 2.324 1,208 

Sweden 2002 2.345 2.359 1,060 

Sweden 2006 2.575 2.380 1,547 

Sweden 2014 2.516 2.579 832 

Switzerland 1999 2.148 2.138 2,048 

Switzerland 2003 2.520 2.688 1,418 

Switzerland 2007 2.492 2.708 3,164 

Switzerland 2011 2.380 2.709 4,391 

Thailand 2001 2.168 2.105 1,081 

Turkey 2011 2.464 3.002 1,109 

Ukraine 1998 2.549 2.614 1,148 

United Kingdom 1997 2.345 2.412 2,897 

United Kingdom 2005 1.959 2.041 860 

United Kingdom 2015 2.334 2.364 1,567 

Note: Affective polarization scores are calculated based on the responders’ like-dislike score for 

each political party included in the CSES’s opinion survey data set.  
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Table A9 Effects of Total/Policy Protests on Evaluation to the Ruling Party (Low 

Political Sophistication) 

                       (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

IV Total Protest Policy Protest 

       

Protestst-1     -0.01 -0.02** -0.00 -0.01 -0.04* -0.01 

                          (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Government Party ID    3.14*** 3.15*** 3.18*** 3.30*** 3.31*** 3.34*** 

 (0.31) (0.29) (0.29) (0.30) (0.28) (0.29) 

Gov. Party ID * Protestt-1   0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Country-Level Variables       

GDP growth t-1 -0.02* -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 

                     (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 

Unemployment t-1 -0.11*** -0.06** -0.12*** -0.11*** -0.06** -0.12*** 

                          (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) 

Electoral Democracyt-1    -0.15 -0.71 6.62*** -0.14 -0.46 7.23*** 

              (1.05) (0.88) (1.53) (1.06) (0.85) (1.40) 

ENP                       0.07 0.10 -0.07 0.08 0.11 -0.03 

                          (0.05) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05) (0.07) (0.09) 

ln(District Magnitude)    0.10 0.00 0.49** 0.09 -0.00 0.46** 

                          (0.08) (0.09) (0.19) (0.08) (0.09) (0.20) 

Individual-Level 

Variable 

      

Female                    0.06 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.04 

                          (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 

Post-Secondary  0.06 0.06 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.04 

Education                    (0.08) (0.06) (0.06) (0.08) (0.06) (0.06) 

Secondary Education       0.06 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.01 

                          (0.11) (0.08) (0.06) (0.11) (0.08) (0.06) 

Unemployed  0.05 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.04 

 (0.13) (0.10) (0.10) (0.13) (0.11) (0.10) 

Income     0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 

 (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Political Sophistication    0.21 -0.05 0.30* 0.19 -0.04 0.28 

    (0.21) (0.16) (0.17) (0.20) (0.16) (0.17) 

Satisfaction to the                 -0.40*** -0.37*** -0.34*** -0.40*** -0.38*** -0.35*** 

System   (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) 

Constant                  5.15*** 5.82*** 2.88** 5.06*** 5.46*** 2.36** 

                          (0.88) (0.66) (1.20) (0.88) (0.62) (1.12) 

       

Observations              22316 22316 22316 22316 22316 22316 

No. of Surveys                 78 78 78 78 78 78 

No. of Countries  30 30 30 30 30 30 

R2                      0.35 0.37 0.38 0.35 0.36 0.37 

Country fixed effects     No No Yes No No Yes 

Year fixed effects        No Yes No No Yes No 

   Note: Only includes the observations with political information lower than 0.5 of the 0-1 scale. 

Robust standard errors clustered by countries in parentheses. * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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