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Abstract 

 

What role do subnational governments play in shaping a country’s redistributive efforts? Existing 

literature suggests that federalism can be a hindrance to redistribution as it adds additional veto 

points into the political system. Such negative effects may be particularly true of Latin America’s 

federations due to high levels of regional inequality and malapportioned political institutions. 

However, in order to fully understand the effects of federalism on redistribution in Latin America, 

we need to examine not only how subnational governments affect centralized redistributive efforts, 

but also what efforts these subnational governments are making themselves. In this paper, I 

contribute to our understanding of the role of subnational governments through an analysis of 

subnational social spending in Brazilian states. My results suggest that, in Brazil, state 

governments are constrained actors, but that they do pursue different levels of progressive social 

spending depending on the strength of both left parties and civil society.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:cedunn13@live.unc.edu


 

Introduction: 

 

How do subnational governments contribute to redistributive efforts? Latin America’s 

welfare states are known for their underdevelopment and exclusionary nature, yet recent years 

have seen expanded access to the welfare state through universalistic reforms and the creation of 

new programs targeted at groups that were previously excluded.  Despite such reforms, Latin 

America remains a highly unequal region and demands for more redistribution remain 

unanswered. Why then have governments failed to engage in greater redistribution? When it 

comes to some of the region’s larger countries, scholars have pointed to federalism as a potential 

hindrance to further redistributive efforts. While scholars have shown how federalism can 

prevent adequate implementation of centralized redistributive efforts (Niedzwiecki 2018), less 

work has considered the redistributive efforts made by subnational units.  

 In this paper, I examine what political and economic conditions lead subnational 

governments to implement policies that are favorable to the poor.  Specifically, I focus on what 

factors cause governments to increase their investment in social policies that disproportionately 

benefit lower class groups such as public health, education, social assistance, and public housing. 

Scholars have certainly considered determinants of national-level social spending in the past, yet 

in federal systems, lower levels of government may hold important competencies both for 

implementing and funding social programs. Likewise, we know that there are often key 

differences within countries in terms of the political and economic development of subnational 

units (see for example Snyder 1999, Montero 2007, Gibson 2012, Giraudy 2015). Such 

differences seem likely to impact the political will and capacity of state governments to provide 

equal levels of investment in progressive social policies (Kleider 2018). In this paper, I 



 

contribute to extending our understanding of the determinants of social spending, particularly 

progressive social spending, by bringing these subnational units into the discussion.   

I focus my analysis on the case of Brazil, a country that has engaged in greater 

redistribution than Latin America’s other federations (Rogers 2020), but that still has persistently 

high levels of inequality. Rather than focusing on whether or not its federal system has hindered 

centralized redistribution efforts, I turn our attention to subnational redistributive efforts. 

Specifically, I conduct a subnational analysis of progressive social spending by Brazilian states 

from 2002 through 2017 and find that even in the face of fiscal constraints, politics matter for 

determining how much of their resources states direct towards progressive social policies. In 

particular, I find that when left-of-center parties and civil society are stronger, state investment in 

social policies that benefit the lower classes is greater.  

 

Literature and Theoretical Background 

 

Determinants of Redistributive Spending 

 

Much of our knowledge of the determinants of social spending is drawn from advanced 

developed democracies as they generally have the most established welfare systems. One of the 

most consistent findings from this literature is that welfare state expansion is a function of the 

historical strength of left parties and organized labor (Stephens 1979, Korpi 1983, 1989, 2006, 

Esping-Anderson 1990, Huber and Stephens 2001).  

A growing literature has examined how such theories travel to less-developed countries 

with younger and more fragile democracies such as those in Latin America.  Latin American 

welfare systems have tended to be underdeveloped, benefiting only a small group of relative 

elites. Areas such as public health and education that would benefit the lower classes, on the 

other hand, have been neglected or underfunded. However, many Latin American governments 



 

have begun to change directions and increase their investment in such areas as health, education 

and social assistance. These investments have aimed both to build the human capital needed to 

compete in an international economy, but also to increase social rights by expanding access to 

basic services and benefits to those previously excluded from the welfare state. While a general 

increase in social spending can be seen, not all countries and not all governments have pushed 

for social spending to the same extent. What then explains these differences? 

While left parties and organized labor are central to understanding social spending in 

advanced industrial democracies, there is debate in the literature as to how much these variables 

can explain in the Latin American context.  In terms of left parties, statistical analyses have not 

always found left parties to have a statistically significant effect on social spending (Huber and 

Stephens 2012). There is reason to be skeptical of the role of the left in expanding social policy 

in the region.  In particular, scholars have argued that Latin American parties are, to varying 

degrees, weak, poorly institutionalized, lacking clear ideological consensuses and reliant on 

clientelistic and personalistic rather than programmatic linkages (Mainwaring and Scully 1995, 

Hagopian 1996, Coppedge 1998, Roberts 2002, Kitschelt et. al 2010, Roberts 2014, Mainwaring 

2018).   

However, increasing evidence points to the left, at least in some forms, as key to 

expanding social policy and particularly to making social policy more responsive to lower 

classes. While the previously described pattern of non-ideological and clientelistic linkages does 

characterize many parties in the region, some left parties have demonstrated a programmatic 

commitment to representing the poor. For example, Pribble (2013) argues that left parties in 

Brazil, Chile and Uruguay are all sufficiently programmatic to be expected to push for social 

policy expansion when in office. While left parties in Brazil, Chile and Uruguay are all examples 



 

of institutionalized left parties making them perhaps the most likely candidates for implementing 

programmatic policy, ideological commitments tied with pressure from social movements have 

also been shown to push more weakly-programmatic left parties to expand social policy. For 

example, in Bolivia, strong ties to social movements was one of the key factors in pushing the 

leftist MAS to implement the non-contributory social pension, Renta Dignidad (Anria and 

Niedzwiecki 2016). 

In spite of examples such as the MAS, scholars have also been skeptical that organized 

civil society could play a similar role in Latin America as it did in advanced industrial 

democracies.  Unions, for example, are weaker in Latin America especially following repression 

by military governments (Roberts 2002, Weyland 2004, Huber et. al 2008). As a result of this 

weakness, civil society has often been less of a focus in studies of social policy expansion in the 

region than in advanced developed democracies. However, under certain conditions organized 

civil society has still managed to play a role in pushing for social policies.  For example, 

Niedzwiecki (2014) shows that organized civil society can be central both to blocking reforms 

and pushing through new reforms especially if they can ally with a political party. The success of 

the Movimento Sanitarista in pushing for a new public health system in Brazil is a particularly 

notable example of how organized civil society can be a major agent of change. In a similar vein, 

Garay (2016) finds that where social movements are stronger, social policy expansions have 

been more universal and generous compared to where social movements have been weaker. 

Given the interrupted histories of democracy in Latin America, regime type has also 

figured centrally in the Latin American literature in a way that it did not in advanced industrial 

democracies. In particular, scholars have broadly found evidence that democratic governments 

invest more in social policy than do autocratic governments (Brown and Hunter 1999, Huber, 



 

Mustillo and Stephens 2008, Avelino, Brown and Hunter 2005, Huber and Stephens 2012). 

Kaufman and Segura-Ubiergo (2001) do not find that democracies invest more in social policies 

overall than do autocracies, but they do find evidence that democracies spend more on health and 

education. 

Related to the importance of democracy, scholars have found that competitive electoral 

environments push politicians to be more responsive to lower class interests and, in particular, to 

implement social policy reforms. For example, Pribble (2013) argues that where electoral 

competition is fierce, parties are more likely to pursue universalistic social policy reforms even 

where leaders were otherwise hesitant to reform.  Similarly, Garay (2016) argues that social 

policy expansions in Latin America have occurred when incumbents faced a credible electoral 

threat.  In this face of intense competition, candidates need to court outsider voters, those 

employed in the informal labor market, and to do so, they will expand social policy. Relatedly, 

both Fairfield and Garay (2017) and Niedzwiecki and Pribble (2017) find that even right parties 

that lack a strong ideological commitment to social policy expansion will avoid cuts and even 

expand social policies in the face of strong political competition.  

Redistribution in Federal Systems 

While the literature on determinants of social spending in Latin America has grown, it 

has yet to place much emphasis on the role of subnational spending. Understanding subnational 

spending in Latin America is important given that three of the four largest countries in the region 

are federal1  and within these federations, subnational units maintain important responsibilities in 

social policy areas (Hooghe et. al 2016). Outside of the region, scholars are divided as to how 

 
1 Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico are all federal systems. Venezuela is also a federal system, but 

since the governments of Hugo Chavez, subnational powers have been greatly eroded in favor of 

a stronger central government.    



 

decentralization will affect social spending and, particularly redistributive social spending.   In 

the context of advanced developed democracies, scholars have identified federalism as a source 

of additional veto points (Castles 1999, Obinger, Leibfreid, and Castles 2005). Such veto points 

can inhibit the expansion of the welfare state, but can also serve to prevent cuts to the welfare 

state (Bonoli and Mach 2000, Huber and Stephens 2012, Beramendi 2012). The effect of 

federalism on redistribution, then, depends on whether a state starts with high levels of 

redistributive social spending or low levels. In his work, Beramendi (2012) also identifies an 

interactive effect between federalism and party strength. Where party systems are strong, this can 

counter the negative effects federalism may be expected to have on redistributive spending. 

There is some disagreement in the literature as to the consequences of giving subnational 

governments social policy responsibilities. Some scholars have argued that subnational 

governments will engage in a race to the bottom, converging on low levels of social spending in 

order to keep taxes low and prevent poor citizens from neighboring states from migrating to take 

advantage of more generous benefits. Evidence from the United States has provided some 

support for this argument (see for example, Bailey and Rom 2004). In her analysis of subnational 

spending in 14 countries, however, Kleider (2018) finds divergence rather than convergence in 

social spending among subnational units.  

Given that Latin American countries are generally starting from a low level of 

redistributive social spending, we may expect that federal system will serve as a hindrance to 

increasing spending.  Additionally, political parties in the region are comparatively weak 

(Mainwaring and Torcal 2006) so are unlikely to counter this effect. Federalism has indeed been 

identified as an obstacle to redistributive efforts by central governments in the region (Rogers 

2020), but the literature has placed much less focus on examining variation in social policy 



 

efforts by subnational units themselves. In this paper, I turn to the Brazilian case to examine the 

determinants of progressive social spending by the intermediate federal units, the states.  

The Brazilian Case 

Brazil is a useful case to examine for a number of reasons. First, Brazil is characterized 

by high levels of regional inequality and malapportioned political institutions, providing a setting 

unfavorable to broad, centralized redistributive efforts and instead favorable to transfers to states 

(Beramendi, Rogers and Diaz-Cayeros 2017).  This is not to say that Brazil has not engaged in 

centralized efforts at reducing inequality, notably the Bolsa Familia cash transfer program, but 

rather that centralized efforts are likely only going to go so far.  Generating strong support for 

centralized redistribution is likely to be challenging given that wealthier states provide a 

disproportionate share of the tax base and, therefore, are likely to bear a heavy cost for 

redistribution, but receive comparatively small direct benefits. Such a context may mean that the 

setting is in some ways conducive for subnational governments to act to reduce inequality rather 

than the central government. In fact, Rogers (2020) shows that states display very different 

redistributive efforts in Brazil, with Goiás, the least redistributive state, reducing market 

inequality through redistribution by just 12 percent while Maranhão, the most redistributive state, 

reducing market inequality by nearly 22 percent. Understanding the drivers of such subnational 

variation is clearly consequential. While subnational redistributive efforts may not drastically 

reshape the territorial inequality found in Brazil, they can still be consequential for reducing 

inequalities within subnational units. 

A second reason to look more closely at states is that they have important responsibilities 

for social policies that are progressive in nature. In education, states are generally responsible for 

secondary education and, in some cases, primary education. In health, states are responsible for 



 

providing coordination and financial support to the public health system in their territory. States 

also often implement their own social assistance programs and provide some support for public 

housing.  

Third, Brazilian states are not solely reliant on intergovernmental transfers, but rather 

have their own sources of revenue in the ICMS, a sort of value added tax, and, to a much lesser 

extent, a motor vehicle tax.  On average, the ICMS alone accounts for well over half of state 

revenues and own-revenues combined account for over 70 percent (Ter-Minassian 2012). States 

do face some restrictions as to their ability to spend their revenues as they please.  For example, 

states are required to spend 12 percent on health and 25 percent on education, but they can, and 

often do, allocate a higher percentage (Santos et. al 2017). Likewise, many states face high debt 

loads that limit the fiscal space they have to increase investment in policies. Subnational debt has 

been particularly relevant in the last 5 years as Brazil entered into a recession and some of 

Brazil’s largest states have declared fiscal calamity2. However, these particularly bad financial 

times largely fall outside of the period considered in my analysis. During better financial times, 

debt has been more of a constraint on some states than others3.  

As a result of such constraints, some scholars have expressed skepticism that states can 

take different paths when it comes to social spending. For example, Arretche (2005) notes that 

the central government remains the dominant actor in social policy, limiting the autonomy of 

states and municipalities in terms of tax collection and determining how funds are spent. In her 

analysis of state-level social spending, Sátyro (2013) seems to find support for this argument.  

Her analysis of the political and economic determinants of social spending finds little evidence 

 
2 In 2018, Minas Gerais, Rio de Janeiro, and Rio Grande do Sul all declared states of fiscal 

calamity.  
3 For an analysis of the fiscal space of Brazilian states, see Bastos and Pineda (2013). 



 

that political actors can influence spending levels within states as they are too constrained both 

by constitutional spending requirements and their debt loads. 

Despite these challenges, qualitative evidence suggests that states are still finding ways to 

expand social spending. For example, the governor of Brazil’s poorest state, Maranhão, has 

made waves since coming to office in 2014 for raising teacher salaries to the highest in the 

country (Gazeta do Povo, 2019).  In addition, Maranhão has invested in other areas of education 

such as opening new schools.  Likewise, in interviews I conducted in three Brazilian states in 

2019, politicians, including former governors, noted that despite tight budgets, they were able to 

find ways to invest in policies they viewed as important. For example, when asked about social 

policies during his tenure, a former governor pointed to a new early childhood program his 

government implemented and noted, “Investments that we made in education and health 

principally, were investments that, despite the fiscal difficulty of the state, were important 

(personal interview, April 17, 2019).”  

While there is reason to be hesitant about the ability of Brazil’s subnational governments 

to bring about major social policy change, it is worthwhile to understand what role they may 

play, even if incremental, in changing the direction of social policy in their territories. I do not 

expect that states will be able to drastically increase or decrease their social spending, yet it 

strikes me as unlikely that there is no difference between states with drastically different 

socioeconomic and political climates. States vary quite substantially on variables the literature 

suggests should matter for social spending.  Importantly, they vary in terms of levels of political 

competitions, left party strength, and civil society strength. 

Despite a return to democracy at the national level, the rise of competitive politics has been 

uneven among Brazilian states. While some states, such as Minas Gerais and Rio Grande do Sul, 



 

have exhibited high levels of political competition since electoral politics returned to the states, 

others, continue to exhibit limited competition (Borges 2007).  In still other cases, competition 

has increased over time.  For example, in some states, particularly in Brazil’s poor northeast, 

dominant parties or actors maintained a strong grip on state power long after the return to 

democracy, but that grip has begun to decay in more recent years. For example, politicians 

aligned with the conservative machine led by Antônio Carlos Magalhães dominated politics in 

Bahia from 1982 until 2005. In 2006, the carlistas finally lost gubernatorial elections to the 

leftist Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT).  Hegemonic control also began to crumble in other states 

including Maranhão, Ceará, Paraíba and Tocantins (Borges 2007). As previously cited literature 

notes, this greater competition may be important in pushing politicians across the political 

spectrum to consider expanding social policies. This leads to my first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: States with more competitive elections will invest more in progressive 

social policies. 

Hand in hand with growing competition, has come a growing role of left parties. While 

Satyró (2013) does not find that left parties affect social spending in Brazilian states, since the 

end of the period included in her analysis, left parties have grown in importance across Brazil. 

While the main leftist party, the Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT), won its first governorships in 

the 1994 elections, its success at the state level remained fairly narrow initially. Through the 

2002 elections, the latest considered in Sátyro’s analysis, the PT had only governed in six states, 

winning a total of eight terms. By 2017, the end of my dataset, the PT had governed in 11 states, 

winning a combined total of 23 terms. In addition to the PT, other leftist parties saw new 

electoral success during this period. The Partido Comunista do Brasil (PCdoB) won its first 

governorship in 2014 with the victory of Flávio Dino in Maranhão. The Partido Socialista 



 

Brasiliero likewise found renewed success in some states and expanded its success into new 

states. Taking into account these years where the left has become a much more relevant state 

actor is important for our understanding how politics influences state-level social spending. 

While the limited experiences of having the left in power may not have a significant effect on 

social spending, we may expect to see more of an effect as the left’s experience governing 

grows.  

In addition to the rise of the left, Brazil’s party system has become more programmatic since 

the 2000s. Left parties generally espouse commitments to greater equality and, where parties are 

programmatic, we would expect such values to drive policy. While previously characterized as 

having an inchoate party system (Coppedge 1998), Brazil has since bucked regional trends and 

moved towards greater institutionalization (Mainwaring et. al 2018).  Relatedly, state and market 

reforms in the 1990s helped create clear ideological divides in the party systems as well as 

reduced the resources available for parties to engage in traditional patronage politics (Hagopian, 

Gervasoni and Moraes 2009).  Likewise, changes to formal rules have increased party discipline 

(Figueiredo and Limongi 1999). Finally, surveys of Brazilian legislators have shown that parties 

have remained relatively consistent in terms of their ideology. While an overall shift towards the 

center can be observed, the ordering of parties on a left to right scale has remained fairly 

consistent. (Power and Zucco 2012). The Brazilian party system still faces challenges such as a 

lack of societal roots (Zucco 2015), but the shift towards more programmatic, disciplined and 

consistent parties should have consequences for policy outcomes.  In particular, I expect that 

parties will work to implement programmatic policies that align with their ideological 

commitments. This leads to my second hypothesis: 

 



 

Hypothesis 2: Compared to states governed by other political parties, states governed by 

left parties will invest more in progressive social policies. 

 

Finally, states vary in the development of civil society.  Unlike political competition and 

left party strength, organized civil society has not been widely taken to account in the literature 

on state social spending.  Pressure from civil society has been important in increasing social 

progressive social policies on the national level in Brazil as in the aforementioned case of the 

Sanitaristas.  Likewise, civil society has played a similar role at the municipal level especially in 

the presence of participatory institutions such as participatory budgeting (Wampler et. al 2020).  

It seems logical then, that civil society should be taken into account when analyzing state-level 

policy. My final hypothesis relates to the role of organized civil society. 

 

  Hypothesis 3: Where civil society is stronger, states will spend more on social policies. 

 

In the next sections, I present the data and methods I use to test these hypotheses.  

Data and Methods 

To examine under what conditions Brazilian state governments will increase investment 

in progressive social policies, I have compiled a dataset of state-level spending as well as a 

variety of political and economic variables that my theory suggests should influence spending. 

The dependent variables in my analysis are levels of social spending as a percent of state gross 

domestic product. This allows me to measure the commitments of governments to social policy 

within the fiscal constraints that states are under.  In the first model, I consider social spending as 

whole. I restrict my analysis to the categories of spending that are redistributive in nature, that is, 

spending that disproportionately benefits the lower classes.  As such, I exclude spending on 

social security. In the Latin American context, social security spending is more regressive than 



 

progressive (DeFeranti et. al 2004, Lindert, Skoufias, and Shapiro 2006). While the 1988 

Constitution created a non-contributory pension aimed at providing support for the disabled or 

the elderly who lack another pension, this program is run and funded by the central government. 

State spending on social security is for the payment of civil servant pensions. As such, this 

spending benefits a disproportionately privileged class and cannot be seen as social spending 

aimed at responding to the interests of the lower classes. I do include spending on education, 

health, social assistance, and public housing. 

Following my analysis of overall social spending, I also analyze health and education 

spending separately. Health and education spending jointly make up the vast majority of state-

level social spending when social security is excluded. For these models the dependent variables 

are health spending or education spending as a percent of GDP. All spending variables are drawn 

directly from state budget information as reported by the National Treasury’s System for Public 

Sector Accounting and Fiscal Information.  

My main independent variables of interest are the level of political competition, the party 

identification of the governor in power, and strength of civil society. To capture the level of 

political competition I use three variables: continuity, first round vote share, and share of seats 

held by the governor’s party.  Continuity takes on a value of one when the elected governor is 

either the same person or from the same party as the previous governor.  First round vote share 

reflects the percentage of the vote won by the governor in the first round of elections4. Finally, 

seat share accounts for the number of seats the governor’s party won in the legislative assembly.  

 
4 For gubernatorial elections, a candidate must either win over 50% of the vote in the first round 

or a second round of elections is held between the top two vote-getters to determine a winner. 



 

I expect that where electoral dominance is lower, that is, competition is higher, social spending 

that benefits the poor will be higher.  

To capture the party identification of the governor, I include a series of dummy variables. 

Since Brazil’s party system is known to be very fragmented, I have created dummies for the 

larger parties and grouped some smaller parties together based on similar ideological leanings. 

This results in five dummies: Partido da Social Democracia Brasiliera (PSDB), Partido do 

Movimento Democrático Brasiliero (PMDB)5, Left parties including the Partido dos 

Trabalhadores (PT)6,  other small parties7, and the Democratas8. As Figure 1 shows, in my 

dataset the PSDB and PMDB, both centrist parties, are in power for the most cumulative years, 

followed by left parties and the PT.  Finally, smaller parties, generally leaning right of center, 

and the Democratas have held governorships for the fewest cumulative years. In the appendix I 

also include models using a dichotomous variable that simply considers whether the governor is 

from a left party or not. I focus my attention on the party identification of the governor given that 

Brazilian state governments are characterized by executive dominance. Legislatures are 

generally highly fragmented and in no case in my sample does the governor’s party hold more 

than 50 percent of the legislative seats. Likewise, state legislatures are generally dominated by 

 
5 I refer to the PMDB throughout this paper, though the party has since changed its name to 

simply MDB (Movimento Democrático Brasiliero).  I use PMDB because the party went by this 

name for the vast majority of the time period considered here. 
6 I code the PDT, PCdoB, and the PSB as left parties in accordance with Power and Zucco 

(2009). While other left parties such as PSOL exist, they did not hold a governorship in the 

period of study. 
7 Parties included in this category did not win a sufficient number of elections to merit their own 

category. All parties in this category are center or right-of-center. They include: Partido 

Progressista, Partido Popular Socialista (now Cidadania), Partido Social Democrático, Partido 

Trabalhista Brasiliero, Partido Social Liberal, PPR(Partido Progressista Reformador (now part of 

Progressistas), and Partido Progresista Brasiliero(also now merged with Progressistas) 
8 The PFL changed its name to Democratas in 2007. 



 

the governor in Brazil so even if a governor does not hold a majority of seats, they tend to be 

able to pursue their legislative agenda (Abrucio 1998). As I have argued, I expect that left parties 

will be more inclined to increase social spending that disproportionately benefits that lower 

classes compared to any other group of parties.   

 

Figure 1: Cumulative Years Holding a Governorship  

By Party From 2002-2016 

 

 
 

 Finally, I include a variable for civil society strength. To measure civil society strength, I 

generate estimates of how involved citizens are in civil society organizations based on responses 

to the Brazilian Election Study. Since the study is representative at the regional rather than the 

state level, I use multilevel regression with post-stratification, MrP, to generate state level 

estimates9. MrP, developed by Gelman and Little in 1997, has become a frequently used 

technique in public opinion research to generate subnational estimates from surveys that are only 

 
9 I use the 2010 wave of the Brazilian Electoral Study which asks respondents if they or a 

member of their family are a member of a union, professional association, business or 

commercial association or a social movement.  For poststratification, I use the 2010 census 

microdata obtained through IPUMS. 



 

nationally representative. Rather than public opinion, here I am using opinion surveys to estimate 

the level of civil society involvement in each state.  To generate these subnational estimates 

using a survey that is not representative at the state level, I first estimate a multilevel model to 

generate estimates of participation in civil society based on geographic and demographic 

characteristics.  I then post-stratify these estimates by the actual percentages of people that fall 

into these categories in each state using census data.  I expect that a more active civil society will 

mean there is a greater possibility of pushing forward lower class interests. This measure is 

admittedly imperfect as it does not consider the class-alignment of a particular group, however, I 

think it does manage to capture the general concept and aligns well with historical accounts of 

regional disparities in the development of civil society in Brazil.   

 All models in my analysis also include a variety of controls.  To account for the argument 

that high levels of debt may prevent states from having sufficient budgetary flexibility to 

increase investment in social policies, I include the ratio of consolidated liquid debt to 

consolidated liquid revenue as reported by the National Treasury. I expect that a higher debt 

burden will lead to a reduction in social spending.  

 In addition, I include state GDP per capita and the Gini index. Brazil has been 

characterized as BelIndia due to the disparities in development among different regions of the 

country; while some have living conditions on par with European nations like Belgium, many 

face living conditions much more on par with developing countries like India. The well-off are 

more concentrated in the more developed states of the South and Southeast, while the poor are 

more heavily concentrated in the less-developed states of the North and Northeast. Taking into 

account these vast wealth differences is necessary. While there is likely to be greater need for 

increased spending in states where the GDP per capita is lower, I expect that states with higher 



 

GDP per capita will spend more on social policies because they will have more resources 

available to invest.  

While the wealth of a state is of course necessary to consider, it is also important to 

consider how this wealth is distributed. Brazil is a notoriously unequal country and this 

inequality is worse in some areas of the country than in others. I expect the more unequal a state, 

the less it will spend on social policies as concentrated wealth has largely coincided with 

concentrated political power. As a result, I expect these states to be less responsive to the poor 

and therefore unlikely to increase investment in policies that primarily benefit them, despite the 

fact that the need for such policies would be stronger. 

In addition to the economic and political variables, I also include demographic controls. 

First, I include the level of urbanization of each state and the level of diversity as measured by 

the percent of the population that identifies as Black or indigenous. In the education and health 

models I also include a variable to capture the size of relevant age categories.  In the education 

spending models, I include a measure of the percent of the population between the ages of 10-19.  

I select this age group because states are largely not responsible for the first phase of primary 

education, but rather the second phase of primary education and secondary education.  A state 

with a larger school-aged population would be expected to invest more in education. In the 

health spending models, I include a measure of the percent of the population age 65 or older as 

the elderly are expected to make heavier use of the health system. I expect states with larger aged 

populations to spend more on health than others to account for the likely higher demand. 

My dataset is composed of 432 observations from 27 states across 16 years. Table 1 

shows the mean values of the dependent variables for each of the states. 

 



 

 

 

Table 1: Social Spending as a Percent of GDP in Brazilian States 

State Total Social 

Spending 

Health 

Spending 

Education 

Spending 

Acre 14.2 5.6 7.7 

Alagoas 4.9 2.2 2.5 

Amapá 12.2 4.3 7.1 

Amazonas 5.5 2.8 2.3 

Bahia 4.7 2.4 2.1 

Ceará 5.6 2.0 3.3 

Distrito Federal 3.7 1.6 1.8 

Espirito Santo 2.9 1.5 1.3 

Goiás 3.9 1.6 2.1 

Maranhão 5.2 1.8 3.1 

Mato Grosso 3.5 1.4 2.0 

Mato Grosso do Sul 3.6 1.2 2.0 

Minas Gerais 3.0 1.1 1.7 

Pará 4.5 1.8 2.1 

Paraíba 5.9 2.3 3.2 

Paraná 3.3 1.0 2.2 

Pernambuco 4.8 2.7 1.9 

Piauí 7.3 3.2 3.9 

Rio de Janeiro 2.2          0.8 1.4 

Rio Grande do Norte 5.9 2.5 2.9 

Rio Grande do Sul 2.8 1.2 1.6 

Rondônia 5.5 2.3 3.1 

Roraima 11.8 4.3 6.6 

Santa Catarina 2.6 1.1 1.4 

São Paulo 3.1 1.1 1.9 

Sergipe 5.5 2.5 2.7 

Tocantins 9.0 4.2 4.5 

Overall 5.4 2.2 2.9 

 

Time series cross-sectional data poses a number of challenges to ordinary least squares 

regression. According to Hicks (1994) when OLS is used for pooled data five problems are likely 

to arise; estimates will be temporally autoregressive, cross-sectionally heteroskedastic, cross-

sectionally correlated, will conceal unit and period effects, and will reflect causal heterogeneity 



 

across space and time. Scholars have debated the best way to address these problems when using 

pooled data and disagreement remains.  While some argue that fixed effects are the best 

approach as they address omitted variable bias due to the fact that units had different historical 

trajectories prior to the period of analysis. However, Plümper, Troeger and Manow (2005) warn 

that fixed effects do not simply account for omitted variable bias, but also, among other 

concerns, eliminate variation due to variables that are time invariant and reduces coefficients on 

variables that differ mainly between units.  Given that one of my key variables of interest, civil 

society, is measured only at a single point in time, the use of fixed effects would prevent me 

from analyzing the effect of this variable. Rather than fixed effects, I use Prais-Winsten 

estimation with panel corrected standard errors in line with the recommendations of Beck and 

Katz (1995).  Fixed effects models are included in the appendix as robustness tests and provide 

similar results. I run a second set of models that include a dummy variable for whether or not the 

observation is from the commodity boom period or, alternatively, the proceeding recession to 

account for the related changes in both the resources to supply and the demand for social 

policies.  

Table 2 shows the results for the total state social spending. Model 1 includes just my 

main independent variables of interest while Model 2 adds in economic controls and Model 3 

adds demographic controls and the commodity boom dummy for the fully specified model. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table 2: Determinants of State Social Spending 
                                          

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

PSDB -0.003+ -0.003* -0.004* 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

PMDB -0.004* -0.003* -0.003* 
 (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 

Democratas -0.001 -0.003 -0.004+ 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Other Small Parties -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 
 (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 

Civil Society 0.475*** 0.503*** 0.550*** 
 (0.044) (0.044) (0.046) 

Continuity 0.001 0.002+ 0.003+ 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat Share 0.007 -0.004 -0.005 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) 

Governor’s 1st Round Vote Share -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 
 (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio  -0.013*** -0.016*** 
  (0.002) (0.003) 

GDP per capita (logged)  -0.018*** -0.025*** 
  (0.002) (0.004) 

Gini Index  -0.007 -0.008 
  (0.023) (0.023) 

Urban Population   0.057* 
   (0.027) 

Diversity   0.174** 
   (0.053) 

Commodity Boom   -0.002 
   (0.002) 

Constant -0.066*** 0.117*** 0.121*** 
 (0.011) (0.032) (0.033) 

N 432 430 430 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Avg. Observations per Group 16 15.93 15.93 

R2 0.366 0.495 0.537 

Standard errors in parentheses 
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

 

While I do not find strong support for my competition hypothesis, I do find support for my 

hypotheses on left parties and civil society. First, looking at partisan politics, compared to when 

a left party enters the governorship, all other parties are expected to spend less on social policy 



 

when they come to power. The coefficient is not only negative, but significant for the two large 

centrist parties, the PSDB and PMDB, at the 0.05 level, while the coefficient reaches 

significance at 0.10 for the Democratas. Turning to civil society, we see that coefficient is not 

only positive and significant, but it is also substantively quite large.  

 Turning to the other variables in my model, we see that both GDP per capita and the debt 

to revenue ratio have consistent, statistically significant and negative effects on social spending. 

While I expected a higher GDP per capita to led to higher spending, it is possible that as GDP 

per capita increases, citizens have more ability to choose private services rather public ones.  As 

a result, they may not pressure the government to increase investment in public health and 

education. 

Lastly, looking at the demographic controls, a larger percentage of the population living 

in urban areas has a significant and positive effect on social spending as does having a larger 

portion of the population that identifies as either Black or indigenous. 

In addition to total spending, I also analyze education and health spending separately.  In 

all states, these two categories account for the vast majority of spending so it is worth examining 

them each more in depth.  First, I look at education spending as a percent of total spending. The 

only previous piece that I know of that examines determinants of state level spending combines 

education and culture spending because prior to 2002, these categories were not separated in the 

budget data.  However, disaggregated spending is now available allowing me to examine just 

education.  While culture spending appears to have generally been just a small portion of the 

combined total, it is important to be able to examine education spending alone as the 

determinants of public education spending and culture spending are potentially different.  

 



 

Table 3: Determinants of State Education Spending       

 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

PSDB -0.002+ -0.002+ -0.002* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

PMDB -0.003* -0.002+ -0.002+ 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Democratas -0.000 -0.001 -0.002 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Other Small Parties -0.003+ -0.002* -0.002* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Civil Society 0.284*** 0.295*** 0.334*** 
 (0.036) (0.035) (0.036) 

Continuity 0.001 0.001 0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat Share 0.008 0.001 -0.000 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Governor’s First Round Vote Share -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio  -0.006*** -0.008*** 
  (0.001) (0.001) 

GDP per Capita (logged)  -0.012*** -0.018*** 
  (0.001) (0.002) 

Gini Index  -0.014 -0.015 
  (0.013) (0.014) 

Urban Population   0.051** 
   (0.017) 

Diversity   0.099*** 
   (0.025) 

School Aged Population   -0.001 
   (0.006) 

Commodity Boom   -0.001 
   (0.001) 

Constant -0.042*** 0.081*** 0.082*** 
 (0.009) (0.022) (0.021) 

N 432 430 430 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Avg. Observations per Group 16 15.93 15.93 

R2 0.363 0.479 0.527 
Standard errors in parentheses 

                                             + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

As with overall spending, I find support for my left party and civil society hypotheses, 

but not my political competition one. The coefficients on each of the party variables are negative 



 

as with overall spending.  The PSDB and other small parties reach significance at the 0.05 level 

while the PMDB just narrowly misses significance at this level. Civil society remains a 

statistically significant and positive predictor of spending in the education models.  

GDP per capita and the debt to revenue ratio are both statistically significant and negative 

as in the total spending models.  The negative effect of GDP per capita may be explained by the 

fact that private schooling is considered to be of superior quality in Brazil. Middle and upper 

class families often aim to send their children to these schools with the hopes that it will better 

prepare them to get accepted to public universities. Where families have the resources to send 

their children to private schools, they may choose this option rather than pushing for increased 

investment to improve the quality of the public schools. 

 Finally, looking at demographic controls, a larger urban population and a larger Black 

and indigenous population both have a positive and significant effect on education spending. The 

school aged population surprisingly has a negative sign, but it does not reach significance.  

 Lastly, I turn to health spending. While health spending generally accounts for a smaller 

portion of state-level social spending than education, it still accounts for the second largest 

portion of social spending making it an important consideration. While Brazil now has a 

universal public health system, it previously relied on a private healthcare system that was more 

developed in some states than others. Despite the implementation of the universal healthcare 

system, a private health system still functions in parallel. Where private health systems were 

more strongly developed, it is possible that the private system fulfilled an important portion of 

the need in that state and, as a result, states invested less in the public system.  To account for 

this policy legacy, I include a variable to measure the importance of the private health system in 



 

the early years following the transition to democracy. Specifically, I measure the percent of total 

hospital beds that belonged to the private health system in 1990. 

Table 4: Determinants of State Health Spending 
 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 

PSDB -0.002* -0.002* -0.001* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

PMDB -0.001+ -0.001 -0.001* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Democratas -0.001 -0.001 -0.002* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Other Small Parties -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Civil Society 0.171*** 0.184*** 0.147*** 
 (0.025) (0.026) (0.024) 

Continuity 0.001 0.001* 0.001+ 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat Share -0.003 -0.006+ -0.004 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Governor’s 1st Round Vote Share 0.001 0.000 0.003 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio  -0.007*** -0.004*** 
  (0.001) (0.001) 

GDP per Capita (logged)  -0.005*** -0.005** 
  (0.001) (0.002) 

Gini Index  0.008 -0.003 
  (0.010) (0.010) 

Urban Population   -0.011 
   (0.013) 

Diversity   0.029 
   (0.018) 

Aged Population (65+)   0.080* 
   (0.036) 

Private Health System Legacy   -0.031*** 
   (0.005) 

Commodity Boom   -0.001 
   (0.001) 

Constant -0.021** 0.024 0.059*** 
 (0.007) (0.018) (0.016) 

N 432 430 430 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Avg. Observations per Groups 16 15.93 15.93 

R2 0.176 0.294 0.491 
 Standard errors in parentheses 

                                            + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 



 

Some similar trends again emerge when we look at health spending.  I again find that left 

parties and civil society strength are associated with higher levels of spending. All non-left 

parties continue to take on negative coefficients.  Unlike for total social spending and education 

spending, when it comes to health, it is when the Democratas come to power that we see the 

biggest substantive reduction in spending compared to left parties. The PMDB and PSDB also 

spend statistically significantly less on health than do left parties, while other small parties 

continue to have a negative coefficient, but no significant effect. Civil society remains positive 

and significant and though it continues to have a large substantive effect, it is a smaller effect 

that for either total spending or education spending. 

Looking at the economic variables, GDP per capita is negative and statistically 

significant. This may indicate that, as with education, where people have more resources, more 

people are self-selecting out of the public system and instead using the private system. The debt 

to revenue ratio is again negative and significant as in the total social spending and education 

spending models  

 Finally, the percent of the population that is over age 65 has the expected positive and 

significant effect and particularly notable, the legacy of a stronger private health system has a 

negative and significant effect on health spending as well.  This policy legacy may reflect that 

the private sector plays a role in absorbing some of the demand for health services, therefore 

taking pressure off of the public health system, though it may also be that the private health 

system is politically influential and puts pressure on states not to increase their spending.  

Discussion: 

 The results presented in the previous section provide interesting insight into the 

determinants of social spending at the state-level. These results contradict some of what the 



 

state-level literature has argued in the past. Instead I find that the determinants of state-level 

social spending are more similar to those of national-level social spending than previously 

argued.  In particular, I find that while debt does constrain spending, it does not prevent political 

considerations from having an effect on social spending. 

 In terms of partisan politics, I find evidence to support my hypothesis that left parties will 

spend more on progressive social policies than will other parties. In all models, the two main 

centrist parties, the PSDB and PMDB, have statistically significant and negative effects on social 

spending compared to when a left party is in power. The Democratas have a significant and 

negative effect on overall spending and, particularly health spending, while other small parties 

have a significant, negative effect on education spending. When the PSDB is in power, for 

example, they are predicted to spend .004 percent GDP less on social policies than are left 

parties. While 0.004 percent may seem small, this is actually a quite large substantive change.  

During the period included in my sample, the average state had a GDP of approximately BRL 

143 billion.  A decrease of 0.004 percent of GDP spent on social policies would be a decrease of 

almost BRL 572 million. In any context, this would be an important decrease in spending, but it 

is all the more noticeable in systems where public services are so underfunded as is the case 

throughout much of Brazil. 

I also find support for my third hypothesis, that a stronger civil society will lead to 

greater social spending. Civil society strength has a positive, significant, and quite substantive in 

on total social spending and on education and health spending. As Figure 2 shows, when 20 

percent of the population reports being a member of a civil society organization, predicted social 

spending is just over .02 percent of GDP.  When the percent of the population that is a member 

of civil society increase to 30 percent, predicted total social spending increases 0.08 percent.  



 

 

 

Figure 2: Predicted Social Spending for Different 

 Levels of Civil Society Participation10 

 

 

Measuring civil society strength is challenging and even more so at the subnational level. While I 

believe my measure is capturing civil society strength, I was only able to capture it at a single 

point in time in each state due to the lack of surveys that both ask consistent questions about civil 

society participation over time and that include respondents from all states. Ideally future surveys 

will allow for analysis at different points in time. In the meantime, qualitative research into civil 

society is essential and it is something I use in related work to better understand how civil 

society organizations can help organize lower class interests and push for government that is 

more responsive to such interests. 

 
10 Figures for health and education are provided in the appendix and show similar patterns.  



 

 I do not find strong support for my hypothesis regarding political competition.  While the 

governor’s first round vote share has the expected negative coefficient in all models, it fails to 

reach significance. Continuity, on the other hand, is positive and reaches significance at the 0.1 

level in both the total social spending and health spending models. The governor’s party’s seat 

share never reaches significance. It is worth noting, however, that greater political competition is 

a pre-condition for the rise of left parties which do have a significant effect on social spending. 

 It is important to note that my sample, except for the year 2017, considers a time period 

where the left was in power at the national level. Comparable data was not available to consider 

years prior to the PT coming to power in 2002, but as future data becomes available, additional 

research should consider if the national shift to the right impacts social spending decisions at the 

subnational level and particularly if it changes the effect of left parties on subnational social 

spending. While own-revenues account for a large portion of state budgets, they also receive 

discretionary transfers from the national government.  Research has shown that the president’s 

co-partisans disproportionately benefit from such transfers (Soares and Neiva 2011) suggesting 

that leftist governors likely benefitted more than others under national PT governments and this 

may have given them some additional flexibility to increase spending compared to other parties. 

Such concerns should not discount my findings however, as the same research shows that states 

whose governors are members of the national governing coalition have also received more 

discretionary transfers. For the majority of the time the PT was in power at the national level, the 

PMDB was a key coalition member, even holding the vice presidency under President Rousseff. 

I consistently find, however, that the PMDB invested less in social policies than the left.  

 

 



 

Conclusion:  

In this analysis, I find evidence that politics matters when it comes to determining how 

states allocate their resources.  States may face financial constraints that limit how large an 

impact any given state politician can have on social spending, but even in the face of such 

constraints, partisan politics and organized civil society can lead to incremental changes in social 

spending.  

These findings make important contributions to our understanding of party politics and 

social spending in Brazil as well as to the broader literature on federalism and redistribution. 

Despite growing evidence that left parties have been central to understanding recent expansions 

in social policy in the region, some scholars remain skeptical of the importance of partisan 

politics given the traditional weakness of programmatic party politics in Latin America. While it 

is true that many Latin American party systems have yet to become institutionalized and many 

parties continue to rely on clientelistic rather than programmatic linkages, since the early 2000s 

the Brazilian party system has moved towards greater institutionalization with major parties 

providing programmatic alternatives to voters (Mainwaring, Power, Bizzarro 2018). This context 

provides greater reason to expect different policy outcomes depending on what parties come to 

power.  When left parties win, we should see investment in policies that align with the left’s 

ideological commitment to greater equality. Where Latin American system have moved towards 

institutionalization, my results provide evidence that we should expect partisan politics to matter 

for policy outcomes like social expenditures.  

Likewise, my results add to our understanding of how decentralization affects social 

spending.  Contrary to the argument that subnational governments will engage in a “race to the 

bottom” and converge at uniformly low levels of social spending, I find that under certain 



 

circumstances states will actually increase their social spending. This finding is in-line with 

Kleider’s (2018) findings that decentralization actually leads to greater within-country variation 

on social expenditures. While my results are focused on a single case, they provide evidence that 

we should look more strongly at the role subnational governments can play in responding to the 

interests of lower class citizens through investment in progressive social policies.  Federations 

can be found across the globe making an understanding of subnational actors critical.  

In addition, this paper uses a new measure of civil society strength that allows us to 

capture the importance of civil society in quantitative analyses. Civil society is often mentioned 

as an important actor for understanding policy, but is often not measured.  This is particularly 

true at the subnational level. By utilizing respected surveys and generating subnational estimates 

through MrP, I am able to include civil society in my analysis and provide quantitative evidence 

of its importance in changing policy directions, and particularly, in providing greater 

responsiveness to lower class interests.  

 Finally, beyond contributing to the academic literature, these findings also have 

important practical consequences for citizens. Recent academic literature has tended to treat 

Brazilian states as helpless actors that are unable to make major policy decisions and are instead 

relegated simply to finding ways to cut spending in order to manage their massive debts. Such 

ideas have translated into public opinion as well.  A survey conducted by Arretche, Schlegel, and 

Ferrari (2015) finds that citizens view states as the least important of Brazil’s three levels of 

government. If citizens are directing their attentions towards the municipal and central 

governments while overlooking the state government they may be missing opportunities to push 

for more responsive government. Especially as the national government in Brazil has moved 

away from social policy expansion towards social policy retrenchment under both President 



 

Temer and President Bolsonaro, lower classes may need to rely more heavily on subnational 

governments to help make up for at least a small portion of national level cuts. While 

responsiveness to their interests may decline at one level of government, the lower classes may 

still be able to find government responsive to their interests at other levels. Likewise, even if a 

national government is responsive to the interests of the lower classes, state governments can 

take away from some of these gains by blocking the implementation of policies beneficial to the 

poor (as shown in Niedzwiecki 2018) or by cutting spending on social policies over which states 

maintain responsibilities, as shown in this analysis. 
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Appendix: 
 

Predicted Education Spending for Different 

Levels of Civil Society Participation 

 

 
 

       

 

 

Predicted Health Spending for Different 

Levels of Civil Society Participation 

 

 
 

 



 

Prais-Winsten Models Using Dichotomous Measure of Governor’s Ideology 
 

 

 Total 

Spending 

Education 

Spending 

Health 

Spending 

Left Governor 0.003* 0.002* 0.002** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Civil Society 0.528*** 0.326*** 0.147*** 

 (0.052) (0.040) (0.024) 

Continuity 0.002+ 0.001 0.001* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat Share -0.004 0.000 -0.004 
 (0.008) (0.005) (0.004) 

Governor’s 1st Round Vote Share 0.000 0.000 0.002 
 (0.006) (0.003) (0.003) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio -0.014*** -0.007*** -0.004*** 

 (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) 

GDP per capita (logged) -0.023*** -0.017*** -0.005** 

 (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) 

Gini Index -0.013 -0.017 -0.003 

 (0.023) (0.013) (0.010) 

Urban Population 0.035 0.043* -0.010 
 (0.029) (0.017) (0.013) 

Diversity 0.153* 0.094*** 0.029 
 (0.060) (0.027) (0.018) 

Commodity Boom -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 
 (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 

School Aged Population  -0.001  

  (0.007)  

Aged Population (65+)   0.080* 
   (0.036) 

Private Hospital Bed Legacy   -0.031*** 
   (0.004) 

Constant 0.116*** 0.080*** 0.057*** 
 (0.034) (0.022) (0.016) 

N 430 430 430 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Avg. Obs. Per Group 15.9 15.9 15.9 

R2 0.509 0.511 0.497 
                       Standard errors in parentheses 
                                  + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Prais-Winsten Models Using Social Spending as a Percent of Total Spending 

 Total Social Spending Education Spending Health Spending 

PSDB -0.01 -0.00 -0.01+ 
 (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 

PMDB -0.01* -0.01+ -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 

Democratas -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Other Small Parties -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Civil Society 0.52** 0.39** 0.02 

 (0.16) (0.14) (0.11) 

Continuity 0.01+ 0.00 0.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat Share 0.00 0.02 -0.02 
 (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 

Governor’s First Round Vote Share -0.05* -0.03+ -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio -0.04*** -0.02*** -0.01*** 

 (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 

GDP per capita (logged) -0.02** -0.03*** 0.01+ 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Gini Index 0.11 0.01 0.04 

 (0.07) (0.05) (0.04) 

Urban Population 0.18** 0.20*** -0.06 
 (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 

Diversity 0.06 -0.05 -0.04 
 (0.13) (0.09) (0.07) 

Commodity Boom -0.00 0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 

School Aged Population  0.05*  

  (0.02)  

Aged Population (65+)   0.27 
   (0.16) 

Private Health System Legacy   -0.07*** 
   (0.01) 

Constant 0.25* 0.16* 0.09 
 (0.10) (0.08) (0.06) 

N 430 430 430 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Avg. Observations per Group 15.93 15.93 15.93 

R2 0.594 0.515 0.318 

Standard errors in parentheses 
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

 

 

 



 

Fixed Effects Models (Year and State Fixed Effects) Dropping Civil Society Variable 
 

 Total Social 

Spending 

Education 

Spending 

Health 

Spending 

PSDB -0.002 -0.002 0.000 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

PMDB -0.004* -0.003* -0.001 
 (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 

Democratas -0.006*** -0.001 -0.003* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Other Small Parties -0.005* -0.003** -0.001 
 (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 

Continuity 0.000 -0.001 0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Governor’s Party’s Seat Share 0.011 0.012+ -0.004 
 (0.010) (0.007) (0.005) 

Governor’s 1st Round Vote Share 0.006 0.007 -0.001 
 (0.006) (0.004) (0.003) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio 0.001 -0.001 0.001 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) 

GDP per capita (logged) -0.025** -0.021** -0.003 

 (0.008) (0.006) (0.004) 

Gini Index -0.021 -0.025 0.003 

 (0.023) (0.019) (0.008) 

Urban Population 0.025 0.006 0.011 
 (0.033) (0.034) (0.022) 

Diversity -0.171 -0.061 -0.052 
 (0.101) (0.105) (0.074) 

School Aged Population  0.052  

  (0.122)  

Aged Population (65+)   0.047 
   (0.114) 

Constant 0.275** 0.219*** 0.037 
 (0.080) (0.057) (0.037) 

N 430 430 430 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Average Obs. Per Group 15.9 15.9 15.9 

R2 0.357 0.395 0.293 

           Standard errors in parentheses 
                  + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Fixed Effects Models (Year and State Fixed Effects) 

 Using Above and Below Average Civil Society Samples and Spending as a Percent of GDP 
 

 

Total Social 

Spending 

High Civil 

Society 

Total Social 

Spending 

Low Civil 

Society 

Edu 

Spending 

High 

Civil 

Society 

Edu 

Spending 

Low Civil 

Society 

Health 

Spending  

High 

Civil 

Society 

Health 

Spending 

Low Civil 

Society 

PSDB 0.000 -0.002 -0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.001* 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

PMDB 0.000 -0.006* 0.000 -0.004* 0.001 -0.003* 
 (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Democratas -0.003 -0.005 0.000 -0.001 -0.003 -0.002 
 (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
Other Small Parties 0.000 -0.006 0.001 -0.004** -0.000 -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Continuity 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.002* 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat 

Share 
0.014 0.004 0.014 0.001 -0.005 0.003 

 (0.016) (0.011) (0.009) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) 

Governor’s 1st Round 

Vote Share 
0.002 0.005 0.007 0.000 -0.002 -0.000 

 (0.013) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) 

Debt to Revenue Ratio 0.005* -0.001 0.002 -0.002 0.003** -0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 

GDP per capita (logged) -0.024+ -0.027+ -0.017* -0.022** -0.004 -0.004+ 

 (0.011) (0.012) (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.002) 

Gini Index -0.036 0.009 -0.035+ -0.006 0.002 0.004 

 (0.032) (0.024) (0.019) (0.023) (0.008) (0.014) 

Urban Population 0.021 -0.115 0.009 0.068 -0.002 -0.052* 
 (0.029) (0.079) (0.035) (0.100) (0.027) (0.020) 

Diversity -0.407** 0.022 -0.166 0.019 -0.142 0.022 
 (0.131) (0.120) (0.095) (0.063) (0.094) (0.036) 

School Aged Population   0.089 0.512+   

   (0.083) (0.283)   

Aged Population (65+)     0.010 0.127 
     (0.132) (0.102) 

Constant 0.297* 0.367** 0.182** 0.062 0.063 0.084* 
 (0.110) (0.098) (0.057) (0.102) (0.053) (0.031) 

N 222 208 222 208 222 208 

Number of Groups 14 13 14 13 14 13 

Avg. Obs. per Group 15.9 16 15.9 16 15.9 16 

R2 0.462 0.394 0.613 0.360 0.436 0.356 

Standard errors in parentheses 
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 
 
 
 



 

Prais-Winsten Models with a Lagged Dependent Variable 
 

 Model 1: Total 

Social Spending 

Model 2: Edu 

Spending 

Model 3: Health 

Spending  

Lagged Social Spending 0.937***   

 (0.021)   

Lagged Education Spending  0.930***  

  (0.024)  

Lagged Health Spending   0.856*** 

   (0.041) 

PSDB -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) 

PMDB -0.001* -0.001* -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 

Democratas -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Other Small Parties 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Civil Society 0.040* 0.022 0.031** 

 (0.017) (0.014) (0.011) 

Continuity 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 

Governor’s Party’s Seat Share -0.000 -0.002 -0.001 
 (0.005) (0.003) (0.002) 

Governor’s 1st Round Vote Share -0.003 -0.002 0.000 
 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Debt to revenue ratio -0.002* -0.001* -0.001+ 

 (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) 

GDP per capita (logged) -0.002 -0.001 -0.002** 

 (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 

Gini Index 0.001 -0.003 0.000 

 (0.010) (0.005) (0.006) 

Urbanization 0.007 0.005 0.004 
 (0.008) (0.006) (0.005) 

Diversity 0.007 0.002 0.008 
 (0.016) (0.007) (0.005) 

Commodity Boom -0.000 0.000 -0.001 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

School Aged Population  -0.000  

  (0.001)  

Aged Population (65+)   0.007 
   (0.012) 

Private Hospital Legacy   -0.004+ 
   (0.002) 

Constant 0.009 0.003 0.017* 
 (0.012) (0.008) (0.008) 

N 403 403 403 

Number of Groups 27 27 27 

Avg. Obs.per Group 14.92 14.92 14.92 

R2 0.964 0.954 0.933 

           Standard errors in parentheses 
                  + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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