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Motivations 

➢ “Bilhete Único” was the first smart card for public 

transportation in Brazil. 

➢ Today, it is the second largest smart card policy in 

daily travels. Only Hong Kong’s smart card is 

bigger.  

➢ Interview with politicians and bureaucrats show 

that before the policy was implemented many 

politicians though that it was a very risky policy. 

The implementation would be very complex and 

electoral benefits were not clear.  

➢ Politicians could not target core voters, instead 

the policy had to be broadly implemented in the 

whole city.  

➢ The policy started to be implemented on January 

2004 and mayoral elections were held on October 

2004. 

➢  As “Bilhete Único” was becoming widely spread, 

the policy became one of the main campaign 

advertisements for the incumbent Marta Suplicy 

(workers party -PT) 

 

Methods 

I use a growth model to test to what extend the percentage 

of beneficiaries in city zones at the baseline year (2000) has 

any effect on Marta’s performance on subsequent 

elections (2004 and 2008). The model: 

∆%𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑠 𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑎 (𝑃𝑇)𝑧 (04−00)

= 𝛿1𝑆𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑡𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑑𝑧
97 + 𝛽𝑋𝑧

2000 + 𝛾𝑊𝑧
2004 + 𝜇𝑧 

Where z accounts for zones. The vector β are coefficients 

for the census covariates X, δ is the coefficient for the 

smart-card variable, 𝛾 are coefficients for public policies 

implemented between 2001 and May 2004. I consider the 

SmartCard variable to be exogenous to political influences 

that could work as potential biases towards targeted 

populations in the city regions. However, peripheral areas 

are more benefited - areas that usually support PT. 

Additionally, I employ interviews with politicians and 

bureaucrats to explore further heterogeneities in the 

models.  
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Research questions 

➢ Did beneficiated voters reward Marta because of 

her smart card policy? In other words, is there any 

evidence of a retrospective voting for such an 

urban policy? 

➢ Do the effects of the smart card persist in the 

subsequent elections? Are voters myopic? 

➢ What are the implications for democratic 

accountability in Brazil? 

 

Hypothesis  

1) The smart card allows users to catch up to four 

different buses for the price of just one fare. The 

money saved can be substantial for low income 

users. Therefore, they may reward the incumbent.   

2) Distant areas of the city are more affected by the 

policy because users usually must catch more than 

one bus to get to work, school or access public 

services.  

3) According to some authors (Achen & Bartels, 

2008; Gerber & Green, 1998), voters are myopic. 

They have a bias towards more recent policies and 

tend to forget older ones. 

Results

 

 
Conclusion 

On the preferred model (4) a 1 p.p increase in SmartCard 

represents an increase of 0.068 p.p in Marta’s voting 

difference. Standard deviation of the dependent variable is 

0.075.  Therefore, smart card substantially increased 

Marta’s performance in 2004. Effects last in 2008, but not 

as strong. Model (8) smart card effect is 0.05 pp. for a 1p.p. 

increase. Evidence shows democratic accountability 

working in São Paulo. 


