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Abstract 

 

Essays on the Political Economy of Social Government Programs 

by 

Maria de Lourdes Rodriguez Chamussy 

 

Doctor of Philosophy in Agricultural and Resource Economics 

University of California, Berkeley 

 
 

Professor Elisabeth Sadoulet, co-chair 

Professor Alain de Janvry, co-chair 

 
 

This dissertation is an effort to deepen our understanding about how citizens assign credit 
for changes in their personal economic situation and how they evaluate political processes 
and outcomes when exposed to targeted government transfers. This dissertation consists 
of three chapters that study the electoral effects of social government programs and their 
impact on citizens’ attitudes. 
 
The first chapter entitled “Local Electoral Rewards from Centralized Social Programs: Are 
Mayors Getting the Credit?” provides an empirical assessment of the extent to which local 
incumbents are rewarded for welfare programs under the control and operation of a 
central government. I use variation in the timing of the Mexican antipoverty program's 
introduction across municipalities to identify its impact on the share of votes for the local 
incumbent party. I find evidence that voters credit the Mayor’s party from the benefit to 
their constituencies. The estimated effect is significantly positive accounting on average for 
2.8 percentage points in the share of votes for the Mayor’s party. The analysis of party 
alignment shows that this electoral effect cannot be explained as a reward for the federal 
incumbent in local elections. I examine alternative explanations and show that the effect for 
the local incumbent is heterogeneous for the different political parties and varies with 
characteristics of the municipalities, being stronger where the Mayor faced more 
contestable elections, in capital cities of the States and in predominantly urban, more 
educated and relatively wealthier municipalities. Findings are consistent with the 
hypothesis that politicians have incentives to engage in signaling strategies to link 
themselves to the transfer program. 
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The second chapter entitled “Voters Response to Natural Disasters Aid: Quasi-Experimental 
Evidence from Drought Relief Payment in Mexico”, joint with Alan Fuchs, estimates the 
effect of a government climatic contingency transfer allocated through the recently 
introduced rainfall indexed insurance on the 2006 Presidential election returns in Mexico. 
Using the discontinuity in payment based on rainfall accumulation measured on local 
weather stations that slightly deviate from a pre-established threshold, this work shows 
that voters reward the incumbent presidential party for delivering drought relief 
compensation. Results show that receiving indemnity payments lead to a significant 
increase in average electoral support for the incumbent party of approximately 7.6 
percentage points. The analysis suggests that the incumbent party is rewarded by disaster 
aid recipients and punished by non-recipients. This chapter provides evidence that voters 
evaluate government actions and respond to disaster spending contributing to the 
literature on retrospective voting. 
 
The third and final chapter entitled “The Short-Run Effect of Social Transfer Programs on 
Citizen Attitudes: Evidence from PROGRESA-Oportunidades in Mexico” studies how 
individual perceptions and citizen attitudes are affected when the eligible population in the 
community benefits from government targeted transfers.  Using panel data, I estimate a 
difference in difference model and explore the effect of enrollment of eligible population in 
the locality, as a proxy for individual exposure to targeted social policy, on levels of interest 
in politics, information and knowledge about political and public issues, perceptions about 
democracy and government, appreciation and practice of democratic values and 
community participation.  Findings are consistent with the hypothesis that in the short run, 
targeted conditional transfers do not impact citizen attitudes reflecting normative 
preferences –for example, democratic values— but do have an impact on judgments about 
whether political institutions and their processes meet citizens’ expectations.  Results 
suggest that social policy influences positively citizens’ image about the government.  
Results also show an impact on community participation among the individuals in localities 
enrolled into PROGRESA-Oportunidades. 
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1 Local Electoral Rewards from Centralized Social Programs: Are 
Mayors Getting the Credit? 
 

1.1 Introduction 
 
Who gets credit for government spending in social programs? The retrospective voting 
theory suggests that, unable to directly observe the politician’s effort and ability, voters 
rely on simple retrospective evaluations of observed performance while in power.1 An 
implication of the asymmetric information problem is that voters will credit politicians 
whom they perceive as responsible of good outcomes. Anticipating this voting behavior, 
politicians may have incentives to claim credit for their own good actions but also to 
engage in credit claiming strategies trying to convey the idea of responsibility for favorable 
outcomes product of someone else’s good actions. 
 

The objective of this paper is to provide an empirical assessment of the extent to which 
local incumbents are rewarded for welfare programs under the control and operation of a 
central government. I study the case of the well-known Condional Cash Transfer (CCT) 
program PROGRESA (Programa de Educacion, Salud y Alimentacion), later renamed 
Oportunidades, and explore whether there exists evidence of an effect of the centralized 
transfer on the vote share for the municipal incumbent party and its probability of winning 
the election. 
 

Empirical evidence on the extent to which voters reward favorable outcomes but 
mistakenly attribute the responsibility is scarce. The most closely related work by Boulding 
(2006) examines the electoral impact of NGOs in Bolivia. He finds that local politicians get 
credit from actions financed and carried out by international NGOs and argues that the 
effect depends on the size of the towns, which determines the level of information flows 
among the voters. 
 

Due to electoral campaigns incentives and short memory in retrospective voting, an 
important consideration, when analyzing electoral rewards, is that voters may be 
particularly influenced by the enrollment to the program during the election year. There is a 
large body of experimental evidence suggesting that in retrospective evaluation, 
individuals tend to weigh heavily the peak and the end of a sequence of events.2 Therefore, 
this paper uses enrollment into the program during the election year as the main 
explanatory variable. 
 

To my knowledge, this paper is the first study to analyze and identify the potential effect 

                                                        
1 For seminal work see Fiorina (1981). 
2 One example is Langer et al. (2005). 
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of a centrally operated targeted social program in local electoral outcomes. Using variation 
in the timing of the Mexican antipoverty program introduction across municipalities I 
identify the impact of enrollment into the transfer program on the share of votes for the 
Mayor’s party. The main empirical finding from an instrumental variables regression 
suggests a 0.6 percentage points increase in the share of votes for the local incumbent for 
each additional percentage point of families enrolled into the program during the year 
previous to the election for Mayor. This represents an average effect of 2.8 percentage 
points for the Mayor’s party from a federal government transfer to its constituency. 
 

Heterogeneity in the effect is analyzed to explore potential explanations for the main 
finding. No significant difference in the effect when the local incumbent party is aligned 
with the President’s is found, ruling out the explanation that voters reward the federal 
incumbent party at local elections. Additionally, I find that political parties are differentially 
rewarded and that the effect varies with characteristics of the municipalities, being 
stronger where the Mayor faced more contestable elections, in capital cities of the States 
and in predominantly urban, more educated and relatively wealthier municipalities. I argue 
that results provide evidence in support of credit claiming strategies by Mayors as the 
driving mechanism rather than this effect being the product of a warm feeling among 
beneficiaries or caused by differences in voters’ exposure to information and awareness 
about the operation of the government program. 
 

These findings contribute to the redistributive politics literature that explores the 
political economy of government spending. The widely adopted CCT programs have been 
viewed as efficient both in terms of cost-effectiveness and because they reduce politicians 
opportunistic behavior by implementing more objective selection mechanisms for 
beneficiaries (Levy, 2006; Diaz-Cayeros et al., 2007). In Latin America, the transition to a 
more democratic electoral environment in the last ten years, combined with a 
comprehensive economic reform, has changed the extent and nature of social programs 
design and implementation, as well as the political dynamics associated to them. The CCT 
programs have coexisted with traditional forms of canvassing and exchange of goods and 
favors for votes and political support. 
 

The economic literature has long focused on the study of distributive politics in 
developing countries from the perspective of corruption and clientelism. Only recently has 
this literature incorporated systematic empirical work exploring the existence of legitimate 
electoral rewards to political parties and candidates as an effect of welfare-enhancing 
programs. Zucco (2006) argues that the 2006 shift in Lula’s electoral base away from the 
more developed regions of Brazil and into its poorest areas can be explained in part by the 
government’s massive cash transfer program, Bolsa Familia. 
 

Evidence of an electoral payoff from the Mexican poverty alleviation program is mixed. 
Using the program’s randomized experiment, De la O (2006) found that the 
implementation of the transfer increased turnout in presidential elections of 2000 by five 
percentage points and increased the share of votes for the incumbent party by four 
percentage points. Green (2006) found no effect of PROGRESA on community-level voter 
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participation in the 2000 federal elections and no change in vote shares for the federal 
legislative elections between 1997 and 2000. In addition to using different empirical 
strategies to look at the effect of the government transfer and have results that may seem 
contradictory, these two studies do not look at the same elections: De la O (2006) uses data 
on presidential elections while Green (2006) looks into electoral outcomes for Congress 
(Senators and Deputies). The results may be interpreted as evidence of heterogeneity on 
the ability to “claim credit” for the benefit by the different levels of government. 
 

In the Mexican context, political aspirations respond to party dynamics and local 
politicians have strong incentives to win the election for their party. Despite the 
constitutional ban to office-holders from being reelected, career concerns create incentives 
for local politicians to exert effort and seek party reelection. Persico, Rodriguez-Pueblita 
and Silverman (2007) develop a model of political competition with party factions and test 
its implications with a case study of political budget cycles in Mexico. Their analysis shows 
a strong association between the political cycle and the “incumbent” governor’s later 
success in the party. The fact that local politicians may seek electoral rewards from the 
enrollment of their constituencies to the federal program appears to be a valid hypothesis: 
by winning the election for their parties outgoing municipal officers shape their career 
paths as future nominees or become part of the party bureaucracy. 
 
On the voters’ side, attribution errors are plausible. In 2006 a survey carried out by the 

UNDP showed that 20% of Oportunidades’ beneficiaries did not know which level of 
government is the responsible for the transfer. About 7% answered that the transfer came 
from the State government and 5% said that it came from the municipal government.3 It is 
worth noting that even if beneficiaries recognize that the transfer comes from the federal 
government, there are in the one hand, informational events that send the voters signals 
linking the local politician to the program so that he may be partially credited for it. On the 
other hand, local governments can claim to be negotiating incorporation into the program 
on behalf of their constituencies. 
 
Rewarding “able” at credit claiming but incompetent incumbents may have important 

effects in terms of political accountability. Without reliable and efficient accountability 
mechanisms for each level of government, credit claiming of social programs could turn 
into a raise-to-the-bottom situation. 
 

This chapter also contributes to a growing economics literature on the relationship 
between politician behavior, exogenous shocks and electoral outcomes.4 Notably Afzal 
(2007) examines the relationship between exogenous shocks and electoral outcomes in 
South Asia and argues that good exogenous shocks may change the politician’s incentives.  
 

The remainder of the chapter is structured as follows. Section 1.2 presents background 
on PROGRESA-Oportunidades and the electoral context in Mexico. Section 1.3 describes the 

                                                        
3 ENAPP (2006). 
4 Afzal (2007), Wolfers (2007) and Achen and Bartels (2004). 
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construction of the data. Section 1.4 discusses the identification strategy and the empirical 
results. Section 1.5 analyzes alternative explanations to the successful credit claiming 
interpretation and looks at possible mechanisms driving the results. Section 1.6 concludes. 

 

1.2 PROGRESA-Oportunidades and the Mexican Context 
 
In 1997, the Mexican government launched PROGRESA. In the first year of implementation 
approximately 140,000 rural households were incorporated. By the year 2000, PROGRESA 
included 2.6 million families in 31 Mexican states. Renamed as “Oportunidades”, the 
program was maintained and expanded to urban areas by the government of President Fox 
after 2001. In 2007, 5.1 million families –more than 20 million people— were receiving 
transfers that amounted to 0.6% of Mexican GDP. 
 

PROGRESA-Oportunidades is a poverty alleviation program that provides cash transfers 
to beneficiary families conditional on children attending school and family members 
visiting the health clinics for vaccination, preventive health care and nutritional 
supplements distribution. The average transfer represents about 20% of the pre-
intervention monthly consumption of a beneficiary family (Skoufias, 2005).   
 

Two important features of the program represent a twist from traditional style of social 
policy interventions in Mexico: The direct distribution of the transfer from the federal 
government to the pocket of poor people and the use of technical criteria to select 
beneficiaries. 
 

The centralized design and operation are key elements of the program: A federal agency 
in charge of the program gathers all the necessary data, determines eligibility, coordinates 
the implementation with other federal ministries and directly delivers the transfer to the 
beneficiary households. State governments are in charge of providing the health and 
education services, however state and municipal governments play no role in the program 
operation. 
 

Selection into PROGRESA involved a two-stage process. First, it involved the 
identification of localities.5 The average number of localities within a municipality was of 
96 in 1995. Localities became eligible based on a number of characteristics (Skoufias, 
Davis, and de la Vega, 2001), namely: (i) Marginality condition: Localities were classified 
using a marginality index based on data from the national census and only those 
considered with a high marginality were included in the program. (ii) Rural localities –
defined as localities with less than 2,500 inhabitants— were selected. (iii) Geographical 
isolation: Localities with less than 50 inhabitants were excluded from the program as they 
were considered geographically isolated. (iv) Access to health and education services: Only 
localities considered to have access to a health clinic as well as to primary and secondary 

                                                        
5 “Locality” refers to an inhabited house or group of houses with a commonly recognized name. It generally corresponds 
to villages or towns. 



5 

 

schools were incorporated to the program. Second, within the selected localities, the 
poverty status of the households was determined by a score derived from a discriminant-
analysis formula using socioeconomic and demographic data collected by the program in 
the census called ENCASEH. 
 

The expansion of the program over time has been mainly determined by budget 
allocations and followed the criteria described in Coady (2000) and Skoufias, Davis and 
Behrman (1999): In 1998, the requirement on access to a health service clinic was 
dropped; by 1999, localities previously excluded by the geographical isolation criterion 
were incorporated into the program; and in 2001, urban localities became eligible. Figure 
A.1 shows that the most intensive phases of enrollment to the program took place in 1998 
and 2002. There is evidence that PROGRESA-Oportunidades has expanded in line with the 
geographical distribution on poverty going from the smallest and poorest rural localities 
into relatively less poor and larger localities (Levy 2006, Levy and Rodriguez 2004). 
 

To assess the causal effect of enrollment to the transfer program on the municipal 
electoral outcomes I use PROGRESA-Oportunidades’ sequential expansion across 
municipalities exploiting variation in the intensity of treatment both within and between 
municipalities. It is important to mention that the variables relevant for the program 
expansion described above were measured as in 1995. This gives us confidence that the 
phasing-in rules are not correlated with posterior electoral results. One potential concern 
though, is the possibility that some of the relevant characteristics guiding the program ’s 
expansion changed with enrollment responding to it. This possibility becomes more 
plausible as the period of analysis extends beyond 2001. As explained in subsection 1.4.2, 
an instrumental variables approach will be followed in order to deal with the potential bias. 
 

The municipality is the smallest administrative unit in the Mexican political system. 
Municipalities largely vary in population and territory size. Municipal elections are held 
every three years with all municipalities within a state having their election on the same 
date, but states having different calendars for municipal elections. Table A.1 describes the 
calendar of municipal elections considered for the analysis. 
 

As mentioned above there is no possibility of re-election. Mayors can run for a second 
term in a non-consecutive election, though they rarely do. The typical career path after 
being Mayor consists of seeking a post in either the local or the Federal Congress. 
Throughout this chapter I will therefore refer of incumbency and reelection of the political 
parties. The number of parties and the coalitions they may form vary from one state to the 
other and within the same state from one election to the other; however there are three 
main parties –Partido Accion Nacional (PAN), Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI), 
and Partido de la Revolucion Democratica (PRD)— which govern more than 95% of the 
municipalities. 
 

1.3 Data 
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Data on the outcomes of elections for Mayors throughout the period 1994 to 2007 were 
compiled from the Electoral Institutes in each State. The share of votes for the incumbent 
party in the municipality is the key dependent variable; it is calculated as the number of 
votes obtained by the incumbent party relative to the total number of valid votes casted in 
the municipality. Figure A.2 plots the average share of votes for the local and federal 
incumbent parties in elections for Mayors over time. Votes for the federal incumbent refers 
to the share of votes in the local elections for the President’s party, this is for PRI before the 
year 2000 and for PAN afterward. The graph shows a marked decline in the share of votes 
for the incumbent over time that can be interpreted as a result of democratization and the 
strengthening of political competition. It is important to notice that voting for the local and 
federal incumbent parties move together before 2000 –the PRI era— however, between 
2000 and 2006 the average share of votes for the federal incumbent party –PAN— is 
significantly lower that the average share of votes for the local incumbent party.  
 

For the analysis in this chapter, a dummy variable indicating whether the incumbent 
party was reelected is constructed and the margin of victory is calculated as the difference 
in percent points between the share of votes obtained by the winner and the incumbent. 
The number of candidates participating in each election and dummy variables encoding the 
specific parties are used as a control variables.  
 

Figure A.3 shows the average share of votes for the local incumbent by party. Although 
the share of votes when the incumbent is PRI remains the highest throughout the period of 
analysis, it decreases significantly. Figure A.4 presents the pattern of reelection for 
incumbent parties throughout the period of analysis, which showed a substantial drop-off 
mainly after the year 2000. This is in part a result of the progressive lessening of PRI’s 
hegemony over the last decades. 
 

I combine the electoral data with the municipality-level measure of families receiving 
the PROGRESA-Oportunidades transfer and construct a panel data set of 1,863 
municipalities including four elections for Mayors; one election before the implementation 
of the program and three afterward. There are 2,438 municipalities in Mexico, however the 
16 Federal District’s “Delegaciones” are not included in the analysis. Municipalities in the 
State of San Luis Potosi were not included since this State is the only one that has 
implemented second round system for local elections. Municipalities in the State of Oaxaca 
whose local leaders are selected via traditional practices –legally recognized as “Usos y 
Costumbres” (rather than parties and secret ballots)— are not included in the analysis 
either. Of the remaining 29 states, only municipalities for which data on electoral outcomes 
is available for the four elections are part of the panel. 
 

Administrative data on the number of households registered for the program each two 
months period are available from the central office of Oportunidades for each locality from 
the introduction of the program in 1997 to 2007. I aggregate these data to the municipality 
level.  
 

The percent enrollment to the program during the election year is used in this chapter 
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as the main explanatory variable. It represents the percentage of families in the 
municipality that were enrolled into the program during the twelve months previous to the 
election date. As the summary statistics presented in table A.2 show, the average total 
enrollment in a municipality throughout the period is approximately 22% and the average 
enrollment during the election year is 4.7%. 6 
 

Municipality characteristics used in the analysis are constructed from the 1995 and 
2005 Conteo data as well as the Census information for 1990 and 2000, available on the 
Mexican Institute of Statistics (INEGI) website.7 The Marginality index is publicly available 
on the Mexican Population Council (CONAPO) website. Information on average household 
income for each municipality comes from the 2005 National Human Development Report 
published by UNDP in Mexico. 
 

A first approximation to the argument is shown in figure A.5. Municipalities in the 
dataset are classified as “high enrollment” when 14% of the households or more were 
enrolled into the program within the period of twelve months previous to the election year, 
and “low PROGRESA” otherwise. The cutoff of 14% represents the average enrollment 
during the election year for the whole sample of municipalities plus one standard 
deviation. 
 

Illustration in figure A.5 is appealing: except for 2000, municipalities where more than 
14% of the households were enrolled into the program during the election year presented 
higher share of votes for the incumbent in comparison to municipalities with lower 
enrollment during the election year. The content of this figure motivates the analysis. The 
aim of this chapter is to identify econometrically how much of the effect perceived in the 
figure is due to PROGRESA-Oportunidades, if any, and whether this can be interpreted as 
Mayors getting credit for the benefit. 
 

1.4 Identification and Empirical Strategy 

 

1.4.1 Basic Empirical Framework 
 
Identifying the causal effect of the cash transfer benefit on the electoral outcomes is not 
straightforward due to the potential bias caused by correlation of the enrollment to the 
program with unobserved characteristics of individuals or municipalities. To address these 
difficulties, I follow a non-experimental research design using the phasing-in of the 
program over time in Mexico. The empirical strategy exploits variation in the intensity of 
treatment indicator –the percent of households enrolled into the government transfer 
program— both within and between municipalities. 

                                                        
6 Values of the total percent enrollment greater than 100 were set to missing. These represented approximately 0.5% of 
the municipalities. 
7 The Conteo is a shorter census. 
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The basic framework for the analysis is a fixed effects regression. Consider the share of 

votes for the incumbent in municipality m at time t, Votemt, to depend on (a) municipality 
characteristics such as distance to the State capital or geographical extension, that will be 
absorbed in a municipality fixed effect, (b) municipality-specific characteristics at the time 
of the election involving for example party-alignment (whether the municipal incumbent is 
of the same party as the federal government) and the number of candidates participating in 
the election, and (c) the percentage of families enrolled in the program, Cmt. I assume a 
linear model and exploiting the availability of panel data I can write Equation (1): 
 
                                 (1) 
 

where the municipality fixed effects δm, absorb for time-invariant unobservables and the 
inclusion of time fixed effects βt control for time trends. Zmt represents a series of 
municipality-specific time-varying controls and  mt is a random shock. α captures the effect 
of PROGRESA coverage on the share of votes for the incumbent across municipalities. 

 
The identification assumption behind the empirical strategy is that changes in the share 

of votes for the local incumbent would be the same in municipalities with no enrollment to 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades and municipalities with some enrollment had the latter not 
joined the program. This assumption cannot be tested, however to evaluate its validity, 
Equation (2) tests that the share of votes that the Mayor obtained when elected is not 
correlated with different enrollment levels in the subsequential election year, after 
controlling for time and municipality fixed effects: 
 
                                   (2) 
 

Cmt is, as before, the percentage of families enrolled into the program at time t, δm and βt 
are municipality and time fixed effects respectively. Votem, t-3 is the share of votes obtained 
by the Mayor at the time of her election (t – 3). 

 
Table A.3 reports the results of estimating the validity check described in Equation (2). 

We observe in column 1 that λ is not significantly different from zero. As shown in columns 
(2) and (3), this result is robust to the inclusion of control variables. If enrollment to the 
program responded to previous electoral outcomes, I might find λ to be statistically 
significant however I fail to find evidence of endogenous program assignment. 

 
I now proceed to estimate the basic fixed effects model described in Equation (1). Table 

A.4 provides the results of estimating three different specifications of Equation (1). First, I 
regress the share of votes for the Mayor’s party on the percentage of families enrolled in 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades during the election year. Results presented in column (1) 
suggest a positive and statistically significant effect on the share of votes for the local 
incumbent party. Column (2) shows the estimates of the same equation when including a 
set of context-specific variables such as the number of candidates participating in the 
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election and dummy variables indicating whether or not the local incumbent is of the same 
party as the federal incumbent –this is the President’s party— as well as the variables for 
the specific incumbent party. The estimate for the main explanatory variable decreases in 
magnitude but remains positive and statistically significant. 

 
An alternative specification, a stronger version of successful credit claiming, consists of 

the following linear probability model:  
 
    (        )                          (3) 
 

where reelecmt is equal to one when the incumbent party was reelected and equal to zero 
when it was not reelected in municipality m at the election-year t. Despite the existing 
literature on dynamic binary probit or logit response models (Chay and Hyslop, 2000), I 
use a linear probability model because of the flexibility it provides when handling 
unobserved heterogeneity. Column (3) in table A.4 shows a positive and significant effect of 
the additional enrollment to PROGRESA-Oportunidades on the probability that the Mayor’s 
party is reelected. 

 
Finally, I use the basic fixed effects model outlined in Equation (1) to estimate the effect 

of enrollment into the transfer program on electoral turnout for municipal elections. I find 
no evidence of such effect. Column (4) in table A.4 shows that the coefficient for the 
percentage enrollment in the year previous to election is negative but not statistically 
significant. In the next section of the chapter I investigate the robustness of this result and 
elaborate on the implications. 

 
In terms of the estimations of the effect on the share of votes for the local incumbent, 

results presented in the three first columns of table A.4, although positive and significant, 
are not large in magnitude. The average effect of enrollment into PROGRESA-
Oportunidades during the election year is about half percent point increase in the share of 
votes for the incumbent party. In section 1.5, I develop in detail the analysis on the 
magnitude of the enrollment effect and its possible variation with municipality 
characteristics. For the rest of this section I concentrate on the validity of the results. 

 

1.4.2 IV Analysis 
 
The analysis presented up to now rests on the assumption that changes in the 
incorporation to PROGRESA-Oportunidades are due to the phasing-in scheme set by the 
federal government and the changes in the eligibility rules. However, since analysis in this 
chapter is over an extended period of time –13 years—, it is likely that some municipality 
characteristics changed. The estimates would be biased if changes in the enrollment to the 
program are correlated with changes in the population eligibility levels over time (i.e. 
population falling into poverty). 

 
To address the potential endogeneity, an instrumental variable approach is suggested. 
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The enrollment of families into the program is instrumented using the changes in the rules 
of eligibility that guided its expansion. The first stage of the estimation is described by 
Equation (4):  
 

 ̂                              (      )              (      ) 
                (      )                (4) 
 

The percentage of families in municipality m that started receiving the transfer at time t 
is instrumented by a) the percentage of population living in localities classified with High 
and Very High Marginality Index, criterion used to target sequentially high marginalized 
areas in the earliest phase of the program and less marginalized areas in later stages, b) the 
percentage of urban population, and c) the percentage of population living in isolated 
localities. These variables are interacted with indicator functions for the years when they 
have been relevant as eligibility rules. Table A.5 shows the first stage of the IV estimation. 

 
When discussing supportive arguments for the validity of these instruments, two 

comments are in order. First, as shown in table A.5, the interactions of the eligibility rules 
with the indicator functions are good predictors of the actual enrollment into the program. 
Second, there are arguments for the exclusion restriction to hold: 
 

1. Potential source of endogenous determination of the rules of eligibility or the time 
threshold to apply them would have to be at the central PROGRESA office. Therefore 
according to the political interest of the central government. 
 

2. Rules were created for all localities, in all municipalities –2,437 in 2000—, governed 
by different parties. 

 
3. Changes to the rules of operation had to be approved by the Federal Congress. 

 
4. Relevant indicators are measured in 1995 so it seems implausible that those were 

affected by voting behavior in subsequent years. 
 

5. The Marginality Index was not created by the PROGRESA office, nor was it created 
with the specific objective of serving as eligibility indicator. 

 
Table A.6 reports the coefficients on PROGRESA-Oportunidades enrollment from a set 

of IV regressions. Column (1) shows that a one point increase in the percent of families 
enrolled during the election year increases by 0.6 point the share of votes for the 
incumbent. This result implies an average effect of about 2.8 percent points. For 15% of the 
studied elections, the margin of victory was less than the average effect of 2.8 percent 
points, which means that for 15% of the observations, the average enrollment into the 
program during the election year would have been enough to change the outcome of the 
election for Mayor.  
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From column (2) in table A.6 it can be seen that the probability for the Mayor’s party of 
being reelected increases by about one percent point for an additional percent point 
increase in the families registered in the program. This represents for the average 
enrollment an increase in the probability of reelection for the Mayor’s party from 58% to 
62%. The coefficient for program enrollment shown in Column (3) suggests that an 
additional percent point of families entering PROGRESA-Oportunidades reduces the gap 
between the winner in the election and the incumbent party in about a sixth of a 
percentage point. This implies that the average enrollment would reduce the gap from 5.37 
to 4.67 percent points. 

 
In addition to the impact of the program, results on the alignment variable are 

interesting: conditional on the covariates, being of the same party as the President’s 
increases in 3.2 percent points the share of votes for the Mayor’s party and increases in 
almost 10 percent points the probability of being reelected. 

 
Finally, consistent with the results obtained when using OLS, I don't find evidence of an 

effect of the government program on turnout for local elections. As Column (4) in table A.6 
shows, the coefficient is not statistically different from zero. The question of how beneficial 
policies affect turnout, if they do at all, has no clear answer in the empirical literature. For 
the specific case of the Mexican PROGRESA-Oportunidades, De la O (2007) finds an effect of 
4% on turnout in elections for President in the randomized localities receiving the transfer 
for 21 months prior to the election in comparison with the control localities receiving the 
transfer only for four months. Green (2006) finds no effect of enrollment into the program 
on turnout in elections for Federal Congress. 

 
The results from the IV approach presented in table A.6 provide further evidence that 

the estimates represent a causal effect of PROGRESA-Oportunidades. Overall, the findings 
suggest an electoral reward for the Mayor’s party in municipalities with higher enrollment 
into the federal program during the year prior to the election. Since this enrollment does 
not appear to increase participation, the reward for the Mayor’s party can be interpreted as 
result of a change in vote intention towards the incumbent party. 
 

1.5 Credit Claiming and Alternative Explanations 
 
In the introduction I argue that local politicians have incentives to claim credit for good 
outcomes and try to win the election for their party. I am not able to examine politicians’ 
characteristics or behavior to link the findings in this chapter to the credit claiming 
mechanism. However, the analysis of heterogeneity in the electoral effect provides 
evidence that successful credit claiming for the benefit by the Mayors is a plausible 
explanation. In this section, I evaluate a range of alternative explanations and present a 
series of results consistent with the initial hypothesis.  
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1.5.1 The Potential Effect of Party Alignment 
 
The first and more direct explanation to a local electoral reward from the centralized 
transfer program is party alignment. Under this explanation, voters would recognize 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades as a federal program, credit the President’s party for the benefit 
and reward it in local elections. To investigate whether there is evidence for this 
mechanism, I estimate the basic IV regression including an interaction term between the 
alignment variable and the percentage of families entering the program during the election 
year. Results are shown in column (1) of table A.7. The coefficient on the interaction is -
0.091 and is not statistically significant. This estimate, along with the estimate of the 
enrollment variable itself, suggest that there is no significant difference in the effect of 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades for municipalities with and without alignment of the Mayor’s 
and the President’s party. 

 
In order to rule out the possibility that the alignment explanation would be valid when 

the local incumbent party is the same as the State Governor’s party or when the executives 
of the three levels of government in Mexico –Mayor, Governor and President— belong to 
the same party, a regression that includes interaction terms with the alignment variables is 
estimated. As it can be seen in column (2), none of the coefficients of the interaction terms 
are significant. Although is not significant, the sign and magnitude of the coefficient for 
alignment of the three levels of government could indicate some role of party alignment, 
however, the results in table A.7 do not support the interpretation of voters rewarding the 
federal incumbent at the local elections as the mechanism through which the Mayor party 
is getting some credit for the antipoverty program. 
 

1.5.2 “Warm Feeling” and Vote for the Incumbent 
 
Another potential explanation to the electoral response caused by beneficial policies is 
what has been called in the Political Economy literature a “warm feeling”. There is evidence 
that winners and recipients of benefits are more likely to credit the governing party with 
having good intentions and reward with their vote as a consequence of the “warm, fuzzy 
feeling” of receiving a good outcome. For example, Pop-Eleches and Pop-Eleches (2010) 
find evidence that “winners” of a voucher program in Romania were more likely to switch 
their political allegiances from the opposition to the current incumbents. 

 
Under this explanation, voter response is not motivated by a change in politicians’ 

attitude or behavior; the political party of the Mayor would obtain higher share of votes 
from the transfer program only as a consequence of being the incumbent. Receiving the 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades transfer would make voters happy and they would carry a 
warm, fuzzy feeling about the state of the world and credit the current government. 

 
The analysis of heterogeneity shown in table A.8 does not support the “warm feeling” 

interpretation. If this were the explanation for the electoral reward for the Mayor’s party, 
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we should not expect a difference in the effect among political parties or among 
municipalities with different political context. I interact the main explanatory variable –
enrollment into the program during the election year— with dummy variables for each 
political party and examine whether some political parties are more successful than others 
at getting electoral rewards from the targeted conditional transfer. I also analyze whether 
the effect varies with political characteristics, namely the strength of the incumbency. 

 
Column (1) in table A.8 shows negative coefficients for the interaction terms with PAN 

and other parties, while a positive and significant coefficient is found for the interaction 
with PRD. These results suggest that PRD is relatively more able than PRI –the omitted 
category— at getting rewards for the enrollment of households into the central program, 
while PAN is less successful and other political parties are not different from PRI. 

 
The results from a regression exploring the possibility of a differentiated effect 

attributed to the political context are shown in column (2). The margin of victory in the 
previous election is interacted with the enrollment variable in order to measure the 
marginal effect of the PROGRESA-Oportunidades enrollment in municipalities with 
incumbency advantage. The coefficient for this interaction suggests higher electoral 
rewards for Mayors that faced a more contestable election.  

 
Together the estimations in both columns indicate that at least some part of the local 

electoral response to PROGRESA-Oportunidades is not driven by the pure bliss of receiving 
an economic benefit during the incumbent’s administration. So far, the results are 
consistent with the hypothesis that Mayors engage in credit claiming and potentially do so 
with higher probability whenever there is higher competition or clearer danger of losing 
the election for their party; however, the evidence shown up to now is also consistent with 
other interpretations. For instance, differences in characteristics of the population may 
have an important role in determining voter response to government spending. 
 

1.5.3 Information Flows and Attribution Error 
 
Following the literature, I explore how the electoral effect varies with socio-demographic 
characteristics. Examining the potential heterogeneity in the impact of program enrollment 
is crucial to analyze whether it can be explained by attribution errors. As discussed in the 
introduction, it has been documented in additional sources of data that beneficiaries of 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades believe the local government is in charge of the program. 8 The 
existing literature on the political impact of government spending suggests that the 
electoral impact for the incumbent mistakenly attributed a benefit would depend on 
population size, population dispersion, information flows among the voters and 
geographical conditions. 9 

                                                        
8 The ENAPP survey to PROGRESA-Oportunidades beneficiaries in 2006 reports that 5% of respondents said that the cash 
transfer came from the municipal government. 
9 Boulding (2006) and Ebeid and Rodden (2006).    
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Table A.9 presents the estimates of a regression that allows for heterogeneous effect of 

PROGRESA-Oportunidades depending on the municipal socio-demographic characteristics 
available from census data and the 2005 Mexican Human Development Report. These 
results suggest that the electoral reward for the incumbent party from family enrollment to 
the transfer program is larger in municipalities with less poverty, lower share of rural 
population, higher rates of literacy and in those municipalities where the State capital is 
located. Column (1) shows that municipalities where 75% of the population or more live in 
urban localities double the electoral effect with respect to its magnitude in the less urban 
municipalities. Column (2) shows that enrollment into the transfer program has a much 
greater effect in municipalities where the household income is above the median income 
for all municipalities, corresponding to 797 pesos in 2000 –approximately 80 dollars. In the 
same way, column (3) suggests a much larger effect for municipalities with literacy rates 
above 88% –the median literacy rate of municipalities in the dataset. Finally, column (4) 
shows a more than proportional impact of PROGRESA-Oportunidades in municipalities 
where the capitals of State are located. 

 
These results seem hard to interpret having in mind the mechanism under which better 

education and access to communication and media enhance voters awareness about the 
true responsible for the benefit and thus diminish the probability of mistakenly attributing 
credit to the local government for a federal policy. However, voters crediting the Mayor’s 
party with higher probability in urban, less poor, more educated areas is consistent with 
three relevant elements: First, information flows between beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries tend to dilute in predominantly urban municipalities. Second, it is recurrent in 
the Political Science literature that wealthier voters are more likely to participate in politics 
than low-income groups. Politicians, as a result, have more incentives to react to the 
ideological preferences of wealthier constituencies.10 Third, the characteristics of the 
Mexican political system suggest that political career concerns may be significantly 
different for Mayors governing the State capital and important cities in comparison with 
Mayors in small, mostly rural municipalities. 

 
The results are not conclusive, but provide evidence that informational events and 

signals linking the local politician to the program may be the element explaining the Mayor 
getting the credit for the benefit of the federal transfer program. 

 

1.6 Conclusions 
 
With the objective of limiting the opportunities for political manipulation, PROGRESA-
Oportunidades, the wide-known Mexican CCT program, was designed so that there were no 
intermediaries between the federal government and the beneficiaries. This chapter 
investigates whether there is evidence of voters rewarding the local incumbent party for 
the nationally-administered transfer program. 

                                                        
10 See for example Schumaker and Rusell (1983) and Gilens (2005). 
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A fixed effects model is used as basic analytical framework and enrollment of families 

into the program is instrumented using the plausibly exogenous changes in the rules of 
eligibility that guided its expansion. The evidence presented in this chapter tells a 
consistent story. There is a positive and significant effect of the enrollment into the 
program during the election year on the share of votes for the local incumbent party. The 
estimated effect accounts for approximately 2.8 percent points on average, meaning that 
Mayors in municipalities where approximately 4.7% of the households were enrolled to 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades within twelve months prior to the local election date were 
rewarded with almost 3 percent points of additional share of votes for their party. 

 
The reward for the Mayor’s party can be interpreted as the result of a change in vote 

intention towards the incumbent party given that no evidence of an effect on electoral 
turnout is found. 

 
Estimates suggest that there is no significant difference in the effect of PROGRESA-

Oportunidades in municipalities where the Mayor is from the same party as the President’s 
party. This result suggests that the effect cannot be interpreted as a reward for the federal 
incumbent in the local elections. 

 
A range of alternative explanations is explored through the analysis of heterogeneity in 

the effect. Findings show little evidence in favor of a “warm feeling” effect and are rather 
consistent with the hypothesis that Mayors will engage in credit claiming with higher 
probability whenever they face more contestable elections. Estimates suggest that the 
electoral reward for the incumbent party is larger in municipalities with less poverty, 
lower share of rural population, higher rates of literacy and in those municipalities where 
the State capital is located. I am not able to examine politicians’ characteristics or behavior 
to link the findings in this chapter to the credit claiming mechanism, but I argue that results 
provide evidence of a dominant effect of the political career concerns factor motivating 
credit claiming by Mayors. 

 
This paper contributes to the literature on retrospective voting and political 

accountability by providing empirical evidence on the extent to which local politicians get 
credit from actions financed and carried out by the central government. The results 
highlight the importance of reliable and efficient accountability mechanisms for each level 
of government to prevent credit claiming of social programs turning into a race-to-the-
bottom situation. 
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2 Voters Response to Natural Disasters Aid: Quasi-Experimental 
Evidence from Drought Relief Payment in Mexico 
 

2.1 Introduction11 
 
Are there electoral returns to government disaster aid? This is a central question in terms 
of political accountability in democratic societies and has recently attracted scholarly 
attention in political economy.   

 
Identifying the effect of government transfer policies –such as disaster relief— on 

individual political behavior is a challenging task. A set of growing literature provides 
empirical evidence of a positive electoral effect of government provision of economic 
benefits (Manacorda, Miguel and Vigorito 2010; Pop-Eleches and Pop-Eleches 2009; 
Litschig and Morrison 2009; Rodriguez-Chamussy 2009). However, assessing voter’s 
response to compensation received after a natural contingency imposes additional 
difficulties. In effect, empirical studies trying to test voter responsiveness to disaster aid 
face at least three types of problems. First, the targeting of relief action and resources may 
not be exogenous as politicians might target public resources towards swing voters or 
channel resources to core supporters as a reward to their loyalty. Second, even when the 
natural shock producing adverse effects for the population may be exogenous, the extent of 
the damages and losses is potentially endogenous as vulnerability to natural catastrophes 
may differ among localities and populations. Finally, there are several confounding factors 
interacting with government disaster spending (media coverage, actions of NGOs and 
volunteer aid, etc) and some of these may cancel out estimates of a potential effect of relief 
transfers. 

 
In this chapter we use a quasi-experimental approach to provide evidence on the 

electoral effect of government economic transfers as compensation for the damage caused 
by a natural shock: severe drought on rain-fed agricultural regions. Exploiting the 
discontinuity in payment of a government funded climatic contingency aid program in 
Mexico, we show that voters reward the incumbent presidential party for delivering 
drought relief compensation. Our estimates suggest 7.6 additional percentage points for 
the presidential incumbent’s share of votes in those electoral sections that received 
government transfers six to nine months before the election.  

 
This chapter builds on the empirical literature about electoral accountability and 

retrospective voting by providing at least two key contributions. First, we analyze a specific 
policy that provides indemnity payments to small-scale farmers if the amount of 
accumulated rainfall within a specific time period falls below an exogenous and pre-

                                                        
11 This chapter is co-authored with Alan Fuchs. Permission was received from the coauthor to use it on this dissertation. 
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established threshold. This allows the use of a quasi-experimental approach –using 
regression discontinuity design— to credibly identify causal effects of government 
transfers on electoral results. Moreover, studying the case of the Mexican Weather Indexed 
Insurance (WII) allows us to compare voter response in areas that have similar and 
comparable levels of vulnerability. Second, we collected, constructed and use electoral data 
at the lowest aggregation level: the electoral section. As already described, the multiple 
confounding factors that potentially make difficult to identify an effect of disaster spending 
even with the use of panel data are minimized in our setting as we use small units of 
analysis and compare electoral outcomes of a single election. To the best of our knowledge, 
this is the first study that exploits the key features of a weather-indexed insurance scheme 
using GIS methods to produce a complete dataset allowing the empirical test of voter’s 
response to government disaster spending. 

 
Evidence in the context of developing countries is very limited with the exception of 

India (Cole, Healy and Werker, 2009). Our findings complement the existing literature and 
are consistent with the results in previous studies for the US context (Healy and Malhotra 
2009, Chen 2009, Chen 2008) and Germany (Bechel and Hainmueller, 2010).   

 
Some have argued that voters are not collectively rational as they often respond to 

situations that are beyond politicians’ control such as economic crises or natural disasters. 
For example, Achen and Bartels (2004) –using historical data from the US— find that 
voters punish incumbent governments for shark attacks and droughts, as long as they can 
find some “psychologically appealing connection” linking disaster and government.12 
Similarly, Cole, Healy and Werker (2010) –using the quality of the monsoon rains as an 
exogenous shock to welfare— examine voters’ decisions in state elections in India and 
confirm that elected officials fare worse when natural disasters strike. They show that, on 
average, incumbent parties that run for reelection get punished for bad weather, losing 
more than three percent of the vote for each standard deviation that district level rainfall 
deviates from its optimum level. However, they also confirm that incumbents fare better 
when they respond to disasters with emergency relief: disaster relief increases lead to 
voters’ rewards. 

 
Bechtel and Haimuller (2010) explore the short and long-term electoral returns to 

disaster aid using the 2002 Elbe flooding in Germany as a natural experiment. Their 
findings extend previous results by Healy and Malhotra (2009) who show that voters 
reward incumbents for disaster relief but not for the more efficient disaster preparedness 
spending. 

 
This chapter also relates to a different set of literature using quasi-experimental 

methods to show electoral response to government transfers. In general, these aim at 
providing empirical evidence in support of leading political economy theories that focus in 
trade-offs between consumption and political ideology. For example, Manacorda, Miguel 

                                                        
12 They focus on American historical electoral politics in the early 20th century and use the particular case of President 
Wilson’s reelection. 
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and Vigorito (2010) estimate the causal effect of government transfers on political support 
for the incumbent party using data from Uruguay’s conditional cash transfer program 
called PANES. Arguing that PANES’ assignment near the threshold was as “good as 
randomly assigned”, they find that beneficiaries were between 25 and 33 percentage points 
more likely than non-beneficiaries to favor current government. In addition, they find that 
the effect of government transfers on political support is significantly larger among poorer 
households and among those near the center of the political spectrum as they are less 
attached to extreme political ideologies. In a similar study, Pop-Eleches and Pop-Eleches 
(2010) analyze the case of a Romanian program that awarded low income families with 
school age children vouchers for purchasing new personal computers and find that it had a 
significant impact on political attitudes and electoral behavior. In particular, voucher 
recipients were more likely to report vote intention in upcoming elections, and governing 
parties reaped most of the benefits of increased participation. They also find some evidence 
of vote switching from the main opposition party to the current incumbents and this effect 
was substantially stronger in towns where the governing parties controlled the local 
government.  

 
This chapter is structured as follows: Section 2.2 briefly describes the electoral context 

in Mexico and the Weather Index Insurance program. Section 2.3 presents the data. Section 
2.4 discusses the statistical methodology and presents the main results. Finally, section 2.5 
discusses the implications of the results found from the perspective of the study of political 
behavior and voter responsiveness to relief aid after a natural disaster. 
 

2.2 The context 
 
Weather shocks are one of the main causes of rural households’ income fluctuations, which 
often destroy assets and translate into changes in consumption levels. In particular, 
drought periods can have significant environmental, agricultural, health, economic and 
social consequences. Additionally, these shocks tend to affect poor rural households in a 
much harsher way as they are not only closer to subsistence, but tend to live in more 
vulnerable locations and are particularly dependent on the weather as agriculture is their 
main source of income. 

 
According to the Mexican Ministry of Agriculture, around 80 percent of catastrophic 

risks in Mexican agricultural settings are caused by droughts. Consequently, in 2003 the 
Mexican Federal Government, through the Ministry of Agriculture, introduced a Weather 
Index Insurance (WII) scheme. The insurance’s objective is to support small-scale farmers 
(i.e. owning 20 hectares or less) that “suffer atypical climatic contingencies, particularly 
droughts, get reincorporated into their productive activities”. Insurance coverage is 
exclusively provided by Agroasemex, a national insurance institution formed in 2001, and 
insures what the Ministry of Agriculture considers the country’s main crops produced 
under rain-fed agriculture: maize, beans, sorghum and barley.  

 
Agroasemex uses a series of equations that acknowledges the relation between soil 
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quality, crop growth and accumulated rainfall to design WII’s schemes, tailoring policies for 
specific crops and regions to maximize the correlation between drought-induced harvest 
failure and indemnity payments. WII’s coverage universe consists of crops that use rain as 
the main humidity input, and indemnity payments are provided if rainfall at any stage of 
the season is below the pre-established threshold measured in millimeters through local 
weather stations. National and State governments provide resources from their annual 
budgets to purchase insurance premium. Individual farmers do not have to pay in order to 
get rainfall index insurance. They become automatically enrolled if they live within the 
insured regions. 

 
Although WII was designed as individual producer insurance for small-scale farmers, it 

could be argued that Agroasemex in fact insures federal and state governments’ budgets. In 
other words, Agroasemex’s WII serves as a state governments’ budget risk management 
tool since it allows annual budget planning to minimize the risk of catastrophic expenditure 
should severe droughts occur. Nevertheless, Agroasemex’s WII affects the individual 
producer’s behavior: even when farmers pay nothing to get insurance coverage (premiums 
are paid through a direct government subsidy), they become automatically insured and get 
informed about their coverage status through officials at the Program for Direct Assistance 
in Agriculture (PROCAMPO) regional offices (Rural Development Support Centers (CADER) 
or in the “Ventanillas Autorizadas” depending on plots location and county).  

 
Evidence of farmer’s program awareness was provided by the Ministry of Agriculture in 

2009 through WII's program external evaluation written by a local based University. The 
document describes that a subset of randomly selected farmers were surveyed and asked 
about their awareness and knowledge of WII. Among those who were interviewed, 98% 
knew about WII’s existence, and over 80% said they would be willing to pay in order to get 
insurance against droughts if the government did not provide it. 

 
To be more explicit about the way in which weather index insurance works, we use two 

counties of the state of Guanajuato and for the case of maize production in figures A.6 and 
A.7 Agroasemex offers the following contract for insuring maize in the selected counties 
(Apaseo el Alto and Salamanca): the first period, also known as the sowing period, runs 
from May 15 to July 5; the second period goes from July 6 to August 20; and the third, or 
harvesting period, from August 21 to October 31. The minimum amount of accumulated 
rain above which Agroasemex does not provide indemnity payments –known as the trigger 
threshold— equals 43, 80 and 60 millimeters for the first, second and third periods, 
respectively. There were no indemnity payments in Apaseo el Alto, since accumulated 
rainfall was higher than the minimum thresholds in every period of 2005. However, 
indemnity payments were provided in 2005 for maize production in the county of 
Salamanca as accumulated rainfall was lower than the sowing period’s minimum threshold. 
To get this information, Agroasemex takes advantage of existing and publicly available 
rainfall information from weather stations of the National Water Commission. Although 
there are more than 5 thousand weather stations in the country, WII only uses a subset 
since only few attain international standards and have more than 25 years of daily 
information, necessary to predict rain patterns. 
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WII was first piloted in five counties of the Mexican state of Guanajuato in 2003. In the 

following years, it expanded to other counties and states reaching more than 15% of the 
country’s rain-fed agricultural land in 24 states in 2008 (close to 1.9 million hectares). The 
first year in which Agroasemex made indemnity payments was 2005 when it reached 15 
states. 

 
In 2005, –the year previous to the elections for President— 478,000 farmers in 107 

municipalities were covered by WII and 115 weather stations were used for rainfall 
measurement. A total of US $9,553,000 in claims was paid. WII operational guidelines state 
that the minimum payout is US $82 per hectare for up to 5 hectares of land per farmer, 
which implies a maximum payout of $410 per farmer.13  
 

2.3 Data 
 
The smallest unit of analysis for which information on drought relief payments and 
electoral data can be matched is the “electoral section”. An electoral section is a 
geographical unit grouping poll stations with an average of a thousand voters registered. 
By using GIS techniques we are able to match electoral sections in municipalities covered 
by the WII program to rainfall based on the geographic location on the weather stations.   

 
The data used for the analysis come from four main sources. First, we use administrative 

data from de Ministry of Agriculture regarding WII’s coverage. These data include 
municipality level coverage information in terms of weather stations used, insured crops 
(maize, beans, sorghum and barley), number of hectares insured, value of insured 
production, value of the premium paid, and indemnity payments (in case a drought 
occurred). It is worth clarifying that this information is available and used at the weather 
station/municipality levels. To be explicit, we have information regarding the number of 
hectares covered –as well as value of production and premiums paid— by weather station 
for each crop in each municipality. There are cases in which there is more than one 
weather station in the municipality, and we have information at the weather station. 
Similarly, there are cases in which one weather station –located close to a municipality 
boarder— provides information to insure crops in more than one municipality. In these 
cases, we have information of the number of hectares covered –as well as value of 
production and premiums paid— by each weather station in each municipality. The second 
source of data is the National Water Commission; the data consist of daily rainfall measures 
in millimeters for every weather station in the country from January 2004 until December 
2008. Third, we use the geographic location data of electoral sections obtained from the 
Department of Cartography of the Federal Electoral Institute. Finally, data on the outcomes 
of Presidential elections in 2000 and 2006 by electoral section are public from the Federal 
Electoral Institute (IFE) website. In addition to these, we use complementary information 
on socio-demographic characteristics of municipalities from the 2000 Population Census 

                                                        
13 Hazell et al (2010) 
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and the 2005 Short Census or Conteo, publicly available from the National Institute of 
Statistics (INEGI) website. 

 
Combining these data, we construct a dataset with the electoral section as the unit of 

analysis. We first identify the municipalities covered by the WII program and the weather 
stations used for each municipality. Municipalities in Mexico largely vary in size and 
population. The available data on insurance coverage does not allow us to identify those 
electoral sections –within each municipality— that are covered by the insurance and those 
that are not; therefore we use the distance from the weather station as a criterion to select 
electoral sections in our dataset. Using a 2006 GIS map of electoral sections, we calculate 
the distance from the weather station to the nearest frontier of the geographic polygon of 
an electoral section. For those cases in which more than two weather stations serve a single 
municipality we use the distance from the electoral section to the nearest weather station. 
Finally, we construct our dataset including only those electoral sections that are within a 
defined maximum distance from the weather station. Using the map of the State of 
Guanajuato, figures A.8 and A.9 illustrate with an example the process of constructing the 
dataset.  

 
We need to limit our analysis to the electoral units in the vicinity of the weather stations 

based on two reasons: First, to ensure that we are studying units that in fact contained 
insurance beneficiaries and, second, to minimize measurement error given that as the 
distance from the electoral section to the weather station increases, the probability of 
difference between the rainfall measure and the real conditions in the field increases 
(spatial basis risk). To define the benchmark distance for selection we identify the distance 
at which two criteria are simultaneously met: a) There is no overlap of weather stations in 
order to avoid a case in which the same unit would be matched with rainfall data twice, 
thus duplicating one observation and, b) Each municipality covered by the WII program 
would have at least one electoral section included in our dataset.  

 
Our dataset contains 1,198 electoral sections located at a maximum distance of the 

defined benchmark distance of 2,131 meters from the corresponding weather station. For 
approximately 10% of these observations we are not able to match the results of the 2000 
Presidential elections since the map of electoral sections was modified between 2000 and 
2006. We therefore use for the analysis 1,038 units comparable for the two elections. 
Summary statistics are described in table A.10. We observe that 30% of the observations 
received monetary compensation for drought during the 2005 agricultural season.  

 
The share of votes for the incumbent party is the key dependent variable; it is calculated 

as the number of votes obtained by the incumbent party relative to the total number of 
valid votes casted in each electoral section. 

 
The measure of rainfall is normalized using the threshold established for insurance 

payments. Figure A.10 shows each unit’s rainfall deviation from the threshold and whether 
or not drought relief compensation was received in 2005. As we can observe, all electoral 
sections covered by the government program did receive the payment when accumulated 



22 

 

rainfall fell below the established threshold. Conversely, those units that were covered by 
the program but had rainfall levels above the threshold did not receive any payment.  
 

2.4 Empirical Strategy and Results 
 
In 2005, the Mexican Federal Government, after receiving indemnity payments from 
Agroasemex, delivered more than 9 million US dollars in drought compensation payments. 
Provided that the Weather Index Insurance program was designed to allocate indemnity 
payments according to a strictly defined pre-established rainfall cutoff, we employ a 
regression discontinuity (RD) design to compare outcomes across electoral sections that 
were covered during 2005 by the insurance program and had similar levels of rainfall but 
differed in whether they experienced government aid in the form of a monetary transfer or 
not. This enables us to address the possibility of omitted variable bias between recipients 
of relief compensation and their counterparts who experienced a drought but did not 
qualify for compensation. 

 
The basic regression model used through the analysis is given by Equation (5): 

 
                     (         )             (5) 

 
Where Votei represents the electoral outcome of interest –the share of votes for the 

incumbent party— in the electoral unit i. BelowCutoffi is an indicator variable equal to 1 if 
the accumulated rainfall during the sowing season is less than the minimum cutoff for the 
program, and 0 otherwise. The main coefficient of interest in the analysis is , which 
indicates the effect of being in an area that corresponds to receiving government aid after a 
drought on the relevant outcome. The term f(rainfalli) denotes a smooth function of 
rainfall, which is the forcing variable in the context of this regression discontinuity design.  

 
Finally, Xi includes a set of control variables such as a dummy for each state, 

municipality average per capita income, average temperature measured by weather 
station, distance from the electoral section to the weather station, distance to the nearest 
river and distance to the cabecera.14 Although units on each side of the discontinuity 
experienced similar rainfall levels, it is important to include these control variables since 
they are not necessarily geographically located next to each other. Table A.10 shows that 
units in which payments were disbursed are located in wealthier municipalities but all 
other characteristics do not appear to be statistically different for electoral sections below 
and above the cutoff. Particularly, the average share of votes for the Presidential incumbent 
in the previous election –year 2000— is not statistically different for the two groups. 

 
To get a sense of the way in which observations distribute on each side of the 

discontinuity we consider figure A.11, which plots the level of rainfall normalized to the 

                                                        
14 “Cabecera” refers to the Municipal seat. It generally corresponds to the biggest town in the municipality and the better 
connected in terms of transportation and information. 
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defined threshold in each electoral section and the corresponding share of votes for the 
incumbent in the 2006 Presidential elections. The non-parametric regression line jumps 
down at the discontinuity suggesting an effect of the drought compensation payment on 
voting behavior. In order to explore the significance and magnitude of this apparent effect 
we first specify a linear model of f(rainfalli) and we allow it to vary on either side of the 
discontinuity.  

 
Table A.11 shows the results of estimating Equation (5) using OLS. Column (1) presents 

the results when no controls are used in the estimation. The coefficient for the below-cutoff 
variable remains positive and stable as we add controls. Column (2) shows the estimates 
when we include a set of dummy variables for each state. Column (3) presents the results 
when we include also controls at the electoral section level such as altitude, distance from 
the weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the “cabecera”. Finally, 
Column (4) presents the estimates when controls at the municipal level are introduced. 
These specifications indicate a statistically significant effect of government disaster 
spending on the share of votes for the Presidential incumbent party. The magnitude of the 
coefficient decreases slightly once we control for the state and the characteristics of the 
electoral units and municipalities. With the full set of controls, our estimate suggests that 
receiving drought compensation had an effect of approximately 7.6 percentage points of 
increase in the share of votes for the incumbent party. 
 

2.4.1 Potential Concerns on the Validity of the RD Estimates 
 
In this section we discuss potential concerns for the validity of our main results and 
perform a number of tests to check their robustness. As a first validity check, we estimate 
Equation (5) for the pre-treatment election outcomes of 2000. If unobservable 
characteristics of the units receiving drought compensation were explaining electoral 
support for the incumbent, we might observe a discontinuous variation in the pre-
treatment variable at the cutoff. Table A.12 shows that there is no evidence of a difference 
in the share of votes for the incumbent in the 2000 elections for President. The coefficient 
for the below-cutoff variable is not statistically significant in the specification with the full 
set of controls. Therefore, estimates in table A.12 support the causal interpretation of an 
electoral response to government disaster spending suggested by the coefficient of 7.69 in 
table A.11.  

 
An important assumption underlying the RD design is that producers are not able to 

manipulate the forcing variable. In our particular case, potential manipulation would have 
to be on the measurement of rainfall at the local weather stations, which seems extremely 
unlikely. Location and operation of weather stations were set many years before the 
specific insurance program we are analyzing and are independent of it. In 2005 and 2006, a 
total of 3,363 weather stations operated in the Mexican territory from which, 1,200 under 
the coordination and supervision of the National Water Commission (CONAGUA). 
Furthermore, before paying any indemnities, CONAGUA is required to certify the weather 
data, which are sent to the international reinsurers. The Weather Index Insurance scheme 
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is based on the fact that there is little reason to believe that the individual producer has 
better information that the insurer about the underlying index, and therefore little 
potential for adverse selection. One of the advantages of using the Mexican WII to test voter 
response to disaster spending is precisely the fact that under this scheme information 
asymmetries are minimized, as the producer cannot influence the realization of the 
weather index. 

 
Another crucial assumption under regression discontinuity analysis is that the function 

of rainfall –which is the variable determining the disbursement of a government drought 
assistance— has been correctly specified. Our primary specification is a linear model in 
rainfall estimated using OLS. Alternative polynomial functions are also estimated for 
robustness as shown in table A.13. From visual examination of the relationship plotted in 
figure A.11 we are able to determine a discernable discontinuity at the cutoff. The non-
parametric graph suggests a linear relationship in the vicinity of the cutoff. Nonetheless, 
given the number of inflexion points in the plot, we test for higher-order polynomial 
functions including quadratic, cubic and fourth power terms in our specification. Table 
A.13 shows that the coefficient of interest remains stable and the interactions are not 
statistically significant in columns (1) to (3). Column (4) shows that a fourth power 
polynomial function results significant and in this case the magnitude of the effect jumps to 
10.1 percentage points. Figure A.11 suggests however that the slope of the relationship on 
either side of the threshold is the same for levels of rainfall in the vicinity of the cutoff.  

 
In order to explore the relationship at the discontinuity we narrow the window of 

analysis to include only units that experienced almost the same rainfall levels and provide 
yet another robustness check for our main specification. Table A.14 shows that estimation 
of Equation (5) using observations on a window of 30mm and 20mm of rainfall around the 
threshold results in statistically significant coefficient estimates of 6.5 and 6.9 respectively.  

 
Figure A.11 describes the relationship between rainfall and electoral outcomes for the 

incumbent party and it is consistent with previous findings in the literature. Consistent 
with Achen and Bartels (2002) the slope appears to be positive for electoral sections on the 
right hand side of the threshold suggesting that voters punish the incumbent for adverse 
conditions –i.e. in this case drought. The slope of the regression line is near zero for higher 
levels of rainfall. The econometric results confirm the discontinuity observed at the 
threshold. 

 
Overall our findings provide strong evidence of an electoral reward for the federal 

incumbent party in electoral sections where government disaster aid was supplied. The 
magnitudes of the effects are consistent with the existing literature and in terms of the WII 
program figures for 2005. For Germany, Bechtel and Hainmueller (2010) estimate an 
immediate electoral gain of about 7 percentage points for the incumbent party in areas 
affected by flooding and their estimates suggest that 25% of this effect is carried to 
elections 3 years later. Cole, Healy and Werker (2009) find evidence suggesting that voters 
only respond to government relief efforts during the year immediately preceding the 
election. According to their estimates, an average increase in disaster spending will gain 
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about half percentage point of vote share for the incumbent party. 
 
The actual number of registered voters in each electoral section is not available from the 

data. However, we know that on average, an electoral section has about 1,000 voters 
registered. Therefore, our analysis implies that there was an average effect of 
approximately 76 additional votes for the incumbent party in an electoral section close to a 
weather station that actually registered rainfall below the pre-established threshold. Given 
the nature of the government transfer, it is plausible that more than one vote is gained by 
beneficiary household. Nonetheless, our estimates are consistent with the aggregate sum of 
indemnities paid even if only one individual per household change her vote.  
 

2.4.2 Mechanisms 
 
In principle, there is no theoretical reason to expect an effect of disaster spending on 
electoral turnout. In the Political Science literature, a consistent finding is that bad weather 
conditions at the time of an election significantly reduce participation. However, here we 
analyze weather conditions six to nine months before the day of the Presidential elections. 
The relationship between economic conditions and participation is more complex and 
evidence goes in both senses. For example, Pop Eleches and Pop Eleches (2009) show that 
individuals located just below the income cutoff (and thus eligible for the transfer program 
they analyze) were significantly more likely to declare an intention to vote in the next 
election than survey respondents just above the cutoff. Similarly, De la O (2008) finds that 
cash transfers in Mexico increased turnout among voters that benefited from the program 
for a long period, but finds no effect among beneficiaries enrolled six months before the 
election. Moreover, Chen (2009) finds that hurricane aid awards in the US increased 
turnout among the incumbent party’s supporters but decreased turnout among the 
opposition party’s voters. 

 
In order to test for this, we estimate the basic regression model outlined in Equation (5) 

but this time using the total number of votes casted in the 2006 in electoral section i as the 
dependent variable. Table A.15 shows no evidence of an effect for the units that are 
geographically close to weather stations that received the government monetary transfer. 
This analysis indicates that higher voter support for the incumbent party in those sections 
close to weather stations that received drought compensation cannot be explained 
statistically by recipients of disaster aid voting relatively more or by non-recipients voting 
relatively less. Even though the coefficient is not statistically significant, its magnitude is 
not small and provides additional information to help constructing boundary conditions for 
the interpretation of our main effect.  

 
To complement the analysis we test for an effect on the share of votes of contender 

political parties. Table A.16 describes the results of estimating Equation (5) using the share 
of votes for the two main contestant political parties –PAN and PRD— and other small 
parties. We find negative and statistically significant coefficients for all specifications. 
Taken together, the results in tables A.11, A.15 and A.16 suggest an electoral reward for the 
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incumbent party in electoral sections below the cutoff and a punishment in electoral 
sections above the rainfall threshold.  

 
Under the most conservative interpretation of our results, the positive and significant 

effect of disaster aid on the share of votes for the incumbent would be driven by abstention 
among supporters of the contender parties in electoral sections close to weather stations 
that received drought compensations. Under the interpretation at the other extreme, the 
main effect is driven by a combination of voters switching towards the incumbent party in 
electoral sections close to weather stations that received drought compensations and a 
higher participation toward contender parties in electoral sections close to stations that 
did not receive payments.   
 

2.5 Conclusions 
 
Empirical evidence of voters’ response to disaster relief expenditures and preparedness 
initiatives is remarkably scant, especially for developing countries. This chapter 
contributes to the literature on retrospective voting providing evidence that voters 
evaluate government actions and respond to disaster spending. 

 
To evaluate the causal effect of government disaster spending on the electoral outcomes 

for the incumbent party, we take advantage of two fundamental aspects. First, we use a 
quasi-experimental approach exploiting the discontinuity in payment of a government 
climatic contingency aid program in Mexico. Second, we use GIS techniques to match data 
on drought relief payments, rainfall and electoral outcomes at the most disaggregated unit 
of analysis –the electoral section—, reducing measurement error and potential 
confounding factors.  

 
We find that living within a short distance to a weather station that received drought 

compensation increased the share of votes for the presidential incumbent party. The result 
is robust to including controls at the state, municipality and electoral section levels as well 
as fourth-order polynomial terms for the forcing variable and narrowing the window of 
analysis around the threshold. Consistent with previous findings for the case of Germany, 
our estimates indicate that receiving drought compensation within six to nine months prior 
to the election had an effect of approximately 7.6 additional percentage points in the share 
of votes for the incumbent party. Results of our analysis suggest that recipients of disaster 
aid reward the incumbent party and non-recipients punish it voting in higher proportion 
for contestant parties.  

 
Analyzing the case of a WII scheme not only provides an exceptional framework for the 

econometric identification of the effect, but also reveals an important interpretation of our 
results: Voters reward the incumbent party for disaster relief transfers under an insurance 
design. We are not able to identify whether voters reward the incumbent for insurance 
enrollment itself however, the results in this chapter imply that politicians may find 
attractive to implement insurance programs that are more efficient than relief spending 
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funded from fiscal resources. 



28 

 

3 The Short-Run Effect of Social Transfer Programs on Citizen 
Attitudes: Evidence from PROGRESA-Oportunidades in Mexico 
 

3.1  Introduction 
 
This chapter studies how individual perceptions and citizen attitudes are affected when the 
eligible population in the community benefits from government targeted transfers.  
 

Studying how Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) programs shape citizen attitudes has 
important implications for our understanding of individuals’ preferences about political 
procedures and outcomes. It also has fundamental implications for the policy debate about 
the effects of targeting and conditionality on democratic governance and social cohesion. 
 

Although impact evaluation studies of CCTs are numerous, the study of their effect on 
political appraisals, democratic values and citizen attitudes is scant. The existing literature 
focuses on the connection between welfare receipt and social capital accumulation and has 
often produced inconclusive findings. In terms of cooperation and trust among individuals, 
for example, Attanasio et al (2008) find evidence of increased cooperation for Familias en 
Acción beneficiaries in Colombia, while Chong et al, (2009) based on experimental data for 
representative samples of individuals in four Latin American capital cities (Bogota, Lima, 
Montevideo and San Jose) arrive to the opposite conclusion finding a decline in trust 
produced by stigma. 
 

One of the reasons for the scarcity of causal evidence on political perceptions and citizen 
attitudes towards institutions is the very limited availability of data. Surveys and 
questionnaires designed for evaluation purposes hardly include questions on political 
matters given the explicit need of avoiding connections between the transfer program and 
political interests. 
 

This chapter aims at providing empirical evidence on these less explored outcomes by 
using two rounds of panel data of the Mexican National Survey of Political Culture 
(Encuesta Nacional sobre Cultura Politica, ENCUP) and the exogenous expansion of the CCT 
program during 2002. I use enrollment of eligible population in the locality as a proxy for 
individual exposure to targeted social policy and explore its effect on levels of interest in 
politics, information and knowledge about political and public issues, perceptions about 
democracy, appreciation and practice of democratic values, perceptions about government, 
perceptions about role of one-self in government decision-making, participation in social 
organizations and community participation. 
 

Taking advantage of the panel data I test the hypothesis that in the short run, targeted 
conditional transfers do not impact citizen attitudes reflecting normative preferences –for 
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example, democratic values— but do have an impact on judgments about whether political 
institutions and their processes meet citizens’ expectations. 
 

I find evidence that exposure to the conditional transfer program contributes to a better 
image of the government by reducing the probability of judging the government as 
authoritarian, dictatorial or disregarding the rights of citizens. It also impacts community 
participation through more probability of discussing community problems with neighbors 
and friends and perceptions of less difficulty for community organization among the 
individuals in localities enrolled into PROGRESA-Oportunidades.  
 

Consistent with the hypothesis above, I find no evidence of enrollment to the transfer 
program affecting democratic values, levels of satisfaction and expectations about 
democracy or citizens’ awareness about public issues or knowledge about the political 
system.  
 

These findings contribute to the growing literature on the political economy of 
government spending. This chapter represents one of the few studies providing empirical 
evidence beyond the focus on electoral effects. In related works, Manacorda, Miguel and 
Vigorito (2010) analyze the Uruguayan CCT program and find a significant impact on 
political support for the government and trust in the President. Pop-Eleches and Pop-
Eleches (2010) explore the impact of a targeted intervention in Romania and finds that 
trust in political institutions and electoral behavior respond strongly to targeted 
government spending, and that the persistence of such effects goes beyond the short-term 
typically associated with vote-buying strategies.  
 

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 describes the welfare policies in Mexico 
and the political context after the unseating of PRI (Institutional Revolutionary Party) that 
governed the country for more than sixty years. Section 3.3 presents the ENCUP survey 
data, portrays citizen attitudes in 2001 and their change to 2003 and explains the use of the 
panel data. The methodology and analysis results are presented in section 3.4. Finally, 
section 3.5 concludes. 
 

3.2 Welfare Policies and the Political Context in Mexico 2001-2003 
 
The 2000 election for President in Mexico marked the break point of the transition to 
democracy with the defeat of the PRI, by Vicente Fox, the PAN (National Action Party) 
candidate. Unseating the PRI with election results perceived as uncontestable and 
transparent brought a collective mood of euphoria and exhilarated expectations about 
democracy.15 
 
The first years of President Fox’s administration were characterized, in the political 

arena, by a divided government with opposition parties controlling the Congress and 

                                                        
15 Dominguez (2003), Diaz-Cayeros, Estevez and Magaloni (2006). 
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exerting strong legislative resistance to the President’s power.16 Fox’s public honeymoon 
faded relatively quick, perhaps due in part to an economic deceleration in 2001, setting the 
scene of disenchantment. 
 

In contrast, in the arena of social policy, the Fox administration proved more assertive. 
By the end of 2001 it was clear that the PROGRESA conditional cash program would be 
continued. Re-baptized with a new name –Oportunidades—, the program expanded to 
cover urban areas and incorporated 17,288 additional localities between 2001 and 2003. 
In 2002, the Fox administration ensured a budget of 21,179.1 millions of 2005 pesos for the 
program and covered approximately 4 millions of families.17  
 

In addition, a new social insurance program providing health care access to population 
outside the formal sector of the economy was introduced. Designed as a decentralized 
program, Seguro Popular began with a pilot in five states in 2001 and by 2005 it had been 
implemented in all 31 states and the Federal District, covering almost 3 million families. 
 

The two programs, Oportunidades and Seguro Popular, represented the basis of 
President Fox social policy. It is plausible that large interventions like these programs have 
a role in shaping citizens attitudes and probably tuned down the setback feeling generated 
by the political environment during 2003. 
 

Selection into PROGRESA-Oportunidades involved first the identification of localities by 
their marginality condition. Second, within the selected localities the poverty level of 
households was determined by a score derived from a discriminant-analysis formula using 
socio-economic and demographic data collected by the program in the census called 
ENCASEH. The expansion of the program over time has been mainly determined by budget 
allocations and followed the criteria described in Coady (2000). The most extensive waves 
of beneficiary incorporation took place during 1998 and 2002. There is evidence that 
expansion of PROGRESA-Oportunidades has followed the geographical distribution of 
poverty, going from the smallest and poorest rural localities into the relatively less poor 
and urban localities.18 
 

3.3 Data 
 
This chapter uses the first and second editions of the Mexican National Survey on Political 
Culture and Civil Practices, ENCUP, carried out by the Ministry of Interior (SEGOB) and the 
National Institute of Statistics (INEGI).  
 

The ENCUP survey was designed with the purpose of gathering information on the 

                                                        
16 Several of Fox’s legislative proposals (tax reform, indigenous rights and energetic sector) met strong opposition in 
Congress. 
17 Levy and Rodriguez (2004). 
18 Levy (2006) and Levy and Rodriguez (2004). 



31 

 

perceptions, knowledge, attitudes and behavior of Mexican citizens in relation to the 
functioning of the political system.19 It includes questions about associative practices, trust 
in social and political institutions, knowledge about political and public issues, perceptions 
about democracy and electoral participation.  
 

ENCUP data are available publicly from the SEGOB web site. The first edition was 
collected in November 2001 of a rural and urban sample with a total of 5,056 households. 
The second edition was conducted in February 2003 with some modifications to the 2001 
questionnaire and a reduction from 118 to 74 questions. This edition was designed as a 
panel survey and contains 2,789 persons interviewed in both rounds; the 2,276 individuals 
interviewed for the first time in 2003 were drawn using the same sampling design as in 
2001. Consecutive editions were conducted in 2005 and 2008 as cross-sectional data 
applying the 2003 questionnaire with some modifications. 
 

I construct a set of 27 variables using the questions that were included in both the 2001 
and 2003 questionnaires and were worded identically.20 A detailed explanation of each 
variable is provided in Appendix. These 27 variables measure different aspects of the 
political attitudes and behavior of Mexican citizens and can be grouped in 9 broad 
categories: 
 

1) Interest in politics 
2) Information and knowledge about political and public issues 
3) Perceptions about the current economic situation and the democracy 
4) Appreciation and practice of democratic values 
5) Satisfaction and expectations about democracy 
6) Perceptions about government functioning 
7) Perceptions about involvement in government decision-making 
8) Participation in social organizations 
9) Community participation 

 
Socio-demographic characteristics available from the survey and used as controls 

include: age of the respondent, gender, schooling, occupation and wage earnings.  
 

3.3.1 Perceptions and Political Attitudes in 2001 and 2003 
 
The data from ENCUP survey coincide with the portrayal of disenchantment after the peak 
of euphoric spirits and expectations that accompanied the elections in 2000. A general 
characterization of perceptions and political attitudes of Mexicans in 2001 and 2003 is 
provided in Table A.17.  
 

                                                        
19 http://www.encup.gob.mx/es/Encup/Acerca_de_la_ENCUP 
20 Differences in wording of the questions and differences in possible answer categories are explicitly described in 
Appendix 1.  
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The two first columns in Table A.17 show the mean of the variables constructed from the 
ENCUP editions of 2001 and 2003 respectively. The comparison shows a marked decline in 
the reported interest in politics and in the level of information and knowledge about 
political issues. Participation in conversations about politics goes down from 21% to 3% 
and declared interest in politics decreases from 34.2% to 12.3%. The proportion of 
individuals responding that never read political news in the paper increased from one fifth 
to almost three fifths. Along the same line, 60% of respondents answered correctly a 
question about political actuality in 2001 but this proportion was only 46% in 2003. The 
proportion of correct answers for the question on knowledge of the political system also 
decreased, going from almost 50% in 2001 to 37% in 2003. 
 

The comparison of other variables characterizing the perceptions about democracy and 
performance of the government reflect the same deteriorating tendency. For example, the 
percentage of people considering Mexico to live a democracy falls from 55% to 38%; 
satisfaction with democracy decreases from 25% to 22%; the percentage of people 
expecting democracy to be better in the future goes from 50% to 41%; perception of 
government as authoritarian rather than democratic increases from 32% to 50%; 
perception of government as dictatorial rather than participatory increases from 38% to 
55%; and perception of government as disregarding the rights of citizens instead of 
respecting them rises from 36% to 49%. Almost all differences appear statistically 
significant as shown in Table A.17. 
 

Three variables are the exception to the general decline trend in political attitudes and 
perceptions: First, the proportion of people who value democracy over an authoritarian 
regime is higher going from 55% in 2001 to 69% in 2003. Second, the percentage of people 
with expectations of more opportunities to get involved in government decision-making in 
the future rises from 36% to 48%. And third, the proportion of people declaring to 
frequently discuss community problems with neighbors and friends also increases from 
8% to 20%. 
 

In terms of participation in social organizations, ENCUP data confirm the very low level 
of association and participation of Mexicans described in other sources.21 However, 
changes between 2001 and 2003 in participation in unions and religious groups have to be 
interpreted cautiously because of a change in the questionnaire wording.22  
 

Regarding the economic situation, the average perception about the country’s situation 
worsens between 2001 and 2003, but the average perception about personal economy 
improves with more people considering their personal economic situation to be good or 
very good. This result contrasts with the average self-reported wage earnings going down 
from 2,562.5 to 1,143.3 pesos. 

                                                        
21 For example the Latinobarometro public opinion survey that shows Mexico with the lower levels of civil participation 
among the countries in the Latin American region. 
22 As explained in detail in Appendix, the question about participation in different social organizations in 2001 wording 
was “Do you currently participate in…” (unions, civil associations, etc), and change to “Do you participate or have 
participated in the past in…”(unions, civil associations, etc). 
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3.3.2 Differences by Treatment Condition of the Localities 
 
Ideally we would want to compare if perceptions and political attitudes are different 
among beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of specific social policy interventions. As 
discussed above, data linking together political variables and the individual condition of 
eligibility and reception of government programs is extremely rare. The ENCUP survey 
does not contain any information that could allow the identification of respondents as 
beneficiaries of a welfare program.  
 

In order to explore the short-term effect of social policy on political attitudes I use the 
enrollment to PROGRESA-Oportunidades by locality in November 2001 and in February 
2003 and identify whether eligible families in the locality where ENCUP respondents live 
were incorporated to the transfer program during 2002. The total number of families 
enrolled for the transfer program is available from the central office of Oportunidades.  
 

Respondents of ENCUP living in localities that were not eligible for PROGRESA-
Oportunidades are not included in the dataset.23 A variable for treatment condition in 2001 
and 2003 is constructed taking the value 1 if there are beneficiary families of the transfer 
program registered in the locality where the respondent lives and 0 if not. This variable is 
used as proxy for individual exposure to government policy intervention. 
 

Table A.18 shows localities by their PROGRESA-Oportunidades treatment condition in 
2001 and 2003 respectively. From the 560 localities identified in the survey data, 62 
localities were treated before November 2001 and remain treated in 2003; for description 
purposes I call this group of localities, group A.24 Group B consists of 211 localities that did 
not have any family registered for the transfer program in November 2001 but enrolled 
beneficiaries as part of the program expansion during 2002. Finally, group C includes 287 
localities that did not have beneficiary enrollment as for February 2003 but eventually 
entered the program at a later date.  
 

As a first exploration of the data, Figures A.13 to A.20 compare the average response to 
selected variables, in 2001 and 2003, for the three different groups of localities defined 
according to their treatment condition.   

 
From the graphic analysis, two salient elements are in order. First, the group of localities 

with treatment into PROGRESA-Oportunidades before 2002, denoted group A, appears to 
be different in levels as well as in the change between the two points in time for almost all 
variables. For this group, in 2001, all characteristics are in average lower than for the other 

                                                        
23 Localities that were never enrolled for PROGRESA-Oportunidades and therefore not included in the dataset for analysis 
are those in the Federal District and localities classified with a “Very Low” Marginality Index. 
24 Once a locality is selected for program enrollment, all eligible population within that locality is offered to register. 
Intake rates are high (Behrman and Skoufias, 2006). Beneficiary families in the treated localities remain in the program 
each semester with very few exceptions. 
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two groups: interest in politics, information and knowledge about political issues, 
perception of the involvement in government’s decision-making and perception of 
community organization as difficult. At the same time, the general disenchantment 
described by the change in citizen attitudes between 2001 and 2003 is less marked for 
localities in group A.   

 
Second element worth noting is the pronounced difference in the change in variables 

measuring community participation for the group of localities where the transfer program 
entered during 2002 (group B).  As figure A.19 shows, the change in the proportion of 
people declaring to discuss community problems with neighbors and friends frequently is 
more pronounced for group B than for the two other groups of localities. Figure A.20 shows 
also a marked difference for localities in group B with a decrease in the proportion of 
people considering community organization very difficult, and an increase in this variable 
for the groups of localities never treated and those treated previously. Community 
participation -measured by the perception that community organization is difficult- is 
actually the only case in which the change between 2001 and 2003 goes in the opposite 
direction for one of the groups of localities.  
 

The idea of differential changes in perceptions and political attitudes for the group of 
localities recently incorporated to the PROGRESA-Oportunidades is appealing however, the 
differences illustrated in Figures A.19 and A.20 could be originated by differences in the 
socio demographic characteristics of individuals living in the three different groups of 
localities. 
 

3.3.3 Use of ENCUP Panel Data 
 
In order to identify the causal effect of exposure to the transfer program, I exploit the 
existence of a consecutive interview to the same individuals in ENCUP. The panel dataset 
used for the analysis includes 2,290 individuals living in localities eligible for PROGRESA-
Oportunidades and interviewed in both rounds of the survey. Table A.19 presents the 
summary statistics for the panel dataset of 4,580 observations. 
 

The average age of the respondents in the dataset is 43 years; 42% of respondents are 
male and 48% female. Individual time-varying characteristics available from ENCUP 
include schooling, occupation and wage earnings. The proportion of treated localities in the 
dataset is 0.40.  
 

3.4 The Short-Run Effect of Social Transfer Programs on Political 

Attitudes 
 
I turn now to testing the hypothesis that welfare policy by the Fox government had an 
effect in shaping citizens’ perceptions and political appreciations, perhaps tuning down a 
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general feeling of disenchantment.  
 

3.4.1 Methodological Approach  
 
There are two groups of localities indexed by treatment status S=1, 0 where 1 indicates that 
eligible families in locality l=1,…,L receive the PROGRESA-Oportunidades transfer and 0 
indicates that no beneficiaries have been enrolled in the locality yet.  
 

Individuals i=1,…N are observed in two time periods, t=1,0 where 1 indicates the second 
time period, in this case corresponding to year 2003; and 0 indicates the initial time period, 
corresponding to 2001. Whenever locality l was enrolled into the transfer program during 
the expansion wave of 2002, we observe the pre-treatment ENCUP responses of individual 
i living in locality l in 2001, and her post-treatment responses to ENCUP in 2003. 
 

The basic estimation equation is a Difference in Difference model described as follows: 
 
                                         (6) 

 
where Yil,t  denotes the outcome measure for individual i in locality l at time t. Sl,t is a 

dummy variable coded 1 if locality l is in the treatment group, and 0 if not;       is an 
indicator variable coded 1 if individual i in locality l is in the treatment group and in second 
time period, 0 otherwise; and Xil are individual demographic characteristics including 
schooling, occupation and wage earnings.  is a constant common to all observations,  is a 
constant for the individuals in treated localities, and  captures the effect of time common 
to all units and t. The parameter of interest is . Finally, il,t is an error term for each 
individual in each locality at each time period. 
 

The difference in difference estimator is unbiased if the model is correctly specified, the 
error term is in average equal to zero and is uncorrelated with other variables in the 
equation.  Specifically the latter assumption means that unobserved characteristics of the 
individuals do not vary over time with treatment status of the locality.  
 

3.4.2 Results 
 
Using OLS, I estimate Equation (6) for each dependent variable of interest. The main results 
of this chapter are presented in tables A.20 to A.24.  
 

The obvious concern with the estimation of Equation (6) is that we don’t observe the 
condition of treatment for the individual and this omitted variable may bias the estimate of 
. The available demographic variables of respondents in the ENCUP survey do not allow 
characterizing for individual (or household) eligibility for PROGRESA-Oportunidades 
transfer. Neither the measure of income, available from the survey, could be used as a 
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proxy given that it only includes individual monthly wage earnings. If the individual self-
report in 2003 about how good her personal economic situation is correlated with her 
status as recipient or not recipient of the program in an enrolled community, there exists a 
chance that this variable could be used as reasonable control. 

 
Other unobservables varying with the treatment status of the locality include potential 

changes in public policy accompanying or compensating the PROGRESA-Oportunidades 
intervention. There are no explicit changes in provision of public services or evidence of 
other policies from the federal government correlated with the expansion of PROGRESA-
Oportunidades, however it is plausible that politicians and particularly local governments 
adjusted their behavior due to the introduction of the transfer program.  Those changes are 
very unlikely to take place immediately though, and because of relative short time between 
the two rounds of the survey, potential concerns for the validity of the estimates are 
minimal. 
 

Table A.20 shows the estimation of Equation (6) when the dependent variables are 
those measuring interest in politics. Column (1) shows the estimation when the dependent 
variable is a dummy indicating whether the individual usually participates giving her 
opinion in conversation about politics. The estimated coefficient is positive but small and 
not statistically significant. Column (2) shows that the inclusion of a control for perception 
of the personal economic situation does not make a difference for the estimates. Columns 
(3) and (4) show the estimation when the dependent variable is the self reported interest 
in politics. The coefficient in this case indicates that the probability that individuals declare 
to be interested in politics is 7% higher for those people living in localities that were 
enrolled to PROGRESA-Oportunidades during 2002. 
 

Table A.21 shows that living in a locality enrolled into the transfer program does not 
appear to have an effect on variables describing levels of information and knowledge about 
the political system. Columns (1) and (2) indicate that when the dependent variable is a 
dummy for never reading political news in the paper, the estimated coefficient is 
statistically significant in the margin. The positive coefficient suggests that in average, 
individuals in treated localities are 5% more likely to never read political information in 
the newspaper. The remaining columns in table A.21 indicate that the coefficients are not 
statistically different from zero for the dependent variables measuring knowledge of the 
political actuality and the political system. 
 

Consistent with the initial hypothesis, democratic values and perceptions about 
democracy do not appear to be influenced in the short-run by the anti-poverty government 
intervention. Table A.22 shows that there is no significant difference on consideration of 
whether Mexico lives in a democracy among individuals in localities incorporated to the 
transfer program and those living in localities not yet enrolled. Columns (2) and (3) in table 
A.22 suggest that individuals in enrolled localities may be less likely to prefer democracy 
over an authoritarian regime and less likely to value the democratic system for government 
decision-making, however coefficients are not significantly different from zero. In the 
margin, the only significant estimate indicates that individuals living in localities with 
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PROGRESA-Oportunidades enrollment during 2002 are 6% less likely to approve or justify 
unlawful protests like road blocking.  
 

Two interesting results are worth noting: First, the influence that social policy appears 
to have in government’s image and; second, the positive impact on community 
participation. The first two columns in table A.23 show no effect of the transfer program on 
satisfaction and expectations about democracy. Results in columns (3), (4) and (5) show 
that individuals living in localities with enrollment into the transfer program during the 
expansion wave of 2002 were less likely to qualify the government as authoritarian, 
dictatorial or disregarding of the rights of citizens. 
 

Finally and consistent with the initial hypothesis of impact of PROGRESA-Oportunidades 
through social interaction, the estimates in table A.24 suggest a short-run effect of the 
government transfer program on community participation as measured by the dummy 
variable for frequent discussion of community problems among neighbors and friends. 
Particularly strong is the effect on the perception of how difficult community organization 
seems. The coefficient in column (4) suggest that in localities with beneficiary families 
enrolled within the previous 14 months, people are less likely to consider community 
organization as very difficult or difficult.  
 

The short-run effect of PROGRESA-Oportunidades on community participation seems 
plausible. First, enrollment into the program implies for citizens, especially for 
beneficiaries, the creation of a relationship with the government. Interaction with 
government officials and program staff could have an effect on the way citizens 
communicate with each other and probably on the perception of their individual role and 
influence on solving community problems and needs. In addition, the conditionality for 
receiving the transfer implies establishing closer ties with the public school, the health 
clinic and among beneficiaries attending the program meetings. The results shown in the 
two first columns of table A.24 suggest evidence that is the increased interaction among 
community members that can foster better organization rather than the perception of ones 
opinions as valued and important for the government. 
 

3.5 Conclusions 
 
The question of whether social policy interventions have an effect in shaping individuals’ 
preferences about political procedures and outcomes is central to debates in political 
economy and social choice. 
 

Using the exogenous expansion of the well-known Mexican CCT program, PROGRESA-
Oportunidades, and panel data from the ENCUP survey, this paper tests the hypothesis that 
in the short run targeted conditional transfers do not impact citizen attitudes determined 
by normative preferences but do have an effect on judgments about whether political 
institutions and their processes meet citizens’ expectations. 
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I use enrollment of eligible population by locality as a proxy for individual exposure to 
targeted social policy and explore its effect on levels of interest in politics, information and 
knowledge about political and public issues, perceptions about democracy, appreciation 
and practice of democratic values, perceptions about government, perceptions about role 
of one-self in government decision-making, participation in social organizations and 
community participation. 
 

Consistent with previous findings, the results of a double difference estimation approach 
show that exposure to the conditional transfer program contributes to a better image of the 
government by reducing the probability of judging the government as authoritarian, 
dictatorial or disregarding the rights of citizens. It also has a significant effect on 
community participation through more probability of discussing community problems with 
neighbors and friends and perceptions of less difficulty for community organization among 
the individuals in localities enrolled intro PROGRESA-Oportunidades. 

 
In line with the initial hypothesis, I find no evidence that living in a locality enrolled to 

the transfer program affects democratic values, levels of satisfaction and expectations 
about democracy or citizens’ awareness about public issues or knowledge about the 
political system.  

 
The results in this paper contribute to our understanding of the nature and 

determinants of citizen participation in political processes by complementing the existing 
literature on the political economy of government social programs. 
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A Tables and Figures 

A.1 Tables and Figures for Chapter 1 
 
Figure A.1: Enrollment to PROGRESA-Oportunidades 

 

 

Figure A.2: Average Share of Votes for Incumbent in Local Elections 
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Figure A.3: Average Share of Votes by Incumbent Party 

 

 

Figure A.4: Proportion of Reelected Incumbent Parties 
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Figure A.5: Share of Votes in Local Elections by “High” and “Low” Enrollment During the 
Year Previous to the Election 

 
Notes: “High enrollment” refers to municipalities with more than 14% families enrolled during the election year; “Low 
enrollment” refers to municipalities with less than 14%. This cutoff represents the average enrollment during the election 
year for the whole sample of municipalities plus one standard deviation. 
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Table A.1: Municipal Elections Considered in the Analysis 

 Elections for Mayor 

State:   

Aguascalientes 1998, 2001, 2004, 2007 

Baja California 1998, 2001, 2004, 2007 

Baja California Sur 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 

Campeche 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Coahuila 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 

Colima 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Chiapas 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Chihuahua 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Durango 1998, 2001, 2004, 2007 

Guanajuato 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Guerrero 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 

Hidalgo 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 

Jalisco 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Estado de Mexico 1996, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Michoacan 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Morelos 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Nayarit 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 

Nuevo Leon 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Oaxaca 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Puebla 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Queretaro 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Quintana Roo 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 

Sinaloa 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Sonora 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Tabasco 1997, 2000, 2003, 2006 

Tamaulipas 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Tlaxcala 1994, 1998, 2001, 2004 

Veracruz 1994, 1997, 2000, 2004 

Yucatan 1998, 2001, 2004, 2007 

Zacatecas 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004 
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Table A.2: Summary Statistics 

 

 Mean St. dev. Min Max 

Program beneficiaries:         

total % of families in PROGRESA-Oportunidades 21.94 24.70 0 100 

% of families enrolled in the year previous to election 4.71 9.86 0 100 

% of families enrolled during Mayor’s period in office 10.46 13.27 0 100 

     

Political characteristics:     

Share of votes for Mayor’s party 45.87 16.00 0 100 

Alignment with President's party 0.46 0.50 0 1 

Share of votes in local elections for President’s party 39.99 19.84 0 100 

Incumbent is PRI 0.70 0.46 0 1 

Incumbent is PAN 0.16 0.36 0 1 

Incumbent is PRD 0.11 0.31 0 1 

Incumbent is other party 0.03 0.16 0 1 

Voter turnout/a 66.08 17.72 0.83 396.04 

Number of candidates 4.97 2.36 0 12 

Mayor’s party is reelected 0.58 0.49 0 1 

Margin of victory 15.69 15.75 0 98.40 

Difference in vote share for winner and incumbent (% points) 5.37 9.71 0 98.54 

Margin of victory in past election 20.40 19.99 0 99.67 

Same party in local government over last 4 periods 0.32 0.47 0 1 

Share of votes Mayor obtained when elected 55.43 14.59 20.49 100 

     

Socio-demographic characteristics:     

Total population 41,499.43 110,173.70 306 1,633,216 

Urban population (%) 43.09 34.40 0 100 

Rural population (%) 56.90 34.40 0 100 

Localities per municipality 96.35 148.04 1 1,894 

Rural localities per municipality 94.95 147.45 0 1,878 

Urban localities per municipality 1.40 1.85 0 26 

Marginality Index -0.17 0.96 -2.20 3.16 

Pop. in localities with High and Very High Marginality Index (%) 34.69 34.50 0 100 

Pop. in isolated localities (%) 2.64 4.39 0 40.65 

     

Socio-demographic characteristics, 2000:     

FGT0 0.35 0.19 0.01 0.83 

Theil Index 0.23 0.55 0.13 0.54 

Notes: 
/a Voter turnout has been constructed using the number of votes casted in the election divided by the total population 
aged 18 and older in each municipality. The total population aged 18 and older each year is estimated from the 1990 
Census, the 2000 Census and the “Conteos” of 1995 and 2005. 156 observations fall outside the 0-100% range, 
estimations using voter turnout remain unchanged when outliers are not considered for the analysis. 
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Table A.3: Validity Check: Effect of the Share of Votes Obtained by the Mayor When Elected 
on the Subsequential Enrollment to the Program 

 

 Dependent variable: 

 % of families enrolled in the program 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Share of votes that Mayor obtained when elected 0.025 -0.019 -0.027 

 (0.009)*** (0.013) (0.026) 

    

Control variables:    

Alignment with President’s party   1.605 

   (0.775)* 

Incumbent is PAN   -1.418 

   (0.825)* 

Incumbent is PRD   0.173 

   (0.380) 

Incumbent is other party   0.393 

   (0.724) 

Number of candidates   0.038 

   (0.192) 

Obs. 7,321 7,321 7,321 

R2 0.001 0.259 0.258 

F statistic 7.391 83.711 32.640 

        

Mean of dependent variable 4.71 4.71 4.71 

Municipality fixed effects No Yes Yes 

Time fixed effects No Yes Yes 
Notes: 
(a) Standard errors clustered at the State level. 
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Table A.4: Effect of the Percent Enrollment to PROGRESA on the Local Electoral Outcomes, 
OLS 

 
 Dependent variables: 

 Share of votes 
for Mayor’s party 

Mayor’s party 
reelected (1/0) 

Turnout 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

% of families enrolled in the year previous to election 0.146 0.119 0.002 -0.057 

 (0.042)*** (0.036)*** (0.0007)*** (0.085) 

     

Control variables:     

Alignment with President’s party  3.683 0.109 -0.354 

  (0.847)*** (0.033)*** (1.562) 

Incumbent is PAN  -5.312 -0.053 -1.147 

  (1.311)*** (0.048) (2.165) 

Incumbent is PRD  -2.813 0.026 -1.609 

  (1.058)*** (0.028) (1.095) 

Incumbent is other party  -15.795 -0.155 0.265 

  (1.428)*** (0.044)*** (0.967) 

Number of candidates  -1.102 -0.003 1.433 

  (0.173)*** (0.004) (0.696)** 

Const. 64.144 67.206 0.797 51.636 

 (2.386)*** (1.754)*** (0.039)*** (5.498)*** 

Obs. 7,437 7,437 7,441 7,436 

R2 0.264 0.334 0.092 0.017 

F statistic 114.041 120.745 143.482 44.598 

          

Mean of dependent variable 45.87 45.87 0.58 66.08 

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Time fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: 
(a) Dependent variable in column (3) is a dummy equal to one if incumbent party is reelected, zero otherwise. 
(b) Standard errors clustered at the State level. 
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Table A.5: Instrumenting the Percent Enrollment to PROGRESA. First Stage 

 

 % families enrolled in 
previous year  

 (1) 

Instruments:   

Pop. with High and Very High Marginality Index (%) * I(year ≤ 2000) 0.117 

 (0.007)*** 

Urban population (%) * I(year ≥ 2001) -0.048 

 (0.006)*** 

Pop. in isolated localities (%) * I(year ≥ 1998) 0.001 

 (0.0003)*** 

  

Control variables:  

Alignment with President’s party 1.387 

 (0.327)*** 

Incumbent is PAN -1.133 

 (0.372)*** 

Incumbent is PRD 0.326 

 (0.404) 

Incumbent is other party 0.514 

 (0.720) 

Number of candidates -0.204 

 (0.068)*** 

Const. -4.500 

 (0.803)*** 

Obs. 7,441 

R2 0.318 

F statistic 123.528 

    

Municipality fixed effects Yes 

Time fixed effects Yes 
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Table A.6: Effect of the Percent Enrollment to PROGRESA on the Local Electoral Outcomes, 
IV Estimations 

 
 Dependent variables: 

 Share of votes 
for Mayor’s party 

Mayor’s party 
reelected (1/0) 

Diff. with 
the winner 

Turnout 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Instrumented variable:         

% of families enrolled in the year previous to election 0.601 0.010 -0.147 -0.031 

 (0.083)*** (0.003)*** (0.064)** (0.335) 

     

Control variables:     

Alignment with President’s party 3.288 0.101 -1.802 -0.531 

 (0.510)*** (0.019)*** (0.386)*** (1.985) 

Incumbent is PAN -4.882 -0.045 3.352 -1.053 

 (0.566)*** (0.021)** (0.428)*** (2.199) 

Incumbent is PRD -2.804 0.025 2.768 -1.678 

 (0.607)*** (0.023) (0.459)*** (2.316) 

Incumbent is other party -15.773 -0.156 13.917 0.139 

 (1.084)*** (0.041)*** (0.819)*** (4.137) 

Number of candidates -1.026 -0.001 0.024 1.446 

 (0.103)*** (0.004) (0.079) (0.390)*** 

Const. 67.358 0.800 2.551 51.721 

 (1.163)*** (0.044)*** (0.886)*** (4.396)*** 

Obs. 7,437 7,441 7,437 7,436 

          

Mean of dependent variable 45.87 0.58 5.37 66.08 

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Time fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: 
(a) Dependent variable in column (2) is a dummy equal to one if incumbent party is reelected, zero otherwise. 
(b) Dependent variable in column (3) is the difference in share of votes between the winner and the Mayor’s party. 
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Table A.7: Differential Effect of the Percent Enrollment to PROGRESA by Party Alignment, 
IV Estimations 

 

 Dependent variable: 

 Share of votes for Mayor’s party 

 (1) (2) 

% of families enrolled in the year previous to election 0.673 0.487 

 (0.137)*** (0.135)*** 

   

Interactions with:   

Alignment with President’s Party -0.091 -0.219 

 (0.088) (0.168) 

Alignment with Governor’s Party  -0.202 

  (0.134) 

Alignment with both President and Governor’s Parties  0.436 

  (0.257) 

   

Control variables:   

Alignment with President’s Party 3.736 2.662 

 (0.621)*** (0.924)*** 

Alignment with Governor’s Party  2.953 

  (0.723)*** 

Alignment with both President and Governor’s Parties  0.080 

  (1.138) 

Incumbent is PAN -5.018 -3.805 

 (0.573)*** (0.602)*** 

Incumbent is PRD -2.826 -1.900 

 (0.612)*** (0.634)*** 

Incumbent is other party -15.781 -13.153 

 (1.091)*** (1.125)*** 

Number of candidates -1.030 -1.025 

 (0.104)*** (0.104)*** 

Const. 66.939 65.012 

 (1.226)*** (1.245)*** 

Obs. 7,437 7,437 

      

Mean of dependent variable 45.87 45.87 

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes 

Time fixed effects Yes Yes 
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Table A.8: Heterogeneity in the Effect of the Percent Enrollment to PROGRESA by Political 
Characteristics, IV Estimations 

 Dependent variable: 

 Share of votes for Mayor’s party 

 (1) (2) 

% of families enrolled in the year previous to election 0.602 0.584 

 (0.082)*** (0.083)*** 

   

Interactions with:   

Incumbent is PAN -0.235  

 (0.122)*  

Incumbent is PRD 0.228  

 (0.098)**  

Incumbent is other party -0.158  

 (0.215)  

High competition in previous election  0.210 

  (0.123)* 

   

Control variables:   

High competition in previous election  -2.125 

  (0.782)*** 

Alignment with President’s party 3.229 3.344 

 (0.514)*** (0.509)*** 

Incumbent is PAN -4.058 -4.832 

 (0.729)*** (0.569)*** 

Incumbent is PRD -3.920 -2.723 

 (0.764)*** (0.612)*** 

Incumbent is other party -15.222 -15.644 

 (1.432)*** (1.093)*** 

Number of candidates -1.033 -1.029 

 (0.103)*** (0.103)*** 

Const. 67.394 67.401 

 (1.164)*** (1.166)*** 

Obs. 7,437 7,437 

Mean of dependent variable 45.87 45.87 

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes 

Time fixed effects Yes Yes 
Notes: 
(a) Municipalities are defined as having “High electoral competition” when they are in the decil with more contestable 
elections for Mayor, this corresponds to municipalities where the difference between the share of votes for the Mayor and 
the next competitor with more votes was less than 2.41 percentage points. 
(b) Estimations remain stable and statistically significant if the definition of “High competition” is modified to include the 
top 25% of municipalities with more contestable elections. 
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Table A.9: Heterogeneity in the Effect of the Percent Enrollment to PROGRESA by Socio-
Demographic Characteristics, IV Estimations 

 
 Dependent variable: 

 Share of votes for Mayor’s party 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

% of families enrolled in the year previous to election 0.368 1.497 1.490 0.609 

 (0.065)*** (0.205)*** (0.223)*** (0.083)*** 

     

Interactions with:     

Municipality is predominantly urban 0.387    

 (0.080)***    

Poorer than municipality with median income  -1.133   

  (0.173)***   

Less literate pop than municipality with median literacy rate   -1.037  

   (0.180)***  

Capital of State    6.647 

    (2.088)*** 

     

Control variables:     

Alignment with President’s party 3.534 3.599 3.436 3.265 

 (0.495)*** (0.501)*** (0.520)*** (0.513)*** 

Incumbent is PAN -5.040 -5.290 -5.106 -4.930 

 (0.553)*** (0.562)*** (0.581)*** (0.570)*** 

Incumbent is PRD -2.866 -2.528 -2.728 -2.853 

 (0.596)*** (0.610)*** (0.628)*** (0.612)*** 

Incumbent is other party -15.943 -15.979 -16.131 -16.030 

 (1.065)*** (1.092)*** (1.127)*** (1.097)*** 

Number of candidates -1.014 -1.042 -1.053 -1.022 

 (0.102)*** (0.103)*** (0.106)*** (0.104)*** 

Const. 66.867 66.531 67.269 67.306 

 (1.139)*** (1.170)*** (1.204)*** (1.173)*** 

Obs. 7,437 7,437 7,437 7,437 

          

Mean of dependent variable 45.87 45.87 45.87 45.87 

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Time fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: 
(a) Municipalities are classified as "predominantly urban" when 75% of the population or more lives in urban localities. 
(b) The measure of income used is the average household income by municipality in 2000. The median of this variable for 
the municipalities is 797 pesos (approximately 80 US dollars in 2000). 
(c) The median literacy rate in 2000 for the sample of municipalities used for the analysis is 82%. 
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A.2 Tables and Figures for Chapter 2 

 

Figure A.6: Example of a County Where no Payments Where Disbursed 

 

 

Figure A.7: Example of a County Where Payments Where Disbursed 
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Figure A.8: Map of Municipalities Covered by the WII and Location of Weather Stations; 
Example Using the State of Guanajuato 

 

 

Figure A.9: Map of Electoral Sections Included for the Analysis; Example Using the State of 
Guanajuato 
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Figure A.10: Electoral Sections in Municipalities with Insurance Coverage in 2005 and 
Drought Relief Compensation for Corresponding Weather Stations 

 
 
Figure A.11: Non-Parametric Graphic Analysis; Share of Votes for the Incumbent in 
Electoral Sections with Insurance Coverage in 2005 
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Figure A.12: Non-Parametric Graphic Analysis; Total Number of Votes Casted in Electoral 
Sections with Insurance Coverage in 2005 
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Table A.10: Descriptive Statistics, Electoral Sections with Insurance Coverage in 2005 
 

    
Units WITH 

compensation 
Units WITHOUT 
compensation 

Altitude (meters) 1442.75 1554.19 
    (43.48) (23.39) 
Distance from weather station (meters) 1088.12 1042.5 
    (30.66) (23.11) 
Distance to cabecera (meters) 1792.98 1771.4 
    (96.73) (123.10) 
Distance to nearest river (meters) 526.2 582.88 
    (35.68) (27.05) 
Municipal infant Mortality 21.97 25.33 
    (0.12) (0.13) 
Municipal income per capita (pesos) 1821.82 1233.51 
    (26.97)*** (12.7)*** 
Number of votes, 2006 617.84 677.99 
  (23.06) (11.75) 
Share of votes for incumbent 2000 32.35 32.22 
    (1.08) (0.48) 
Number of votes, 2000 619.05 651.2 
  (19.69) (9.08) 
Observations   305 733 

Standard errors for the t-test in parenthesis. Null hypothesis is average characteristic is equal for the two groups. 
*** Indicates the null is rejected at 1% confidence level. 
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Table A.11: Effect of Drought Relief Compensation on Share of Votes for the Incumbent, 
Main Results 

 
Dependent variable: Share of votes for incumbent in 

2006 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Below Cutoff 10.395 8.211 8.332 7.69 
  (1.421)*** (1.040)*** (1.219)*** (1.000)*** 
Rain Deviation -0.078 0.057 0.045 0.03 
  (0.012)*** (0.015)*** (0.018)** (0.018)* 
Constant 45.188 14.38 -13.398 7.255 
  (0.845)*** (3.574)*** (10.258) (9.071) 
Observations 1,038 1,038 1,038 1,038 
R-squared 0.12 0.78 0.79 0.82 
State controls No Yes Yes Yes 
Controls at electoral section level No No Yes Yes 
Controls at municipal level No No No Yes 
     

Mean of dependent variable 45.37 45.37 45.37 45.37 
Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
State controls are dummy variables for each state. Controls at the electoral sections include altitude, distance from the 
weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the "cabecera". Controls at the municipal level include 
municipal income per capita for the year 2000. 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 

 

Table A.12: Validity Check Using the Pre-Treatment Elections of 2000 

 
Dependent variable: Share of 
votes for incumbent in 2000 

  (1) 
Below Cutoff -1.525 
  (1.236) 
Rain Deviation -0.036 
  (0.015)** 
Constant 49.032 
  (9.619)*** 
Observations 1,038 
R-squared 0.75 
State controls Yes 
Controls at electoral section level Yes 
Controls at municipal level Yes 
  

Mean of dependent variable 32.25 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
State controls are dummy variables for each state. Controls at the electoral sections include altitude, distance from the 
weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the "cabecera". Controls at the municipal level include 
municipal income per capita for the year 2000. 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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Table A.13: Estimates Using a Polynomial Function of Rainfall 

 

 
Dependent variable: Share of votes for incumbent in 

2006 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Below Cutoff 7.69 7.434 7.674 10.136 
  (1.000)*** (1.087)*** (1.443)*** (1.650)*** 
Rain Deviation 0.03 0.015 0.028 0.143 
  (0.018)* (0.041) (0.068) (0.077)* 
(Rain Deviation)^2  0.000 0.000 -0.007 
   (0.000) (0.001) (0.003)*** 
(Rain Deviation)^3   0.000 0.000 
    (0.000) (0.000)*** 
(Rain Deviation)^4    0.000 
     (0.000)*** 
Constant 7.255 6.754 7.216 13.666 
  (9.071) (9.252) (9.515) (9.647) 
Observations 1038 1038 1038 1038 
R-squared 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 
State controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Controls at electoral section level Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Controls at municipal level Yes Yes Yes Yes 
     

Mean of dependent variable 45.37 45.37 45.37 45.37 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
State controls are dummy variables for each state. Controls at the electoral sections include altitude, distance from the 
weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the "cabecera". Controls at the municipal level include 
municipal income per capita for the year 2000. 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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Table A.14: Robustness Check, Varying the Window around the Discontinuity 

 
Dependent variable: Share of 
votes for incumbent in 2006 

 
Window of 

30mm 
Window of 

20mm 
  (1) (2) 
Below Cutoff 6.516 6.874 
  (2.57)* (2.72)** 
Rain Deviation 0.116 0.142 
  (0.75) (0.93) 
Constant 52.325 48.997 
  (4.69)** (4.46)** 
Observations 810 766 
R-squared 0.88 0.84 
State controls Yes Yes 
Controls at electoral section level Yes Yes 
Controls at municipal level Yes Yes 
   

Mean of dependent variable 49.21 53.28 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

State controls are dummy variables for each state. Controls at the electoral sections include altitude, distance from the 
weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the "cabecera". Controls at the municipal level include 
municipal income per capita for the year 2000. 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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Table A.15: The Effect of Drought Relief Compensation on Turnout 2006 

 
Dependent variable: Total number 

of votes casted, 2006 
  (1) 
Below Cutoff -55.228 

  (37.058) 
Rain Deviation 0.028 
  (0.426) 
Constant 399.184 
  (328.255) 
Observations 1038 
R-squared 0.2251 
State controls Yes 
Controls at electoral section level Yes 
Controls at municipal level Yes 
  

Mean of dependent variable 664.51 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
State controls are dummy variables for each state. Controls at the electoral sections include altitude, distance from the 
weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the "cabecera". Controls at the municipal level include 
municipal income per capita for the year 2000. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 

 

Table A.16: The Effect of Drought Relief Compensation on the Share of Votes for Other 
Parties 

 Dependent variable: 

 
Share of votes for 

PRI, 2006 
Share of votes for 

PRD, 2006 
Share of votes for 

Other Parties, 2006 
  (1) (2) (3) 
Below Cutoff -2.884 -3.876 -2.041 
  (1.196)** (0.965)*** (0.610)*** 
Rain Deviation -0.08 0.047 -0.013 
  (0.012)*** (0.018)*** (0.007)** 
Constant 20.962 65.546 21.014 
  (9.658)** (7.626)*** (4.040)*** 
Observations 1038 1038 1038 
R-squared 0.6561 0.6719 0.3918 
State controls Yes Yes Yes 
Controls at electoral section level Yes Yes Yes 
Controls at municipal level Yes Yes Yes 
    

Mean of dependent variable 27.934 20.933 6.03 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
State controls are dummy variables for each state.. Controls at the electoral sections include altitude, distance from the 
weather station, distance to the nearest river and distance to the "cabecera". Controls at the municipal level include 
municipal income per capita for the year 2000. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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A.3 Tables and Figures for Chapter 3 
 

Figure A.13: Differences in Reported Participation in Conversation about Politics by 
Treatment Condition of the Locality 

 

 
 
 

Figure A.14: Differences in Reported Interest in Politics by Treatment Condition of the 
Locality 

 

 

 

 

Chart Title 

Chart Title 
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Figure A.15: Differences in Reported Information Practices by Treatment Condition of the 
Locality 

 

 
 

 

Figure A.16: Differences in Awareness about Political Issues by Treatment Condition of the 
Locality 

 

 

 

Chart Title 

Chart Title 
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Figure A.17: Differences in Perceptions about Government by Treatment Condition of the 
Locality 

 

 
 

 

Figure A.18: Differences in Perceptions about Government Interest in Citizens’ Opinions by 
Treatment Condition of the Locality 
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Figure A.19: Differences in Reported Community Participation by Treatment Condition of 
the Locality 

 

 
 

 

Figure A.20: Differences in Perceptions about the Difficulty for Community Organization by 
Treatment Condition of the Locality 
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Table A.17: Perceptions and Political Attitudes in 2001 and 2003, ENCUP Results 

 

 Mean Std. Dev.  
Max Min 

  2001 2003 2001 2003 

Interest in politics       

Participates in conversation about politics 0.216 0.031 0.411 0.172 0 1 

Interested in politics 0.342 0.123 0.474 0.328 0 1 

Information and knowledge about political issues      

Never reads political news 0.217 0.574 0.412 0.495 0 1 

Informed political actuality 0.605 0.468 0.489 0.499 0 1 

Knows political system 0.494 0.372 0.500 0.483 0 1 

Perceptions about current situation       

Country's economic situation is good 0.170 0.138 0.376 0.345 0 1 

Personal economic situation is good 0.128 0.203 0.334 0.403 0 1 

Considers to live in a democracy 0.519 0.382 0.500 0.486 0 1 

Democratic values       

Values democracy 0.551 0.690 0.497 0.463 0 1 

Values democratic system  0.639 0.446 0.480 0.497 0 1 

Justifies unlawful protests 0.471 0.537 0.499 0.499 0 1 

Satisfaction and expectations about democracy      

Satisfied with democracy 0.352 0.227 0.478 0.419 0 1 

Expects democracy to be better 0.500 0.414 0.500 0.493 0 1 

Perceptions about government        

Perceives government as authoritarian 0.328 0.505 0.470 0.500 0 1 

Perceives government as dictatorial 0.385 0.553 0.487 0.497 0 1 

Perceives government disregarding rights 0.367 0.491 0.482 0.500 0 1 

Perceptions of involvement in government decision-making     

Government interested in people "like me" 0.196 0.120 0.397 0.325 0 1 

Expects better chance of involvement 0.366 0.487 0.481 0.500 0 1 

Participation in social organizations       

Participates in union 0.036 0.119 0.186 0.324 0 1 

Participates in civil association 0.014 0.087 0.116 0.281 0 1 

Participates in professional association 0.014 0.046 0.119 0.209 0 1 

Participates in cooperative 0.006 0.076 0.077 0.265 0 1 

Participates in political association 0.011 0.061 0.102 0.239 0 1 

Participates in charity association 0.003 0.061 0.057 0.239 0 1 

Participates in religious group 0.056 0.235 0.225 0.424 0 1 

Community participation       

Discusses community problems frequently 0.080 0.205 0.271 0.404 0 1 

Community organization difficult 0.504 0.568 0.500 0.495 0 1 
* Shaded cells indicate that the difference in means between 2003 and 2001 is statistically significant. 
Note: Detailed definition for each variable is provided in Appendix. 
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Table A.18: Localities in ENCUP by Treatment Condition in 2001 and 2003 

 

 Treated 2003 Non treated 2003 Total 

Treated 2001 A=62 0 62 

Non treated 2001 B=211 C=287 498 

Total 273 287 560 
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Table A.19: Summary Statistics, ENCUP Panel Data 

  Mean Std. Dev.  Max Min 

Age 43.39 15.15 18 97 

Male gender  0.42 0.49 0 1 

Schooling 

Without education  0.139 0.345 0 1 

Primary completed  0.416 0.493 0 1 

Secondary completed  0.219 0.414 0 1 

High school completed  0.102 0.302 0 1 

University completed  0.118 0.323 0 1 

Postgraduate studies  0.006 0.079 0 1 

Occupation 

Employed or self-employed 0.529 0.499 0 1 

Temporarily does not work 0.007 0.088 0 1 

Unemployed (searching for job) 0.019 0.136 0 1 

Student 0.017 0.130 0 1 

Stays-at-home (spouse/parent) 0.376 0.484 0 1 

Retired 0.039 0.194 0 1 

Other 0.011 0.106 0 1 

Wage earnings 2138.3 20669.2 0 1000000 
Locality where individual lives enrolled to PROGRESA-Oportunidades (1/0) 0.402 0.490 0 1 

Interest in politics 

Participates in conversation about politics  0.122 0.327 0 1 

Interested in politics 0.208 0.406 0 1 

Information and knowledge about political issues 

Never reads political news 0.374 0.484 0 1 

Informed political actuality 0.498 0.500 0 1 

Knows political system 0.406 0.491 0 1 

Perceptions about current situation 

Country's economic situation is good 0.159 0.365 0 1 

Personal economic situation is good 0.171 0.377 0 1 

Considers to live in a democracy 0.448 0.497 0 1 

Democratic values 

Values democracy 0.622 0.485 0 1 

Values democratic system  0.551 0.497 0 1 

Justifies unlawful protests 0.487 0.500 0 1 

Satisfaction and expectations about democracy 

Satisfied with democracy 0.296 0.456 0 1 

Expects democracy to be better 0.453 0.497 0 1 

Perceptions about government      

Perceives government as authoritarian 0.403 0.491 0 1 

Perceives government as dictatorial 0.456 0.500 0 1 

Perceives government disregarding rights 0.399 0.488 0 1 

Perceptions of involvement in government decision-making 

Government interested in people "like me" 0.159 0.366 0 1 

Expects better chance of involvement 0.411 0.492 0 1 

Participation in social organizations 

Participates in union 0.097 0.296 0 1 

Participates in civil association 0.048 0.211 0 1 

Participates in professional association 0.029 0.169 0 1 

Participates in cooperative 0.044 0.207 0 1 

Participates in political association 0.041 0.198 0 1 

Participates in charity association 0.035 0.185 0 1 

Participates in religious group 0.168 0.374 0 1 

Community participation 

Discusses community problems frequently 0.145 0.352 0 1 

Community organization difficult 0.506 0.500 0 1 

Note: Detailed definition for political variables is provided in Appendix. 
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Table A.20: The DID Estimated Effect of Exposure to the Transfer Program on Variables 
Measuring Interest in Politics 

 Interest in politics 

 

Participates in 
conversation about 

politics 
Interested in politics 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Locality enrolled to PROGRESA-Oportunidades 0.013 0.011 0.071 0.071 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.030)** (0.030)** 

Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Control for perception of personal economic situation No Yes No Yes 

Obs 4,373 4,335 4,523 4,485 

R2 0.088 0.088 0.114 0.114 

Mean of dependent variable 0.124 0.212 
Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the locality level in parenthesis. ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at 
the 1, 5 and 10 percent level respectively. The dependent variables are defined in Appendix. Demographic controls 
include schooling, occupation and wage earnings. All specifications include individual and time fixed effects. 

 
 
Table A.21: The DID Estimated Effect of Exposure to the Transfer Program on Variables 
Measuring Levels of Information and Knowledge about Political Issues 

 Information and knowledge about political issues 

 
Never reads political 

news 
Informed political 

actuality 
Knows political 

system 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Locality enrolled to PROGRESA-
Oportunidades 

0.050 0.051 0.025 0.027 -0.013 -0.018 

 (0.030)* (0.030)* (0.039) (0.040) (0.035) (0.035) 

Demographic controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Control for perception of personal 
economic situation 

No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Obs 4,513 4,472 4,512 4,470 4,542 4,500 

R2 0.253 0.258 0.149 0.148 0.053 0.0536 

Mean of dependent variable 0.380 0.509 0.411 
Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the locality level in parenthesis. ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at 
the 1, 5 and 10 percent level respectively. The dependent variables are defined in Appendix. Demographic controls 
include schooling, occupation and wage earnings. All specifications include individual and time fixed effects. 
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Table A.22: The DID Estimated Effect of Exposure to the Transfer Program on Variables 
Measuring Perceptions about Current Democracy and Democratic Values 

 

Perceptions 
about current 

situation 
Democratic values 

 

Considers to 
live in a 

democracy 

Values 
democracy 

Values 
democratic 

system 

Justifies 
unlawful 
protests 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Locality enrolled to PROGRESA-
Oportunidades 0.009 -0.068 -0.069 -0.062 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.033)* 
Demographic controls and control for 
perception of personal economic 
situation Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Obs 4,446 4,498 4,397 4,478 
R2 0.059 0.063 0.079 0.017 
Mean of dependent variable 0.448 0.622 0.551 0.487 

Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets. ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent level 
respectively. The dependent variables are defined in Appendix. Demographic controls include schooling, occupation and 
wage earnings. All specifications include individual and time fixed effects. 
 

 
 
Table A.23: The DID Estimated Effect of Exposure to the Transfer Program on Variables 
Measuring Satisfaction and Expectations about Democracy and the Perception about the 
Government 

 Satisfaction and 
expectations about 

democracy 
Perceptions about government  

 
 

Satisfied with 
democracy 

Expects 
democracy 
to be better 

Perceives 
government as 
authoritarian 

Perceives 
government 

as 
dictatorial 

Perceives 
government 
disregarding 

rights 

 

 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Locality enrolled to 
PROGRESA-Oportunidades -0.005 0.009 -0.068 -0.058 -0.148 

 (0.028) (0.031) (0.031)** (0.032)* (0.031)*** 
Demographic controls and 
control for perception of 
personal economic 
situation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Obs 4,506 4,500 4,492 4,496 4,494 
R2 0.057 0.072 0.030 0.028 0.024 
Mean of dependent variable 0.296 0.453 0.402 0.456 0.399 

Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets. ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent level 
respectively. The dependent variables are defined in Appendix. Demographic controls include schooling, occupation and 
wage earnings. All specifications include individual and time fixed effects. 
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Table A.24: The DID Estimated Effect of Exposure to the Transfer Program on Variables 
Measuring Perception of Involvement in Government Decision-Making and Community 
Participation 

 Perceptions of involvement 
in government decision-

making 
Community participation 

 

 Government 
interested in 
people "like 

me" 

Expects better 
chance of 

involvement 

Discusses 
community 
problems 
frequently 

Community 
organization 

difficult 
 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Locality enrolled to PROGRESA-
Oportunidades -0.071 -0.033 0.061 -0.109 

 (0.023)*** (0.030) (0.019)*** (0.032)*** 
Demographic controls and control 
for perception of personal economic 
situation Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Obs 4,410 4,504 4,478 4,477 

R2 0.024 0.066 0.052 0.041 

Mean of dependent variable 0.16 0.411 0.145 0.513 
Notes: Robust standard errors in brackets. ***, ** and * indicate statistical significance at the 1, 5 and 10 percent level 
respectively. The dependent variables are defined in Appendix. Demographic controls include schooling, occupation and 
wage earnings. All specifications include individual and time fixed effects. 
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B Appendix 

 

B.1 Data definitions  
 
Question wording translated from Spanish by the author. 
 
Participates in conversation about politics: A variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “In general, when the conversation with others turns about politics you…” was “I 
usually participate and express opinions”; and 0 if the answer was either “I lose interest in 
the conversation” or “I usually listen to others but never participate”. 
 
Interested in politics: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the question “In 
general, how interested are you in politics?” was “Very interested” or “ Somehow 
interested”; and 0 if the answer was “Not interested” or “Not interested at all”. 
 
Never reads political news: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “How frequently do you use to read political news in the newspaper?” was 
“Never”; and 0 if the answer was either “Daily”, “Once per week”, “Several times per week”, 
“Once every two weeks” of “Once per month”.25 
 
Informed political actuality: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question on political conjuncture was answered correctly, and 0 if the answer was 
incorrect or the respondent reported to don’t know. The question in the 2001 edition was: 
“Which is the political party that is suggesting a sale tax on medicines, food and school 
tuitions?” The corresponding question in the 2003 edition was: “What is the name of the 
place where a new airport were to be build but the project was cancelled due to the 
opposition of the habitants?” 
 
Knows political system: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the question 
“Do you know how many years the term of Federal Deputies lasts?” was correct; and 0 if 
the answer was incorrect or the respondent reported to don’t know. 
 
Country’s economic situation is good: A variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question  “How would you describe the present economic situation of the country?” was 
“Good” or “Very Good”; 0 if the answer was “About average”, “Bad” or “Very Bad. 
 
Personal economic situation is good: A variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “How would you describe your personal current economic situation?” was “Good” 
or “Very Good”; 0 if the answer was “About average”, “Bad” or “Very Bad. 

                                                        
25 In the 2001 edition this question was worded as “During last week, how many days did you read about political news in 
the paper? The constructed dummy variable takes the value 1 if the answer was “Never” and 0 otherwise. 
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Considers to live in a democracy: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “In your opinion, does Mexico live a democracy or not?” was “Yes, it does”; and 0 if 
the answer was “No, it does not” or “Other”. 
 
Values democracy: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the question “In 
your opinion, what is better for the country?” was “A democracy where the rights of all 
persons are respected, even if economic growth is not certain”; and 0 if the answer was “A 
dictatorship that ensures economic growth, even if the rights of all persons are not 
respected”. 
 
Values democratic system: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “Who in Congress do you think should take the important decisions for the 
country” was “Only the 3 main parties, in order to make decisions efficiently”; and 0 if the 
answer was “Every party even is the process of decision making is not efficient”. 
 
Justifies unlawful protests: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “Do you approve or disapprove the following action: Residents blocked roads in 
protest after waiting one year for the government to provide running water to the 
community” was “Approve” or “Somewhat approve”; and 0 if the answer was “Disapprove”. 
 
Satisfied with democracy: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the question 
“In general, would you say that you are very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied or 
not all satisfied with the way democracy works in Mexico?” was “Very satisfied” or “Fairly 
satisfied”; and 0 if the answer was “Not very satisfied” or “Not satisfied at all”. 
 
Expects democracy to be better: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “In the future, do you think the democracy in our country will be better or 
worse?” was “Definitely better” or “Somehow better”; and 0 if the answer was “About the 
same”, “Somehow worse” or “Definitely worse”. 
 
Perceives government as authoritarian: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer 
to the question “Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with the 
following statement regarding the current government and democracy in Mexico: 
Government is authoritarian rather than democratic” was “Strongly agree” or “Agree”; and 
0 if the answer was “Disagree” or “Strongly disagree”. 
 
Perceives government as dictatorial: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to 
the question “Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with the following 
statement regarding the current government and democracy in Mexico: Government is 
dictatorial rather than participatory” was “Strongly agree” or “Agree”; and 0 if the answer 
was “Disagree” or “Strongly disagree”. 
 
Perceives government disregarding rights: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the 
answer to the question “Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with 
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the following statement regarding the current government and democracy in Mexico: 
Government disregards citizens’ rights instead of respecting them” was “Strongly agree” or 
“Agree”; and 0 if the answer was “Disagree” or “Strongly disagree”. 
 
Government interested in “people like me”: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the 
answer to the question “How much do you think government is interested in the opinions 
of people like you ” was “A fair amount”; and 0 if the answer was “Not very much”, “Nothing 
at all”. 
 
Expects better chance of involvement: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to 
the question “Do you believe that in the future you would have better o worse 
opportunities to contribute and being involved in government decision-making? Was 
“Better opportunities”; and 0 if the answer was “Worse opportunities” or “Equal 
opportunities”. 
 
Participates in union:26 A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the question 
“Do you currently participate as a member of a union” was “Yes”; and 0 if the answer was 
“No”. 
 
Participates in civil association: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “Do you currently participate as a member of a civil association (for example, 
groups in defense of the rights of minorities, or environmental rights, or children rights)” 
was “Yes”; and 0 if the answer was “No”. 
 
Participates in professional association: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer 
to the question “Do you currently participate as a member of a professional association (for 
example Medical associations, Bar associations, etc.” was “Yes”; and 0 if the answer was 
“No”. 
 
Participates in cooperative: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “Do you currently participate as a member of a cooperative” was “Yes”; and 0 if 
the answer was “No”. 
 
Participates in political association: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to 
the question “Do you currently participate as a member of a political association”  27 was 
“Yes”; and 0 if the answer was “No”. 
 
Participates in charity association: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “Do you currently participate as a member of a charity association” was “Yes”; and 
0 if the answer was “No”. 
 

                                                        
26 The wording for the 2003 edition when asking about participation in social organizations changed to “Do you 
participate or have participated as a member of...?” 
27 The wording of this question in the 2003 edition of ENCUP asks about participating in a “political party”. 
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Participates in religious group: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “Do you currently participate as a member of a religious group” was “Yes”; and 0 if 
the answer was “No”. 
 
Discusses community problems frequently: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the 
answer to the question “How often do you discuss community problems with your 
neighbors and friends” was “Quit often” or “Sometimes”; and 0 if the answer was “Almost 
never” or “Never”. 
 
Community organization difficult: A dummy variable taking the value 1 if the answer to the 
question “How difficult do you think it is to get together with other to pursue a common 
cause” was “Very difficult” or “Somehow difficult”; and 0 if the answer was “About the 
same”, “Not difficult” or “Not at all difficult”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




