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Bridging the Participation Gap with
Government-sponsored Neighborhood
Development Programs:  
Can Civic Skills Be Taught? 
Katsuo A. Nishikawa 

Abstract: I argue that innovative development programs that require citizen 
participation in the production of public goods can have unexpected bene-
fits for individuals’ dispositions toward democracy. In particular, I explore 
the effect of taking part in state-sponsored neighborhood development 
programs – direct-democracy type programs that require individuals to or-
ganize within their community as a precondition for state help – on partici-
pant dispositions toward democracy and willingness to take part in politics. 
To test this hypothesis, I use original survey data collected in the Mexican 
state of Baja California. To measure the effect of participation in neighbor-
hood development programs, I conduct a quasi experiment via propensity 
score matching. I find robust evidence suggesting that participating in such 
programs correlates with higher levels of political participation, a better 
sense of community, more positive retrospective evaluations of the econo-
my (according to both pocketbook and sociotropic measures), and overall 
higher support for the government. 
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1  Introduction 
Participatory forms of democracy have garnered much attention since in 
theory they promise more responsive government and a more engaged citi-
zenry (Barber 1984; Fung and Wright 2001). If this is true, then newer de-
mocracies that struggle with low participation or a torpid civil society might 
benefit by implementing direct-democracy type programs like participatory 
planning or community-led development programs. In practice, participa-
tory democracy has taken many forms; perhaps the most studied and well 
known are participatory budgeting (PB) programs that take into account 
citizen input when developing community spending and investment priori-
ties (for examples, see Avritzer 2002, 2009; Baiocchi 2001, 2003, 2005; 
Bolding and Wampler 2010; Selee and Peruzzotti 2009; Wampler 2007, 
2008). Advocates of PB tout that such strategies affect government perfor-
mance directly by making states more responsive to citizens’ needs, weaken-
ing old clientelist networks and lowering corruption, and also indirectly by 
affecting citizens’ attitudes, improving their dispositions toward the state 
and participation. However, as Bolding and Wampler (2010) note, although 
a broad number of studies claim that direct citizen participation leads to 
positive outcomes for participants, empirical evidence is hard to come by. In 
this paper I present evidence via a quasi field experiment and a propensity 
score matching analysis of how a similar program conducted in Mexico 
actually helps citizens develop attitudes that are consistent with political 
participation and democracy. I argue that by conditioning benefits on partic-
ipation in collective decision-making groups, the state can help citizens learn 
important lessons about participation and cooperation – behaviors that play 
a crucial role in participative democracy. 

Studies conducted in Latin America that focus on PB programs find 
that such innovations are improving democratic quality as they are increas-
ing government transparency, producing citizen engagement, and increasing 
community stocks of social capital (for examples, see Abers 2000; Avritzer 
2009; Heller 2001; Nylen 2003; Wampler 2008, 2012; Wampler and Avritzer 
2004). In theory, PB affects citizens’ democratic dispositions by opening 
much-needed spaces where political activists can engage with the state 
(Nylen 2003). Once these spaces are open, individuals work with govern-
ment officials to build better and more open forms of government (Abers 
2000). Participants can then take the political knowledge and skills devel-
oped in the PB context and apply it to other civil society organizations 
(Wampler 2012). A conundrum in these studies is that such work does not 
tell us much about how interaction with the state changes individuals’ atti-
tudes toward democracy and participation. At issue is that PB is mostly 
voluntary and those who participate self-select, presumably because they are 
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better endowed with the attitudes and dispositions that are generally associ-
ated with participation (see Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). In the con-
text of new democracies, such studies are valuable because they prove that if 
government creates spaces and opportunities for individuals to engage with 
the state, individuals will raise their hands and take advantage of the opening 
(Nylen 2003; Wampler and Avritzer 2004). Yet, the endogeneity issue re-
mains, and we know very little about how such interaction with the state 
affects those who otherwise would not have volunteered to take part in PB. 
An alternative is to look at programs or institutions that produce public 
goods yet compel the beneficiary – in some form or another – to participate 
in the production of said good.  

Evidence from established democracies finds that interaction with 
state-sponsored poverty alleviation programs can have unexpected down-
stream effects on people’s political attitudes. For example, studies in low 
socioeconomic status (SES) neighborhoods in the U.S. and in other devel-
oped countries find that participation in welfare or other social programs 
can influence an individual’s overall political attitudes. Attitudes toward 
government, political attitudes in general, and willingness to participate in 
politics are determined in part by an individual’s experience with state agen-
cies (Katz et al. 1975; Lawless and Fox 2001; Lelieveldt 2004; Soss 1999).  

How governments choose to provide benefits matters, and such choic-
es can influence civic dispositions (see, for example, Freitag 2006; Kumlin 
and Rothstein 2005; Mettler 2002; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). 
Beyond the work done on PB, in the context of new democracies very little 
research has been done on how interacting with the state affects individual 
attitudes toward democracy or government. One notable exception is Selig-
son’s (1999) study of Central American countries in which she finds evi-
dence that participation in community improvement associations is condu-
cive to democratic behavior. Similar work in other new democracies is no-
ticeably lacking. While research done in established democracies is discussed 
in terms of constituency service and responsive government, most of the 
work in new democracies is discussed in terms of clientelism and patronage, 
and tends to focus only on electoral effects (see e.g. Brusco, Nazareno, and 
Stokes 2004; Calvo and Murillo 2004; Diaz-Cayeros, Estevez, and Magaloni 
2006; Magaloni, Diaz-Cayeros, and Estevez 2007; Nazareno, Stokes, and 
Brusco 2006).  

Therefore, in order to assess the effects that responsive governments in 
new democracies can have on individuals’ attitudes toward democracy and 
their willingness to become involved, I present evidence from an innovative 
neighborhood development program that is conditional on beneficiary par-
ticipation. In what follows, I start with a description of the Air Quality Im-
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provement and Street Paving Program (PIPCA, El Programa Integral de 
Pavimentación y Calidad del Aire); afterwards, I explain the effect that PIP-
CA has on participants’ attitudes toward democracy. I pay special attention 
to the issue of endogeneity and present different ways in which we can go 
about dealing with it. Thereafter, I discuss the effects of PIPCA on attitudes 
toward democracy and toward the Mexican regime. And, finally, I explore 
the implications that programs like PIPCA have for new democracies in 
general. 

2  The Program 
2.1  Program Overview 
The Air Quality Improvement and Street Paving Program is a unique public 
works project started in 2003 with the goal of paving 14.9 million meters of 
roads (roughly 930 miles) in the northwestern Mexican state of Baja Califor-
nia. The project was initially financed with 65.2 million USD put up by the 
State of Baja California and with a loan of 27.6 million USD from the North 
American Development Bank (NADB).1 In order to qualify for an NADB 
loan, PIPCA had to be framed as an environmental project. However, the 
state government had much larger ambitions for the program: it has used 
PIPCA to improve neighborhood2 infrastructure and to raise the standard of 
living of low-income communities in the region. For example, in 2003 the 
estimated paved street surface of Baja California’s urban areas was between 
50 and 60 percent. By the summer of 2007 the estimate was closer to 80 
percent. Furthermore, according to a state press release, the objectives of 
PIPCA beyond “stopping environmental deterioration and improving public 
health” were to  

improve public services, help improve the community dynamics in 
low-income neighborhoods that suffer from high crime rates, increase 
public participation, and strengthen the cooperation between the dif-
ferent levels of government and civil society (translated by author). 

1  The NADB is a financial institution created by the North American Free Trade 
Agreement and is funded by equal contributions from the Mexican and U.S. gov-
ernments. Together with the Border Environmental Cooperation Commission, the 
bank’s goal is to finance environmental infrastructure projects along the U.S.–
Mexico border (www.nadbank.org/index.html).  

2  The term “neighborhood” is used in this context to refer to a colonia, which is 
different from a neighborhood in terms of size. In Spanish, a neighborhood is a 
vecindario, and a colonia is made up of several vecindarios. 
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2.2  Program Innovations 
A challenge faced by most Latin American cities is to keep up with urban 
growth. Due in part to the high rate of immigration from other parts of 
Mexico, cities in Baja California have faced significant challenges trying to 
provide services to continuously expanding urban areas. Some communities 
that seemingly sprang up overnight have gone years without sewers, running 
water or electricity. When and how neighborhoods were selected for infra-
structure development happened in a very opaque manner. For example, 
under the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI, Institutional Revolu-
tionary Party) administration, infrastructure development for communities 
was tied to electoral support as part of the government’s clientelistic ma-
chine. Such practices by local officials implicitly communicated to citizens 
that government largesse, like the caciques of old, was bestowed at the par-
ty’s whim. As electoral openness gave opposition parties the opportunity to 
govern, changes in the quality of public goods began to occur (Beer 2003). 
Programs like PIPCA were possible because local and state governments 
started using different models to provide public goods. For instance, Partido 
Acción Nacional (PAN, National Action Party) administrations were seen 
by most citizens as moving away from the old PRI patronage system of 
providing public goods, toward focusing instead on good governance 
(Mizrahi 1998).  

Because of the long-standing PRI practice of providing goods and ser-
vices tied to electoral support, it is important to clarify why I argue that 
programs like PIPCA are demonstrably different from traditional patronage. 
First, the use of public goods as patronage – like schools, parks, and safe 
streets – is inefficient, generally, because it is difficult for the government to 
distinguish between supporters and non-supporters. For instance, if the 
incumbent party builds a park to reward a neighborhood for its electoral 
support, individuals who voted for that government as well as those who 
did not are equally free to enjoy the park. Here, there is no mechanism to 
identify supporters – and even if identification were possible, there is no 
mechanism to exclude non-supporters. Thus, as in any collective action 
issue, if the cost of not supporting the incumbent party is zero, and as long 
as one’s neighbors come out in support of that party, an individual is free to 
both accept the public goods and vote for the opposition. Governments 
that rely on clientelistic practices to stay in power in order to avoid such 
conundrums opt for programs and benefits that are excludable and targeted 
because such goods give the state discretionary power to decide who bene-
fits and who does not. 

The second way in which programs like PIPCA are different from tra-
ditional patronage is that clientelistic program operators must have a wide 
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array of discretionary powers to be able to target supporters and exclude 
non-supporters. In contrast, programmatic goods and services are designed 
to take discretionary power out of the hands of the politician or bureaucrat 
by implementing strict guidelines and thus minimizing opportunities for 
misuse. In the case of PIPCA, as a precondition to have a neighborhood 
considered for the program, the state government requires that neighbors 
organize in advance. How communities decide to organize happens on an ad 
hoc basis. However, in order for PIPCA to consider paving a street, 80 per-
cent of the neighbors first have to agree to join the program. Once the PIP-
CA project is approved by 80 percent of the community it is put on a wait-
ing list, during which time neighbors sign up those who have yet to join. 
Neighborhoods are serviced on a first-come-first-serve basis. Streets can be 
passed over if technical conditions are not met – primarily, if water, sewer, 
or storm drains have not been completed, or if a significant number of 
neighbors have yet to agree to participate. 

Third, clientelistic interactions are characterized by the exchange of 
goods and services in return for political support. For example, the logic of 
vote-buying is simple: the less an individual values his or her vote relative to 
the expected benefit of the good or service they are to receive, the more 
willing they will be to take part in the transaction. In the case of PIPCA, 
even though the program is highly subsidized by the federal, state and mu-
nicipal governments, participants have to pay 40 percent of the cost of the 
project. In order to minimize the cost burden, PIPCA uses the NADB re-
sources to finance four-year, interest-free loans. This means that for an 
average 400-square-meter lot, with 20 meters of street-front, a family could 
expect to pay roughly 300 MXN (approximately 22 to 25 USD) per month 
over a four-year period. Despite the evident benefits of living in a communi-
ty with paved streets, in a low-income neighborhood 300 MXN a month can 
be a steep price to pay – too steep for some. In this sense, because the pro-
gram is based on the provision of a programmatic public good that is non-
excludable, difficult to target, and imposes a cost on beneficiaries, PIPCA 
has sufficient novel characteristics that differentiate it from traditional clien-
telistic programs used in Mexico. 

2.3  Government Expectations 
In addition to the infrastructure benefits, the state government believes that 
PIPCA can be used to improve the provision of public services and serve as 
a bridge between state officials and civil society. Well-paved roads mean that 
the state will be able to provide better public transportation, better police 
and emergency services, and more frequent garbage collection. Because 
PIPCA requires that communities organize themselves prior to the start of 
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the program, the state government believes that it can use PIPCA both to 
improve the social fabric by creating common-issue community groups and 
to change the preconceived beliefs of how big community projects are done, 
emphasizing the idea of co-responsibility. The government articulated this poli-
cy orientation in the aforementioned press release, which states:  

This program is important for the life of the communities in our state, 
not only because of the benefits it provides, but also because it in-
cludes citizens in the process by way of public participation and con-
sultation that makes people feel the project is theirs. With these re-
sults, we prove once more that Baja California is a participatory and 
resolute society, as community and government work together to 
bring about collective projects for the benefit of society (translated by 
author). 

Once a neighborhood meets all the technical requirements of the program, 
the Baja California Department of Infrastructure and Urban Development 
(SIDUE, Secretaría de Infraestructura y Desarrollo Urbano del Estado de 
Baja California), the agency in charge of PIPCA, sends representatives to 
neighborhoods in an attempt to help neighbors coordinate efforts. Initial 
meetings with PIPCA usually take place in someone’s back yard, a local 
classroom, or in a vacant lot. These meetings are usually late in the evening 
and are very informal. Most individuals who attend these meetings are in 
favor of PIPCA. Participants may ask questions of the SIDUE officials, who 
explain the costs, payment options, and what the citizens need to do in or-
der to get PIPCA started. Once participants feel they have enough infor-
mation, they map out strategies to convince others in the community to sign 
up for PIPCA. For instance, in a neighborhood meeting I observed, partici-
pants divided the neighborhood into sections and assigned specific streets to 
each attendee. Attendees then committed to a set number of houses and 
would later go door-to-door in a group or alone to talk to their neighbors. 
In other cases, participants volunteered to go talk to the neighbors they 
knew or were related to. Considering the significant cost of the program, 
organizing all of one’s neighbors to agree to have the street paved can be 
challenging. Further meetings take place if neighbors request them. Again, 
there are no set rules that must be followed. Some communities might get 
together by themselves or they might invite a SIDUE official to answer 
further questions. Usually, any follow-up meetings are better attended and 
participants are a bit more skeptical. Once the project is finished, a high-
ranking government official – typically the governor or the head of SIDUE 
– performs the traditional ribbon-cutting ceremony with much fanfare and 
local media coverage.  
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3  PIPCA’s Effect on Attitudes toward  
Democracy

As new democracies emerge from under the shadow of authoritarianism, 
one of the challenges they face is incorporating large numbers of citizens 
into the political process. I speculate that substantive and positive contact 
with the state strengthens individuals’ attitudes toward democracy that go 
beyond simple regime legitimacy. In this context, we can imagine that peo-
ple who feel better served by the state will be more willing to believe that 
the state works and, more important, that it works for them, thus affording 
it greater legitimacy. I argue that programs like PIPCA, which incorporate 
community participation as an integral feature, can produce much more than 
regime legitimacy, as they can also be potential breeding grounds for greater 
political participation. It stands to reason that the more a person feels the 
system works for him or her, the more that person can be expected to sup-
port the regime. Government programs like PIPCA can promote an in-
creased appreciation for democracy because through the development of 
community groups they foment the creation of social capital. 

The link between social capital and democratic quality is well estab-
lished (see, for example, Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1993). Much re-
search into the formation of social capital seems to revolve around the type 
of associations that foment its creation. In general, social capital has been 
seen as the product of social relationships that were, for the most part, the 
product of voluntary associations (Coleman 1988; Lin 2002; Portes 1998). 
However, for some scholars the focus on voluntary social relationships 
seemed unnecessarily narrow (Freitag 2006; Newton 1999). In this sense, 
Freitag (2006) argues that other forms of political and social institutions like 
those created by the state can have a stronger effect in conferring social 
capital to people because these institutions have a potential advantage in 
transmitting the values and norms of democracy (trust, reciprocity and co-
operation). More to the point, studies of programs similar to PIPCA find 
that communities that organize and work with the state in the production of 
public goods enhance the incentives to participate, convey to members im-
portant lessons of working together and working with public agencies, and 
most important, create social capital that can later be used in the procure-
ment of other public goods (Ostrom 1996). Put simply, the impact of PIP-
CA potentially goes beyond the benefits of paved roads: PIPCA creates a 
social learning space where neighbors can acquire social skills that can later 
be used in working within their community to find solutions to collective 
problems.  
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To assess these claims, I conducted an in-person, large-N survey study 
of 1,000 residents of low-income neighborhoods across Baja California 
during the months of July and September 2006.3 Participants were randomly 
selected from nine neighborhoods in Tijuana, Mexicali, and Ensenada – 
which varied in their level of government-sponsored development spending 
but were socioeconomically equivalent. The neighborhoods in the sampling 
frame were randomly selected from a list of three types of low-income 
neighborhoods that varied depending on the level of state social-develop-
ment spending. Type 1 neighborhoods were in the process of receiving 
social-development spending, type 2 neighborhoods had received social-
development spending in the previous 18 months, and type 3 neighbor-
hoods had not received any social spending since at least 2001. The projects 
themselves varied from one neighborhood to the next. Overall, the trend 
was to fund low-cost, highly visible projects. For instance, some neighbor-
hoods got public areas like playgrounds, parks, and community centers re-
paired or restored; others benefited from projects that built infrastructure, 
like fences and sidewalks. 

In order to report on the effect, if any, that participating in PIPCA has 
on individuals’ attitudes and behavior, I treat as having been exposed to the 
program those who, in the survey, self-reported as having attended one or 
more of the meetings conducted in their neighborhood. To be clear, since 
participants within each neighborhood were randomly selected, respondents 
living in neighborhoods that had completed the PIPCA process but had not 
personally participated in the project were coded as having not been ex-
posed. However, respondents living in neighborhoods that were in the pro-
cess of applying for PIPCA and had personally participated in meetings were 
coded as exposed. In other words, independent of the stage the neighbor-
hood was in vis-à-vis the PIPCA process, I consider only those individuals 
who reported participating in meetings as subjects having been exposed to 
treatment. In the following section, I move to a discussion of the attitudinal 
differences between individuals who had contact with PIPCA and those 
who did not. 

4  Comparison of Group Differences, Mean  
Differences

Measuring individuals’ support for democracy can be problematic as there is no 
one, clear-cut approach. Therefore, I tackle this issue by relying on behavioral, 

3  Explora S.A., a local public opinion research company, conducted the survey be-
tween 16 and 24 June 2006. 
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attitudinal, and diffuse measures that are generally agreed to be correlated direct-
ly and indirectly with democratic support. These measures are a Government 
Performance Index, which is composed of the following three questions: 1) 
How satisfied are you with the work the state government is doing to improve 
the conditions in your neighborhood? 2) How satisfied are you with the work 
the state government is doing to improve the condition of streets (for example, 
fixing potholes)? 3) How satisfied are you with the work the state government is 
doing to improve the condition of neighborhood parks and recreational areas? 
All three questions are on a scale from 1 to 4, 1 being least satisfied. To measure 
voting, participants were directly asked to self-report on whether or not they 
had voted in the last election. As previous research has found, self-reported 
measures of voting can be problematic because individuals tend to exaggerate 
how much they actually participated (see, for example, Katoah and Traugott 
1981; Parry and Crossley 1950; Presser 1984, 1990; Silver, Anderson, and 
Anderson 1986).  

However, as individuals in the sample voted at about the same level as 
the state average, I argue that overreporting might not be a large concern. 
Pocketbook and sociotropic evaluations of the economy were measured by 
asking respondents to say if they thought that their personal or the national 
economic situation was better or worse than (or the same as) it had been 12 
months earlier. Values were coded on a 5-point scale from -2 to 2, where -2 
represents a “much worse” and 2 represents a “much better” personal/ 
national economic situation. Reliance on neighbors is an index composed of 
the following questions: If you had a problem, could you rely on your 
neighbors for help? Do you feel like a part of your neighborhood? How 
many of your neighbors would you miss if they moved away? Evaluations of 
then-governor Elorduy and then-president Fox, the state government, and 
PIPCA were measured using a feeling thermometer, where respondents 
were asked to state their opinions on a 0 to 10 scale. I argue that by looking 
at the behavioral and attitudinal differences between those who had contact 
with PIPCA and those who did not, we might be able to tell something of 
what effect, if any, participating in PIPCA has on individuals’ support for 
democracy. 

Table 1 shows simple descriptive statistics of the attitudinal and behav-
ioral differences between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of PIPCA. An 
initial comparison between recipients and non-recipients of PIPCA shows 
that the effect of participating in the program is not entirely clear. Of the 
indicators considered, only evaluations of PIPCA show a significant differ-
ence. All other differences are not beyond the 95-percent confidence inter-
val. 
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Table 1: Pre-Matching Comparison of Treatment and Control Group 

 Range PIPCA Non-PIPCA 
Government Performance Index  7.88 7.88 
Self-reported voting 0/1 .77 .71 
Pocketbook evaluation -2/2 .08 .11 
Sociotropic evaluations -2/2 .05 .02 
Rely on neighbors 0/1 .79 .73 
PAN party ID 0/1 41% 33% 
PRD party ID 0/1 6% 9% 
PRI party ID 0/1 14% 17% 
Feeling Thermometer    
President Fox 0/10 8.12 7.97 
Governor Elorduy 0/10 7.72 7.25 
State government 0/10 7.41 6.96 
PIPCA 0/10 7.21 3.93 

Note:  Of the people in the sample, 16.3% self-reported that they had contact with PIPCA.  

Source:  Author’s own compilation and calculation. 

4.1  The Issue of Endogeneity 
In order to systematically analyze the effect of substantive government con-
tact on democratic attitudes, a key methodological concern must be ad-
dressed. At issue is the fact that individuals who had contact with PIPCA 
were not randomly selected into the program, but self-selected on the basis 
of certain unknown sociodemographic or political characteristics. Clearly, 
evaluating the effect of substantive government contact on democratic dis-
positions is complicated by the existence of endogeneity between participat-
ing in PIPCA and pre-existing attitudes. Previous research shows that those 
who choose to participate are different in many ways from those who 
choose not to participate (see, for example, Campbell et al. 1960; Coleman 
1990; Kwak, Shah, and Holbert 2004; Marschall 2004; Morales Diez de 
Ulzurrun 2002; Schlozman, Verba, and Brady 1999; Verba and Nie 1972; 
Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). In the next analysis, I account for the 
endogeneity bias by using a propensity score matching method. I begin by 
justifying my methodological choice. 

As mentioned above, when we attempt to demonstrate that participat-
ing in PIPCA (the treatment T) affects democratic attitudes (the dependent 
variable Y), we must address the issues of endogeneity. In a perfect world, 
we would be able to collect data from a population in which the occurrence 
of participating in PIPCA (T) is randomly assigned within the population. 
More specifically, we want to find cases where the occurrence of participa-
tion (T) is exogenous to the individual characteristics of the population (X). 
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However, we know from previous work on clientelistic spending that gov-
ernments usually give substantive benefits to some individuals rather than 
others on a preferential basis (Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007), and, in addi-
tion, that some people are more willing to participate than others. In other 
words, we should expect any explanatory variable T to be endogenously 
related to some of the pre-existing characteristics of the population (X). If 
we neglect to account for the problem of endogeneity and assume that X is 
independent from Y, we will undoubtedly end up with biased inferences.  

4.2  Comparison of Group Differences 
The standard way of dealing with issues of endogeneity has been to work at 
the parametric level with instrumental variables. The objective is to find a 
variable that is exogenous to Y (uncorrelated with the error terms of the 
structural equation), but at the same time correlated with T and X. If the 
instrumental variable satisfies these two conditions, then we expect that any 
endogenous effect that Y might have on T will be canceled out by the covar-
iance of the instrumental variable and T (Wooldridge 2000).4 The problem 
with parametric solutions like 2-SLS is that finding the ideal mix of instru-
mental variables is a post hoc operation that implies working through large 
numbers of different models to find one that works. Inherently, this type of 
research is not theory-driven and any result could be extremely model-
dependent. It is not unheard of for researchers to try more than one model 
specification and to keep trying until they find one that corroborates theo-
retical expectations. In order to avoid model-specific results, I propose a 
non-parametric solution to the problem of endogeneity based on propensity 
score matching. 

4.3  Comparison of Group Differences, Propensity 
Score Matching 

An alternative is to use a propensity score matching method that pre-treats 
the data before any parametric analysis is done. The goal of matching is to 
obtain accurate causal effect estimates that have the smallest possible vari-
ance and that are unbiased (Ho et al. 2007). Matching achieves this by pre-
processing the data before any parametric analysis is done using a non-

4  I unsuccessfully ran a two-stage least square approach using instrumental controls 
for city of residence, neighborhood type, Civic Engagement Index, and home own-
ership. For a more comprehensive discussion on this issue, readers can access this 
analysis by visiting <www.trinity.edu/knishika/Katsuo_Nishikawas_website/Bridg 
ing_the_Participation_Gap_with_Government_Development_Programs.html>. 
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parametric approach that reduces the relationship between the treatment (Ti) 
and all independent variables in the model (Xi) without creating bias or 
increasing inefficiency (Ho et al. 2007). Bias is avoided by selecting cases on 
the explanatory variables (Ti and Xi).  

By using a matching strategy, I created a subset of the observed sample 
that has Ti and Xi unrelated as much as possible. The created subset was 
divided into two distinct groups differentiated by their level of contact with 
PIPCA. Individuals i (i = 1, …, n) who had contact with PIPCA were placed 
in the treatment group (Ti = 1), while those who did not have contact with 
PIPCA were placed in the control group (Ti = 0). In theory, when exact 
matching is used, the subsequent units in the control groups are matched with 
a corresponding unit from the treatment group for which all the values of Xi 
are the same. After exact matching, any link between Xi and Ti is completely 
broken, and any effect that Xi had on Yi can now be ignored because Xi is 
held constant across each paired unit (Ho et al. 2007). In other words, any 
bias in Yi that is caused by Ti is now eliminated. The paired subset is similar 
to a quasi experiment where matched units in the experiment group (Ti = 1) 
are matched to units in the control group (Ti = 0).  

However, in practice, due to the large amount of the Xi in my data, ex-
act matching is insufficient because it produces inefficiencies as the pairing 
process discards excessive amounts of information. Fortunately, the benefits 
of matching can be achieved via other means (Ho et al. 2007). Consider that 
in order to remove the bias of Xi on Ti it is not necessary that we make the 
distributions exactly the same; matching the distributions as closely as possi-
ble is sufficient (Ho et al. 2007). If the distributions of Xi in Ti = 0 and Ti = 
1 are equivalent, then the requirements of matching are satisfied. In the 
following analysis, I use the nearest neighbor matching method, which in this 
case produces the best possible balance as it matches each treated unit to a 
control unit with the most similar value. The matching procedure is straight-
forward: units are matched on their propensity score obtained via a logistic 
regression of Ti on Xi; then, the subsequent data are analyzed to determine 
if the balancing property is satisfied. Data that are well balanced show min-
imal differences between Xi across the treatment and control groups (Ho et 
al. 2007).  

I estimated the propensity score via a logistic regression of participating 
in PIPCA on 10 pre-treatment covariates. In order to have efficient estima-
tions, I included all covariates expected to affect a person’s probability of 
participating in PIPCA and excluded those that prove to be poor predictors. 
I control for institutional characteristics (city, prior levels of government-
sponsored development spending), individual-level indicators (income, ide-
ology), and instrumental controls for bias (home ownership, willingness to 
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work with others in their community, willingness to contact government 
officials, attendance of neighborhood meetings dealing with community 
affairs). Because of the homogeneous nature of my sample, I did not need 
to use other covariates – like geographic determinants, education rates, share 
of indigenous-language-speaking inhabitants, or level of urbanization – used 
in similar studies conducted in Mexico (see, for example, Diaz-Cayeros, 
Estevez, and Magaloni 2006). After conducting a one-to-one nearest neighbor 
matching, the resulting dataset holds 420 respondents, of which 210 had con-
tact with PIPCA and 210 did not. That data satisfy the balancing property 
across blocks of observations (Becker and Ichino 2002).5 

After the matching process was accomplished, the data were analyzed 
using an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression. In theory, a multivariate 
OLS model can control for any remaining bias that nearest neighbor matching 
did not take into account (Ho et al. 2007). In addition to the aforementioned 
parametric covariates, I control for trust in government. When measuring 
the effects that interacting with the government has on attitudes toward 
democracy and toward the regime, it is important that one controls for trust 
in government. Previous studies done in Mexico show that trust plays a 
crucial role in moderating how government contact is interpreted. It stands 
to reason that trust can be a very powerful lens through which we see gov-
ernment action, especially in a country with a legacy of one-party authoritar-
ian rule. It might not take much for a person to become skeptical of gov-
ernment, and levels of mistrust might distort future perceptions of the state. 

The parametric analysis conducted after matching adds an additional 
layer of robustness. As explained above, if matching is successful in produc-
ing a dataset in which Ti and Xi are independent of each other, we can ex-
pect that causal estimates will still be consistent even if we choose an incor-
rect parametric analysis. However, having the correct parametric model still 
produces consistent causal estimates, even if the matching process is not 
successful in producing a dataset in which Ti and Xi are independent of each 
other (Ho et al. 2007). Put simply, if the parametric analysis is misspecified 
or if the matching procedure is inadequate (but not both), the resulting es-
timates will still be consistent.  

5  Readers can find a table showing the distribution of quantile-quantile (QQ) plots 
for each control variable used in the matching process at <www.trinity.edu/knishi 
ka/Katsuo_Nishikawas_website/Bridging_the_Participation_Gap_with_Governm 
ent_Development_Programs.html>. 
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5  Discussion 
The results shown in Table 2 represent the OLS regression coefficients for 
our multiple dependent variables using a pre-matched dataset. These results 
are considerably different from those obtained using 2-SLS.6 Such differ-
ences are not unexpected, and are due in part to the data used in calculating 
each set of regression coefficients. While 2-SLS will use all the information 
in the dataset, propensity matching will selectively prune unmatched control 
units based on a function of Ti and Xi (Ho et al. 2007). The inclusion of data 
from unmatched units makes 2-SLS coefficients much more sensitive to any 
model modifications (Ho et al. 2007). In other words, propensity score 
matching uses only control units that are similar to the treatment units in 
regards to Xi, whereas 2-SLS uses all control units in the dataset, including 
those that might not be adequate control units for the treatment units (King 
and Zeng 2007). Therefore, because 2-SLS extrapolates from data units that 
include cases where Ti and Xi are not independent, its regression estimates 
will be sensitive to any modifications. 

6  The Results 
These results suggest that interacting with PIPCA correlates with a positive 
and significant effect on beneficiaries’ levels of satisfaction with: local ser-
vices, elected officials, and government performance. The average Govern-
ment Performance Index was 5.73 for individuals who had no contact with 
PIPCA compared to 6.23 for those who did. This is an 8.79 percent increase 
in satisfaction with the job the government is doing at maintaining and fix-
ing problems in one’s neighborhood. Similarly, feeling thermometer scores 
for then-governor Elorduy increased from an average of 5.56 among non-
beneficiaries to an average of 6.23 among beneficiaries, which translates to a 
12.09 percent increase in the governor’s approval rating. Also, the state 
government’s feeling thermometer improved from a 6.10 average score 
among non-beneficiaries to a 6.60 average score amongst beneficiaries; this 
is an 8.10 percent increase in feeling thermometer ratings. The improved 
ratings were not limited to the state and local officials: national political 
leaders, like then-president Fox, also received a boost among those who had 
contact with PIPCA. Feeling thermometer ratings for President Fox in-
creased from a 6.07 average score among non-PIPCA participants to a 6.45 

6  Readers can find 2-SLS results at <www.trinity.edu/knishika/Katsuo_Nishikawas 
_website/Bridging_the_Participation_Gap_with_Government_Development_Pro 
grams.html>. 
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average score for PIPCA participants, reflecting a 6.12 percent increase in 
the president’s approval rating. Furthermore, beneficiaries of PIPCA rated 
the program better than non-beneficiaries did. On average, those who had 
contact with PIPCA gave it a 3.71 rating compared to 1.53 for those who 
had no contact with the program, which translates to a striking 142.43 per-
cent increase. Not surprising, people who had contact with PIPCA gave the 
program a much higher evaluation. These results are in line with previous 
studies that show programs like PIPCA tend to have positive effects on how 
individuals perceive government and the provision of public services 
(Marschall 2004).  

Table 2: Effect of Having Contact with PIPCA, OLS Regression on Propensity 
Score Matched Data 

 
Government Per-
formance Index 

Self-reported 
voting 

Pocketbook 
evaluation 

b0 
5.730** 
(.999) 

.413* 
(.159) 

-.681† 
(.386) 

Contact with PIPCA .504* 
(.217) 

.093† 
(.049) 

.173† 
(.098) 

Mexicali .556† 
(.324) 

.010 
(.052) 

-.067 
(.128) 

Tijuana .864† 
(.474) 

-.096 
(.077) 

-.485* 
(.152) 

Neighborhood Type1 .118 
(.372) 

-.039 
(.064) 

.106 
(.118) 

Neighborhood Type2 .207 
(.362) 

-.013 
(.046) 

.240* 
(.108) 

Ideology .001 
(.032) 

0.002 
(.005) 

.006 
(.012) 

Home Ownership -.287 
(.276) 

.048 
(.057) 

-.060 
(.130) 

Income Proxy .040 
(.039) 

.009 
(.006) 

.004 
(.013) 

Working with Others -.155 
(.439) 

-.108 
(.099) 

.097 
(.231) 

Contacted Gov Offi-
cials 

-.159 
(.421) 

.116 
(.071) 

-.095 
(.142) 

Attended Meetings  .185 
(.419) 

.025 
(.080) 

.242† 
(.135) 

Trust in Government .410† 
(.212) 

.119** 
(.029) 

.236* 
(.068) 

N 420 420 420 
Note:  c†p <0.10 *p< 0.05 **p< 0.001. 
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Sociotropic  
evaluation 

Rely on 
neighbors 

Governor  
Elorduy 

b0 
-.577† 
(.326) 

.566* 
(.152) 

5.565** 
(.676) 

Contact with PIPCA .200† 
(.099) 

.070† 
(.036) 

.673* 
(.241) 

Mexicali .004 
(.131) 

.040 
(.054) 

.284 
(.235) 

Tijuana -.273† 
(.140) 

.072 
(.055) 

-.178 
(.317) 

Neighborhood Type1 -.071 
(.133) 

-.004 
(.053) 

-.019 
(.322) 

Neighborhood Type2 .058 
(.128) 

.011 
(.044) 

-.253 
(.237) 

Ideology .004 
(.012) 

-.005 
(.004) 

.015 
(.022) 

Home Ownership -.060 
(.164) 

.025 
(.045) 

-.237 
(.309) 

Income Proxy .008 
(.013) 

.004 
(.005) 

-.012 
(.030) 

Working with Others -.227 
(.185) 

.186† 
(.090) 

-.106 
(.468) 

Contacted Gov Offi-
cials 

-.144 
(.155) 

-.034 
(.067) 

-.271 
(.408) 

Attended Meetings  .323* 
(.150) 

-.038 
(.070) 

.335 
(.420) 

Trust in Government .288** 
(.075) 

.006 
(.030) 

.708** 
(.138) 

N 420 420 420 
Note:  d†p <0.10 *p< 0.05 **p< 0.001. 

 President Fox 
State govern-

ment 
PIPCA 

b0 
6.078** 
(.903) 

6.106** 
(.992) 

1.539† 
(.875) 

Contact with PIPCA .372† 
(.196) 

.495* 
(.200) 

2.192** 
(.273) 

Mexicali -.461† 
(.242) 

.206 
(.209) 

1.67** 
(.343) 

Tijuana -.244 
(.309) 

-.580† 
(.315) 

1.273* 
(.420) 

Neighborhood Type1 .027 
(.272) 

-.225 
(.324) 

.543 
(.404) 

Neighborhood Type2 -.177 
(.217) 

.045 
(.257) 

.037 
(.369) 

Ideology .047† 
(.023) 

.004 
(.020) 

-.059 
(.036) 
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 President Fox 
State govern-

ment 
PIPCA 

Home Ownership -.275 
(.269) 

-.032 
(.249) 

.463 
(.425) 

Income Proxy -.022 
(.033) 

-.028 
(.026) 

-.007 
(.037) 

Working with Others .030 
(.602) 

-.335 
(.636) 

.704 
(.705) 

Contacted Gov Offi-
cials 

-.215 
(.349) 

-.036 
(.353) 

-.909* 
(.444) 

Attended Meetings  .634* 
(.339) 

-.256 
(.402) 

.079 
(.570) 

Trust in Government .743** 
(.118) 

.611** 
(.145) 

.563* 
(.175) 

N 420 420 420 
Note:  e†p <0.10 *p< 0.05 **p< 0.001. 

Source:  Author’s own compilation. 

Notably, these results suggest that PIPCA has important effects on people’s 
attitudes toward democracy. Specifically, 50.60 percent of the people who 
had contact with PIPCA reported voting compared to the 41.30 percent 
voting rate for those who had no contact with the program. Participation in 
PIPCA correlates with a striking 22.51 percent increase in self-reported 
voting frequency. Additionally, those who had contact with PIPCA had a 
better outlook on both the state of the national economy and their own 
economic situation. Among program participants, sociotropic evaluations of 
the economy improved from a -0.57 average score to a -0.377 average score, 
representing a 34.66 percent increase. In addition, pocketbook evaluations 
of the economy improved from a -0.68 average score to a -0.50 average 
score, which represents a 25.40 percent improvement. Moreover, when 
asked “If you had a problem, could you rely on your neighbors for help?”, 
56.60 percent of non-program participants said yes, compared to 63.60 per-
cent amongst program participants, representing a 12.36 percent increase. 
The increase in political participation and in willingness to rely on others in 
the community point to a positive effect on social capital.  

Let us now return to the issue of endogeneity. Outside of a proper field 
experiment, it is very difficult to claim that the differences between those 
who participated in PIPCA and those who did not are the result of exposure 
to the program, because it is always possible that those who participated 
were also already more likely to hold elected officials in higher esteem, think 
better of the government’s job performance, vote more often, or take a 
more active role in their neighborhood. So the question is: Does participa-
tion in PIPCA make individuals more civically disposed, or are those who 
are already more civically disposed more likely to participate in PIPCA? I 
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argue that the former rather than the latter is true, because by relying on 
parametric matching we can create an ex post facto control group that can give 
us an idea of what each respondent’s attitude and behavior would have been 
if he or she had not participated in PIPCA at all. Similar to field experi-
ments, where the control group helps us predict what the levels of the de-
pendent variable would be in the treatment group if the exposure to the 
treatment had not taken place, parametric matching can be used to pair each 
observation in the treatment group to another in the population, thereby 
creating a quasi control group. In this paper, prior to running any compari-
son between groups, for each individual who participated in PIPCA I found 
a statistical doppelgänger who is equivalent to the individual who participat-
ed based on location of residence, political ideology, home ownership, 
standard of living, and multiple levels of civic engagement.  

On the whole, these findings paint a picture in which we can see a clear 
improvement in people’s willingness to participate, both politically and in 
their community; an improvement in perceptions of their standards of liv-
ing; a higher regard for the government and the work it does; and a higher 
regard for elected officials. Conjointly, these findings strongly suggest that 
participating in programs like PIPCA has a significant positive effect on 
democratic attitudes and dispositions toward participation. Alternatively, if 
indeed those who are already more civically disposed were also more likely 
to participate in PIPCA, these results would suggest that, in the context of 
new democracies, institutions that practice direct forms of democracy can 
do a great deal to reinforce pre-existing democratic values and norms of be-
havior. If this is the case, then programs like PIPCA can help empower 
those who might need a nudge of encouragement to be more active in their 
community; this is a positive outcome for an innovative government pro-
gram targeting low-income communities. In either case, the results bode 
well for advocates of direct forms of democracy and greater government 
openness in the areas of community development and beyond.  

7  Conclusion 
Mexico’s new democracy, like most post-authoritarian democracies in Latin 
America and now in Africa and the Middle East, suffers from a political 
culture of non-participation. In Mexico, the lack of strong civic organiza-
tions and grass-roots institutions is not unexpected, due in part to the previ-
ous regime’s policies of constraining civic participation. Most forms of citi-
zen-based participation that could have acted as a counterweight to the state 
were either co-opted or suppressed. Thus, under the PRI regime, small, 
community-oriented groups – the type that organize around a common 
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neighborhood problem (for example, an open sewer, crime, or the reoccu-
pation of public spaces) – never developed and never fulfilled their potential 
as incubators of civic engagement. The benefits of programs like PIPCA are 
as follows: first, these programs provide much-needed infrastructure to the 
poorest members of society; second, and more important, they foment posi-
tive attitudes toward democracy and foster greater social capital. If these 
attitudes are real, this might suggest the possibility of tapping into them. 
Possessing a willingness to participate civically might be the first step in 
actually contacting a government official, meeting with neighbors to talk 
about a shared problem, or deciding to work on a community project. Tak-
ing a step back and thinking in terms of the possible ways in which the state 
can condition peoples’ attitudes and behaviors, evidence of a latent willing-
ness to participate surely increases the likelihood that the state can have a 
positive effect on an individual’s attitude toward the state and democracy, 
and can motivate citizens to get involved in politics and in their communi-
ties. 

Government programs such as PIPCA can “motivate” people to organ-
ize where civil society can do very little. This study finds evidence to suggest 
that it is possible that social capital can be formed via participation in joint 
citizen–government development programs. Research shows that social 
capital forms over long periods of time as norms of reciprocity and trust 
penetrate deep into society. This formation process is cumulative and re-
quires large amounts of social resources, such as human capital and pre-
existing groups (voluntary associations) where such norms can develop. 
Attempts to engineer social capital would involve huge start-up costs that 
civil societies in post-authoritarian democracies are not equipped to handle. 
One possible solution is to rethink the role of the state.  

Although the downstream benefits of participating in PIPCA are no 
different than those of traditional voluntary associations, the novelties of 
this approach are, first, that it underscores the importance of the state in 
bridging the gap between civil society and individuals with low social capital, 
and second, that it does this while engaging large numbers of citizens, some-
thing that other direct-democracy type programs cannot do well. For in-
stance, PB programs, when they function as intended, have been found to 
reinforce pre-existing institutional democratic values among those who 
volunteer, but what about those who do not raise their hand? How are di-
rect-democracy type programs improving communities’ democratic attitudes 
and dispositions toward participation? Are the benefits limited to the scarce 
few that participate? At the moment, with the notable exception of the work 
done by Brian Wampler, we know little of the possible spillover effects of 
such programs. As direct-democracy type innovations can be a way for new 
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democracies to foment liberal democratic attitudes and behaviors, future 
research should take a closer look at how and under what conditions such 
programs can catalyze stronger, more participatory democracies. 

References 
Abers, Rebecca (2000), Inventing Local Democracy: Grassroots Politics in Brazil, 

Boulder, CO: Westview. 
Avritzer, Leonardo (2009), Participatory Institutions in Democratic Brazil, 

Washington DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press and The John 
Hopkins University Press. 

Avritzer, Leonardo (2002), Democracy and the Public Space in Latin America, 
Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Baiocchi, Gianpaolo (2005), Militants and Citizens: The Politics of Participatory 
Democracy in Porto Alegre, Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Baiocchi, Gianpaolo (2003), Participation, Activism, and Politics: The Porto 
Alegre Experiment, in: Archon Fung and Erik Olin Wright (eds), 
Deepening Democracy: Institutional Innovations in Empowered Participatory 
Governance, New York: Verso, 47-86. 

Baiocchi, Gianpaolo (2001), Participation, Activism, and Politics: The Porto 
Alegre Experiment and Deliberative Democratic Theory, in: Politics and 
Society, 29, 43–72. 

Barber, Benjamin (1984), Strong Democracy: Participatory Politics for a New Age, 
Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Becker, Sascha, and Andrea Ichino (2002), Estimation of Average Treat-
ment Effects Based on Propensity Scores, in: The Stata Journal, 2,  
358–377. 

Beer, Caroline (2003), Electoral Competition and Institutional Change in Mexico, 
Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press.  

Brusco, Valeria, Marcelo Nazareno, and Susan Stokes (2004), Vote Buying 
in Argentina, in: Latin America Research Review, 39, 2, 66–88. 

Bolding, Carew, and Brian Wampler (2010), Voice, Votes, and Resources: 
Evaluating the Effect of Participatory Democracy on Well-being, in: 
World Development, 38, 1, 125–135. 

Calvo, Ernesto, and Maria Victoria Murillo (2004), Who Delivers? Partisan 
Clients in the Argentine Electoral Market, in: American Journal of Political 
Science, 48, 4, 742–757. 

Campbell, Angus, Philip Converse, Warren Miller, and Donald Stoker 
(1960), The American Voter, New York: Wiley. 

Coleman, James Samuel (1990), Foundations of Social Theory, Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press. 



��� 84 Katsuo A. Nishikawa ���

Coleman, James Samuel (1988), Social Capital in the Creation of Human 
Capital, in: The American Journal of Sociology, 94, 95–120. 

Diaz-Cayeros, Alberto, Federico Estevez, and Beatriz Magaloni (2006), 
Wellfair Benefits, Canvesing, and Campaign Handouts, in: J. Domin-
guez, C. Lawson, and A. Moreno (eds), Consolidating Mexico’s Democracy: 
The 2006 Presidential Campaign in Comparative Perspective, Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 229–245. 

DiPasquale, Denise, and Edward L. Glaeser (1999), Incentives and Social 
Capital: Are Homeowners Better Citizens?, in: Journal of Urban Eco-
nomics, 45, 2, 354–384. 

Freitag, Markus (2006), Bowling the State Back in: Political Institutions and 
the Creation of Social Capital, in: European Journal of Political Research, 45, 
123–152. 

Fung, Archon, and Erik Olin Wright (2001), Deepening Democracy: 
Institutional Empowered Participatory Governance, in: Politics and 
Society, 29, 1, 5–41. 

Heller, Patrick (2001), Moving the State: The Politics of Democratic 
Decentralization in Kerala, South Africa, and Porto Alegre, in: Politics 
and Society, 29, Winter, 131–163. 

Ho, Daniel E., Kosuke Imai, Gary King, and Elizabeth A. Stuart (2007), 
Matching as Nonparametric Preprocessing for Reducing Model 
Dependence in Parametric Causal Inference, in: Political Analysis, 15, 
199–236. 

Katoah, John P., and Michael W. Traugott (1981), The Consequences of 
Validated and Self-Reported Voting Measures, in: The Public Opinion 
Quarterly, 45, 4, 519–535. 

Katz, Daniel, Barbara A. Gutek, Robert L. Kahn, and Eugenia Barton 
(1975), Bureaucratic Encounters: A Pilot Study in the Evaluation of Government 
Services, Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research. 

King, Gary, and Langche Zeng (2007), When Can History Be Our Guide? 
The Pitfalls of Counterfactual Inference, in: International Studies Quarterly, 
51, 183–210. 

Kitschelt, Herbert, and Steven Wilkinson (2007), Citizen-Politician Linkages: 
An Introduction, in: H. Kitschelt and S. Wilkinson (eds), Patron, Clients, 
and Policies: Patrons of Democratic Accountability and Political Competition, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1–49. 

Kumlin, Staffan, and Bo Rothstein (2005), Making and Breaking Social 
Capital: The Impact of Welfare-State Institutions, in: Comparative 
Political Studies, 38, 4, 339–365. 



��� Can Civic Skills Be Taught? 85 ���

Kwak, Nojin, Dhavan V. Shah, and R. Lance Holbert (2004), Connecting, 
Trust, and Participating: The Direct and Interactive Effects of Social 
Associations, in: Political Research Quarterly, 57, 4, 643–652. 

Lawless, Jennifer L., and Richard L. Fox (2001), Political Participation of the 
Urban Poor, in: Social Problems, 48, 3, 362–385. 

Lelieveldt, Herman (2004), Helping Citizens Help Themselves, Neighbor-
hood Improvement Programs and the Impact of Social Networks, 
Trust, and Norms on Neighborhood-Oriented Forms of Participation, 
in: Urban Affairs Review, 39, 5, 531–551. 

Lin, Nam (2002), Social Capital: A Theory of Social Structure and Action, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Magaloni, Beatriz, Alberto Diaz-Cayeros, and Federico Estevez (2007), 
Clientelism and Portfolio Diversification: A Model of Electoral 
Investment with Applications to Mexico, in: H. Kitschelt and S. 
Wilkinson (eds), Patron, Clients, and Policies: Patrons of Democratic 
Accountability and Political Competition, Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 182–205. 

Marschall, Melissa J. (2004), Citizen Participation and the Neighborhood 
Context: A New Look at the Coproduction of Local Public Goods, in: 
Political Research Quarterly, 57, 2, 231–244. 

Mettler, Suzanne (2002), Bringing the State Back In to Civic Engagement: 
Policy Feedback Effects of the G. I. Bill for World War II Veterans, in: 
American Political Science Review, 96, 2, 351–365. 

Mizrahi, Yemile (1998), The Cost of Electoral Success: The Partido Acción 
Nacional in Mexico, in: M. Serrano (ed.), Governing Mexico: Political 
Parties and Elections, London: University of London, 95–113. 

Morales Diez de Ulzurrun, Laura (2002), Associational Membership and 
Social Capital in Comparative Perspective: A Note on the Problems of 
Measurement, in: Politics & Society, 30, 3, 497–523. 

Nazareno, Marcelo, Susan C. Stokes, and Valeria Brusco (2006), Réditos y 
Peligros Electorales del Gasto Público en la Argentina (Yields and 
Electoral Perils of the Public Spending in Argentina), in: Desarrollo 
Economico, 46, 181, 63–88. 

Newton, Kenneth (1999), Social Capital and Democracy in Modern Europe, 
in: J. W. van Deth, M. Maraffi, K. Newton, and P. F. Whiteley (eds), 
Social Capital European Democracy, New York: Routledge, 3–22. 

Nylen, William R. (2003), Participatory Democracy versus Elitist Democracy: Lessons 
from Brazil, New York: Palgrave Macmillian. 

Ostrom, Elinor (1996), Crossing the Great Divide: Coproduction, Synergy, 
and Development, in: World Development, 24, 6, 1073–1087. 



��� 86 Katsuo A. Nishikawa ���

Parry, Hugh J., and Helen M. Crossley (1950), Validity of Responses to 
Survey Questions, in: The Public Opinion Quarterly, 14, 1, 61–80. 

Portes, Alejandro (1998), Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in 
Modern Sociology, in: Annual Review of Sociology, 24, 1–24. 

Presser, Stanley (1990), Can Changes in Context Reduce Vote Over-
reporting in Surveys?, in: The Public Opinion Quarterly, 54, 4, 586–593. 

Presser, Stanley (1984), Is Inaccuracy on Factual Survey Items Item-Specific 
or Respondent-Specific?, in: The Public Opinion Quarterly, 48, 1, 344–355. 

Putnam, Robert D., Robert Leonardi, and Raffaella Nanetti (1993), Making 
Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy, Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. 

Schlozman, Kay Lehman, Sidney Verba, and Henry E. Brady (1999), Civic 
Participation and the Equality Problem, in: T. Skocpol and F. Morris 
(eds), Civic Engagement in American Democracy, New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation, 427–460. 

Selee Andrew, and Enrique Peruzzotti (2009), Participatory Innovation and 
Representative Democracy in Latin America, Washington, D.C.: Woodrow 
Wilson Center Press. 

Seligson, Amber L. (1999), Civic Associations and Democratic Participation 
in Central America, in: Comparative Political Studies, 32, 3, 342–362. 

Silver, Brian D., Barbara A. Anderson, and Paul R. Anderson (1986), Who 
Overreports Voting?, in: American Political Science Review, 80, 2, 613–624. 

Soss, Joe (1999), Lessons of Welfare: Policy Design, Political Learning, and 
Political Action, in: American Political Science Review, 92, 2, 363–380. 

Verba, Sidney, and Norman H. Nie (1972), Participation in America: Political 
Democracy and Social Equality, New York: Harper & Row. 

Verba, Sidney, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Henry E. Brady (1995), Voice 
and Equality: Civic Voluntarism in American Politics, Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press. 

Wampler, Brian (2012), Entering the State: Civil Society Activism and 
Participatory Governance in Brazil, in: Political Studies, 60, 341–362.  

Wampler, Brian (2008), When Does Participatory Democracy Deepen the 
Quality of Democracy? Lessons from Brazil, in: Comparative Politics, 41, 
1, 61–81. 

Wampler, Brian (2007), Can Participatory Institutions Promote Pluralism? 
Mobilizing Low-Income Citizens in Brazil, in: Studies in Comparative 
International Development, 41, 4, 57–78. 

Wampler, Brian, and Leonardo Avritzer (2004), Participatory Publics: Civil 
Society and New Institutions in Democratic Brazil, in: Comparative 
Politics, 36, 3, 291–312. 



��� Can Civic Skills Be Taught? 87 ���

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M. (2000), Introduction to Econometrics: A Modern Approach, 
Cincinnati: South-Western College Publishing. 

 

El Uso de Programas de Desarrollo Social para Fomentar el Civismo 

Resumen: En este estudio, propongo que programas innovadores de desa-
rrollo social que requieren de la participación ciudadana para crear bienes 
públicos pueden, inesperadamente, fomentar actitudes favorables para la 
democracia. Específicamente, analizo como las disposiciones democráticas y 
el interés por participar en la vida política de sus comunidades cambia entre 
beneficiarios y no beneficiarios del programa. Dicho programa posee un 
estilo de democracia directa, en donde se requiere que los beneficiarios se 
organicen a nivel colonia como condición de implementación del programa. 
Para probar esta hipótesis, realicé una encuesta en el estado de Baja Califor-
nia, México. Para medir el efecto de participación en programas de desarro-
llo social, hice uso del método estadístico conocido en inglés como “pro-
pensity score matching” para llevar a cabo un cuasi experimento. Al final, 
encuentro que hay bastante evidencia de que el participar en este tipo de 
programas se correlaciona con mayores niveles de participación política, un 
sentir de mayor arraigo con la comunidad, una mayor evaluación retrospec-
tiva de la economía, y un mayor apoyo hacia el gobierno. 

Palabras clave: México, participación política, programas de desarrollo 
social  

 


