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Do conditional cash transfers (CCTs) lead to increased participation in multiple political 
activities in Latin America? If CCTs contribute to broad political participation, how do CCTs 
increase participation in a wide variety of political activities? I argue that CCTs boost political 
participation through resource effects, and that both the cash transfers and the conditionalities 
play an important role in shaping political activity among beneficiaries. Using an original data 
set from Mexico and existing survey data from nine Latin American countries, I analyze the 
relationship between CCTs and political participation and examine the hypothesized pathway. 
The results support my argument. 

¿Promueven las transferencias condicionadas de efectivo (CCTs, por sus siglas en inglés) un 
incremento en la participación en múltiples actividades políticas en América Latina? Si las 
CCTs contribuyen a una vasta participación política, ¿de qué forma estas CCTs incrementan 
la participación en amplia variedad de actividades políticas? Mi argumento central es que las 
CCTs impulsan la participación política a razón de efectos recursos, y que las transferencias de 
efectivo y sus condiciones juegan un papel importante en la formación de la actividad política 
entre los beneficiarios. Usando un conjunto de datos originales de México e información de una 
encuesta existente de nueve países Latinoamericanos, yo analizo la relación entre las CCTs y la 
participación política y examino el camino de la hipótesis. Los resultados apoyan mi argumento.

Latin America experienced a stunning shift in social policy since the late 1990s. Whereas earlier forms 
of social policy focused on the protection of the formal sector and often failed to reach the poor, the 
introduction of means-tested programs has provided assistance to those in need (Díaz-Cayeros and 
Magaloni 2009). The conditional cash transfer (CCT) program is the primary example of this shift in social 
policy. In CCT programs, poor households receive a monetary transfer in exchange for fulfilling certain 
conditions, such as attending health checkups and health education workshops and having the children 
attend a certain percentage of school days (Fiszbein and Schady 2009; Cecchini and Madariaga 2011). 

CCTs receive a large amount of praise for their effective targeting procedures and positive human 
development outcomes. In contrast to the political manipulation of beneficiary selection in many other 
antipoverty programs in Latin America, CCT benefits are generally recognized as being distributed according 
to objective criteria based on need (Fiszbein and Schady 2009; Díaz-Cayeros and Magaloni 2009; Fried 
2012; Lindert, Skoufias, and Shapiro 2006). Certainly, there is variation in targeting effectiveness across 
CCT programs, and even across a single program over time, with some studies uncovering evidence of 
political interference in certain countries (De La O 2015; Rocha Menocal 2001). These negative findings 
are exceptions, however, as most evidence indicates that CCTs are well targeted according to need and lie 
outside the reach of clientelism. In addition, human development scholars find that CCTs have a positive 
effect on several child health outcomes and also lead to reductions in poverty and inequality (see Fiszbein 
and Schady 2009). 

More recently, researchers have started to examine the consequences of CCTs for electoral behavior in 
Latin America. This growing literature produces mixed findings. Some studies find that CCTs have a positive 
effect on incumbent support and/or voter turnout (Hunter and Power 2008; Zucco 2013; Baez et al. 2012; 
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Díaz-Cayeros, Estévez, and Magaloni 2016; De La O 2013, 2015; Manacorda, Miguel, and Vigorito 2011), 
whereas other studies do not find a positive relationship between CCTs and electoral behavior (Bohn 2011; 
Imai, King, and Rivera 2017; Corrêa 2015).

Although a heated debate continues over whether CCTs influence electoral behavior, we lack a 
comprehensive examination of the relationship between CCTs and political participation. Indeed, existing 
research on CCTs and political participation focuses almost exclusively on voter turnout, even though 
other forms of political activity are important in their own right and have meaningful consequences in 
the region. Do CCTs lead to increased participation in multiple political activities, or is the positive effect 
of CCTs confined to a select form of political participation (voting)? If CCTs contribute to broad political 
participation, how do CCTs lead to more participation in a wide variety of political activities? 

Following Booth and Seligson (1978), political participation is defined here as “behavior influencing or 
attempting to influence the distribution of public goods” (6; italic in the original). This definition recognizes 
that political participation encompasses a wide range of electoral and nonelectoral activities. I define broad 
political participation as involvement in multiple modes of political activities. 

My central argument is that CCTs lead to broad political participation among beneficiaries, and that 
both the program transfers and the conditionalities play an important role in shaping political activity. I 
define “conditionalities” as the requirements that program beneficiaries must meet in order to continue 
receiving benefits from CCT programs.1 The transfers provide key material resources that facilitate political 
participation, while the conditionalities offer important nonmaterial resources that boost involvement in 
political activities. 

This article contributes to the literature on political behavior and policy feedback in two ways. First, it 
challenges the findings from the existing literature on the political behavioral consequences of program 
conditionalities. Whereas previous research suggests that CCT conditionalities, and means-tested program 
conditionalities more generally, reduce political participation or have no effect (Layton and Smith 2015; 
Watson 2015), I utilize an alternative research design to argue that CCT conditionalities spur increased 
involvement in political activities. Second, the article improves our theoretical understanding of why some 
means-tested social programs increase political participation, while others have no effect or even a negative 
effect on participation (Soss 1999; Campbell 2003; Mettler and Stonecash 2008; Bruch, Ferree, and Soss 
2010; Garay 2007; Holzner 2010). Social programs can have multiple components, and each component has 
the potential to contribute to the overall effect of the program on political behavior. 

Theoretical Argument and Hypotheses
What is the relationship between CCTs and political participation? If the relationship is positive, how do 
CCTs increase political participation? To answer these questions, I emphasize the importance of program 
transfers and conditionalities in shaping decisions to participate in politics. 

In line with rational choice models, I argue first that individuals consider the expected utility of performing 
an act when deciding whether to participate in politics. The basic equation for deciding whether to participate 
in a specific political activity is Ua = p(Ba) – Ca, where “a” is the political activity; “Ua” is the expected utility 
of participating in the political activity; “p” is the probability that the political activity will make a difference 
in the outcome; “Ba” is the expected benefit from the outcome; and “Ca” is the cost of participating in the 
political activity.2 Additionally, an individual may receive benefits from simply participating in the political 
activity, generally denoted by a “D” term (Downs 1957; Riker and Ordeshook 1968). 

How do individuals determine the expected costs and benefits of performing a political act? Following 
the institutional theory of political participation (Holzner 2010), I argue that the state plays a central role in 
shaping individuals’ cost-benefit calculations. In particular, the state has the ability to distribute politically 
relevant resources through its policies, and these resources directly influence the expected costs (Ca) and 
benefits (Ba) of political participation (Holzner 2010). 

Among the actions of the state, conditional social assistance programs are particularly influential 
in shaping an individual’s expected utility for performing a political act.3 There are two reasons for this 

 1 I define and use the word “conditionalities” instead of “conditions” because “conditions” may mean the initial program eligibility 
conditions, the program continuation requirements, or the contextual conditions for the program (see Zucco, Luna, and Baykal 
2019). 

 2 For a more detailed description of the basic model, see Holzner (2010, 32–33) and Aldrich (1993, 247–251). The model was 
originally developed by Downs (1957) for voter turnout, but it can be adapted for any form of political activity. 

 3 In conditional social assistance programs, households must meet certain conditions in order to continue receiving assistance from 
the government. 
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influence. First, the desirable transfers provide an incentive for program beneficiaries to defend or expand 
the social program (Pierson 1993; Campbell 2003; Holzner 2010), directly increasing the expected benefits 
of political participation. By raising the expected benefits of political participation, the transfer component 
is expected to drive more political activity among program beneficiaries. Second, the conditionalities affect 
the expected costs of political participation by altering the beneficiaries’ stock of nonmaterial, politically 
relevant resources.4 For example, all conditionalities reduce the beneficiaries’ available time to spend on 
nonessential activities such as political participation, making political participation more costly. Importantly, 
though, conditionalities can also provide beneficiaries with nonmaterial resources that reduce the costs of 
political participation. The overall effect of the conditionalities thus depends on the program design. 

In the particular case of CCTs in Latin America, I argue that these programs will drive increased political 
participation among beneficiaries, and that both the cash transfers and the conditionalities will shape 
decisions to participate in politics. Indeed, CCT programs in Latin America give sizeable cash transfers directly 
to beneficiaries, increasing the incentive for these beneficiaries to participate more in politics in order to 
defend or expand the desirable transfers.5 The increased incentives should raise the expected benefits of 
participating in political activities and lead to more political participation among beneficiaries. 

In addition, the CCT conditionalities provide beneficiaries with important nonmaterial resources that 
reduce the costs of political participation and facilitate more involvement in politics. Although the exact 
set of conditionalities can vary slightly across CCT programs in Latin America, CCT beneficiaries typically 
are required to attend regular checkups at local health facilities, attend regular health education workshops 
and other group meetings with program officials, and engage with local school officials (Fiszbein and 
Schady 2009; Cecchini and Madariaga 2011). The increased social interactions with local state officials 
and community members in an organized setting lead to more opportunities for beneficiaries to practice 
civic skills, which are defined as “organizational and communications abilities that facilitate political life” 
(Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995, 4). In particular, beneficiaries are likely to exercise communication and 
organizational skills when participating in required workshops and meetings with program officials and 
other beneficiaries; when interacting with public service employees in local health and education facilities; 
when keeping track of deadlines and pending requirements; and when addressing any problems that may 
arise in the program. 

Because CCT beneficiaries encounter opportunities to exercise communication and organizational skills 
through the conditionalities, beneficiaries gain regular experiences in building and maintaining these 
important skills. According to Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995), civic skills are crucial resources for 
political involvement because they increase an individual’s capacity to participate in political activities and 
thus reduce the costs of political participation. Not surprisingly, civic skills have been shown to be strong 
determinants of political activity in a wide range of contexts, including developed and developing countries 
(Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Finkel 2002). Civic skills are especially critical for more demanding 
forms of political participation that require communicating and/or working with others.

I expect adult female CCT beneficiaries, in particular, to gain politically relevant resources from 
participating in the program. A key feature of the CCT program is that an adult female generally is required 
to be the head participant in each family. As the head program participant, the adult female receives the 
cash transfers and ultimately is responsible for fulfilling the program conditions (Fiszbein and Schady 2009). 
In order to satisfy certain conditions or resolve some problems regarding the program, the presence and 
active involvement of the head program participant may even be required. Of course, male beneficiaries may 
assist with fulfilling the conditions, so they too may gain opportunities to practice civic skills through the 
program. However, as the head program participants, the female beneficiaries will have more opportunities 
than the male beneficiaries to exercise civic skills. The increased opportunities to exercise civic skills will 
facilitate even more political participation for female beneficiaries, given that their costs of participating in 
political activities will be even further reduced. 

My argument offers the following predictions regarding CCTs, otherwise similar unconditional cash 
transfers (UCTs), and political participation: 

 4 See Pierson (1993) for a discussion on the resource effects of policies and the distinction between nonmaterial resource effects, 
material resource effects, and interpretive effects. By recognizing the importance of politically relevant resources for political 
participation, this part of the argument draws from the civic voluntarism model (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995).

 5 The size of the cash transfers varies across countries and time, but studies suggest that the transfers represent from 7 percent to 31 
percent of consumption in beneficiary households in Latin America (see Fiszbein and Schady 2009, 105). 
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Hypothesis 1: (H1a) CCTs will be positively associated with political participation, and especially 
with participation in more demanding political activities; (H1b) the positive association between 
CCTs and political participation will be larger than the positive association between UCTs and politi-
cal participation; and (H1c) the positive association between CCTs and political participation will be 
larger for female beneficiaries. 

My argument also makes the following predictions regarding the potential pathways that connect CCT 
conditionalities and political participation:

Hypothesis 2: (H2a) CCTs will be positively associated with civic skills; (H2b) the association between 
CCTs and civic skills minus the association between UCTs and civic skills will be a positive value;6 and 
(H2c) the positive association between CCTs and civic skills will be larger for female beneficiaries. 

The literature on social assistance programs offers two competing explanations for why CCTs may contribute 
to increased political participation among beneficiaries. Holzner (2010) argues that government assistance 
programs contribute to increased external political efficacy among beneficiaries, because the transfers 
demonstrate that the government is paying attention to, and addressing, their needs.7 The increased external 
political efficacy, according to this argument, will facilitate more political participation among program 
beneficiaries. Hunter and Sugiyama (2014) argue that CCTs in Brazil boost feelings of social inclusion 
and personal agency, which in turn facilitate political involvement. They emphasize that the particular 
policy features of the Brazilian CCT program are responsible for the positive program experiences and 
subsequent changes in citizenship. To the extent that CCTs in other contexts have similar policy designs, 
Hunter and Sugiyama would expect similar consequences for citizenship. 

Research Design and Results
I test the hypotheses using two sources of data: original survey data from Mexico and Latin American 
Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) survey data.8 Mexico is an ideal country for this study, because it has a 
CCT program (Oportunidades) and a UCT program (Programa de Apoyo Alimentario, or PAL) that provide a 
similar amount of cash to program beneficiaries, serve almost identical beneficiary populations, and have 
the same administrative agency and structure.9 Indeed, PAL is a means-tested, unconditional cash transfer 
program that uses nearly the same beneficiary selection criteria as Oportunidades at the household level, 
but it targets more rural areas where poor citizens may have more difficulty accessing local health and 
education services.10 PAL, with 3.7 million beneficiaries in total, is a smaller program than Oportunidades, 
which has nearly 26 million beneficiaries.11 Both programs are administered through the national 
Oportunidades agency. 

Importantly for our purposes, the one crucial difference between these programs in Mexico is that the CCT 
program has a conditionalities component while the UCT program does not. The similarities across these 
programs allow for important natural controls when comparing program effects, which in turn provide 
increased leverage when trying to isolate the effect of CCT conditionalities. Furthermore, the beneficiary 
selection process in Mexico uses an objective formula—based on household and geographic criteria—that 
is free from political manipulation (Levy 2006; Díaz-Cayeros, Estévez, and Magaloni 2016), thus alleviating 
concerns of bias due to politicized selection criteria. 

The original survey is from July 2014 and contains a representative sample of adults (aged eighteen or older) 
in three Mexican municipalities, including two in the state of Puebla (Oriental and San Felipe Teotlalcingo) 

 6 The differences in wording between hypotheses H1b and H2b are due to the different predictions regarding the program transfer 
component. Whereas my argument predicts that the transfer component will be positively associated with political participation, 
it makes no predictions regarding the transfer component and civic skills. 

 7 For more information on the distinction between external and internal political efficacy, see Niemi, Craig, and Mattei (1991). 
 8 The AmericasBarometer by LAPOP, www.LapopSurveys.org. All additional files, including the appendix, data sets, and replication 

files, are available online at Harvard Dataverse (dataverse.harvard.edu).  
 9 Note that the CCT program in Mexico originally was named Progresa and now is called Prospera. For an overview of these programs, 

see http://prospera.gob.mx/.
 10 For information about the rules for each program, see https://www.prospera.gob.mx/Portal/wb/Web/reglas_de_operacion. 
 11 For this data, see http://www.sedesol.gob.mx/es/SEDESOL/Padron_de_Beneficiarios.
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and one in the state of Mexico (Ixtlahuaca).12 The selected municipalities offer several advantages for my 
study. First, they have a very high rate of poverty (nearly 80 percent of residents are below the poverty line), 
including a large percentage of poor residents who are not CCT or UCT beneficiaries.13 This setup creates an 
extensive set of natural controls for my analysis of program effects, where the differences between program 
beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries are minimized. Indeed, the survey likely captures many poor residents, 
including both beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries, whose poverty scores were close to the formula-based 
program eligibility line. Second, the municipalities contain a sizeable percentage of CCT beneficiaries and 
UCT beneficiaries, allowing for a comparative analysis of program effects. Third, because the beneficiaries 
of both programs reside in the same municipalities, the case selection minimizes any potential differences 
in rurality and local services across the two groups of beneficiaries. This advantage is especially important 
for comparing the effects of the CCT and UCT programs in Mexico because, as mentioned above, geographic 
factors determine whether each qualified household is eligible for the CCT program or for the UCT program. 
Within the selected municipalities, the physical distance between CCT- and UCT-eligible areas is very small, 
separating neighborhoods that are otherwise very similar. The similarities create natural controls for my 
analysis. 

The fourth advantage of selecting these municipalities for my survey is that the CCT and UCT beneficiaries 
in these areas receive similar amounts of cash transfers through the programs, with CCT beneficiaries 
receiving an average of 660 pesos (about US$51) per month and UCT beneficiaries receiving an average 
of 540 pesos (about US$42) per month.14 Given the other similarities across the programs, including the 
beneficiary selection criteria and the administrative agency and structure, the similar transfer amounts 
allow us to isolate the impact of the CCT conditionalities. 

The case selection for my survey clearly attempts to minimize the differences between CCT beneficiaries 
and nonbeneficiaries and between CCT and UCT beneficiaries. Is this goal achieved in practice? As an 
empirical test of whether the nonbeneficiaries and UCT beneficiaries are otherwise similar to the CCT 
beneficiaries in the three Mexican municipalities, I use the original dataset to compare the values of new 
program beneficiaries and nonbeneficiaries on a variety of variables. New beneficiaries are defined as 
program recipients who have participated in the program for less than one year, which is the smallest time 
interval available. Significance tests are utilized in the analysis, with the nature of the dependent variable 
determining which exact test is used. Despite some limitations, the analysis provides a reasonable, near-
baseline assessment of the similarities between groups. The results are listed in the online appendix (Tables 
A1 and A2).

Tables A1 and A2 provide strong evidence that new CCT beneficiaries are similar to both nonbeneficiaries 
and new UCT beneficiaries on a variety of variables. The small, not statistically significant difference in 
locality population between new CCT beneficiaries and new UCT beneficiaries is particularly striking, given 
that UCTs are targeted to more rural areas. This finding suggests that my strategy to minimize the physical 
distance between CCT- and UCT-eligible areas was effective. The absence of statistically significant differences 
in socioeconomic variables further illustrates the high level of poverty in these municipalities, while the 
nonsignificant findings on the political variables provide additional support that CCTs are not politicized in 
Mexico. Overall, the evidence from these two tables increases our confidence that nonbeneficiaries and UCT 
beneficiaries can serve as valid counterfactuals for CCT beneficiaries in the analysis. 

One limitation of the original Mexican survey data is that there still may be differences in rurality between 
CCT and UCT beneficiaries, despite my efforts to minimize these differences. If these contextual differences 
influence whether program beneficiaries participate in politics, then it is unclear whether conditionalities 
or rurality are driving the effects on political participation. 

Another potential limitation of the Mexican survey data is the threat of spillover effects. More specifically, 
the small physical distance between program beneficiaries and poor nonbeneficiaries in the municipalities 
creates opportunities for the poor nonbeneficiaries to acquire positive program effects. Although 

 12 I designed the survey. The survey was collected by Parametría, a research firm in Mexico. The sample size for each municipality is 
380 respondents (1,140 respondents in total). The sampling error is ±5 percent. The survey technical information and questionnaire 
are available upon request.   

 13 The source of the poverty data is the 2010 Análisis y Medición de la Pobreza, Consejo Nacional de Evaluación de la Política  
de Desarrollo Social, http://www.coneval.gob.mx/Medicion/Paginas/Medici%C3%B3n/Medicion-de-la-pobreza-municipal-2010 
.aspx.

 14 The cash transfer amount as a percentage of household income also is similar across programs in these areas, with the average cash 
transfer amount representing 54 percent of household income for CCT beneficiaries and about 46 percent of household income 
for UCT beneficiaries. The source of this data is the original survey. 
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I acknowledge this threat, it is important to highlight that spillover effects would work against finding 
positive estimates of CCT and UCT program effects. In other words, spillover effects would create a more 
difficult test of the hypotheses. 

The second main source of data is the LAPOP survey data. The LAPOP survey was conducted in eighteen 
Latin American countries in 2012, and it includes a nationally representative sample of adults (aged eighteen 
or older) in each country. The LAPOP surveys in nine countries contain questions on CCT participation, 
general social program assistance, and involvement in a wide variety of political activities, allowing for 
extensive analysis of the relationship between program participation and political participation.15 

The following empirical analysis is divided into three parts. First, I analyze the relationship between 
program participation (in CCTs and otherwise similar UCTs) and participation in a wide range of political 
activities. This analysis draws from the original Mexican survey data. Next, I consider the particular pathways 
that connect CCTs and political participation, and I examine whether CCT conditionalities contribute to 
increased civic skills. This part of the analysis utilizes the data from my original survey in Mexico. The third 
part, which draws from the LAPOP survey data, analyzes the relationship between program participation 
and political participation in other areas of Latin America. More detailed descriptions of all variables and 
their summary statistics are included in the appendix. 

CCTs, UCTs, and political participation in Mexico
To examine the relationship between CCTs, UCTs, and political participation (H1a, H1b, and H1c), I primarily 
use the original survey data from Mexico. The original survey contains questions on CCT participation, UCT 
participation, a standard set of individual and household characteristics, and involvement in twenty-three 
political activities. 

The dependent variables in this analysis are a set of indices for the different modes of political participation. 
Through the use of factor analysis, prior research on the dimensions of political participation in Latin 
America (Mexico in particular) identifies six distinct modes of political participation: voting, campaign 
activism, contacting public officials, community activism, civil society engagement, and protest (Booth and 
Seligson 2009; Klesner 2009). I follow this work and construct a separate index for each of these six modes. 
The additive index for each mode is made up of between two to six survey questions, with each survey 
question rescaled to have equal weight in the index and a maximum value of one. 

I use confirmatory factor analysis to test whether the indices correspond to different dimensions of political 
participation in these Mexican municipalities, and the results are reported in the appendix (Table A3). The 
results provide strong support that each index represents a separate dimension of political participation in 
the Mexican survey data. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) values are all below or close 
to .06, and the comparative fit index (CFI) values are all above or close to .95, providing no cause for concern 
(Hu and Bentler 1999). 

Studies suggest that factor analysis may lead to the selection of too many dimensions or factors 
(overfactoring), which in turn can create nonmeaningful factors and estimates that are not as stable (see 
Fabrigar et al. 1999, 277–281; Zhang 2014, 341). Due to these potential concerns, I construct two alternative 
sets of dependent variables. The first alternative set of dependent variables simply consists of each separate 
political activity, and the second set consists of two large categories of political activities (electoral and 
nonelectoral political participation). For the second alternative set of dependent variables, an additive index 
is created for both electoral and nonelectoral political participation. As robustness checks, I repeat all of the 
following analyses on political participation using each of the alternative sets of dependent variables, and I 
report the results in the appendix (Tables A4–A10).

The independent variables in this analysis are CCT participation,16 UCT participation, and a standard set 
of control variables. CCT participation and UCT participation are each dichotomous variables for whether 
someone in the household is a beneficiary of these programs. The control variables include income,17 
education level, the natural log of age, a gender variable, whether the respondent has children, and religiosity. 
The locality-level control variables of population, poverty, and education are also included in the models, in 
order to account for potential differences across localities.18 

 15 The nine countries are Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Mexico, and Peru. 
 16 The main results are robust to including former CCT beneficiaries in the measure of CCT participation (see Table A15). 
 17 The main results are robust to using an index of household items (Wealth Index) instead of income (see Table A14).
 18 The source of the locality-level data is the 2010 Mexican census, Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía (INEGI). See http://

www.inegi.org.mx/sistemas/consulta_resultados/iter2010.aspx.
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Using the Mexican survey data, I employ multilevel linear models with random intercepts (Rabe-Hesketh 
and Skrondal 2008) to assess the relationship between program participation and political participation.19 
A multilevel model is a “regression … in which the parameters—the regression coefficients—are given a 
probability model…. The feature that distinguishes multilevel models from classical regression is in the 
modeling of the variation between groups” (Gelman and Hill 2007, 1). For data that is nested in groups, a 
key advantage of a multilevel model is that it allows for within-group correlation, which in turn reduces 
concerns regarding biased standard errors (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008, 129–130). Each multilevel 
model of political participation has three levels: the individual level, the locality level, and the municipality 
level. The analysis serves two main purposes: to test whether CCTs are positively associated with political 
participation (H1a); and to compare the impact of CCT participation and UCT participation on political 
participation in this same context (H1b). The results are listed in Table 1. 

In line with my expectations, there is a positive and statistically significant relationship between CCTs 
and several modes of political participation. CCTs are positively associated with contacting public officials, 
community activism, civil society engagement, and voting. For the average respondent, the estimated effect 
of CCT participation corresponds to an increase of 26 percent in contacting public officials, an increase of 
28 percent in community activism, an increase of 21 percent in civil society engagement, and an increase 
of 6 percent in voting. As my argument predicts, the impact of CCTs is greater for more demanding forms 
of political participation, including community activism, contacting public officials, and civil society 
engagement. The estimated impact of CCTs is much smaller for voting, which is considered a low-cost 
activity (Niemi 1976; Aldrich 1993). 

As for UCTs, the results indicate that UCT participation is positively and significantly associated with only 
one mode of political participation: voting. These findings offer strong support for hypothesis (H1b), which 
predicts that CCTs will have a larger positive association with political participation than UCTs. The evidence 

 19 Multilevel models are used in the analyses, because tests reveal that there exists sufficient variation across groups (see Table A12). 
As a robustness check, I use ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression models with clustered standard errors and include 
dummy variables for localities and municipalities. The results are reported in Table A13.

Table 1: Multilevel models of political participation (2014 Mexican survey data).

(1)
Voting

(2)
Campaign 
activism

(3)
Contact public 

officials

(4)
Community 

activism

(5)
Civil society 

engage

(6)
Protest

Individual variables

CCT 0.189** −0.005 0.267** 0.133*** 0.187*** 0.043

UCT 0.303** −0.008 0.153 −0.012 −0.003 −0.024

Income 0.063* 0.068*** 0.064 0.022 0.000 0.004

Education 0.021 0.006 −0.025 −0.003 0.006 −0.006

Age 1.082*** 0.104** 0.070 0.048 −0.022 0.031

Female 0.050 −0.003 0.128 −0.017 0.088** 0.012

Children 0.061 0.034 0.204* 0.109** 0.254*** −0.016

Religiosity −0.016 −0.002 −0.061 0.016 0.169*** −0.045***

Locality variables

Population 0.012 0.034 −0.045 −0.056 −0.012 −0.000

Poverty −0.525*** 0.136 −0.205 0.444* 0.014 −0.072

Education −0.068 −0.055 −0.064 0.048 −0.053 −0.031

N (individual) 916 947 949 944 946 956

N (locality) 20 20 20 20 20 20

N (municipality) 3 3 3 3 3 3

Note: Random-intercept multilevel linear models are used in this analysis.
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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suggests that CCT conditionalities matter for political participation, because the individuals who only 
receive the cash transfers—the UCT beneficiaries—increase their participation in only one mode of political 
activity. It also is not surprising, at least when viewed from the lens of my argument, that this one mode of 
participation is the low-cost activity of voting. As expected, CCT conditionalities have a greater impact on 
high-cost forms of political participation. 

Because UCTs are positively associated with voting, the results provide at least some support for the 
argument that material program transfers boost political participation. Still, as predicted, it appears that the 
CCT conditionalities also play an important role in driving increased political participation among program 
beneficiaries. 

One potential concern regarding the results is that there may be an overlap between the measures of 
the dependent variables and the CCT requirements. If the political participation measures simply capture 
activities that CCT beneficiaries need to perform in order to continue in the program, then the analyses 
above are not valid tests of my argument. To address this concern, I remove several political activities from 
the measures of the following three indices of political participation: (1) contacting public officials (the 
activities of contacting a state official or agency and contacting a public program official are removed); (2) 
community activism (the activities of helping to resolve a community problem and attending meetings for 
a community improvement group are removed); and (3) civil society engagement (the activities of attending 
school and health organization meetings are removed). I then repeat the analyses from Table 1 with these 
alternative measures of the three political participation indices, and I report the results in the appendix 
(Table A11). The main findings are robust to using alternative measures for two of the three political 
participation indices (contacting public officials and community activism).20 However, CCT participation 
is no longer statistically significant in the model of civil society engagement, which suggests that at least 
part of the estimated CCT effect is due to the program requirements. Overall, the findings indicate that the 
required CCT activities are not directly responsible for the positive associations between CCTs and multiple 
modes of political participation. 

The Mexican survey data also allows for an analysis of whether the positive association between CCTs 
and political participation is larger for female beneficiaries (H1c). An interaction term of CCT program 
participation and gender is added to the models from Table 1, and the results are reported in Table 2.21 
Contrary to my expectations, the evidence suggests that there is not a statistically significant difference in 
the estimated effects of CCTs across gender for most of the political participation modes. In other words, 
the positive CCT effects are working through both female and male beneficiaries for most modes of political 
participation, despite the females being the head program participants. The one exception is for the mode 
of contacting public officials, where the estimated effect of CCTs is much larger for female beneficiaries. I 
revisit, and attempt to explain, these unexpected results at the end of the next subsection. 

The pathway: CCT conditionalities and civic skills in Mexico
I now consider the pathway that connects CCTs, and particularly the conditionalities component, to 
political participation. My argument predicts that CCTs will be positively associated with civic skills (H2a), 
and that the association between CCTs and civic skills minus the association between UCTs and civic skills 
will be a positive value (H2b). Furthermore, I expect the positive association between CCTs and civic skills 
to be larger for female beneficiaries (H2c). To test these hypotheses, I once again utilize the original 2014 
Mexican survey data. 

The dependent variables for this analysis are several measures of civic skills. Rather than relying on 
subjective assessments of civic skills, I follow Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995) and ask respondents 
about their recent experiences exercising specific civic skills at work, through a social program, or in 
other nonpolitical activities. The idea behind the measure is that if adults practice these types of skills 
outside of their political activities, then they are able to develop or maintain the skills for future political 
participation. This type of measure also has the added benefit of being more objective—and thus leading to 
less measurement error—than self-assessments of civic skills.22 In the survey, respondents were asked how 

 20 Given that the political participation variables are additive indices of political activities, it is not surprising that the size of the 
estimated effects is smaller when using the alternative measures with fewer activities. The substantive effect, measured as the 
percentage increase for the average respondent, is similar in size for each of the alternative measures. 

 21 As a robustness check, I again use OLS linear regression models with clustered standard errors and include dummy variables for 
localities and municipalities (see Table A16). For the results of the multilevel models that use the female variable in the interaction 
term, see Table A17. 

 22 For a discussion, see Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995).
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often they performed each of the following organizational and communications activities in the past year: 
attended a meeting and participated in the discussion; organized a meeting or set up an appointment; wrote 
a letter or filled out forms; and asked someone to clarify information. The respondents then selected one 
of the following options: never, one or two times a year, one or two times a month, or once a week. These 
survey questions are used to create four separate civic skill variables as well as an additive index of civic skills, 
with each civic skill rescaled to have equal weight in the index and a maximum value of one. 

In the following analysis, I use the same set of independent variables as in the previous subsection, 
including CCT participation, UCT participation, the individual-level control variables, and the locality-level 
control variables. Multilevel linear models with random intercepts are utilized to assess the relationship 
between program participation and civic skills.23 Table 3 reports the results of these models. 

Before discussing the results, I highlight some potential endogeneity concerns with this analysis. It may be 
the case that individuals who exercise civic skills are more likely to enroll in CCT programs, which challenges 
the causal direction of the relationship between CCTs and civic skills. As a result, I am unable to claim that 
the following analysis provides tests of a causal mechanism. Still, there is a compelling reason to think that 
the threat of endogeneity is relatively low in these models. The available evidence from Mexico suggests that 
CCT beneficiaries are selected using objective criteria (Levy 2006; Díaz-Cayeros, Estévez, and Magaloni 2016), 
and that the take-up rate among eligible households is 97 percent (Gertler 2000).24 Consequently, there is 
little room for individuals to self-select into the program. 

 23 Tests reveal that there exists sufficient variation across groups for multilevel models, except for one of the civic skills (see Table 
A19). The main results are robust to using an OLS linear regression model for this civic skill (see Table A20). As an additional 
robustness check, I use OLS linear regression models with clustered standard errors and include dummy variables for localities and 
municipalities (Table A21).

 24 Initially, the take-up rate in urban areas was much lower, because a household targeting process was not used in the first few 
years. The selection process in urban areas was later changed to incorporate a household targeting component (see Angelucci and 
Attanasio 2009). 

Table 2: Multilevel models of political participation (2014 Mexican survey data).

(1)
Voting

(2)
Campaign 
activism

(3)
Contact public 

officials

(4)
Community 

activism

(5)
Civil society 

engage

(6)
Protest

Individual variables

CCT 0.238* −0.012 0.444*** 0.132** 0.227*** 0.057

Male −0.019 −0.001 −0.019 0.016 −0.065 −0.004

CCT*Male −0.105 0.015 −0.369* 0.002 −0.081 −0.030

UCT 0.304** −0.008 0.158 −0.012 −0.002 −0.024

Income 0.063* 0.068*** 0.061 0.022 −0.000 0.004

Education 0.021 0.005 −0.024 −0.003 0.006 −0.006

Age 1.082*** 0.104** 0.070 0.048 −0.021 0.031

Children 0.063 0.033 0.210* 0.109** 0.255*** −0.016

Religiosity −0.015 −0.002 −0.056 0.016 0.170*** −0.045***

Locality variables

Population 0.011 0.034 −0.048 −0.056 −0.012 −0.000

Poverty −0.534*** 0.138 −0.237 0.444* 0.005 −0.075

Education −0.067 −0.055 −0.060 0.048 −0.053 −0.031

N (individual) 916 947 949 944 946 956

N (locality) 20 20 20 20 20 20

N (municipality) 3 3 3 3 3 3

Note: Random-intercept multilevel linear models are used in this analysis. 
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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As predicted, Table 3 indicates that the relationship between CCTs and each measure of civic skills is 
positive and statistically significant. The results suggest that the CCT program creates opportunities for 
beneficiaries to attend meetings and participate in the discussions; organize meetings or set up appointments; 
write letters or fill out forms; and ask other people to clarify information. These experiences allow CCT 
beneficiaries to develop and/or maintain important organizational and communication skills, which in turn 
reduce the costs of political participation and likely facilitate more political activity. 

Moreover, as expected, the difference between the estimated CCT effect and the estimated UCT effect is 
a positive value in each model from Table 3. Interestingly, UCTs are positively associated with exercising 
one civic skill (attending meetings and participating in discussions), and also are positively associated with 
the overall index of civic skills. In both instances, the size of the estimated UCT coefficient is much smaller 
than the estimated CCT coefficient, indicating that CCTs lead to more experiences practicing civic skills. 
These findings suggest that the cash transfers and the conditionalities each lead to more opportunities for 
program beneficiaries to practice civic skills, but that the conditionalities have a much larger and broader 
impact. In terms of the substantive effect, it is estimated that CCTs lead to a 59 percent increase in the 
exercising of civic skills for the average respondent, while UCTs only lead to an increase of 29 percent. 

Once again, it is important to address the concern about whether the measures of the dependent variables 
(civic skills) simply are capturing CCT requirements. I therefore construct an alternative index of civic skills 
that excludes the exercise of two specific skills: (1) attending a meeting and participating in the discussion, 
and (2) writing a letter or filling out forms. I then repeat the analyses from Table 3 with the alternative index 
of civic skills, and I report the results in the appendix (Table A18). The main findings are robust to using the 
alternative index of civic skills, indicating that CCTs provide opportunities to exercise civic skills beyond the 
basic activities that are required to continue in the program.25 

 25 Although the estimated CCT effect is small, the substantive effect, measured as the percentage increase for the average respondent, 
is similar in size when using the alternative measure.

Table 3: Multilevel models of civic skills (2014 Mexican survey data).

  (1)
Attended a meeting 
and participated in 

the discussion

(2)
Organized a 

meeting or set up 
an appointment

(3)
Wrote a letter 

or filled out 
forms

(4)
Asked someone 

to clarify 
information

(5)
Civic skills 

index

Individual variables

CCT 0.347*** 0.115*** 0.137*** 0.140*** 0.247***

UCT 0.217*** 0.086 0.010 0.021 0.121*

Income 0.017 0.045*** 0.040*** 0.053*** 0.052***

Education −0.002 0.004 −0.002 0.007 −0.000

Age 0.032 −0.007 −0.017 −0.019 −0.005

Female 0.117** 0.087** −0.008 −0.017 0.045

Children −0.027 0.026 0.046 −0.009 0.019

Religiosity 0.043* −0.010 −0.001 0.007 0.014

Locality variables

Population 0.045 −0.014 0.012 0.034 0.031

Poverty 0.327*** 0.196 0.061 0.049 0.186**

Education −0.024 −0.003 −0.038 −0.024 −0.024

N (individual) 949 949 947 947 936

N (locality) 20 20 20 20 20

N (municipality) 3 3 3 3 3

Note: Random-intercept multilevel linear models are used in this analysis. 
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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Overall, Table 3 provides support for the hypothesized pathway connecting CCTs and increased political 
participation. The results are consistent with the argument that CCTs, and particularly the conditionalities, 
produce important nonmaterial resources for beneficiaries, including opportunities to exercise civic 
skills. Based on the evidence, it appears that these nonmaterial resources may lower the costs of political 
activity for beneficiaries and create a pathway to increased political participation, particularly for more 
demanding activities. Potential endogeneity concerns, discussed above, challenge the causal direction of 
the relationship, however. CCTs and civic skills are positively and significantly associated, but I am unable 
to determine whether changes in civic skills are a part of the causal mechanism that produces changes in 
political participation. 

To test the last hypothesis (H2c), I add an interaction term for CCTs and gender to the models from 
Table 3.26 The results are presented in Table 4, and they suggest that female beneficiaries generally exercise 
more civic skills than male beneficiaries, as expected. The results thus offer more support for my argument. 
Interestingly though, the estimated CCT effects for male beneficiaries are still positive and statistically 
significant for all four types of civic skills, indicating that CCTs have a positive impact on civic skills for male 
beneficiaries as well. According to this evidence, the CCT program is pushing male beneficiaries, not just 
female beneficiaries, to exercise civic skills. For one form of civic skill (asking someone to clarify information), 
there is not even a statistically significant difference in the estimated CCT effects across gender. This result 
implies that CCTs have the same positive impact on exercising that particular civic skill for both male and 
female beneficiaries. 

The findings on CCTs, gender, and civic skills offer some important insight into the unexpected findings 
on political participation from the previous subsection. According to the evidence from Table 4, CCTs 

 26 The results are robust to using OLS linear regression models with clustered standard errors (see Table A22). For the results of the 
multilevel models that use the female variable in the interaction term, see Table A23. 

Table 4: Multilevel models of civic skills (2014 Mexican survey data).

  (1)
Attended a meeting 
and participated in 

the discussion

(2)
Organized a 

meeting or set up 
an appointment

(3)
Wrote a letter 

or filled out 
forms

(4)
Asked someone 

to clarify 
information

(5)
Civic skills 

index

Individual variables

CCT 0.521*** 0.186*** 0.223*** 0.193*** 0.378***

Male −0.010 −0.043 0.061 0.050 0.035

CCT*Male −0.363*** −0.148* −0.180** −0.111 −0.271***

UCT 0.224*** 0.088 0.013 0.024 0.124**

Income 0.014 0.044*** 0.039** 0.052*** 0.050***

Education −0.001 0.004 −0.002 0.007 0.000

Age 0.031 −0.007 −0.018 −0.020 −0.008

Children −0.020 0.029 0.049 −0.008 0.025

Religiosity 0.048* −0.008 0.002 0.009 0.019

Locality variables

Population 0.041 −0.014 0.011 0.033 0.031

Poverty 0.300*** 0.180 0.041 0.041 0.155**

Education −0.020 −0.002 −0.037 −0.023 −0.020

N (individual) 949 949 947 947 936

N (locality) 20 20 20 20 20

N (municipality) 3 3 3 3 3

Note: Random-intercept multilevel linear models are used in this analysis. 
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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are positively associated with political participation for both male and female beneficiaries, because the 
program pushes both genders to exercise more civic skills. In other words, male beneficiaries appear to 
be helping the female beneficiaries fulfill the program conditions, which in turn offers the males some 
important opportunities to exercise civic skills. Even though female beneficiaries, as the head participants in 
the program, receive the cash transfers and ultimately are responsible for fulfilling the conditions, the male 
beneficiaries are exercising some crucial skills for political participation as well. 

Although the above results support my argument, they do not rule out the possibility of other 
potential pathways from CCTs to increased political participation. Several competing arguments, 
which were described in the theory section, suggest that CCTs will contribute to increased political 
participation through other mechanisms. The original 2014 Mexican survey data contains measures of 
these alternative pathways, permitting detailed analysis of the competing explanations. I use multilevel 
models to analyze the relationship between CCTs and several political attitudes, including two measures 
of external political efficacy, three measures of internal political efficacy, and a measure of interest in 
politics. The two external political efficacy variables offer measures of sociopolitical inclusion; the three 
internal political efficacy variables provide measures of personal efficacy; and the political interest 
variable offers an additional measure of psychological engagement with politics. I report the results in 
the appendix (Table A24). 

The results from Table A24 provide no support for the competing explanations. According to this evidence, 
the alternative pathways are not responsible for the changes in political participation. 

CCTs, UCTs, and political participation in other Latin American countries
The analyses presented above only consider data from Mexico. Do CCTs, and especially the conditionalities, 
boost political participation in other Latin American contexts? To test the generalizability of my argument, 
I utilize data from the 2012 LAPOP survey, which contains questions on CCT participation and twenty-one 
forms of political participation in nine Latin American countries. Unfortunately, the LAPOP survey does 
not contain questions on civic skills, so the hypotheses on civic skills cannot be evaluated with this data. 

The dependent variables—the six indices of political participation from the previous subsection—are 
measured using nearly the same set of political activities for each respective index. Confirmatory factor 
analysis corroborates that each index represents a separate dimension of political participation in the 2012 
LAPOP survey data.27 

The independent variables in this analysis are CCT participation, UCT participation, and a standard set 
of control variables. CCT participation is a dichotomous measure of whether someone in the household 
participates in the CCT program. Although the cash transfer amounts and program requirements are not 
identical across Latin American countries, the CCT programs in Latin America share a large number of 
similarities and several programs are modeled after the CCT program in Mexico (Fiszbein and Schady 2009; 
Cecchini and Madariaga 2011). 

UCT participation is a dichotomous measure of whether someone in the household regularly receives 
(non-CCT) government assistance in the form of money or products. One potential concern with the UCT 
measure is that it likely captures transfer programs that differ from CCTs in ways beyond the conditionality 
of the transfers. To minimize these other differences between UCT and CCT programs, and also to address 
concerns about potential differences across the selected recipients, I only allow households that are below 
the poverty line to be counted as participating in UCTs. Thus, the UCT measure at least provides a rough 
proxy for participation in unconditional antipoverty programs that transfer desirable resources to poor 
households. 

Using the variables from the 2012 LAPOP data, I employ multilevel linear models with random intercepts 
to analyze whether CCTs and UCTs are positively associated with political participation.28 Each multilevel 
model has three levels: individual, municipality, and country. The results are listed in Table 5. 

As predicted, the results indicate that CCT participation is positively and significantly associated with 
several modes of political participation, including campaign activism, contacting public officials, civil society 
engagement, and protest. My argument also predicts that CCTs will have a larger impact on more demanding 
political activities, and this too finds support in the results. CCTs have no relationship with voting, but are 

 27 For the results, see Table A25. As robustness checks, I again analyze the effects of program participation on each separate political 
activity and on indices of electoral and nonelectoral participation (see Tables A26–A32).

 28 Tests reveal that there exists sufficient variation across groups to use multilevel models (see Table A34). As a robustness check, I use 
OLS linear regression models with clustered standard errors and include dummy variables for countries (see Table A35).
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positively associated with high-cost activities such as campaigning and participating in civic organizations. 
For the average respondent, the estimated percentage increase in political participation ranges from 8 to 
41 percent. 

Furthermore, according to these results, CCT conditionalities likely play an important role in boosting 
political participation among beneficiaries in Latin America. UCTs do not have a statistically significant 
relationship with any of the political participation modes, which implies that the transfers alone are not 
responsible for the estimated positive impacts of CCTs. It appears that the combination of transfers and 
conditionalities boosts political participation, not just in Mexico but throughout Latin America.29 

Although the LAPOP evidence supports my predictions, the results from this subsection should be viewed 
with more caution. The potential differences between the CCT and UCT variables in these other countries, 
as well as the lack of natural controls in the nationally representative samples, may bias the results. Another 
potential threat to inference is that some programs outside of Mexico may be politicized. In other words, 
several of the main advantages of the original Mexican survey data are absent in the LAPOP data, creating 
greater concerns about the estimated CCT effects. Moreover, because LAPOP does not include questions on 
civic skills, it is not possible to analyze the predicted pathway that connects CCTs and political participation. 
Overall, the LAPOP results provide preliminary evidence that CCTs are boosting political participation 
throughout Latin America, but more detailed data is needed to confirm these results and to test the particular 
pathway(s) to increased political participation in other Latin American countries. 

Discussion
The results from the Mexican context, and perhaps throughout Latin America, suggest that the pathway 
from conditional means-tested programs to increased political participation contains nonmaterial resource 
effects. These findings have important implications for debates on how the welfare state shapes mass 
political participation. In particular, the results pose a challenge to theoretical arguments that emphasize 
the importance of interpretive effects in explaining the consequences of social programs for political 
participation (Pierson 1993; Soss 1999; Watson 2015). 

The evidence presented above also raises an important question: why do conditional means-tested 
programs appear to boost political participation in developing countries, but they discourage political 

 29 I again construct alternative indices of political participation that exclude the political activities which may be a part of the CCT 
requirements, and I repeat the analyses (see Table A33). 

Table 5: Multilevel models of political participation (2012 LAPOP survey data).

  (1)
Voting

(2)
Campaign 
activism

(3)
Contacting 

public officials

(4)
Community 

activism

(5)
Civil society 

engage

(6)
Protest

CCT 0.028 0.129*** 0.157*** 0.034 0.061*** 0.038***

UCT 0.021 0.006 −0.067 −0.144 −0.036 0.082

Income 0.004 0.002 −0.007** −0.003 0.006*** 0.001

Education 0.015*** 0.015*** 0.021*** 0.020*** 0.021*** 0.008***

Age 0.436*** 0.105*** 0.157*** 0.206*** −0.147*** −0.017

Female 0.006 −0.111*** −0.054** −0.117*** −0.075*** −0.021**

Children 0.066*** 0.032* 0.090*** 0.091*** 0.242*** −0.016

Religiosity 0.028*** 0.018*** 0.040*** 0.062*** 0.225*** 0.005

Population −0.040* −0.009 −0.081*** −0.155*** −0.088*** 0.010

N (ind) 6753 7701 7743 7673 7737 7793

N (muni) 636 637 637 636 637 637

N (country) 9 9 9 9 9 9

Note: Random-intercept multilevel linear models are used in this analysis. 
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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participation in advanced industrialized countries (Watson 2015; Soss 1999)? One potential answer to this 
question builds on insight from Bruch, Ferree, and Soss (2010) that not all means-tested programs are the 
same. Indeed, the nature of the conditionalities for means-tested programs may be different across contexts, 
and the different conditionalities may contribute to different effects on politically relevant resources. 
Whereas conditionalities in Latin America provide opportunities for beneficiaries to gain key civic skills and 
thus appear to overcome any reductions in available time for political participation, the conditionalities in 
the United States and Europe may not offer beneficiaries the same types of opportunities. For example, in 
the United States, research on conditional means-tested programs reveals that beneficiaries have negative 
interactions with program officials and little opportunity for acquiring key political resources (Soss 1999). 
Given that the conditionalities in these United States programs still require time commitments from 
beneficiaries and reduce their available time to spend on political participation, the conditionalities likely 
create a net loss in politically relevant resources among beneficiaries in the United States. The different 
resource effects thus may help explain the different consequences for political participation across contexts. 

Conclusion
As CCTs continue to expand in Latin America and throughout the global south, we must take into account 
their consequences for broad political participation. Earlier research focuses on the effects of CCTs on voter 
turnout, but this narrow measure of political participation misses other important consequences and may 
even be misleading. 

In particular, the conditionalities component of CCTs deserves more of our attention. According to the 
available evidence, CCT conditionalities matter for political participation, as citizens acquire important 
nonmaterial resources that reduce the costs of participation and facilitate more activity. This finding may 
help to explain why some means-tested programs lead to increased political participation, while other 
programs have no effect or even a negative effect on political involvement. By breaking apart the effects 
of the different program components, we can resolve apparent puzzles in the study of social programs and 
political participation. 

Through conditionalities, the welfare state can play a critical role in providing opportunities for citizens 
to develop and/or maintain civic skills. When governments target these opportunities to certain individuals 
through social programs, they likely influence which citizens receive nonmaterial resources. More 
importantly, the governments shape the costs of political participation for these citizens, particularly for 
more demanding political activities. Future research that analyzes the mobilizing effects of government 
transfers must take into account any conditions that are attached to the transfers, as well as their potential 
to lead to different effects across modes of participation.
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