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Abstract 
(150 words) 

 
The dramatic rise of democratic regimes around the world has coincided with an equally 

significant increase in migration, characterized by an unprecedented movement of people from 
emerging to established democracies. Through analysis of survey data from six Latin American 
countries, we offer an empirical evaluation of theoretical mechanisms through which migration 
can shape the political behaviors of non-migrants in sending nations. We find that individuals 
who have strong cross-border ties that connect them with relatives living in the U.S. are more 
likely to participate in local politics, sympathize with a political party, and persuade others to 
vote for a party. Those effects are influenced by the positive impact of cross-border ties on civic 
community involvement, political interest, and political efficacy. Moreover, the evidence 
suggests that frequent usage of the Internet among non-migrants with strong cross-border ties 
results in increased political knowledge, which contributes to their greater political interest and 
efficacy.  
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Introduction 

Over the past twenty years, the world’s migrant population has nearly doubled, with the 

bulk of that increase made up by the movement of people from emerging to established 

democracies. Latin America captures well these global trends in migration. While undergoing a 

region-wide transition toward more democratic systems of government, the region has witnessed 

unprecedented levels of emigration, mainly to the United States. According to recent estimates, 

the number of foreign born from Latin American countries living in the U.S. has gone from 

fewer than one million in 1960 to 17.5 million in 2010 (Grieco et al., 2012). As a result, Latinos 

now constitute more than 50 percent of the U.S. foreign-born population.  

Despite these trends we know relatively little about how migration to more consolidated 

democracies is affecting democracy in the developing world. Though an abundance of work 

exists on the rise and import of migration and transnational communities in the fields of 

economics and sociology, only recently have scholars begun to explore the political impact of 

migration for those individuals living in emerging democracies who have strong ties with 

migrant relatives living in established democracies.1 In a world where international real-time 

communication has become widely available, we view the role of such connections between 

migrants and their family members back home as an increasingly important factor in shaping the 

political behaviors of this latter group.  

Indeed, previous qualitative studies have documented the political content of 

communications between migrants and non-migrants, and how those long distance 

communications shape non-migrants’ ideas about how their political system should work by 

                                                           
1 Among the recent works that have pursued this question are Burgess (2012; 2014); Kapur (2010); Germano 
(2013); Goodman and Hiskey (2008); Meseguer and Aparacio (2012a; 2012b); Levitt (2011; 1998); O’Mahony 
(2013); Nyblade and O’Mahony (2014); Pérez-Armendáriz (2014); Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow (2010); and 
Waldinger (2014). 
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contrasting politics at home and that of the more advanced host democracy (Levitt, 1998, 2001, 

2011; Pérez-Armendáriz, 2014). These communications in turn are theorized to increase non-

migrants’ awareness of the importance of political participation for effecting change in their 

community and the quality of their government, thereby increasing the chances that they will 

involve themselves in politics. 

Moreover, the literature documents how the collective efforts of migrant organizations 

can directly influence political behavior in the form of encouraging support for a particular 

political party (O’Mahony, 2013; Nyblade & O’Mahony, 2014). A likely byproduct of these 

partisan advocacy efforts, then, will be the emergence of those sending community residents 

with strong cross-border connections as partisan advocates themselves, encouraging neighbors 

without such cross-border ties to support the political party most aligned with the interests of 

citizens living abroad and their non-migrant friends and relatives. Further, the private and 

community development resources that migrants often provide enhance their influence over the 

political preferences and behaviors of their relatives back home. Through this combination of 

economic and what Levitt (1998, 2001) refers to as social remittances then, there is a growing 

recognition of the role that migration is playing in the local political process of the thousands of 

sending communities scattered across the emerging democracies of Latin America. 

The common thread running through previous research on this issue is a clear but 

complex connection between migrants, their family members back home, and the political 

behaviors of this latter group. Our research seeks to push this burgeoning work forward by 

theorizing and testing empirically several potential causal mechanisms that we view as driving 

the link between cross-border ties and the political behavior of sending community residents. 

Taking into account the insights of previous works, we first identify those partisan and non-



3 
 

partisan modes of political engagement that are most likely to be affected by cross-border ties to 

migrants. We then offer empirical support for previously unexplored mechanisms through which 

these cross-border ties alter the political behavior of those left behind. By not only examining the 

direct link between an individual’s migrant connections and her political behavior, but also 

several indirect mechanisms through which such ties influence political behavior, we move 

forward efforts to understand the ways in which migrants may be energizing the political lives of 

their relatives who stayed behind.  

We evaluate these propositions in the Latin American context through a comparative 

analysis of the political engagement levels of those with strong ties to relatives living in the 

Unites States and those without such connections across more than 8,500 individuals living in six 

countries with close proximity and strong migratory connections to the U.S. As a result, our 

study offers one of the few empirical examinations of the political consequences of migration in 

Latin America that goes beyond a single case. Further, we employ a measurement strategy that 

allows us to assess the impact of the depth of cross-border ties, rather than simply their presence 

or absence. Through our measure of the depth of the connections one has with relatives living in 

the U.S., we are better able to capture, albeit still indirectly, the extent to which an individual is 

exposed to the ideas and information that flow between migrants and non-migrants.  

From this work, we find substantial evidence that residents of these countries who 

maintain durable relationships with migrant relatives living in the U.S. exhibit significantly 

higher levels of local political engagement than their neighbors who have no such connections. 

Strong cross-border ties have important direct effects on non-migrants’ proclivity to participate 

in local political affairs, identify with a political party, and work to persuade others to vote for a 

political party or candidate. Moreover, we find that these effects are indeed substantive, and not 
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the artificial consequence of household attributes associated with both political engagement and 

migration. 

Our mediation analysis then suggests that stronger cross-border ties also indirectly lead to 

increased local political activism and partisan advocacy in part through the positive effect that 

migrant connections have on community involvement, political interest, and political efficacy. 

Our final set of empirical analyses provides support for our contention that the increased political 

interest and efficacy we find among citizens with strong cross-border ties come in part from the 

greater political knowledge they gain as a byproduct of their communications with migrant 

relatives abroad and the prevalence of the use of the Internet in the course of these interactions.  

The implications of these findings are that emigration, rather than sapping the civic and 

political vitality of sending communities across the developing world, instead can result in a 

more politically active and engaged citizenry. For countries such as Mexico and El Salvador, as 

well as, perhaps, Cuba following its recent thaw in relations with the U.S., the sizable U.S.-based 

diasporas may be generating positive returns not only through the billions of dollars sent back in 

economic remittances, but also through the ways in which they contribute to a more vibrant 

democratic political culture. 

The Political Relevance of Migrant Connections 

Our theoretical point of departure with respect to the ways in which cross-border ties 

influence political behavior is that for most migrants and their relatives back home, politics most 

of the time is indeed local. While there are many instances of diasporas engaging in and 

influencing national politics, particularly in Latin American countries with highly polarized 

political histories such as Cuba, we expect most migrants, most of the time, to play a much more 

important role in encouraging their relatives back home to become involved in the local political 
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arena. This is in no small part due to the fact that what likely matters most for the majority of 

migrants who maintain strong and persistent connections with their stay-behind relatives is the 

quality of life of this latter group rather than the overthrow of a regime or the creation of a 

national political movement. In the discussion that follows, it will become clear that institutions 

that operate at the local level—including local governments, community associations, and 

political parties—are instrumental for migrants and the relatives they leave behind to work 

together towards the improvement of their family’s living conditions.  

Migrants who do actively sustain relationships with those left behind, then, should be 

most concerned about, and most eager to influence, local political processes that affect the 

quality of life of their relatives, leading to a greater involvement of non-migrants in local 

political affairs. Indeed, the strength of connections between migrants and their relatives is 

arguably a reasonable proxy for the degree to which migrants still care about those they left 

behind and the development prospects of their hometown. A daughter who stops calling her 

mother, for example, suggests a weakening of the bonds between the two and a diminished sense 

of presence on the part of the migrant in the lives of those left behind and the community within 

which they live. In this sense, then, the frequency of communications between migrants and their 

relatives becomes an important indicator of the depth of attachment a migrant still has to her 

hometown and the well-being of those friends and family members who still reside there.  

To guide our analysis of the potential links between cross-border connections and 

political behavior in the Latin American context, we build on Levitt’s (1998, 2001, 2011) 

theoretical framework that highlights the import of social remittances in understanding the ways 

in which migrants influence the attitudes and behaviors of non-migrant relatives. She defines 

social remittances as the “ideas, behaviors, identities, and social capital that flow from receiving 
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to sending country communities” (1998, p. 927). Central to the concept of social remittances is 

the notion that migrants serve as agents for the diffusion of norms and practices they observe in 

the more established democracy of their host country. Her research provides a comprehensive 

account of how being connected to relatives living abroad, particularly in a more democratic 

nation, shapes one’s political attitudes and behaviors. From her ethnographic work on the case of 

the Dominican Republic, and the relationships between its diaspora in the U.S. and those still 

residing in the country, Levitt (1998) identifies multiple ways in which social remittances 

influence the behaviors and attitudes of those left behind.   

Levitt argues that social remittances can flow through everyday conversations between 

migrants and relatives back home that contrast the performance and characteristics of the host 

and home country political systems. Transmission of social remittances, therefore, occurs “when 

migrants speak directly to their family members about a different kind of politics and encourage 

them to pursue change” (1998, p.936). Previous literature investigating the political content of 

long distance conversations between migrants and non-migrants supports Levitt’s argument. In 

her analysis of 138 semi-structured interviews of return migrants, migrants, and non-migrants in 

Mexico, Pérez-Armendáriz (2014) finds that conversations between U.S.-based migrants and 

their relatives back home often have a significant political dimension, whether overtly, such as a 

discussion of the more positive role that police seem to play in the U.S. than they do in Mexico, 

or in more subtle forms, such as mention of the high levels of civic engagement that many in the 

U.S. appear to have. More specifically, close to 85 percent of migrants in her sample reported 

engaging in long distance conversations about public and political life in the U.S. with their 

relatives back home (Ibid., p.75). With the contrast between an established and emerging 

democracy made explicit through such conversations, individuals with migrant connections may 
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then have greater incentive and motivation than those without such connections to work toward 

change in their communities. As Levitt argues (1998, p.934-942), social remittances can bring 

about “demands for a different kind of politics” and possibly alter “the patterns of civic and 

political participation” within the community.  

Much of the early empirical work testing these ideas focused its lens on the case of 

Mexico. Pérez-Armendariz and Crow (2010) find that “having relatives or friends who have 

migrated north greatly raises one’s proclivity toward democratic participation” (p.139), 

particularly in the form of non-electoral political activities. Similarly, Goodman and Hiskey 

(2008) offer evidence that individuals in Mexico residing in high migration towns tend to 

disengage from national politics but involve themselves more in community-based civic 

activities than their counterparts living in low-migration contexts. Bravo (2009) also finds that, at 

the individual-level, having family members abroad can lead to a process of political 

disengagement from the formal political system, at least in the form of voting, but produces 

increased levels of involvement in local civic life. All of these empirical studies suggest a 

tendency among citizens with migrant connections to pursue communal strategies to achieve 

local development goals, often supported by economic remittances. Such strategies, we argue, 

will often lead those citizens into the local political arena as well. 

Greater involvement in local politics among non-migrants with strong cross-border ties 

should also result from the increasing role that hometown migrant associations (HTAs) are 

playing in sending community development processes, often in cooperation with community 

organizations and local authorities. Indeed, several scholars have shown that HTAs throughout 

Latin America often serve as an avenue for the direct political involvement of migrants in the 

political affairs of their sending communities (Meseguer & Aparicio, 2012a; Orozco, 2002; 
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Orozco & Lapointe, 2004). Previous qualitative research provides a rich account of the political 

leverage these migrant-led HTAs can have in local politics back home. For example, as 

Waldinger, et. al. (2008) found in their ten-year study of Salvadoran HTAs, the heightened 

electoral clout of migrants has led local Salvadoran politicians to reach beyond the borders of 

their own country in an attempt to capture the support of US-based migrant groups. Similarly, 

Smith (2006) notes in his study of a Mexican migrant community in New York that “[a]lthough 

[migrants] live in the U.S., they have remained loyal to their home localities by contributing 

money to them. At the same time they exercise voice, for example by demanding 

democratization in Mexico as a condition of their continued economic support” (p.55). We view 

such activities as only increasing the likelihood that those residents of sending communities who 

maintain extensive contacts with their migrant relatives will become important actors in the 

political life of their community, serving as one point in a triangle of relationships between 

migrant organizations, local political officials, and the non-migrant citizenry. 

Evidence of such synergies between HTAs, community organizations, and local 

governments has been found in high migration communities across Latin America (Burgess, 

2012). Bada (2011), for example, finds that in the state of Michoacán, Mexico, “migrants, 

peasant groups, and other community-based organizations were working [together] to submit 

development proposals to the state and municipal development planning committees” (p. 20). 

These partnerships, however, continue to be highly politicized as Meseguer and Aparacio 

(2012a) find in their study of Mexico’s “3 X 1” program, which provides matching government 

funds for HTA-funded development projects. These authors identified “an important political 

‘partnership’ between hometown associations and local politicians” that often times results in 

“exchanging public infrastructure for political support” (p. 435). Such examples of efforts by 
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government officials to interject politics into the activities of migrant networks highlight yet 

another mechanism through which those individuals with strong cross-border ties will become 

involved, either by choice or necessity, in local political affairs.  

Recent research also identifies other channels of migrant influence over the political 

behavior of their relatives back home. O’Mahony (2013) and Nyblade and O’Mahony (2014), for 

example, find evidence for “political remittance cycles” at both the cross-national and 

subnational levels in which migrants attempt to influence the voting behavior of their relatives 

back home by urging them to support a particular political party. Such “politically motivated 

remittance behavior” may include migrants explicitly directing economic remittance recipients to 

vote for a particular party or support a particular political cause as the price of receiving 

economic remittances (O’Mahony, 2013). Kapur’s (2010) analysis of how India’s diaspora has 

influenced that country’s domestic political processes also highlights direct ways in which 

migrant connections can heighten the political engagement levels of individuals living in sending 

communities. 

In the Latin American context, there are numerous accounts of migrants’ efforts to shape 

domestic electoral outcomes, as well as the political party preferences of their non-migrant 

relatives. A recent example of this type of direct migrant influence on the political preferences of 

family members back home took place in the context of the 2014 presidential election in El 

Salvador. In the weeks leading up to the election, a prominent Salvadoran migrant organization 

in Long Island publicly urged its more than 20,000 members to call their relatives in El Salvador 

and encourage them to vote for the leading leftist candidate, providing free phone calls to those 

who wished to call their relatives for this purpose (La Página, 2014). 
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Adding to this picture of migrant influence on home country politics is research that finds 

that municipalities in Mexico with high levels of migration are more likely to exhibit higher 

levels of support for opposition parties than towns where migration is not as common (Pfutze, 

2012). Conversely, Morgan, Hartlyn, and Espinal (2011) offer evidence from the Dominican 

Republic that remittance recipients tend to affiliate themselves with the major political parties of 

the country. Though operating in different partisan directions, these findings make clear that 

migrants have the potential to influence home politics by altering the political preferences of 

their relatives back home. Thus, although individuals with cross-border ties might not vote at 

significantly higher rates in presidential elections than individuals without such connections 

(Pérez-Armendariz & Crow, 2010) or engage in national-level politics (Goodman & Hiskey, 

2008), they are likely to show substantially higher levels of engagement with a political party, 

driven in large part by the role party officials might play at the municipal or provincial level in 

addressing issues of concern for the migrant’s home community.  

Drawing from past literature, then, we have thus far identified two forms of political 

engagement that are particularly likely to be affected by cross-border ties with migrants: political 

party attachment and political participation at the local level. Migrants can directly influence 

their relatives’ political engagement levels through the diffusion of ideas that highlight the 

importance of involvement in local political affairs and by encouraging them to support a 

political party or get in contact with local government authorities to implement community 

projects. Thus, we propose the following hypotheses: 

H1: Stronger cross-border social ties will result in a higher probability of participating 

in local government activities. 
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H2: Stronger cross-border social ties will result in a higher probability of political party 

attachment. 

Moreover, we have identified potential indirect mechanisms linking cross-border ties 

with these two forms of local-level political engagement.  We posit that the increased civic 

participation in sending communities among members of migrant households that results from 

engagement in community improvement projects will contribute to their relatively high levels of 

political engagement with sub-national government officials and political parties. From this 

observation, then, we offer a third hypothesis:  

H3: Stronger cross-border social ties will result in higher levels of community civic 

engagement that will in turn increase the probability of local political participation and 

political party attachment. 

Lastly, we posit two additional indirect mechanisms through which cross-border ties 

should lead to increased levels of local political engagement among members of migrant 

households. Cross-border connections can contribute to higher levels of local political 

participation and partisan activism through their positive effect on the political interest and 

efficacy levels of members living in a migrant-sending household. In the next section, we 

elaborate on the theoretical underpinnings of this proposition. 

Additional Factors Linking Cross-Border Ties and Political Engagement 

We begin with the fact that for at least a decade, members of migrant households with 

strong connections to their family member living abroad have increasingly relied on digital-

based information and communication technologies (ICTs) to communicate with those migrant 

relatives (Kim & Ball-Rokeach, 2009). Though certainly members of non-migrant households 

make use of such technologies as well, we argue that the reliance on these technologies among 
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members of migrant households as a means of maintaining contact with their migrant relatives 

abroad is likely to be greater than for those in non-migrant households (ceteris paribus).  

Even during the early 2000s, when access to the Internet was still limited for many U.S.- 

based migrants, Benitez (2006) found strong qualitative support for an increased reliance on the 

Internet among members of the Salvadoran diaspora as a means of maintaining cross-border 

connections. More recently, Dekker and Engbersen (2012) demonstrate that “online media play a 

crucial role in maintaining ties and contacts within geographically dispersed networks of family 

and friends” among a sample of migrants from various countries living in the Netherlands. 

Quoting a Brazilian migrant, the authors highlight the importance of the Internet in the lives of 

participants in their study:  “My life is very good here, but what I see is that much of my social 

life is still in Brazil... in Brazil I have closer friendships, people whom I talk with more 

frequently, via Skype, Facebook or email” (p. 9-10). As such forms of communication continue 

to become more widely available to both migrants and their non-migrant relatives, we see this 

becoming an increasingly important element to understanding the political impact of cross-

border connections. 

We posit that with this heightened presence and usage of the Internet in migrant 

households will also come a greater awareness of international politics, particularly concerning 

events in the migrant’s host country. Individuals with relatives abroad should be more likely to 

be attentive to news related to their relatives’ host country as they increasingly make use of the 

Internet that both allows stronger connections with their migrant relatives and offers greater 

coverage of and exposure to international events. This should, in turn, lead to an increased 

interest in politics and a greater sense of self-confidence in understanding political affairs (i.e., 

political efficacy) (e.g., Mossberger, Tolbert, & McNeal, 2007; Mossberger, 2009). The next link 
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in this theoretical chain would then be the fairly well-established one between these factors and 

an individual’s level of political engagement. Both political interest and efficacy have been 

found to increase citizens’ political participation (Almond & Verba, 1963; Verba, Schlozman, & 

Brady, 1995). As previous studies have shown, “several of the associations between Internet 

access and exposure with political efficacy, knowledge, and participation are detectable” even 

after holding constant other variables (Kenski & Stroud, 2006, p. 173). As a result, we should 

find higher levels of political interest and efficacy among individuals with strong connections to 

their migrant relatives and consequently a higher likelihood of engagement in local politics. We 

state our last two hypotheses more formally as follows: 

H4: Stronger cross-border social ties will result in a higher probability of party 

attachment and political participation at the local level through the effect of migrant 

connections on political interest 

H5: Stronger cross-border social ties will result in a higher probability of party 

attachment and political participation at the local level through the effect of migrant 

connections on political efficacy 

Our theory, then, accounts for some of the underlying mechanisms likely driving the link 

between Internet usage and increased political participation found in other research (e.g., 

Mossberger et al., 2007). We apply those theoretical insights to the specific case of individuals in 

migrant-sending households who communicate frequently with their migrant family members 

living abroad. Indeed, previous literature suggests that ICTs facilitate the influence migrants can 

have on non-migrants’ political behavior. As Benitez argues in his more recent study of 

Salvadoran “e-families” (those migrant families that rely on ICTs to stay connected with one 

another), “the Internet [is] fundamental for migrants’ social, economic, and political participation 
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in the local and global contexts” (Benitez 2011, p.1444). Our last two hypotheses account for 

some of the mechanisms that might in part explain how frequent ICT-based communications 

between migrants and non-migrants might be influencing the political behavior of this latter 

group. 

Data and Measurement   

We analyze data drawn from face-to-face interviews with citizens in six high migration 

countries gathered as part of the 2010 Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) wave of 

surveys. The surveys are based on national area probability samples of the voting age population 

in each of the following countries–Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and 

Dominican Republic. We based the selection of our cases on two criteria – those with significant 

migration ties to the U.S. and those with close geographic proximity to this country.  

In establishing these selection criteria we are intentionally focusing our analytical lens on 

those countries in which we should find a significant percentage of survey respondents who 

report strong cross-border connections with migrant relatives living in the United States. By 

doing this, we seek to maximize variation across our migrant connectivity measure while 

minimizing the number of respondents who may have connections with migrants living in 

countries other than the United States. As such, our choice of these six countries is driven by the 

fact that they all have significant migratory relationships and historical ties to the U.S., and offer 

migrants a viable opportunity for occasional return visits to their communities of origin, thus 

enhancing the prospects for the transmission of social remittances (Levitt 1998, 2001).  
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We exclude, therefore, countries like Colombia and Bolivia from our sample. While a 

large number of Colombians currently reside in the U.S. (2013 estimates are 722,000)2, this 

number only represents 29.6 percent of the Colombian diaspora, with many living in Venezuela 

and Ecuador. Bolivia also has a sizeable migrant population in the U.S. (2013 est. 89,000) but 

has significantly larger migrant populations in Argentina and Spain. Further, for both Colombia 

and Bolivia, the logistics and costs of return trips for migrants pose more of an obstacle than they 

do for migrants from Mexico, Central America, and the Dominican Republic. 

Data on the migration profiles of our six countries highlight the dominant role of the U.S. 

as a destination country. For Mexico, not surprisingly, 98 percent of its migrant population 

resides in the United States. For Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, and the Dominican 

Republic, this percentage ranges between 82 and 90 percent. As we explain in greater detail 

below, our concern with focusing on cases where migratory ties with the U.S. are particularly 

strong stems from the fact that we want to analyze only cross-border ties between family 

members and those migrants living in an established democracy. 

 Nicaragua provides the lone exception here, with only 42 percent of its migrant 

population residing in the U.S., while 46 percent live in neighboring Costa Rica. Our inclusion of 

Nicaraguan respondents in this study offers an opportunity to discern the extent to which the 

country’s somewhat unique migration profile may influence our findings with respect to the 

political impact of cross-border ties. To this end, in addition to our full sample analysis, we also 

conduct individual country analyses as well as a parallel set of analyses that exclude Nicaraguan 

respondents. From all of these different analytical strategies, we find first that Nicaragua indeed 

                                                           
2 The data referenced in the following paragraphs are based on 2013 estimates drawn from UN Population Division 
data presented by the Migration Policy Institute “International Migration Statistics” website.   
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is somewhat distinct in terms of the relationship between cross-border connections and political 

participation and, second, that by excluding Nicaragua from our analysis, support for our 

propositions becomes even stronger. 

Core Independent Variable—A central challenge to our analysis concerns the 

measurement of the depth of an individual’s cross-border connections, rather than the mere 

presence or absence of such connections. To this end, we leverage two items in the 2010 

AmericasBarometer survey instrument that allow for the construction of an index that captures 

the frequency with which respondents communicate with their migrant relatives. As noted in our 

theoretical discussion, we view this “frequency of communication” measure as an effective way 

to capture the extent to which a migrant continues to be an active part of the lives of those she 

left behind. Our index uses the following two survey questions:  

1. Do you have close relatives who used to live in this household and are now living 

abroad? 

(1) Yes, in the U.S. only 

(2) Yes, in the U.S. and in other countries 

(3) Yes, in other countries (not in the U.S.) 

(4) No  

2. [Only for those who answered “Yes” to first question] How often do you communicate 

with them? 

(1) Never 

(2) Rarely 

(3) Once or twice a month 

(4) Once or twice a week 
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(5) Every day 

Our measure of cross-border ties reflects whether or not respondents have close relatives 

living in the U.S. and, if they do, the frequency of communication between them and their 

relatives. Levitt’s (1998) theory assumes that migrants influence their relatives’ political 

behavior in part by sharing with them their experiences of life in a better functioning and more 

democratic political system. The diffusion of those experiences is posited to encourage those 

receiving this form of social remittance to try to change the status quo in their own community. 

Thus, we take advantage of the specificity of the first survey item and focus on those individuals 

with connections to migrants only living in the U.S., excluding those respondents with migrant 

family members living in “other countries” from the analysis. In other words, we build our index 

excluding individuals falling in categories 2 and 3 in survey item 1 above.3  

Our exclusive focus on U.S.-based migration connections rests on the general assumption 

that most U.S. immigrants will experience a better functioning and more democratic political 

system than their home country political system. We say this while fully recognizing the 

tremendous difficulties, legal uncertainties, and abuses many immigrants may face in the United 

States. Despite these challenges, recent survey data suggest that for the most part, the foreign-

born, Latino population living in the U.S. does hold positive views of the country’s political 

system and its public officials. When asked where they were likely to “encounter racism or 

discrimination the most” only 1 percent of respondents mentioned “dealing with government.” 

And despite an overwhelming majority (75 percent) of respondents agreeing that they “worry 

that police . . . will use excessive force against Latinos” an even greater percentage (84 percent) 

                                                           
3About 7.45 percent (686) of respondents in our dataset reported having family members in countries other than the 
United States. We exclude those observations from our analysis as we are unable to identify the specific receiving 
countries for those cases.  
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believed that “the local police and other law enforcement officers are there to protect you and 

your family” (Latino Decisions, 2014, p. 31). Thus, while certainly not living lives that offer 

uniformly positive examples of the virtues of U.S. democracy, immigrants’ positive experiences 

with the system do appear to outweigh the negative ones.  

Our index, then, results in an ordinal variable that ranges from 0 to 5, where: 

0=No relatives living abroad 

1=Relatives living in the U.S. but never communicate them 

2= Relatives living in the U.S. but communicate with them rarely 

3= Relatives living in the U.S. and communicate with them once or twice a month 

4= Relatives living in the U.S. and communicate with them once or twice a week 

5= Relatives living in the U.S. and communicate with them every day 

The distribution of this index4 reveals that the overwhelming majority of respondents in 

the sample (about 77 percent) have very little involvement with migrants of any sort. For the 

other five categories, we find a relatively equal distribution of respondents across the three 

middle categories, and a much smaller percentage of respondents on each end of the index. 

Notwithstanding these low numbers on the extremes, our intentional selection of six countries 

with strong migratory relations with the U.S. provides us with sufficient numbers in each 

category to carry out a robust statistical analysis of our central propositions. These numbers do 

limit, however, our ability to fully explore possible interaction effects of cross-border ties on 

political participation or conduct extensive individual country analyses of these propositions.  

                                                           
4 See Table A1 in the online appendix. 
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Dependent Variables—In order to evaluate the ideas we put forth in previous sections, 

we look at five dependent variables designed to tap distinct modes of political engagement.5 The 

first dependent variable measures citizens’ political participation at the local level, and relies on 

a survey item that asks respondents if they had participated in a meeting convened by the local 

government in the previous twelve months. Our next two dependent variables represent an effort 

to capture the degree of respondents’ attachment to a political party. These include one item on 

political party identification and another on self-reported efforts to persuade others to vote for a 

party or candidate. Finally, we consider two dependent variables that tap participation in national 

politics: voter turnout in presidential elections6 and petitions to a ministry or state agency (i.e., 

central government institutions).7 By considering different modes of political participation, we 

are able to test the idea that cross-border ties have differential effects on political participation, 

with the local political arena providing a much more likely domain for the relatives of migrants 

to exercise their political voice than the national arena.  

Testing the Effects of Cross-Border Connections on Political Engagement 

In this section, we test the first two hypotheses outlined above. To effectively test our 

hypotheses, our models account for several other factors. We first control for the likely effect of 

economic remittances. Specifically, we argue that strong ties with relatives abroad should lead to 

greater political engagement through social remittances or the diffusion of ideas and information, 

                                                           
5 For more details on the wording and coding of all dependent and independent variables, see Table A2 and A3 in 
the online appendix. 
6We are not able to examine voting behavior in local elections because the LAPOP survey does not ask respondents 
whether or not they voted in mayoral elections.  
7 Our analysis takes into account the specific features of each dependent variables and therefore estimates a logit 
model for dichotomous variables and an ordered logit model for ordinal variables. All dependent variables are 
dichotomous, except for the variable on persuasion of others to vote for a party which asks respondents how often 
they have tried to persuade others and thus is an ordinal variable. 
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independently of the impact that receiving economic support from abroad might have on political 

engagement at the individual level.  

Indeed, standard models of political engagement point to economic security as a central 

determinant of political activism (Verba & Nie, 1972; Brady et al., 1995). Thus, economic 

remittances have the potential to increase political engagement by providing economic security 

to those left behind. Pfutze (2013) also raises the possibility that economic remittances can help 

weaken clientelistic ties that then translate into lower support for the incumbent and at least the 

possibility of greater political involvement by remittance recipients. Germano (2013), however, 

suggests that the opposite effect might be at work. He finds in Michoacan, Mexico that those 

receiving economic remittances tend to be more satisfied with incumbent officials’ performance 

and thus less likely to engage in politics. At this point, then, research on the role economic 

remittances play in the political behaviors of recipients is mixed and largely limited to the case of 

Mexico (with some notable exceptions such as Dionne, Inman, & Montinola, 2014). What we do 

know is that receipt of money from abroad does have the potential to influence one’s political 

behavior patterns and thus we must control for this factor when assessing the independent impact 

of non-monetary remittances.  

In addition to our independent variable of primary interest, the cross-border ties index, 

and a variable on economic remittances, we also include in the models the standard set of control 

variables typically used in the empirical literature on political engagement. Specifically, our 

models control for perceptions of the personal and national economic situation, degree of 

interpersonal trust, level of education, personal economic status as measured by a household 

“wealth” variable,8 and respondents’ sex, age, and place of residence (i.e., urban or rural area). 

                                                           
8 See Córdova (2009). 
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We also include a quadratic term for age to capture possible curvilinear effects of age on 

participation. Since empirical evidence suggests that crime victimization is positively and 

strongly linked to political engagement in the Latin American context (Bateson, 2012), we also 

account for a variable on personal experience with crime. Fixed effects for each country are also 

included in the models to account for likely contextual effects or differences across countries in 

political engagement patterns (Mexico is left as the reference category). The statistical analyses 

we present in this section also take into account the “design effect” in the estimation of standard 

errors or the effects of characteristics of the survey sample design that might bias standard errors 

(Kish, 1995; Heeringa, West, & Berglund, 2010).9  

Table 1 presents the results of our multivariate analysis that test our first two hypotheses. 

In this first analysis, we treat our cross-border social ties index as a continuous variable. As can 

be observed, migrant connections do not appear to be significantly correlated with voting in 

presidential elections or requesting help from governmental offices at the national level. These 

findings are consistent with those of Goodman and Hiskey (2008), Bravo (2009), and Pérez-

Armendariz and Crow (2010) in which migration connections had little impact on voting 

behavior. As we discussed in our theoretical section, these findings should not come as a surprise 

given the very local orientation of most migration-related activities (e.g. HTA-led community 

development efforts).  

As expected, the much stronger piece of support for the impact cross-border connections 

have on political behavior emerges from the significant and positive effect they have on citizens’ 

interaction with their local government. We see that those who communicate with relatives 

abroad on a regular basis also are more likely to identify with a political party and seek to 

                                                           
9We use the “svy” commands in Stata 13.1. 
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convince others to vote for a particular candidate or political party. When taken together, our null 

finding with respect to the impact cross-border ties have on involvement in national politics, and 

the significant positive effect such ties have on one’s involvement with and support for political 

parties suggests that these latter activities are motivated largely by community-based issues with 

which local party officials have associated. 

[Table 1 about here] 

 Figures 1 illustrates the effect of cross-border ties on citizens’ likelihood of participating 

in meetings organized by the local government based on the model specification presented in 

Table 1. The probability of participating in local government meetings moves from about 13.7 

percent for those individuals without any migration connections to 18.4 percent for those 

individuals who communicate with their migrant relatives on a daily basis.10  Similarly, Figure 2 

illustrates the results for political party identification presented in Table 1. The predicted 

probability of identifying with a political party goes from 35.8 to 43.0 percent as one moves from 

individuals without cross-border ties to those who have the highest level of involvement or 

communication with relatives abroad. The results from the model explaining variation in 

respondents’ self-reported efforts to persuade others to vote for a given political party or 

candidate are presented in Figure 3. Here we find that that the predicted probability of engaging 

in these efforts of persuasion increases from an average of 22.9 percent for those with no migrant 

connections to 31.4 percent among respondents who speak with their migrant relatives every 

day.  

[Figure 1-3 about here] 

                                                           
10 Mean predicted probabilities were estimated using the “margins” command in STATA 13.1.  
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 To assess the robustness of our findings, we next include a measure of respondents’ 

intentions to migrate. Although citizens who intend to migrate might be more disenchanted with 

their political system and thus be more likely to participate in politics in an effort to change the 

status quo, we find that this possibility does not explain the significant effects that cross-border 

ties have on political engagement. Notably, when we include in our models a control variable for 

citizens’ intentions to migrate, the results remain similar to those presented in Table 1.11  From 

these results we can be more confident that the effects reported in Table 1 associated with the 

cross-border social ties index are not the result of a greater probability of planning to migrate 

among those with strong migrant ties.  

Further Robustness Tests 

 We now turn to the possibility that an endogeneity issue is driving our findings that link 

cross-border social ties with increased political engagement at the local level. Unobserved 

variables might simultaneously affect both the probability of having a relative living in the U.S. 

and one’s relative level of participation in politics. In other words, individuals who are more 

likely to migrate to the U.S. might come from families with a greater probability of participating 

in politics. Respondents from that household, then, would exhibit higher levels of participation 

than members of non-migrant households not because of their cross-border ties but rather simply 

because participation in politics and migration tendencies are both a product of these unobserved 

traits. We therefore need an empirical strategy to account for at least some of these possibilities. 

Our strategy to address the issue relies on the Augmented Inverse Propensity Weighted 

(AIPW) estimator procedure (Robins & Rotnitzky, 1995; Glynn & Quinn, 2009). AIPW 

estimators use a propensity score model to predict treatment status (e.g., having a relative in the 

                                                           
11 These results are reported in Table A4. 
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U.S. or not) and a second model to predict outcomes (i.e., dependent variables). AIPW produces 

consistent estimates of treatment effects because the probability of treatment is assumed to be 

independent of the potential outcomes for the dependent variable after conditioning on a series of 

covariates. An appealing property of the AIPW estimator over other procedures such as 

propensity score matching is that it yields a consistent average treatment effect if either the 

propensity score model or the outcome regression is misspecified but the other is properly 

specified (Glynn & Quinn, 2009, p.36).12  In other words, the AIPW estimator uses “an 

augmentation term in the outcome model to correct the estimator in case the treatment model is 

misspecified. If the treatment model is correctly specified, the augmentation term goes to zero in 

large samples” (StataCorp 2013, p.63). 

In our case, the outcome model includes all control variables and country fixed effects 

included in the regression models displayed in Table 1. On the other hand, the propensity score 

model predicts the probability of treatment as a function of household and respondents’ 

demographic characteristics, including household wealth, place of residency (urban or rural), 

education level, sex, and age. When we define our treatment variable as a dichotomous measure 

(i.e., having a relative in the U.S. or not), our results remain consistent to those reported in the 

previous section. These findings reinforce our argument that migrants influence the political 

practices of their relatives back home not because it is a more politically active household to 

begin with, but because of the diffusion of social remittances. Table 2 reports the size of the 

average treatment effects (ATE) for each of the five dependent variables and their statistical 

significance. 

                                                           
12 This property is called “double robustness.” 



25 
 

A next step in further establishing the robustness of our findings is to highlight the 

importance of the degree of cross-border connections on political engagement levels, not just 

their presence or absence. To do this, we replicate the AIPW analysis described above taking 

into account different levels of treatment intensity and proceed to compare these results to those 

we obtain when we use a dichotomous measure of cross-border ties. For this analysis, we 

estimate ATEs at two levels of treatment on the cross-border social ties index (i.e., having 

relatives abroad but communicating with them rarely or only once or twice a month and having 

relatives abroad but communicating with them once or twice a week or daily). We compare each 

of these two treatment levels to a baseline category (i.e., control group) that includes individuals 

without relatives abroad or with relatives but who never communicate with them.13 As we 

explain in more detail in the footnote below, our decision to collapse our categories here is 

driven purely by the need for a sufficient number of cases in each to carry out the analysis.14 We 

find in this approach that, consistent with our theory, the more extensive the level of cross-border 

ties an individual has with her migrant relative living in the U.S., the more likely she will be to 

exhibit higher levels of political engagement at the local level than her neighbors who have 

limited or no such connections. 

[Table 2 about here] 

More specifically, individuals who communicate with their relatives once or twice a 

week or daily show on average about 6.5 percent higher probability of participating in local 

                                                           
13 We find that individuals without relatives abroad and those with relatives but who never communicate with them 
do not show different rates of political engagement (see Table A18 in the appendix). 
14 We collapse categories 0 and 1 in the original index and leave this group as the baseline category or control group. 
The lowest level of treatment corresponds to individuals with a level 2 or 3 in the original scale of the index, and the 
highest level of treatment includes individuals in categories 4 or 5. We opted for this recodification of the index to 
test the possibility of non-linear effects across treatment levels because the number of observations in each category 
of the index drops considerable among individuals with relatives in the U.S. and thus we do not have enough 
observations to treat each of the five categories in the index as separate treatment levels.  
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government meetings than those who do not have migrant relatives or those who never 

communicate with their migrant relatives. Similarly, those individuals in the former group show 

about a 6.3 percent higher probability of identifying with a political party. On the other hand, 

communicating with relatives abroad daily or once or twice a week increases the average 

frequency of persuading others to vote for a party or candidate by a statistically significant 8.8 

percent, equivalent to .12 points on the original scale of this variable (1-4). Notably, as can be 

seen in Table 2, when we employ a measure of cross-border connections that relies only on 

whether or not an individual has a relative living in the U.S., without taking into account the 

frequency of their communication, the average treatment effect becomes much smaller than 

when we use our connections measure. This difference in the magnitude of the effect again 

highlights the importance of capturing the depth of such connections, not just their presence or 

absence.   

Taken together, our results suggest that strong links with migrants living in a more 

consolidated democracy affect the political engagement levels of citizens in high migration 

countries in Latin America. These results challenge the notion that migration will always result 

in pueblos fantasmas (ghost towns) in which citizens simply sit back and wait for their Western 

Union checks. Though there certainly may be towns and individuals across Latin America that fit 

this description, our results suggest that those citizens who maintain a high level of contact with 

their migrant relatives living in established democracies tend to be more, not less, politically 

engaged, at the local level.  

Uncovering Potential Causal Mechanisms 

In this section, we test our last three hypotheses. More specifically, we examine whether 

the positive effects of cross-border ties on local political engagement are in part explained by the 

three mediating variables we introduced in the theoretical section: (1) Participation in community 
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development activities; (2) Heightened feelings of political efficacy and; (3) Greater political 

interest among those who have frequent contacts with migrants living in the U.S. To test these 

propositions, we estimate the path model illustrated in Figure 4, employing Bayesian mediation 

analysis (Wang & Preacher, 2015; Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009) and controlling for the same 

variables included in previous models.15  Our main goal here is to evaluate the magnitude and 

statistical significance of the indirect effect associated with each mediating variable. A Bayesian 

approach allows us to estimate more accurately the significance of these indirect effects, as it 

does not assume a normal distribution of parameters (Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009, p.302).  

[Figure 4] 

Before we proceed to present our findings, a cautionary note is in order. Since our data 

are non-experimental, we are only able to test whether the association between variables is 

consistent with the proposed causal model and the theoretical framework that supports it, and not 

if actual causal relationships exist between variables. With that said, Table 3 presents a summary 

of our mediation analysis.16  

[Table 3 about here] 

 From Table 3 we see that the effect of cross-border ties on political engagement is in part 

a product of the ways in which cross-border connections influence our three mediating variables. 

We find that 26.3 percent of the total effect that cross-border ties have on the probability of 

participating in local government meetings is due to the effect of these three mediating variables. 

An even more substantial 31.8 percent of the effect on political party identification is mediated 

by these factors, while 22.3 percent of the total effect that cross-border ties have on the vote 

persuasion variable comes from these three mediating variables.  

                                                           
15 This analysis was conducted in MPlus 7.3 
16 Tables 5A-7A in the online appendix present the full output of the Bayesian mediation analysis.  
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We also find, as expected, that these mediating factors have varying effects on the three 

forms of political engagement we analyze here. An individual’s level of community civic 

engagement, for example, exerts a much stronger indirect effect on participation in meetings 

organized by the local government than it does on our other dependent variables. A similarly 

intuitive connection exists between cross-border connections, increased interest in politics, 

political efficacy, and, ultimately, a greater involvement with political parties. Here we first find 

higher levels of political interest among citizens who have frequent communications with their 

relatives abroad and, second, find that this greater interest in politics is associated with higher 

levels of involvement with political parties. We find a similar statistically significant, but less 

substantial, relationship between cross-border connections, feelings of political efficacy, and 

political party activities.  

Finally, further empirical analyses give support to our proposition that increased political 

interest and political efficacy among those with strong cross-border ties emanate in part from the 

greater awareness and knowledge of international affairs that we posit to be a byproduct of the 

higher probability of their use of the Internet. Indeed, our regression results show that, once 

controlling for other factors, individuals with strong links to their relatives abroad are 

significantly more likely to use the Internet and to know the name of the US president than those 

who have weak or non-existent cross-border ties. Not surprisingly, we also find a strong effect of 

Internet usage on the probability of knowing the name of the US president. Based on the 

regression results, in Figures 5 and 6 we illustrate the substantive effect of cross-border ties on 

Internet usage and political knowledge.17 

[Figures 5 and 6 about here] 

                                                           
17 The full output for these analyses are reported in Tables 8A and 9A in the online appendix. 
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In addition, we find that political knowledge of international affairs and Internet usage 

are strongly correlated with political interest and political efficacy,18 offering further suggestive 

evidence that cross-border ties foster political interest and political efficacy by exposing citizens 

to international political information through the Internet during the course of their interactions 

with their migrant relatives.  

Effects of Case Selection 

A final set of analyses allows us to comment on whether the particularities of the 

Nicaraguan case have any effect on the principal findings of the study. With a larger contingent 

of emigration to neighboring Costa Rica than to the U.S., it is important to establish the ways in 

which Nicaraguan respondents are influencing our findings. We thus replicated the entire set of 

previous analyses after excluding Nicaraguan respondents.19  We find across all models that the 

effect of cross-border ties on political participation at the local level and party attachment 

becomes stronger. That is, when our analysis focuses only on those countries with virtually 

exclusive migratory relations with the U.S., we find even greater support for our hypotheses. 

Consistent with our theory, then, these results suggest that personal connections with a relative in 

the U.S. are more likely to spur political engagement among non-migrants when the latter reside 

in countries where the U.S. is the primary receiving country. Though more research is needed on 

this question, this dynamic appears to facilitate communities’ collective action to pursue 

developmental goals with the support and influence of their migrant relatives.  

To further explore the effect that the distinct migration profile of Nicaragua has on our 

results, we carry out a modified version of our analysis for each of the six countries in our 

sample. This exercise is highly constrained by the extremely low number of respondents that we 

                                                           
18 We present the results of this empirical analysis in Table 10A in the online appendix. 
19 Tables A11-A16 in the online appendix replicate our analyses, excluding Nicaragua. 
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have for the six cross-border connection categories within each individual country. To deal with 

this problem, we followed two strategies. First, we added data from LAPOP’s 2008 

AmericasBarometer in order to bolster the number of cases for each country. In addition, because 

we are working with dependent variables with a relatively low number of respondents in some 

countries reporting participatory behavior, particularly for our “participation in local government 

meetings” item, we were forced to construct alternative measures of individuals’ political 

engagement levels at the local level.  

More specifically, since the number of individuals who reported having participated in 

local government meetings is particularly small in some countries (e.g., 9.5 percent in the sample 

for Honduras), we maximize the variance of this variable by creating an index that combines 

answers to this survey question and the variable on political party identification. Moreover, we 

create a second index combining the variables on participation in local government meetings and 

persuasion to vote for a party or candidate.20 Each index is a count variable reflecting the number 

of distinct modes of political engagement an individual reported (0-2). We use these two indices 

as our dependent variables in our individual-country analyses. Our theory suggests that strong 

cross-border ties should be associated with a higher value on each index or higher probability of 

obtaining a score of 2, namely participating in local government meetings and reporting 

attachment to political party. Consequently, in addition to increasing the variance of our 

dependent variables, these alternative measures allow us to test even more directly our argument 

that local political participation should come together with greater political party activism as 

migrants and their non-migrant relatives are more likely to trade support for a political party in 

exchange for a party’s assistance with their community development projects. 

                                                           
20 For simplicity, for this analysis, we recode this variable into a binary variable (1=persuaded others to vote for a 
party or 0 otherwise).     
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When we use these two indices as dependent variables and add data from the 2008 

LAPOP survey, we find that the ATEs for Nicaragua are not statistically significant, suggesting 

why our results became stronger when respondents from this country were excluded from the 

analysis. Conversely, we find that for each of the remaining five countries in our analysis, the 

ATEs for cross-border connections on the two participation indices remain positive and 

statistically significant, offering even further support for the posited influence of cross-border 

connections on local political engagement.21  

[Table 4 about here] 

Conclusion 

As the movement of people around the world continues to increase, so too does the 

advance of communication technologies in terms of speed, access, and global coverage. In this 

paper we examine the implications of these two trends for the democratization process that 

continues across much of the developing world. With these advances in communication, it is not 

an overstatement to suggest that there is no other time in human history where the effects of 

migrants on their relatives who stayed behind is more likely to emerge. The former group has a 

far greater ability to communicate with the latter on a regular basis, while those in the latter 

group also find themselves in the midst of a prolonged political transition characterized in many 

areas by flawed democracies and myriad government performance issues. This confluence of 

events offers a “perfect storm” for the widespread emergence and highly consequential impact of 

what Levitt identified more than a decade ago as “social remittances.”  

Our findings offer the strongest indication yet that migration does in fact have systematic 

and predictable effects on the way that people with strong ties to migrant relatives engage 

                                                           
21 These results are reported in Table A17 in the appendix. 
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politically within their communities. We find evidence that those with extensive connections to 

migrants living in an established democracy are more likely to participate in local politics and 

become involved with political parties than their neighbors who have no such connections, but 

exhibit no such differences when it comes to involvement in the national political arena.  

At first glance, the greater degree of interaction with local officials coupled with 

increased political party attachments is encouraging, as any democracy is always in search of a 

more involved and active citizenry. Upon further reflection, though, these findings also suggest a 

possible increase in the political divides that run through high migration sending communities 

between the “migrant haves” and “migrant have-nots.” That is, those with strong ties to migrants 

living abroad seem to be transforming these connections into greater prestige and influence 

within the sending community and greater political activism and representation, while those 

without such connections may be increasingly relegated to a lower rung of their community’s 

social and political ladder. At this point, we simply do not know enough about the long-term 

political implications of our findings to say with any degree of confidence whether a “glass half-

full” or “glass half-empty” perspective is more warranted. An important next step in 

understanding migration’s impact on democracy, then, is to delve further into the political 

dynamics of sending communities across the Americas. And as we mentioned at the outset of 

this study, such research is important not only for emerging democracies such as those we 

analyzed here, but perhaps even more importantly for a country like Cuba, where the political 

implications of cross-border connections, with the stroke of a pen in 2014, became far more 

critical in understanding its possible democratic future. 

What is clear from the results of our research is that migration does not necessarily lead 

to a politically passive sending community. While the increased civic community involvement of 
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citizens with strong cross-border ties in particular bolsters participation in local government 

affairs, their greater party attachment stems in part from their increased political interest and 

efficacy associated with increased knowledge of international politics. Moreover, we find 

evidence that, ceteris paribus, the reliance on the Internet of those who maintain strong 

connections with migrant relatives helps in part to explain their relatively high levels of political 

knowledge, political interest, and efficacy. Taken together, these different sources of political 

mobilization contribute even further to higher levels of local political engagement among 

individuals with strong cross-border ties to migrants, and leave us with the more general 

conclusion that migration has become an important factor in shaping the ongoing 

democratization processes of the thousands of sending communities around the world.   
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Table 1. The Effect of Cross-Border Social Ties on Political Engagement 
 Voted in last 

presidential 
election 

Contacted 
ministry or state 

agency 

Attended 
a local govt. 

meeting 

Identifies with a 
political party 

Persuaded 
others to vote for 

a party or 
candidate 

Cross-Border Ties Index .007 
(.025) 

.023 
(.036) 

.074* 
(.029) 

.065** 
(.023) 

.082** 
(.023) 

Economic Remittances -.018 
(.033) 

.073 
(.048) 

-.024 
(.039) 

.067* 
(.028) 

.002 
(.03) 

Perc. Personal Economy .001 
(.001) 

.000 
(.002) 

.000 
(.002) 

.002 
(.001) 

.000 
(.002) 

Perc. National Economy .000 
(.001) 

.001 
(.002) 

.000 
(.002) 

.001 
(.001) 

.002 
(.001) 

Interpersonal Trust .002* 
(.001) 

.000 
(.001) 

.003** 
(.001) 

.003** 
(.001) 

-.002* 
(.001) 

Crime victim (=1; No=0) -.012 
(.073) 

.418** 
(.098) 

.358** 
(.083) 

.069 
(.063) 

.189** 
(.062) 

Education Level .370** 
(.047) 

.230** 
(.063) 

-.063 
(.051) 

.103** 
(.037) 

.246** 
(.042) 

Wealth .007 
(.022) 

-.092** 
(.035) 

-.092** 
(.026) 

-.022 
(.022) 

.004 
(.020) 

Female (=1; Male=0) -.091 
(.053) 

-.168* 
(.079) 

-.271** 
(.061) 

-.143** 
(.048) 

-.465 
(.052) 

Age .208** 
(.010) 

.058** 
(.015) 

.059** 
(.011) 

.053** 
(.008) 

.071** 
(.009) 

Age squared -.002** 
(.000) 

-.001** 
(.000) 

-0.001** 
(.000) 

-.000** 
(.000) 

-.001** 
(.000) 

Urban (=1; Rural=0) -.123 
(.067) 

-.129 
(.092) 

-.384 
(.082) 

.023 
(.067) 

.140* 
(.065) 

Guatemala (Mexico=0) -.003 
(.097) 

-.613** 
(.141) 

.399** 
(.128) 

-.588** 
(.117) 

.212 
(.114) 

El Salvador .593** 
(.092) 

-.235* 
(.115) 

.291* 
(.135) 

.205 
(.107) 

.526** 
(.106) 
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Honduras -.237 
(.139) 

-1.384** 
(.196) 

-.207 
(.152) 

.734** 
(.120) 

.460** 
(.114) 

Nicaragua .334** 
(.109) 

-.797** 
(.159) 

.222 
(.156) 

.756** 
(.114) 

-.094 
(.125) 

Dominican Republic .382** 
(.099) 

-.408** 
(.155) 

1.276** 
(.132) 

1.130** 
(.110) 

.887** 
(.112) 

Constant -4.481** 
(.258) 

-3.395** 
(.362) 

-2.898** 
(.2805) 

-2.747** 
(.203) 

n/a 

N 8,209 8,233 8,207 8,133 8,196 
Estimation Method Logit Logit Logit Logit Ordered 

logit 
+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table 2. Average Treatment Effects (ATE)  
  % 
Voted in last presidential 
election 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives .15 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives .00 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) .36 
Contacted ministry or state 
agency 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 1.19 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives -.05 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 1.19 
Attended a local 
government meeting 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties Index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 2.43+ 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives 6.53* 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 2.60* 
Identifies with a political 
party 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 3.27+ 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives 6.31* 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 2.78+ 
Persuaded others to vote 
for a party or candidate 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 4.6* (.0645 points on 1-4 scale) 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives 8.8* (.1240 points on 1-4 scale) 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 3.9* (.0559 points on 1-4 scale) 

+p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01 Results based on the AIPW (Augmented Inverse Propensity Weighted) estimator.  
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Table 3. Mediation Analysis: Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects 
Effect of Migrant Connection Index to 
Dependent Variable 

Attended 
a local govt. 

meeting 

Identifies with a 
political party 

Persuaded 
others to vote for a 
party or candidate 

Direct Effect (c’) .028* .030* .034** 
 
Indirect Effect through Political 
Efficacy (a1*b1) 

 
.001* 

 
.002* 

 
.001* 

 
Indirect Effect through Political 
Interest (a2*b2) 

 
.004** 

 
.011* 

 
.006* 

 
Indirect Effect through Community 
Involvement (a3*b3) 

 
.005* 

 
.001* 

 
.003* 

Total Effect .038** 0.044* .044** 
Proportion of Total Effect Mediated 
through Political Efficacy 

2.63% 4.55% 2.27% 

 
Proportion of Total Effect Mediated 
through Political Interest 

 
10.53% 

 
25.00% 

 
13.64% 

 
Proportion of Total Effect Mediated 
through Community Involvement  

 
13.16% 

 
2.27% 

 
6.82% 

Proportion of Total Effect Mediated 26.32% 31.82% 22.73% 
*p<0.05; **p<0.01 Results based on Bayesian Mediation Analysis. 
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Table 4. Average Treatment Effect of Having a Relative in the U.S. by Country 
 Political Engagement  

(Index 1) 
Political Engagement  

(Index 2) 
 ATE on 0-2 scale ATE on 0-2 scale 
Mexico .080** .0563* 
Guatemala .055+ .1490*** 
El Salvador .091** .0729** 
Honduras .068+ .1040** 
Dominican Republic .1559** .1039* 
Nicaragua -.0140 -.0049 

+p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01 ***p<0.001Results based on the AIPW (Augmented Inverse 
Propensity Weighted) estimator. Data are from the 2008 and 2010 LAPOP surveys.  
Measure 1 takes a value of 0 if a respondent did not report participating in meeting of a local 
government or identifying with a political party, 1 if the respondent either participated in a local 
government meeting or reported identifying with a political party, and 2 if the respondent 
reported both participating in a meeting by the local government and identifying with a political 
party. Measure 2 also uses a similar 0-2 scale.  
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Figure 1. Participation in Meetings by the Local Government 

 

Figure 2. Political Party Identification 
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           Figure 3. Persuasion of others to Vote for a Party or Candidate 

 

 
Figure 4. Path Model 
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           Figure 5. Internet Usage 

 
 
              Figure 6. Knows Name of US President 
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Table A1. Frequency Distribution: Cross-Border Social Ties Index 
 Mexico Guatemala El  

Salvador 
Honduras Nicaragua Dominican 

Republic 
Full 
Sample 

Included in the Sample        
No relatives living abroad 
 

81.3% 
(1242) 

72.8% 
(1026) 

72.2% 
(1076) 

74.2% 
(1117) 

83.6% 
(1033) 

79.7% 
(1073) 

77.1% 
(6567) 

Relatives living in the U.S. but never 
communicate them 
 

1.2% 
(18) 

3.1% 
(43) 

2.4% 
(35) 

1.6% 
(24) 

1.4% 
(17) 

.7% 
(9) 

1.7% 
(146) 

 Relatives living in the U.S. but 
communicate with them rarely 
 

6.0% 
(91) 

7.2% 
(102) 

7.4% 
(110) 

7.9% 
(119) 

4.0% 
(49) 

2.5% 
(34) 

5.9% 
(505) 

Relatives living in the U.S. and 
communicate with them once or twice a 
month 
 

6.5% 
(99) 

8.6% 
(121) 

6.9% 
(103) 

7.4% 
(111) 

4.9% 
(60) 

5.3% 
(71) 

6.6% 
(565) 

Relatives living in the U.S. and 
communicate with them once or twice a 
week 
 

4.7% 
(71) 

6.7% 
(94) 

9.7% 
(144) 

7.4% 
(111) 

5.2% 
(64) 

8.0% 
(108) 

7.0% 
(592) 

Relatives living in the U.S. and 
communicate with them every day 
 

.5% 
(7) 

1.6% 
(23) 

1.5% 
(22) 

1.6% 
(24) 

1.1% 
(13) 

3.8% 
(51) 

1.6% 
(140) 

Total (N) 100% 
(1528) 

100% 
(1409) 

100% 
(1490) 

100% 
(1506) 

100% 
(1236) 

100% 
(1346) 

100% 
(8515) 

Excluded from the Sample        
Relatives in the U.S. and Other 
Countries 

19 42 35 44 79 54 273 

Relatives in Other Countries (Not in the 
U.S.) 

11 34 23 28 219 98 413 

Total 30 76 58 72 298 152 686 
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Table A2. Description of Dependent Variables 
Dependent Variable Wording and Coding 

Voting Behavior in 
Presidential Elections 

Did you vote in the last presidential elections?  
1=Yes; 0=No 
 

Petitions to a Ministry 
or State Agency 
(national level 
institutions) 

Sometimes people and communities have problems that they cannot 
solve by themselves, and so in order to solve them they request help 
from a government official or agency. In order to solve your problems 
have you ever requested help or cooperation from... 
Any ministry or minister (federal), state agency or public agency or 
institution? 1=Yes; 0=No 
 

Participation in 
Meetings Convened by 
the Local Government 

Have you attended a town meeting, city council meeting or other 
meeting in the past 12 months? 
1=Yes; 0=No 
 

Attachment to a 
Political Party  

Do you currently identify with a political party?  
1=Yes; 0=No 
 

Persuasion of others to 
vote for a party or 
candidate 

During election time, some people try to convince others to vote for a 
party or candidate. 
How often have you tried to convince others to vote for a party or 
candidate?  
1=Never; 2= Rarely; 3=Occasionally; 4=Frequently  
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Table A3. Description of Independent and Mediating Variables 
Independent Variable Wording and Coding 

Cross-Border Ties 
Index  
 

Scale from 0-5 (see paper for a description of  the index construction) 

Economic Remittances  To what extent does the income of this household depend on remittances from abroad? (1) 
Nothing (2) Little (3) Some (4) A lot 
Scale goes from 0 (no remittance recipient) to 4 (depend on remittance “A lot” 

Migration Intentions Do you have any intention of going to live or work in another country in the next three 
years? 1=Yes; 0=No 
 

Perc. Personal 
Economy   

How would you describe your overall economic situation? Would you say that it is very 
good, good, neither good nor bad, bad or very bad? 
(5) Very good (4) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (2) Bad (1) Very bad 
 

Perc. National 
Economy 

How would you describe the country’s economic situation? Would you say that it is very 
good, good, neither good nor bad, bad or very bad? 
(5) Very good (4) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (2) Bad (1) Very bad 
 

Interpersonal Trust Now, speaking of the people from around here, would you say that people in this 
community are very trustworthy, somewhat trustworthy, not very trustworthy or 
untrustworthy...? (4) Very trustworthy (3) Somewhat trustworthy (2) Not very trustworthy 
(1) Untrustworthy 
 

Crime Victimization Have you been a victim of any type of crime in the past 12 months? That is, have you 
been a victim of robbery, burglary, assault, fraud, blackmail, extortion, violent threats or 
any other type of crime in the past 12 months? 1=Yes; 0=No 

Education Level 0=None; 1=Primary; 2=Secondary; 3=Higher 
 

Wealth  Quintiles of Wealth (1-5) 
  
Female Female =1; Male=0 
  
Age How old are you? __________ years 

 
Age Squared Age x Age 
  
Mediating Variables Wording and Coding 
Civic Community 
Involvement  

Now, changing the subject. In the last 12 months have you tried to help to solve a problem 
in your community or in your neighborhood? Please, tell me if you did it at least once a 
week, 
once or twice a month, once or twice a year or never in last 12 months.  
1=Never; 2=Once or twice a year; 3=Once or twice a month; 4=Once a week  
 

Political Interest How much interest do you have in politics: a lot, some, little or none? 
(4) A lot (3) Some (2) Little (1) None 
 

Political Efficacy You feel that you understand the most important political issues of this country. How 
much do you agree or disagree with this statement? (1=7 scale) 
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Table A4. The Effect of Cross-Border Social Ties on Political Engagement (Controlling for Migration Intentions)  
 Voted in last 

presidential 
election 

Contacted 
ministry or 
state agency 

Attended 
a local govt. 

meeting 

Identifies with 
a political 

party 

Persuaded 
others to vote 
for a party or 

candidate 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index .009 .021 .067* .062** .076** 
 (.025) (.036) (.029) (.024) (.023) 
Economic Remittances -.012 .065 -.033 .068* -.004 
 (.033) (.048) (.040) (.028) (.030) 
Migration Intentions -.099 .232* .203* .106 .247*** 
 (.065) (.104) (.085) (.068) (.068) 
Perc. Personal Economy .001 .001 -.000 .002 .001 
 (.002) (.002) (.002) (.001) (.002) 
Perc. National Economy .000 .000 .000 .001 .002 
 (.001) (.002) (.002) (.001) (.001) 
Interpersonal Trust .002* .000 .003** .003*** -.002* 
 (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) -.004 .416*** .348*** .0536 .166** 
 (.074) (.099) (.083) (.054) (.063) 
Education Level .360*** .226*** -.059 .102** .240*** 
 (.048) (.063) (.051) (.037) (.043) 
Wealth .004 -.090* -.094*** -.020 .006 
 (.022) (.036) (.026) (.022) (.020) 
Female(=1; Male=0) -.093+ -.155+ -.252*** -.127** -.441*** 
 (.053) (.081) (.062) (.049) (.053) 
Age .207*** .061*** .062*** .055*** .074*** 
 (.010) (.015) (.011) (.008) (.009) 
Age squared -.002*** -.001** -.001*** -.000*** -.001*** 
 (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -.120+ -.144 -.400*** .036 .139* 
 (.067) (.093) (.082) (.068) (.066) 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) -.023 -.635*** .391** -.607*** .198+ 
 (.097) (.144) (.129) (0.117) (.113) 
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El Salvador .577*** -.245* .267* .186+ .495*** 
 (.093) (.116) (.135) (.107) (.106) 
Honduras -.266+ -1.360*** -.203 .740*** .462*** 
 (.142) (.198) (.151) (.119) (.111) 
Nicaragua .329** -.792*** .193 .733*** -.118 
 (.111) (.161) (.155) (.114) (.127) 
Dominican Republic .386*** -.450** 1.230*** 1.094*** .839*** 
 (.100) (.159) (.134) (.111) (.112) 
Constant -4.390*** -3.540*** -2.993*** -2.817*** n/a 
 (.258) (.372) (.289) (.208)  
N 8,083 8,106 8,081 8,012 8,071 
Estimation Method Logit Logit Logit Logit Ordered 

logit 
+ p<0.1; * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A5. Bayesian Mediation Analysis: Participation in Meetings Organized by the Local Gov. Model 
  

Posterior 
S.D. 

One-
Tailed 
P-Value 

95% 
Lower 
2.5% 

C.I. 
Upper 
2.5% 

 

 Estimate Significance 
Dependent Variable : Political Efficacy 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.036 0.017 0.016 0.003 0.068 * 
Economic Remittances -0.034 0.022 0.064 -0.078 0.010  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.005 * 
Perc. National Economy 0.001 0.001 0.091 -0.001 0.003  
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.001 0.013 0.000 0.003 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.178 0.049 0.000 0.082 0.274 * 
Education Level 0.311 0.030 0.000 0.252 0.369 * 
Wealth 0.024 0.015 0.059 -0.006 0.054  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.453 0.038 0.000 -0.527 -0.379 * 
Age 0.007 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) 0.040 0.042 0.172 -0.043 0.123  
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.003 0.066 0.484 -0.125 0.131  
El Salvador 0.319 0.063 0.000 0.196 0.444 * 
Honduras 0.397 0.065 0.000 0.270 0.525 * 
Nicaragua 0.320 0.067 0.000 0.189 0.452 * 
Dominican Republic 0.070 0.066 0.147 -0.060 0.197  
Dependent Variable: Political Interest 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.021 0.009 0.009 0.004 0.040 * 
Economic Remittances 0.002 0.012 0.426 -0.022 0.026  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.004 * 
Perc. National Economy 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 * 
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.055 0.000 0.001  
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.072 0.027 0.003 0.019 0.125 * 
Education Level 0.158 0.017 0.000 0.126 0.191 * 
Wealth 0.005 0.008 0.289 -0.012 0.021  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.199 0.021 0.000 -0.239 -0.158 * 
Age 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.050 0.023 0.018 -0.096 -0.004 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) -0.231 0.036 0.000 -0.302 -0.160 * 
El Salvador -0.073 0.036 0.020 -0.142 -0.003 * 
Honduras 0.056 0.036 0.062 -0.015 0.128  
Nicaragua -0.071 0.037 0.028 -0.145 0.002  
Dominican Republic 0.214 0.037 0.000 0.142 0.285 * 
Dependent Variable: Community Involvement 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.018 0.008 0.015 0.002 0.034 * 
Economic Remittances 0.001 0.011 0.473 -0.021 0.023  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.001 0.000 0.128 0.000 0.002  
Perc. National Economy 0.000 0.000 0.312 -0.001 0.001  
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Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.125 0.024 0.000 0.078 0.172 * 
Education Level 0.083 0.015 0.000 0.054 0.112 * 
Wealth 0.010 0.008 0.094 -0.005 0.025  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.157 0.019 0.000 -0.194 -0.120 * 
Age 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.005 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.120 0.021 0.000 -0.161 -0.079 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.146 0.032 0.000 0.083 0.209 * 
El Salvador 0.052 0.031 0.050 -0.010 0.113  
Honduras -0.099 0.032 0.001 -0.162 -0.036 * 
Nicaragua -0.049 0.033 0.070 -0.114 0.016  
Dominican Republic 0.257 0.033 0.000 0.194 0.321 * 
Dependent Variable: Attended a Local Government Meeting 
Political Efficacy 0.037 0.011 0.001 0.014 0.058 * 
Political Interest 0.202 0.019 0.000 0.165 0.239 * 
Community Involvement  0.271 0.020 0.000 0.233 0.310 * 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.028 0.016 0.036 -0.002 0.059  
Economic Remittances -0.021 0.021 0.158 -0.062 0.021  
Perc. Personal Economy -0.001 0.001 0.130 -0.003 0.001  
Perc. National Economy -0.001 0.001 0.219 -0.002 0.001  
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.001 0.018 0.000 0.002 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.153 0.045 0.000 0.064 0.240 * 
Education Level -0.096 0.029 0.001 -0.153 -0.039 * 
Wealth -0.056 0.015 0.000 -0.085 -0.027 * 
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.039 0.037 0.149 -0.111 0.034  
Age -0.001 0.001 0.221 -0.003 0.002  
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.179 0.041 0.000 -0.258 -0.101 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.205 0.065 0.001 0.076 0.333 * 
El Salvador 0.129 0.064 0.021 0.005 0.256 * 
Honduras -0.112 0.069 0.053 -0.246 0.025  
Nicaragua 0.112 0.068 0.051 -0.023 0.247  
Dominican Republic 0.603 0.061 0.000 0.483 0.723 * 
Intercepts       
Political Efficacy 2.878 0.107 0.000 2.666 3.092 * 
Political Interest 1.697 0.060 0.000 1.579 1.814 * 
Community Involvement  1.198 0.053 0.000 1.094 1.301 * 
Thresholds       

Attended a local govt. meeting 1.875 0.116 0.000 1.647 2.104 * 
Residual Variances       
Political Efficacy 2.840 0.045 0.000 2.754 2.930 * 
Political Interest 0.891 0.014 0.000 0.864 0.919 * 
Community Involvement  0.703 0.011 0.000 0.682 0.725 * 
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Indirect Effect       
Indirect Effect through Political 
Efficacy 0.001 0.001 0.016 0.000 0.003 * 
Indirect Effect through Political 
Interest 0.004 0.002 0.009 0.001 0.008 * 
Indirect Effect through Community 
Involvement  0.005 0.002 0.015 0.000 0.009 * 

Path model estimated using on Bayesian mediation analysis 
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Table A6. Bayesian Mediation Analysis: Identification with a Political Party Model 
  

Posterior 
S.D. 

One-
Tailed 
P-Value 

95% C.I.  

 Estimate 
Lower 
2.5% 

Upper 
2.5% Significance 

Dependent Variable : Political Efficacy 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.036 0.017 0.016 0.003 0.068 * 
Economic Remittances -0.034 0.022 0.058 -0.078 0.009  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.005 * 
Perc. National Economy 0.001 0.001 0.090 -0.001 0.003  
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.001 0.013 0.000 0.003 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.177 0.048 0.000 0.083 0.271 * 
Education Level 0.311 0.030 0.000 0.252 0.369 * 
Wealth 0.023 0.015 0.064 -0.007 0.053  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.454 0.038 0.000 -0.528 -0.379 * 
Age 0.007 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) 0.041 0.043 0.170 -0.043 0.125  
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.003 0.066 0.483 -0.126 0.134  
El Salvador 0.320 0.063 0.000 0.196 0.445 * 
Honduras 0.397 0.065 0.000 0.269 0.525 * 
Nicaragua 0.321 0.067 0.000 0.191 0.452 * 
Dominican Republic 0.070 0.065 0.144 -0.056 0.199  
Dependent Variable: Political Interest 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.022 0.009 0.010 0.003 0.040 * 
Economic Remittances 0.003 0.012 0.412 -0.021 0.027  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.004 * 
Perc. National Economy 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 * 
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.056 0.000 0.001  
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.071 0.027 0.003 0.019 0.123 * 
Education Level 0.158 0.017 0.000 0.126 0.191 * 
Wealth 0.005 0.008 0.290 -0.012 0.021  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.199 0.021 0.000 -0.240 -0.158 * 
Age 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.004 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.050 0.024 0.017 -0.097 -0.003 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) -0.231 0.036 0.000 -0.302 -0.160 * 
El Salvador -0.073 0.035 0.019 -0.143 -0.004 * 
Honduras 0.054 0.036 0.067 -0.017 0.126  
Nicaragua -0.072 0.037 0.026 -0.146 0.001  
Dominican Republic 0.214 0.037 0.000 0.142 0.286 * 
Dependent Variable: Community Involvement  
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.018 0.008 0.015 0.002 0.034 * 
Economic Remittances 0.001 0.011 0.459 -0.021 0.023  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.001 0.000 0.126 0.000 0.002  
Perc. National Economy 0.000 0.000 0.313 -0.001 0.001  
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Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.124 0.024 0.000 0.077 0.170 * 
Education Level 0.083 0.015 0.000 0.054 0.112 * 
Wealth 0.010 0.008 0.091 -0.005 0.025  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.158 0.019 0.000 -0.194 -0.122 * 
Age 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.005 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.119 0.021 0.000 -0.161 -0.079 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.147 0.032 0.000 0.083 0.210 * 
El Salvador 0.052 0.032 0.050 -0.011 0.114  
Honduras -0.099 0.032 0.001 -0.162 -0.035 * 
Nicaragua -0.049 0.033 0.071 -0.115 0.016  
Dominican Republic 0.257 0.033 0.000 0.193 0.322 * 
Dependent Variable: Identifies with a Political Party 
Political Efficacy 0.060 0.009 0.000 0.041 0.078 * 
Political Interest 0.490 0.017 0.000 0.457 0.524 * 
Community Involvement  0.044 0.018 0.008 0.008 0.079 * 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.030 0.014 0.014 0.003 0.057 * 
Economic Remittances 0.043 0.018 0.009 0.008 0.078 * 
Perc. Personal Economy 0.000 0.001 0.297 -0.002 0.001  
Perc. National Economy 0.000 0.001 0.364 -0.002 0.001  
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.002 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) -0.012 0.039 0.379 -0.089 0.065  
Education Level -0.029 0.025 0.118 -0.077 0.018  
Wealth -0.018 0.012 0.074 -0.042 0.007  
Female(=1; Male=0) 0.051 0.031 0.053 -0.011 0.112  
Age 0.011 0.001 0.000 0.009 0.014 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) 0.046 0.035 0.092 -0.022 0.114  
Guatemala (Mexico=0) -0.268 0.058 0.000 -0.381 -0.154 * 
El Salvador 0.146 0.052 0.002 0.043 0.248 * 
Honduras 0.451 0.053 0.000 0.348 0.555 * 
Nicaragua 0.521 0.054 0.000 0.416 0.630 * 
Dominican Republic 0.653 0.053 0.000 0.549 0.758 * 
Intercepts       
Political Efficacy 2.880 0.109 0.000 2.668 3.094 * 
Political Interest 1.698 0.060 0.000 1.579 1.814 * 
Community Involvement  1.199 0.054 0.000 1.093 1.304 * 
Thresholds       
Identifies with a political party 2.478 0.101 0.000 2.278 2.676 * 
Residual Variances       
Political Efficacy 2.839 0.045 0.000 2.754 2.929 * 
Political Interest 0.891 0.014 0.000 0.864 0.918 * 
Community Involvement  0.703 0.011 0.000 0.682 0.725 * 
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Indirect Effect       
Indirect Effect through Political 
Efficacy 0.002 0.001 0.016 0.000 0.004 * 
Indirect Effect through Political 
Interest 0.011 0.005 0.010 0.002 0.020 * 
Indirect Effect through 
Community Involvement  0.001 0.001 0.023 0.000 0.002 * 

Path model estimated using on Bayesian mediation analysis 
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Table A7. Bayesian Mediation Analysis: Persuaded others to vote for a party or candidate Model 
 

              
Estimate 

Posterior 
S.D. 

One-
Tailed 
P-Value 

95% 
Lower 
2.5% 

C.I. 
Upper 
2.5% Significance  

Dependent Variable : Political Efficacy 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.036 0.017 0.017 0.003 0.068 * 
Economic Remittances -0.034 0.022 0.063 -0.077 0.010  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.005 * 
Perc. National Economy 0.001 0.001 0.091 -0.001 0.003  
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.001 0.013 0.000 0.003 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.178 0.048 0.000 0.082 0.272 * 
Education Level 0.311 0.030 0.000 0.251 0.369 * 
Wealth 0.024 0.015 0.058 -0.006 0.053  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.454 0.038 0.000 -0.528 -0.380 * 
Age 0.007 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.010 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) 0.041 0.043 0.168 -0.042 0.125  
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.003 0.067 0.484 -0.129 0.132  
El Salvador 0.320 0.063 0.000 0.196 0.445 * 
Honduras 0.397 0.065 0.000 0.270 0.526 * 
Nicaragua 0.321 0.067 0.000 0.189 0.454 * 
Dominican Republic 0.069 0.065 0.145 -0.057 0.199  
Dependent Variable: Political Interest 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.022 0.009 0.011 0.004 0.040 * 
Economic Remittances 0.002 0.012 0.420 -0.021 0.027  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.004 * 
Perc. National Economy 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 * 
Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.055 0.000 0.001  
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.071 0.027 0.003 0.019 0.124 * 
Education Level 0.158 0.017 0.000 0.125 0.191 * 
Wealth 0.005 0.008 0.280 -0.012 0.022  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.199 0.021 0.000 -0.240 -0.158 * 
Age 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.050 0.024 0.018 -0.096 -0.003 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) -0.232 0.037 0.000 -0.304 -0.160 * 
El Salvador -0.072 0.036 0.021 -0.142 -0.002 * 
Honduras 0.056 0.036 0.063 -0.016 0.126  
Nicaragua -0.071 0.037 0.027 -0.145 0.001  
Dominican Republic 0.215 0.036 0.000 0.143 0.286 * 
Dependent Variable: Community Involvement 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.018 0.008 0.013 0.002 0.034 * 
Economic Remittances 0.001 0.011 0.461 -0.021 0.023  
Perc. Personal Economy 0.001 0.000 0.127 0.000 0.002  
Perc. National Economy 0.000 0.000 0.310 -0.001 0.001  
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Interpersonal Trust 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.124 0.024 0.000 0.077 0.171 * 
Education Level 0.083 0.015 0.000 0.054 0.112 * 
Wealth 0.010 0.008 0.091 -0.004 0.025  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.158 0.019 0.000 -0.195 -0.122 * 
Age 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.005 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) -0.120 0.021 0.000 -0.161 -0.079 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.146 0.032 0.000 0.082 0.210 * 
El Salvador 0.052 0.031 0.048 -0.010 0.114  
Honduras -0.099 0.032 0.001 -0.163 -0.036 * 
Nicaragua -0.049 0.033 0.071 -0.115 0.016  
Dominican Republic 0.257 0.033 0.000 0.192 0.321 * 
Dependent Variable: Persuaded others to vote for a party or candidate 
Political Efficacy 0.041 0.009 0.000 0.023 0.059 * 
Political Interest 0.263 0.016 0.000 0.232 0.294 * 
Community Involvement  0.141 0.017 0.000 0.108 0.174 * 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.034 0.013 0.004 0.009 0.058 * 
Economic Remittances -0.004 0.017 0.404 -0.038 0.028  
Perc. Personal Economy -0.001 0.001 0.107 -0.003 0.001  
Perc. National Economy 0.000 0.001 0.321 -0.001 0.002  
Interpersonal Trust -0.002 0.000 0.000 -0.003 -0.001 * 
Crime Victimization(=1; No=0) 0.064 0.037 0.045 -0.010 0.137  
Education Level 0.078 0.024 0.001 0.032 0.125 * 
Wealth 0.002 0.012 0.425 -0.022 0.026  
Female(=1; Male=0) -0.168 0.030 0.000 -0.228 -0.108 * 
Age 0.005 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.007 * 
Urban(=1; Rural=0) 0.118 0.034 0.000 0.052 0.185 * 
Guatemala (Mexico=0) 0.162 0.053 0.001 0.058 0.264 * 
El Salvador 0.303 0.051 0.000 0.204 0.405 * 
Honduras 0.226 0.052 0.000 0.124 0.329 * 
Nicaragua -0.058 0.057 0.155 -0.169 0.056  
Dominican Republic 0.440 0.051 0.000 0.341 0.542 * 
Intercepts       
Political Efficacy 2.879 0.108 0.000 2.668 3.091 * 
Political Interest 1.698 0.060 0.000 1.581 1.815 * 
Community Involvement  1.199 0.054 0.000 1.094 1.305 * 
Thresholds       
Persuaded others to vote for a party or 
candidate 2.084 0.090 0.000 1.921 2.284 * 
Persuaded others to vote for a party or 
candidate 2.530 0.091 0.000 2.365 2.732 * 
Persuaded others to vote for a party or 
candidate 3.169 0.094 0.000 2.998 3.374 * 
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Residual Variances       
Political Efficacy 2.839 0.045 0.000 2.753 2.930 * 
Political Interest 0.891 0.014 0.000 0.864 0.918 * 
Community Involvement  0.703 0.011 0.000 0.681 0.725 * 
Indirect Effect       
Indirect Effect through Political 
Efficacy 0.001 0.001 0.017 0.000 0.003 * 
Indirect Effect through Political Interest 0.006 0.002 0.011 0.001 0.011 * 
Indirect Effect through Community 
Involvement  0.003 0.001 0.013 0.000 0.005 * 

Path model estimated using on Bayesian mediation analysis 
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Table A8. Effect of cross-border ties on probability of internet usage and pol. knowledge 
 Internet Usage Knows Name of US 

President 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.069** 0.065** 
 (0.025) (0.023) 
Education Level 1.623*** 0.952*** 
 (0.066) (0.043) 
Wealth 0.552*** 0.366*** 
 (0.028) (0.023) 
Female -0.508*** -1.015*** 
 (0.063) (0.054) 
Age -0.132*** 0.030** 
 (0.012) (0.009) 
Age squared 0.001*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
Urban 1.077*** 0.602*** 
 (0.082) (0.061) 
Guatemala  0.342** -0.099 
 (0.122) (0.098) 
El Salvador -0.376** 0.828*** 
 (0.127) (0.116) 
Honduras -0.110 1.005*** 
 (0.122) (0.118) 
Nicaragua -1.198*** -0.467*** 
 (0.118) (0.101) 
Dominican Republic -0.159 0.268** 
 (0.141) (0.096) 
Constant -1.988*** -2.259*** 
 (0.262) (0.220) 
N 8,426 8,490 
Estimation 
Method 

Logit Logit 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A9. Effect of Internet Usage on Political Knowledge 
 Knows Name of US President 
Internet Usage 0.289*** 
 (0.034) 
Education Level 0.829*** 
 (0.044) 
Wealth 0.327*** 
 (0.023) 
Female -0.985*** 
 (0.055) 
Age 0.043*** 
 (0.009) 
Age squared -0.000*** 
 (0.000) 
Urban 0.521*** 
 (0.062) 
Guatemala  -0.113 
 (0.100) 
El Salvador 0.869*** 
 (0.116) 
Honduras 1.061*** 
 (0.118) 
Nicaragua -0.383*** 
 (0.102) 
Dominican Republic 0.282** 
 (0.099) 
Constant -2.688*** 
 (0.231) 
N 8,460 
Estimation 
Method 

Logit 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A10. Effect of Pol. Knowledge and Internet Usage on Pol. Interest and Efficacy 
 Political Efficacy Political Interest 
Knows Name of US President 0.232*** 0.272*** 
 (0.051) (0.052) 
Internet Usage (1=Yes; 0=No) 0.283*** 0.281*** 
 (0.058) (0.056) 
Education Level 0.260*** 0.235*** 
 (0.035) (0.036) 
Wealth 0.010 -0.001 
 (0.017) (0.016) 
Female -0.439*** -0.335*** 
 (0.042) (0.042) 
Age 0.033*** 0.012 
 (0.007) (0.007) 
Age squared -0.000** -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
Urban 0.017 -0.138* 
 (0.052) (0.057) 
Guatemala  0.029 -0.470*** 
 (0.080) (0.072) 
El Salvador 0.357*** -0.172* 
 (0.076) (0.083) 
Honduras 0.375*** 0.124 
 (0.072) (0.121) 
Nicaragua 0.398*** -0.092 
 (0.097) (0.076) 
Dominican Republic 0.029 0.349*** 
 (0.075) (0.095) 
 8,211 8,412 
 Ordered  

Logit 
Ordered 
Logit 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Replication of Core Results Excluding Nicaragua  

 
Table A11. The Effect of Cross-Border Social Ties on Political Engagement (excluding Nicaragua) 
 Voted in last 

presidential 
election 

Contacted 
ministry or 
state agency 

Attended 
a local govt. 

meeting 

Identifies with 
a political party 

Persuaded 
others to vote for a 
party or candidate 

Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.005 0.017 0.075* 0.077** 0.092*** 
 (0.026) (0.037) (0.030) (0.024) (0.024) 
Economic Remittances -0.028 0.024 -0.034 0.079** 0.005 
 (0.035) (0.052) (0.041) (0.030) (0.031) 
Perception Personal Economy 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 
 (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
Perception National Economy -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 0.000 0.002 
 (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 
Interpersonal Trust 0.002* -0.000 0.003* 0.004*** -0.002 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Crime Victimization -0.012 0.407*** 0.346*** 0.049 0.186** 
 (0.079) (0102) (0.0089) (0.069) (0.065) 
Education Level 0.370*** 0.185** -0.090 0.094* 0.239*** 
 (0.051) (0.068) (0.054) (0.042) (0.045) 
Wealth 0.008 -0.067 -0.101*** -0.032 -0.001 
 (0.024) (0.037) (0.027) (0.024) (0.022) 
Female -0.119* -0.180* -0.255*** -0.099 -0.452*** 
 (0.055) (0.084) (0.067) (0.050) (0.054) 
Age 0.199*** 0.050** 0.053*** 0.053*** 0.066*** 
 (0.011) (0.016) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010) 
Age squared -0.002*** -0.000** -0.001*** -0.000*** -0.001*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Urban -0.097 -0.139 -0.409*** 0.083 0.151* 
 (0.072) (0.096) (0.087) (0.075) (0.069) 
Guatemala 0.006 -0.619*** 0.382** -0.580*** 0.210 
 (0.096) (0.141) (0.128) (0.117) (0.114) 
El Salvador 0.596*** -0.211 0.285* 0.198 0.516*** 
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 (0.092) (0.115) (0.135) (0.107) (0.106) 
Honduras -0.225 -1.378*** -0.224 0.738*** 0.447*** 
 (0.140) (0.196) (0.151) (0.122) (0.114) 
Dominican Republic 0.383*** -0.390* 1.273*** 1.120*** 0.884*** 
 (0.098) (0.154) (0.131) (0.110) (0.112) 
Constant -4.271*** -3.159*** -2.624*** -2.779***  
 (0.282) (0.365) (0.287) (0.226)  
N 7,008 7,035 7,006 6,947 7,003 
Estimation Method Logit Logit Logit Logit Ordered Logit 

 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A12. Average Treatment Effects (ATE) (Excluding Nicaragua) 
  % 
Voted in last presidential 
election 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives -.09 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives -.87 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) .20 
Contacted ministry or 
state agency 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 1.20 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives -.83 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) .97 
Attended a local 
government meeting 

  

 ATE(based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties Index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 2.63+ 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives 5.37* 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 2.71* 
Identifies with a political 
party 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 4.72* 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives 8.23** 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 4.28** 
Persuaded others to vote 
for a party or candidate 

  

 ATE (based on levels of the Cross-Border Ties index)  
     Rarely/Once or Twice a month vs Never/No Relatives 5.8*  (.0831 points on 1-4 scale) 
     Once or Twice a Week/Daily vs Never/No Relatives 9.9*  (.1416 points on 1-4 scale) 
 ATE (Having a relative abroad) 5.5**(. 0785 points on 1-4 scale) 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01 Results based on the AIPW (Augmented Inverse Propensity Weighted) estimator.
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Table A13. Mediation Analysis: Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects (Excluding 
Nicaragua) 
Effect of Migrant Connection 
Index to Dependent Variable 

Attended 
a local govt. 

meeting 

Identifies with a 
political party 

Persuaded 
others to vote for a 
party or candidate 

Direct Effect (c’) .029* .034** .038** 
Indirect Effect through Political 
Efficacy (a1*b1) 

.001* .002* .002* 

Indirect Effect through Political 
Interest (a2*b2) 

.006** .014** .007** 

Indirect Effect through Community 
Involvement (a3*b3) 

.005* .001* .002* 

Total Effect .041** 0.051** .049** 
 Proportion of Total Effect 
Mediated through Political 
Efficacy 

2.44% 3.92% 4.08% 

Proportion of Total Effect 
Mediated through Political Interest 

14.63% 27.45% 14.29% 

Proportion of Total Effect 
Mediated through Community 
Involvement  

12.20% 1.96% 4.08% 

Proportion of Total Effect 
Mediated 

29.27% 33.33% 22.45% 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01   Path model estimated using Bayesian mediation analysis  
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Table A14. Effect of cross-border ties on probability of internet usage and pol. 
Knowledge (Excluding Nicaragua) 
 Internet Usage Knows Name of US 

President 
Cross-Border Social Ties Index 0.057* 0.051* 
 (0.027) (0.024) 
Education Level 1.656*** 0.968*** 
 (0.066) (0.046) 
Wealth 0.536*** 0.369*** 
 (0.031) (0.025) 
Female -0.516*** -0.954*** 
 (0.068) (0.059) 
Age -0.128*** 0.036*** 
 (0.012) (0.010) 
Age squared 0.001*** -0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
Urban 1.029*** 0.624*** 
 (0.091) (0.069) 
Guatemala  0.345** -0.084 
 (0.121) (0.099) 
El Salvador -0.374** 0.838*** 
 (0.126) (0.117) 
Honduras -0.099 1.021*** 
 (0.122) (0.121) 
Dominican Republic -0.150 0.277** 
 (0.140) (0.097) 
Constant -2.055*** -2.429*** 
 (0.286) (0.247) 
N 7,208 7,254 
Estimation 
Method 

Logit Logit 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A15. Effect of Internet Usage on Political Knowledge (Excluding Nicaragua) 
 Knows Name of US President 
Internet Usage 0.297*** 
 (0.036) 
Education Level 0.833*** 
 (0.048) 
Wealth 0.326*** 
 (0.026) 
Female -0.925*** 
 (0.059) 
Age 0.050*** 
 (0.010) 
Age squared -0.001*** 
 (0.000) 
Urban 0.537*** 
 (0.071) 
Guatemala  -0.104 
 (0.101) 
El Salvador 0.874*** 
 (0.117) 
Honduras 1.073*** 
 (0.120) 
Dominican Republic 0.287** 
 (0.099) 
Constant -2.893*** 
 (0.257) 
N 7,236 
Estimation 
Method 

Logit 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A16. Effect of Pol. Knowledge and Internet Usage on Pol. Interest and Efficacy 
(Excluding Nicaragua) 
 Political Efficacy Political Interest 
Knows Name of US President 0.213*** 0.242*** 
 (0.054) (0.058) 
Internet Usage (1=Yes; 0=No) 0.338*** 0.290*** 
 (0.061) (0.057) 
Education Level 0.241*** 0.233*** 
 (0.037) (0.039) 
Wealth 0.021 -0.013 
 (0.017) (0.017) 
Female -0.400*** -0.301*** 
 (0.044) (0.042) 
Age 0.028*** 0.015* 
 (0.008) (0.007) 
Age squared -0.000* -0.000 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
Urban 0.036 -0.144* 
 (0.054) (0.064) 
Guatemala  0.026 -0.464*** 
 (0.083) (0.071) 
El Salvador 0.378*** -0.167* 
 (0.079) (0.083) 
Honduras 0.389*** 0.123 
 (0.075) (0.121) 
Dominican Republic 0.032 0.344*** 
 (0.078) (0.093) 
 7,020 7,194 
 Ordered  

Logit 
Ordered 
Logit 

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 (sample design based standard errors in parenthesis) 
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Table A17. Average Treatment Effects (ATE) (Have Relatives but Never Communicate 
vs No Relatives Abroad) 
  % 
Voted in last 
presidential 
election 

  

 ATE (Relatives abroad but never 
communicate with them vs No relatives 
abroad) 

1.89 

Contacted 
ministry or state 
agency 

  

 ATE (Relatives abroad but never 
communicate with them vs No relatives 
abroad) 

2.0 

Attended a local 
government 
meeting 

  

 ATE (Relatives abroad but never 
communicate with them vs No relatives 
abroad) 

-1.5 

Identifies with a 
political party 

  

 ATE (Relatives abroad but never 
communicate with them vs No relatives 
abroad) 

-5.6 

Persuaded others 
to vote for a party 
or candidate 

  

 ATE (Relatives abroad but never 
communicates with them vs No relatives 
abroad) 

 -.0502 (points  
           on 1-4 scale) 

Results based on the AIPW (Augmented Inverse Propensity Weighted) estimator. 

 


