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Abstract 

Studies of authoritarian nations rarely consider the role and activities of 
regional officials. They are usually assumed to be the involuntary agents of 
national rulers, or the unwitting victims of local demands for political 
change. Instead, I argue that regional officials in authoritarian systems 
individually navigate competing national and local demands to deliver the 
national regime support, and that their strategies depend on their own level 
of political control across the localities under their domain. Specifically, they 
act on behalf of the national regime where they are strong but allow local 
politics to play out where they are weak. I test this argument using a 
unique dataset from a Mexican state whose authoritarian leaders imposed 
new political structures on some municipalities to facilitate state 
intervention in them but left many untouched. Statistical analysis shows 
that state governors’ municipal interventions depended on state, not 
federal, PRI control in the locality. 

Resumen 

Estudios sobre naciones autoritarias rara vez consideran el papel y las 
actividades de los oficiales regionales. Se asume que son agentes 
involuntarios de los dirigentes nacionales, o víctimas no intencionales de las 
demandas locales de cambio político. En lugar de esto, argumento que los 
oficiales regionales en los sistemas autoritarios tienen que navegar 
demandas competitivas nacionales y locales para entregar apoyo al régimen 
nacional, y que sus estrategias dependen de su propio nivel de control 
político en las localidades que estén bajo su dominio. Específicamente 
actúan en representación del régimen nacional donde ellos son fuertes pero 
permiten que se desarrolle la política local donde son débiles. Pruebo este 
argumento usando una base de datos única para un estado mexicano cuyos 
líderes autoritarios impusieron nuevas estructuras políticas en algunos 
municipios para facilitar la intervención estatal en ellos pero dejaron 
muchos otros municipios intactos. El análisis estadístico muestra que las 
intervenciones municipales del gobernador estatal dependen del control que 
tenga el PRI a nivel estatal, no federal, en la localidad. 
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Introduction 

What is the Role of Regional Officials in Authoritarian Regimes? 

The strategies used by national authoritarian regimes to ensure their survival 
have long captured scholarly attention. Recent studies have focused on the 
national political and economic tools regime leaders use to ensure support. 
For example, scholars examine how leaders used political institutions like 
legislatures, political parties, and elections to channel intra-regime conflict 
and co-opt the opposition (Gandhi, 2008; Geddes, 1999, 2005; Brownlee, 
2007; Svolik, 2011). Scholars of national hegemonic party systems add that 
electoral rules can guarantee the dominant party’s position (Díaz and 
Magaloni, 2001; Molinar, 1991; Cox, 1997), while centralized access to 
legislatures, political parties, and the bureaucracy, and thus political careers, 
more generally deters regime defection (Svolik, 2008). Fiscal and policy 
benefits also help build elite compliance, deter opposition, and ensure mass 
support (Greene, 2007; Magaloni et al., 2000, 2007; Gandhi, 2008; Collier and 
Collier, 1991). Political institutions help determine their distribution (Gandhi, 
2008; Blaydes, 2011; Lust-Okar, 2006), but strongholds benefit most (Magaloni 
et al., 2007). Strong economic growth (Magaloni, 2006) and macroeconomic 
stability (Haggard and Kaufman, 1995) help authoritarian regimes, with short 
periods of crisis overcome (Geddes, 2003; Przeworski et al., 2000) when 
targeted benefits can moderate their effects (Magaloni, 2006). Long-term 
economic crises, however, lead to regime transition (Przeworski et al., 2000). 

This top-down view of national authoritarian regime survival and demise 
lies in contrast to other studies that focus on the local forces affecting 
national authoritarian regimes. Some scholars note the conditions under which 
local citizens in China have been able to force local leaders to deliver public 
goods in this highly decentralized authoritarian regime (Tsai, 2007). Satisfying 
citizen demands can work to stabilize the national regime. Similarly, studies 
show that fiscal transfers in Russia calmed regional secessionist movements 
(Treisman, 1999). Yet, fiscal transfers and decentralization more generally 
have also been shown to raise the capacity of local leaders to oppose the 
central regime (Selee, 2011; Grindle, 2009; Bunce, 1999). In general, many 
scholars have shown that national political and economic crisis produce local 
protests and social movements (Bratton and Van de Walle, 1997; Teorell, 
2010; Foweraker and Craig, 1990), center-periphery tensions (Treisman, 1999; 
Bunce, 1999; Cornelius, 1999), and demands for improved local public policy 
provision (Grindle, 2009; Rodríguez, 1998; Cornelius et al., 1999) that, if left 
unattended, undermine the national authoritarian regime. Though sometimes 
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caused by national economic or political problems, national regime survival 
and transition comes from below. 

The juxtaposition of these top-down and bottom-up approaches to the 
study of authoritarian regime survival and demise draws attention to a 
theoretical gap between them: analysis of the role of regional officials in 
national authoritarian regime reproduction. Of course, there are several 
studies about the activities of regional regime members in the former Soviet 
Union and current day Russia, and in other former communist Eastern 
European nations (McMann, 2006; Treisman, 1999; Bunce, 1999) that explain 
the rise of regional opposition to the national regime. Yet, few studies 
explicitly consider the competing demands faced by regional officials during 
the heyday of national authoritarian rule who might simultaneously seek to 
deliver their national regimes support while appeasing a variety of local 
demands. This is surprising, given that all national authoritarian regimes must 
maintain a territorial presence and appoint regional officials, and that 
scholars have long noted that many of these officials survive to control 
subnational authoritarian enclaves well after national democratic transitions 
(Cornelius et al., 1999; O'Donnell, 1994; Gibson, 2005; Gervasoni, 2011; 
Giraudy, 2009). That these subnational authoritarian rulers counted on the 
political and economic resources to navigate regime transition implies that 
they manage similar resources in a way that delivers them individual support 
during national authoritarian rule as well. 

This study seeks to contribute to our understanding of the role of regional 
officials in national authoritarian regime reproduction. To this end, I focus on 
the activities of Mexico’s governors during this nation’s hegemonic party rule 
by the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) that lasted until 2000, when it 
lost the presidency for the first time. Despite Mexico’s federal system and its 
regular election of governors, even during the heyday of PRI rule, studies 
about PRI rule and decline largely reflect the theoretical gap described above. 
Scholars have studied how the PRI used a variety of national economic and 
political resources to survive (Cornelius et al., 1994; Fox, 1994a; Méndez, 
2006; Langston and Morgenstern, 2009; Molinar, 1991; Díaz, 2006), and how 
changes in access to them undermined national political control (Díaz and 
Magaloni, 2001; Magaloni, 2006; Greene, 2007). Others note that the earliest 
challenges to PRI rule came at the municipal and state level in this federal 
system (Cornelius, 1999; Selee, 2011; Grindle, 2009; Rodríguez, 1998; 
Foweraker and Craig, 1990; Fox, 1994b; Klesner, 1993). With a few 
exceptions, PRI governors are largely presented as either agents of national 
rulers, even if they controlled their own political fiefdoms that they 
sometimes leveraged against the national government in exchange for 
national resources (Grindle, 1977; Díaz, 2006), or as victims of the local 
opposition to it.  
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Instead of viewing Mexico’s national authoritarian regime through a top-
down or bottom-up lens, I propose that PRI governors individually balanced 
competing national demands to ensure support for national PRI survival 
against growing local demands for autonomy from PRI intrusion into their 
affairs. I argue that PRI governors sometimes intervened in municipalities to 
manipulate local politics in favor of the national regime but sometimes 
allowed local politics to play out according to local political dynamics. In 
municipalities clearly under PRI control, PRI governors manipulated local 
politics to guarantee party bastions but coupled this strategy with 
intervention in places where the PRI was in decline. In places where strong 
opposition groups outpaced the PRI, PRI governors chose not to intervene, lest 
such activities antagonize anti-PRI sentiment and undermine social and 
political order. By political intervention, I refer to a host of questionable 
political practices that have long been used by hegemonic parties to engineer 
support. Their “menu of manipulation” (Schedler, 2002) includes both subtle 
political engineering and blatant political intervention, ranging from a lack of 
enforcement of electoral rules or political institutions, careful public coercion 
to obvious intimidation, and the cautious manipulation of election results to 
outright fraud.  

The argument here thus underscores PRI governors’ inherent risk aversion 
to measures that could prove counterproductive to their own political 
survival. I focus here on PRI governors’ political rather than economic 
resources, given that PRI rule was largely characterized by its highly 
centralized economic and fiscal policy, until the late 1990s and the nation’s 
major fiscal reform. Rather than conducting an analysis of all PRI governors’ 
political interventions, something that would be impossible due to the variety 
of types of intervention but also to the absence of systematic data, I examine 
their strategies in a single PRI-controlled state: Oaxaca. Oaxaca is known for 
being a traditional stronghold of the PRI, both during national PRI hegemony 
and during its national decline (Gibson, 2005; Snyder, 2001), but also for 
confronting regular demands from local groups for autonomy from PRI rule. 
Oaxaca’s PRI-controlled state government thus faced the prototypical 
gubernatorial dilemma: how to deliver national PRI support while placating 
local anti-PRI demands. What makes Oaxaca unlike other states, however, is 
that its principal political strategy for resolving this dilemma was codified into 
law. In 1995, the state government reformed its electoral laws to allow new 
and unique mechanisms for selecting municipal governments that could differ 
dramatically from conventional political party-based electoral systems. This 
system, called Usos y Costumbres (UyC) or Uses and Customs, was 
implemented in 412 out of 570 municipalities in 1995, rising to 418 in 1997, 
and is still in place.  

UyC regimes formalized mechanisms to allow the selective manipulation of 
municipal politics (Benton, 2012; Hiskey and Goodman, 2011) but in ways that 
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could be used to benefit either local or state politicians, depending on who 
was responsible for their design. If PRI governors strategized political 
intervention in the way argued here, then they should have been more likely 
to impose UyC regimes where the party was strongest but also where it was in 
decline among those municipalities clearly under their wing. In contrast, 
municipalities under opposition control should have had the freedom to adopt 
UyC regimes according to their own local logic, with the level of PRI support 
in the locality having the opposite effect. Oaxaca’s unique political 
institutional features thus provide a singular opportunity to test arguments 
about strategies for political intervention in an electoral authoritarian regime, 
something that can be used to elucidate the political strategies of other state 
leaders in Mexico and regional leaders in other authoritarian nations, as well 
is in subnational hybrid regimes amidst national democratic rule.  

The Theoretical Gap Between National and Local Political 
Demands in Mexico  

There is a significant literature explaining the Mexican PRI’s longtime 
hegemonic rule, focusing on its economic and political strategies for 
maintaining support. The party is said to have used state-oriented economic 
policy (Greene, 2007), fiscal transfers and social spending (Magaloni, 2006; 
Magaloni et al., 2007; Cornelius et al., 1994), tax policy (Díaz, 2006), 
particularistic clientelist benefits (Bruhn, 1997; Fox, 1994a; Grindle, 1977), 
and vote buying (Cornelius, 2004) to build and retain support. The PRI is also 
known for extensive campaigning (Langston and Morgenstern, 2009), legal 
engineering of electoral institutions (Díaz and Magaloni, 2001; Méndez, 2006), 
illegal manipulation of electoral institutions (Fox, 2007), careful management 
of gubernatorial candidate selection and access to the federal ballot (Díaz and 
Langston, 2003; Díaz, 2006), management of bureaucratic careers (Díaz, 
2006), political coercion and intimidation (Cornelius et al., 1994), and 
electoral fraud (Molinar, 1991). The PRI relied on these strategies during its 
heyday and during its decline, even if their effects were more limited during 
the 1990s (Greene, 2007; Magaloni, 2006).  

This top-down approach to studying PRI rule lies in contrast to research 
that notes the presence of state political fiefdoms managed by PRI governors 
during the heyday of PRI rule that they leveraged against national PRI officials 
in exchange for resources and other benefits (Grindle, 1977; Díaz, 2006). 
Although national leaders controlled national economic policy and access to 
federal posts, state leaders also ran local political machines separate from 
national PRI rulers (Grindle, 1977; Díaz, 2006). It also lies in contrast to 
studies noting that the earliest challenges to PRI rule came at the municipal 
and state level. Mexico’s 31 states and Federal District, and its 2,450 
municipalities (by today’s count), held regularly scheduled elections 
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throughout PRI rule and continue to do so today. Scholars focusing on local 
dynamics highlight the variety of social groups (Foweraker, 1993; Foweraker 
and Craig, 1990), public policy failings (Mizrahi, 2003), decentralized fiscal 
resources (Selee, 2011; Grindle, 2009), and other political factors (Fox, 
1994b; Díaz and Langston, 2003; Rodríguez, 1998; Cornelius et al., 1999; 
Barracca, 2007; Klesner, 1993) operating at municipal and state levels that 
undermined the PRI in local, state, and national politics.  

The top-down and bottom-up approaches to PRI rule and decline draw 
attention to an empirical gap between them concerning how PRI governors 
managed competing national demands to deliver the national regime support 
and local demands for autonomy from PRI intrusion into their affairs. Scholars 
have usually assumed their complicity (González Casanova, 1970; González 
Oropeza, 1987) in national PRI rule, highlighted the economic and political 
factors determining their capacity to ward off opposition forces in the 1980s 
and 1990s (Solt, 2003; Hernández, 2000; Rodríguez, 1998), or noted their use 
of questionable political practices or fiscal resources to engineer their survival 
both during PRI rule (Díaz, 2006; Grindle, 1977) and after national 
democratization in 2000 (Giraudy, 2009; Gibson, 2005; Solt, 2003). Few have 
studied how PRI governors may have faced and navigated competing local and 
national political pressures, and done so according to their own individual 
logic. This is surprising, given the research on regional leaders’ negotiation of 
national and local demands described in other authoritarian nations (McMann, 
2006; Treisman, 1999; Bunce, 1999; Tsai, 2007).  

The Theoretical Gap in Oaxaca, and Its Broader Relevance to 
Mexico 

This theoretical gap is also visible in studies of Oaxaca. Proponents of the 
bottom-up approach to Oaxacan politics and UyC municipal electoral reforms 
in the 1990s highlight the state’s history of local social and political 
organization against PRI rule dating back to the 1960s (Anaya, 2006; 
Bustamante et al., 1978; Reina, 1988). Governor Heladio Ramírez López 
(1986-1992) is said to have allowed greater informal local autonomy to local 
leaders to conduct their affairs in response (Anaya, 2006), while fears of the 
spread of the 1994 Ejército Zapatista de Liberación Nacional (EZLN) 
insurgency to their state is said to have forced PRI governors to take more 
formal actions in the 1990s, leading Governor Diódoro Carrasco Altamirano 
(1992-1998) to propose the 1995 UyC municipal electoral reform (Anaya, 
2006).  

Other scholars use a more top-down approach and point out how readily 
the state PRI repressed mobilizations in the 1970s and 1980s (Anaya, 2006; 
Bailón, 1999; Martínez, 1990). When municipal leaders flouted PRI rule by 
selecting municipal officials their preferred but registering them as “PRI” 



Al lyson Benton 

 C I D E   6  

winners, the state legislature would replace them (Anaya, 2006; Eisenstadt, 
2007). Such top-down intrusion into local affairs led to protests against the 
state PRI as early as the 1970s; by the early 1990s, over 10% of Oaxacan 
municipalities experienced violent post-election conflicts (Eisenstadt, 2007). 
The national government’s decision to recognize the nation’s multicultural 
heritage in 1992 gave state leaders additional tools through which to engineer 
local and state politics. Top-down pressures explain why Oaxaca’s government 
chose UyC reforms (Guerra, 2000; Elizarrarás, 2002; Recondo, 2007), even if 
these institutions did not ultimately favor the PRI (Recondo, 2007; Benton, 
2012).  

A description of UyC regimes underscores their flexibility in meeting local 
demands for autonomy as well as in engineering state PRI control, highlighting 
their usefulness in testing arguments about political intervention. 
Municipalities using UyC systems must follow the national constitution and 
select a mayor, municipal council, and a local attorney general but their rules 
for suffrage, candidate eligibility and selection, and ballot structure and 
voting can diverge from the “Political Parties” (PP) system used elsewhere in 
Mexico. In PP systems, candidates are selected and presented by political 
parties formally recognized by the state electoral institute, the secret ballot 
is used for casting votes, and all men and women eighteen years and older are 
eligible to vote.  

UyC regimes revolve around a central decision-making body, called the 
Asamblea General Comunal (AGC) or General Communal Assembly (Velázquez 
and Ménez, 1995), that runs all candidate selection processes and voting in 
municipal elections. The AGC is a public town hall meeting whose 
participants, either as AGC leaders, voters, or candidates, can be restricted 
by sex, age, marital status, residency requirements, and participation in local 
community service programs. AGCs conduct municipal elections using a 
variety of voting mechanisms, ranging from secret individual ballots to 
publicly cast votes by individuals or groups, according to simultaneous or 
sequential procedures. The elimination of political parties from municipal 
politics was made optional in 1995 but they have been prohibited since 1997, 
although evidence suggests that they retain some influence (Eisenstadt, 
2007). 

UyC regimes thus codified a mechanism to allow the creation of local 
political institutions in ways that could be shaped by local or state leaders to 
engineer support in the preferred direction, and the contradictory findings 
about UyC institutions support this conclusion. UyC institutions have been 
linked to local democratization (Velázquez, 2000; Velázquez and Aquino, 
1997; De León, 2001; Recondo, 2007) and to the survival of local 
authoritarians (Bartra, 1999; Recondo, 2007; Benton, 2012); to improved 
political participation (Velázquez, 2000; Velázquez and Aquino, 1997) and to 
greater political exclusion in state and federal elections (Benton, 2012; Hiskey 
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and Goodman, 2011; Danielson and Eisenstadt, 2009); to PRI survival in the 
early stages after the reform (Benton, 2012), but to PRI demise later in state 
(Recondo, 2007; Anaya, 2006) and federal (Benton, 2012) elections. Although 
technically limited to municipal political processes, UyC institutions have had 
political effects beyond municipal politics to include state and federal 
elections. The malleability of UyC systems for local or state political ends, 
combined with the number of cases to which they apply (570 total 
municipalities, of which 418 ultimately adopted them) provide a unique 
opportunity for testing arguments about PRI governors’ political intervention 
strategies. 

Resolving the Governors’ Dilemma: Strategies for Balancing 
National and Local Demands 

I propose that PRI governors’ strategies for political intervention or the 
transfer of control to local leaders were guided by the state PRI’s political 
position in the locality. I argue that, in places where the state PRI still 
outpaced the opposition, PRI governors intervened where support was 
strongest, in order guarantee party bastions and deter nascent opposition 
groups. Such places could be relied on to deliver the party steadfast support 
at little risk of social or political backlash that could prove counterproductive 
to ensuring political support. The focus on building up party bastions was 
coupled with more selective intervention in PRI run localities where the 
party’s support was in decline. In these places, the PRI sought to forestall 
opposition growth that portended political turnover. PRI governors avoided 
intervening in other places under their control when party support was stable, 
lest their activities unnecessarily trigger a growth in anti-PRI sentiment. 
Applied to Oaxaca, this argument predicts: 

H1a. In places under PRI control, the adoption of UyC regimes will be 
more likely where the party is strongest than where it is weakest. 

H2a: In places under PRI control, the adoption of UyC regimes will be 
more likely where the party is losing support than where it is stable or 
gaining ground.  

In contrast, in localities where the PRI was outpaced by an anti-PRI opposition 
—either because its rise occurred suddenly or because PRI governors’ prior 
political efforts in the locality failed— PRI governors chose not to intervene 
and instead to allow local politics to play out according to local dynamics. 
Top-down intervention in such cases would only antagonize anti-PRI 
sentiment, encourage its spread to other areas, and put social and political 
order —and governors’ careers— at risk. PRI governors were sometimes 
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removed when they could not deliver social order and political control. The 
level of state PRI support in opposition led localities thus should either have 
had no affect on the incidence of political intervention, with local leaders 
choosing not to manipulate local political affairs, or the opposite effect, with 
local leaders engineering local politics according to anti-PRI goals. This is 
particularly relevant for Oaxaca, where local opposition leaders often adopted 
UyC rules, perhaps to undermine PRI presence in their communities. If this 
were the case, then we should see the following: 

H1b. In municipalities under opposition control, the adoption of UyC 
regimes over PP systems will be more likely where state PRI support is 
weakest. 

H2b: In municipalities under opposition control, the adoption of UyC 
regimes over PP systems will be more likely where state PRI support is on 
the rise. 

Hypotheses 1b and 2b thus explain how UyC regime adoption should work in 
the opposite way than predicted for PRI run localities. Yet, it could be argued 
that the state PRI determined where to implement UyC systems in opposition 
run municipalities as well, and that it chose to impose them where the party 
was weakest in order to prevent the party’s annihilation and where it was 
making gains in order to facilitate its recovery. In other words, support for the 
hypotheses only demonstrates that different decision-making logics were at 
work but not the presence of divergent state and local logics. I thus join the 
hypotheses with an analysis of three necessary conditions that must be 
present to demonstrate different local- and state-driven decision-making 
processes.  

The first condition addresses the different role that social or political 
conflict should have on UyC adoption in PRI run and opposition led 
municipalities. If the state PRI determined the different logics for political 
intervention across all communities, then it should have prioritized UyC 
imposition in places with low levels of social conflict. Political manipulation in 
places where opposition groups had already demonstrated their willingness to 
confront PRI intrusion in violent ways could lead these places to spiral out of 
control, to a loss of social and political order, and the removal of governors 
from power. In contrast, if local leaders were allowed to decide their own 
fates in opposition led communities, the most conflictive or violent 
municipalities would have been most the likely to adopt UyC systems where 
opposition parties were in control. This leads to:  

C1. The greater the level of social/political conflict in the municipality, 
the greater the chance of of UyC system adoption when the state PRI is 
weak but not when it is strong. 
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The second condition addresses the presence of organized PRI allies in the 
community. If PRI governors were concerned with both maintaining PRI 
support and preserving social order, then they would have sought to intervene 
in places where they already counted on established groups loyal to their 
goals. Populations in rural areas were highly dependent on the PRI’s 
agricultural policies, with those organized into ejido communal lands often 
described as highly loyal to the PRI (Klesner and Lawson, 2001). In places 
where the PRI was strong, PRI governors should have been more likely to 
impose UyC systems in rural localities or where there was a large share of 
voters on ejido communal lands. In contrast, the presence of these same 
factors should have had much less effect on UyC adoption in places under 
opposition control if it is true that opposition leaders were determining their 
own political fates. This leads me to: 

C2. The more rural or the greater the ejido population in the 
municipality, the greater chance of UyC system adoption where the state 
PRI is strong but not where it is weak. 

The final condition addresses the role of indigenous groups in UyC adoption. 
The state PRI should have sought to raise the appearance of legitimacy 
surrounding UyC institutions, since their adoption was ostensibly made in 
order to recognize the state’s multicultural heritage. PRI governors should 
thus have sought to prioritize the imposition of UyC systems where indigenous 
group demands for them were strongest but also among indigenous 
communities more generally, regardless of their sentiments toward them. It is 
well documented that the Mixe indigenous community pushed for UyC systems 
(Recondo, 2007) but also that other indigenous groups were ambivalent 
toward and sometimes even opposed to them (Recondo, 2007). If PRI 
governors imposed UyC regimes for instrumental political goals, they should 
have respected Mixe demands and imposed them on other indigenous 
communities to legitimize their foundations. In contrast, opposition led 
localities should have been less sensitive to the needed to legitimize the 
indigenous foundations of UyC systems, with this relationship less strong or 
nonexistent. 

C3. The greater the indigenous population in the municipality, the greater 
chance it will adopt UyC systems over PP ones where the state PRI is 
strong but not where it is weak. 

Evidence supporting the hypotheses and their necessary conditions would 
demonstrate the presence of top-down and bottom-up decision-making 
processes at work, and thus that the PRI separated between places where it 
was in control and where it was not when considering political intervention on 
behalf of the regime. 
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Statistical Test of the Argument’s Hypotheses and Necessary 
Conditions 

I evaluate the argument statistically using logistic regression. The dependent 
variable is measured as the assignment of UyC institutions (UyC Adoption 
1995) in the municipality with the September 1995 reform (1 = yes, 0 = no). 
The principle political variables of interest in the hypotheses include whether 
the PRI came in first place in the municipality in the August 1995 state 
elections (1 = yes, 0 = no) called PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State), the share 
of votes won by the PRI in the municipality in the 1995 state elections, called 
PRI Support 1995 (State), and the change in this support from the 1992 state 
elections, called Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State).1 

The principle social variables of interest used to check for the necessary 
conditions include the presence of social conflict (Post Election Conflicts 
1995; Post Election Conflicts 1992), the share of municipal population that is 
rural (Rural Population 1990) and living on ejido communal lands (Ejido 
Population 1991), and the share of the municipal population that is Mixe (Mixe 
Population 1995) and indigenous (Indigenous Population 1995). Social conflict 
is measured as the presence of post-electoral conflicts after 1992 and 1995 
state elections (1 = yes, 0 = no).2 Rural Population 1990 is the share of the 
population living in towns with fewer than 2,500 people. Ejido Population 
1990 is measured as the share of the municipal population living on ejido 
communal lands. Mixe Population 1995 and Indigenous Population 1995 refer 
to the share of the population over five years of age that are Mixe or 
indigenous language speakers.3  

A series of interaction terms between the dichotomous variable coding 
whether the PRI had won a plurality in the municipality in 1995 [PRI Wins 
Municipality 1995 (State)] and each of the political and social variables of 
interest are used to separate the effects of these variables in PRI and 
opposition controlled municipalities. The political interaction terms include 
PRI Wins 1995 * PRI Support 1995 and PRI Wins 1995 * Change PRI 92-95. Social 
interaction terms include PRI Wins 1995 * Conflicts 1995, PRI Wins 1995 * 
Conflicts 1992, PRI Wins 1995 * Rural Population, PRI Wins 1995 * Ejido 
Population, PRI Wins 1995 * Indigenous Population, PRI Wins 1995 * Mixe 
Population. In the case that PRI governors also considered PRI support in 
federal contests, I include the share of PRI support won in 1994 federal 
deputy elections, called PRI Support 1994 (Federal) and changes to it since 

                                                 
1 Data is from the [Instituto Electoral Estatal de Oaxaca (IEEO)]. 
2 Data kindly provided by Todd Eisenstadt. 
3 Data from [Instituto Nacional de Estadística Geografía e Informática (INEGI)]. 
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1991,4 called Change in PRI Support 1991-94 (Federal), and the interactions 
(PRI Wins 1995 * PRI Support 1994; PRI Wins 1995 * Change PRI 91-94).  

The models also include a series of controls linked to PRI support, 
including and the effective number of parties in 1995 (Effective Number of 
Parties, 1995), a poverty index (Poverty Index, 1990), municipal religious 
composition (Catholic Population, 1990) (Trejo, 2004), municipal spending per 
capita (Spending Per Capita, Average 1993-1995) (Selee, 2011), and municipal 
migration (Migration Index, 1990) (Goodman and Hiskey, 2008).5 A population 
variable (Total Population, 1990) captures the difficulty of implementing UyC 
systems in larger cities. See Appendix 1 for summary statistics.  

Results for two logistic regression analyses are found in Table 1 but 
depicted graphically in Figures 1 through 4. Model 1 is the main model under 
study but I also include a second model, Model 2, with the variables capturing 
federal PRI support noted above and their interaction terms. I focus on Model 
1 for theoretical reasons —because PRI governors strategized according to 
state, not federal, PRI support— but I use Model 2 later as a crucial test of the 
argument. Studies show that the effects, sign, and significance of interaction 
terms in logistic regression cannot be interpreted directly (Ai and Norton, 
2003). I thus calculate and graph the chances of UyC Adoption 1995 for 
different values of the political and social variables and their interaction 
terms, as well as their level of significance. I estimate the probability of UyC 
adoption using two Stata commands; first noting the presence of the 
interaction terms and their constituent parts using Stata’s “factor variables” 
notation and, second, estimating their effects (and levels of significance) on 
UyC Adoption 1995 at different values (of the constituent terms) using the 
“margins” command, while holding the other variables constant. 

 
TABLE 1. STATE POLITICAL AND SOCIAL FACTORS AND UYC ADOPTION 

 
 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 

VARIABLE COEF.  STD ERR COEF.  STD ERR 

PRI WINS MUNICIPALITY 1995 (STATE) -10.9358 *** 3.1424 -11.9223*** 3.4534

PRI SUPPORT 1995 (STATE) 
 

-18.3319 *** 5.8391 -15.0441** 7.5436

PRI WINS 1995 * PRI SUPPORT 1995 37.1433 *** 7.2626 35.0159*** 8.7277

CHANGE IN PRI SUPPORT 1992-95 (STATE) 1.4016  2.3992 1.2654 2.6705

PRI WINS 1995 * CHANGE PRI 92-95 -2.9184  2.6094 -2.1373 2.9833

PRI SUPPORT 1994 (FEDERAL)  -3.7546 5.5793

PRI WINS 1995 * PRI SUPPORT 1994 3.5166 5.7439

CHANGE IN PRI SUPPORT 1991-94 (FEDERAL) 0.8359 3.0950

                                                 
4 Data from [Instituto Federal Electoral (IFE)]. 
5 Municipal population, municipal spending, and religious makeup from [Instituto Nacional de Estadística Geografía e 
Informática (INEGI)]. Poverty index and migration indices from [Consejo Nacional de Población (CONAPO)].  
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 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 

VARIABLE COEF.  STD ERR COEF.  STD ERR 

PRI WINS 1995 * CHANGE PRI 91-94 -3.4011 3.2997

POST ELECTION CONFLICTS 1995 2.8910 * 1.6404 2.4827 1.6533

PRI WINS 1995 * CONFLICTS 1995 -2.9954 * 1.6810 -2.6721 1.6956

POST ELECTION CONFLICTS 1992 -3.3466 ** 1.3895 -3.1317** 1.4072

PRI WINS 1995 * CONFLICTS 1992 0.9448  1.5046 0.6332 1.5340

RURAL POPULATION 1990 5.5872 ** 2.1934 5.5405** 2.2880

PRI WINS 1995 * RURAL POPULATION -4.2054 * 2.2050 -4.3369* 2.3042

EJIDO POPULATION 1991 11.4263 *** 4.2771 10.9811** 4.6274

PRI WINS 1995 * EJIDO POPULATION -8.9387 ** 4.4364 -8.7145* 4.7732

INDIGENOUS POPULATION 1995 2.1943 * 1.3272 2.4003* 1.3356

PRI WINS 1995 * INDIGENOUS POPULATION -0.9673  1.3912 -1.5922 1.4172

MIXE POPULATION 1995 -0.5486  2.4540 -0.3464 2.9470

PRI WINS 1995 * MIXE POPULATION 70.0270 ** 25.2758 72.1823*** 26.8224

EFFECTIVE NUMBER OF PARTIES 1995 3.7705 *** 0.6088 3.9608*** 0.6395

POVERTY INDEX 1990 0.1268  0.2284 0.1657 0.2325

SPENDING PER CAPITA, AVERAGE 1993-95 1.3551  1.2945 1.4748 1.3011

MIGRATION INDEX 1990 -0.1575  0.1378 -0.1029 0.1434

TOTAL POPULATION 1990 -0.0002 *** 0.0000 -0.0002*** 0.0000

CATHOLIC POPULATION 1990 -0.1264  1.6254 -0.7541 1.6748

CONSTANT -9.7260 ** 2.9385 -9.1838*** 3.0390

PSEUDO R-SQUARED 0.4825  0.4961 

PROB > CHI-SQUARED 0.000 *** 0.000*** 

LR CHI-SQUARED 319.72 328.7 

LOG LIKELIHOOD -171.43 -166.95 

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS 560 560 
Note: Logistic Regression Analysis. Dependent Variable: UyC Adoption 1995 (1=yes, 0=no). ***p > 0.01,** p >
0.05, *p > 0.1. Observations do not total 570 due to missing data. Interaction terms are in italics. 
 
Figure 1 shows results for the effect of PRI Support 1995 (State) and its 
interaction PRI Wins 1995 * PRI Support 1995 on UyC Adoption 1995 in PRI 
controlled and opposition led municipalities (PRI Wins Municipality 1995 
(State) = 1 and 0, respectively). Hypothesis 1a says that UyC adoption should 
be more likely where the state PRI was strongest among PRI led 
municipalities. The solid black line shows that the chance of UyC Adoption 
1995 in PRI led places was greatest where PRI Support 1995 (State) was 
highest. The dashed portion of this line shows the range at which this variable 
had no significant effect on UyC adoption, and the solid part where it was 
significant. Significance was held to the p > 0.1 standard but ranged from this 
level to p > 0.01, depending on the level of PRI support (All estimated point 
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predictions, significance tests, and confidence intervals are available upon 
request). To get the estimates, I held Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) 
at zero, Post-Election Conflicts 1992 and Post-Election Conflicts 1995 at zero, 
and all other variables at their means. 
 

FIGURE 1. PRI SUPPORT AND UYC ADOPTION IN PRI AND OPPOSITION MUNICIPALITIES 
 

Note: *PRI = PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 1; Opposition = PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 0. 
 

Hypothesis 2a also finds support in Figure 1. The solid grey line shows that 
in municipalities where the PRI did not finish first in 1995 [PRI Wins 
Municipality 1995 (State) = 0], lower levels of PRI Support 1995 (State) are 
positively associated with higher chances of UyC Adoption 1995, attesting to 
the different effect of state PRI support on the logic of UyC adoption in PRI 
and opposition led municipalities. The solid part of the line shows where this 
effect was negative and significant, at least at the p > 0.1 level, and the 
dashed portion where it was not. I held Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) 
at zero, the post election conflict variables at zero, and all others at their 
means. 
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Figure 1 also examines the effect of Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) 
on the chances of UyC Adoption 1995. According to Hypothesis 1b, declining 
state PRI support should lead to an increased incentive to adopt UyC regimes, 
and thus to manipulate local support in favor of the PRI, in places where the 
PRI was still in control. The thick dashed black lines capture the effect of 
Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) was equal to a 0.25 share and a 0.50 
share on the chances of adopting UyC regimes at different levels of PRI 
Support 1995 (State). Although higher levels of PRI Support 1995 (State) were 
associated with greater chances of UyC Adoption in PRI run localities, 
negative values for Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) raised the chances 
of UyC adoption, with this effect strongest where these changes meant the 
PRI was most vulnerable to political turnover [when PRI Support 1995 (State) 
had fallen to between a .35 and .45 share].  

Negative values of Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) had the opposite 
effect in opposition municipalities, as expected in Hypothesis 2b. The thick 
dashed grey lines show the impact of negative values for this variable on UyC 
Adoption 1995 in opposition run places, with such declines lowering the 
chances of UyC Adoption 1995. Positive values of Change in PRI Support 1992-
95 (State) = .25, in contrast, were associated with greater chances of UyC 
Adoption 1995, as shown by the solid ticked grey line lying above the line 
where this variable was equal to 0. Local leaders were more apt to adopt UyC 
regimes where PRI support was weakest but also where it was on the rise and 
threatened a return to PRI control, most likely in an attempt to raise their 
institutional flexibility in responding to this threat.  

Figure 1 thus presents support for the four hypotheses about the different 
political logics determining the adoption of UyC regimes. I now turn to an 
evaluation of the social criteria necessary for revealing the state PRI and local 
opposition forces behind UyC adoption. Figure 2 shows the effect of post-
election conflicts (Post-Election Conflicts 1992 and Post-Election Conflicts 
1995) on the chances of UyC Adoption 1995 in PRI-led and opposition-led 
municipalities [PRI Win Municipality 1995 (State) = 1 and 0, respectively], 
according to both Model 1 and Model 2 in Table 1. I present graphs from both 
models to demonstrate the similarity in the results, despite the lack of 
significance for some of the conflict variables in Model 2, mentioned above. I 
vary PRI Support 1995 (State) but hold Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) 
at zero and the remaining variables at their means. The thin dashed portions 
of the lines show the points where this relationship is not significant. For PRI 
controlled municipalities, the relationship between PRI Support 1995 (State) 
and the chance of UyC Adoption is positive and significant for levels of PRI 
support that could bring it to power in the community. Holding Post-Election 
Conflicts 1995 at zero, we see that the presence of conflicts in 1992, where 
Post-Election Conflicts 1992 = 1, lowered the chances of UyC adoption 
compared to places that experienced no conflict that year.  
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FIGURE 2. POST-ELECTION CONFLICTS AND UYC ADOPTION IN PRI AND OPPOSITION 

MUNICIPALITIES  

 
Note: *PRI = PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 1; Opposition = PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 0. 
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The presence of post election conflicts in 1995 (Post-Election Conflicts 
1995 = 1) produced no differences in the chance of UyC adoption in PRI 
localities. The proximity of the August 1995 elections to the passage of the 
September 1995 reforms probably had something to do with this. Although the 
level of PRI support won in the municipality in 1995, and any changes to it 
since 1992, was critical to determining where the best cases were for UyC 
imposition, that post-electoral conflicts between August and September would 
have occurred over the course of several weeks and not have been fully 
known to state PRI authorities at the time of the passage of the September 
1995 reform probably meant that they relied more heavily on 1992 conflicts 
when making their decisions. That 1992 conflicts were prioritized over 1995 
ones also suggests that state PRI authorities were somewhat removed from 
local dynamics and hard pressed to gather accurate information on them in a 
timely manner, beyond the more easily observed election data.  

Following this logic, the effect of Post-Election Conflicts 1992 and Post 
Election Conflicts 1995 in opposition communities [PRI Wins Municipality 1995 
(State) = 0] should not only have been in the opposite direction from that 
found in PRI controlled places but also revealed that opposition leaders 
prioritized 1995 over 1992 conflicts in their decisions. If local opposition 
leaders were the ones engaged in post-election conflicts, then they would 
have had first hand knowledge of any local problems in 1995 around election 
time, and thus used them to guide their decisions more so than conflicts that 
had occurred three years prior in 1992. Figure 2 shows that opposition led 
localities were more likely to adopt UyC regimes when Post-Election Conflicts 
1995 = 1, holding Post-Election Conflicts 1992 at zero.  

Figure 3 shows the effect of rural and ejido communal land voters (Rural 
Population 1990 and Ejido Population 1991) on UyC Adoption 1995. Condition 
3 states that state PRI authorities would have been more likely to implement 
UyC systems in places that they controlled that counted on higher agrarian 
populations that were traditional supporters of the PRI. Local authorities 
would have been less influenced or perhaps even deterred by these groups in 
opposition led municipalities. The top graphic in Figure 3 shows the effect of 
rural and ejido population shares on UyC adoption in PRI dominated localities 
[PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 1. Holding PRI Support 1995 (State) at a 
.75 share (and Change in PRI Support 1992-95 (State) at 0, the post election 
conflict variables at 0, and all other variables at their means], we see that the 
effect of rises in Rural Population 1990 and Ejido Population 1991 had positive 
and significant effects on UyC Adoption 1995 but that this effect was small. 
Such high levels of PRI Support 1995 (State) at .75 were very likely to lead to 
UyC adoption anyway. Holding PRI Support 1995 (State) at a .50 share gives us 
a better picture of the strong effect of rural and ejido communities on UyC 
adoption in PRI run places but where PRI support was not overwhelming. Rises 
in Rural Population 1990 and Ejido Population 1991 had a positive effect on 
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the chances of UyC adoption in this case, as expected in Condition 2. All 
points were significant at least at the p > .1 level. 

 
FIGURE 3. RURAL AND EJIDO VOTERS AND UYC ADOPTION IN PRI AND OPPOSITION 

MUNICIPALITIES 

Note: PRI Municipalities are when PRI Win Municipality 1995 = 1; Opposition Municipalities are when PRI 
Win Municipality 1995 = 0. 
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The lower graphic in Figure 3 depicts this relationship in opposition led 

municipalities, where PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 0. When opposition 
parties counted on very strong support [PRI Support 1995 (State) = .25], the 
effect of larger rural and ejido land population shares were also positive and 
significant on UyC Adoption 1995, but only where these rural or ejido voters 
counted on at least a .50. or a .05 share of the population, respectively. The 
dark black line shows the positive effect that Rural Population 1990 over a .5 
share had on UyC adoption in opposition led communities. The grey dashed 
line shows the stronger effect of Ejido Population 1991 over a .05 share on 
UyC Adoption 1995. Holding PRI Support 1995 (State) at a .5 share, opposition 
municipalities were still more likely to adopt UyC regimes as Ejido Population 
1995 grew, but not as Rural Population 1995 grew. Rural Population 1995 was 
insignificant. 

Condition 2 reasoned that rural and ejido voters should not be associated 
with UyC adoption in places under opposition control because such voters 
were aligned with the PRI. Yet, the evidence shows that was not always the 
case. On reconsideration, it was more likely the effects of ejido and rural 
communities on UyC adoption would be positive in both PRI-led and 
opposition-led places, even if driven by different underlying logics, given 
Oaxaca’s complex rural and agricultural landscape that played host to 
frequent anti-PRI movements. Of course, it is possible that the PRI might have 
imposed UyC systems in places with larger ejido and rural population shares 
where its support was weakest, as the party might have sought to manipulate 
rural and ejido groups back to the party fold. However, Rural Population 1995 
had no effect on UyC adoption when PRI Support 1995 (State) was at a .5 
share in opposition run places [PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State) = 0], and 
thus the PRI within striking distance of regaining municipal control. It should 
have been at just this value of PRI support in opposition led localities, as was 
the case in PRI led municipalities, that PRI governors should have sought to 
take advantage of their capacity to impose UyC regimes to manipulate rural 
voters, if they were making these choices instead of local leaders. The lack of 
effect of Rural Population 1995 on UyC Adoption 1995 in opposition led 
municipalities thus contradicts a PRI driven logic behind UyC adoption in these 
places. Instead, opposition leaders capitalized on organized ejido groups to 
adopt UyC regimes instead of more amorphous and less organized rural voters 
when they needed to. 

The final Figure 4 depicts the relationship between Mixe (Mixe Population, 
1995) and indigenous voters (Indigenous Population, 1995) and UyC Adoption 
1995 in PRI and opposition led municipalities [PRI Wins Municipality 1995 
(State) = 1 and 0, respectively]. Condition 3 states that the PRI should have 
prioritized both communities when imposing UyC systems, but opposition 
communities should not had used this rule to guide them. In PRI led 
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municipalities where PRI Support 1995 (State) = .5 (top graphic), even a small 
share of Mixe leading to near certain UyC adoption. Greater shares of 
Indigenous Population 1995 were also associated with greater chances of UyC 
Adoption 1995 as well. The effect of these variables was positive and 
significant for PRI Support 1995 (State) = .75 but the effect much less 
dramatic, as greater levels of PRI support were already associated with UyC 
adoption for purposes of building party bastions (In the Indigenous Population 
1995 models, I hold Mixe Population 1995 at 0. In the Mixe Population 1995 
models, I hold Indigenous Population 1995 at .5, with using higher shares for 
this variable producing equivalent results. Post-Election Conflicts 1992 and 
Post-Election Conflicts 1995 were held at 0, and all other variables at their 
means). 
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FIGURE 4. INDIGENOUS VOTERS AND UYC ADOPTION IN PRI AND OPPOSITION 

MUNICIPALITIES  

Note: PRI Municipalities are when PRI Win Municipality 1995 = 1; Opposition Municipalities are when PRI 
Win Municipality 1995 = 0. 
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Indigenous and Mixe populations had no effect on UyC adoption in 
opposition led localities when PRI Support 1995 (State) was held at a .5 share, 
in contrast to their effect in PRI held places, attesting to the different 
decision-making dynamics at work. At lower levels of PRI support [PRI Support 
1995 (State) = .25] and thus where the opposition was more firmly in control 
and already likely to adopt UyC systems, Indigenous Population 1995 had a 
positive and significant affect on UyC Adoption while Mixe Population 1995 
had a negative and significant effect. It is beyond the scope of this study to 
investigate the different dynamics between Mixe and other indigenous 
populations on UyC adoption in opposition led places. The important point 
here is that these very different effects, as well as the lack of effect in 
opposition places with stronger PRI support, attest to the divergent decision 
logics in opposition led compared to PRI run municipalities. 

The empirical evidence thus supports the hypotheses and necessary 
conditions for demonstrating the presence of state and local decision-making 
processes in PRI-led and opposition-led municipalities, respectively. However, 
showing the different logics is not sufficient for demonstrating that state PRI 
governors, not national PRI rulers, were behind deciding where to intervene 
and where to leave alone. I turn to this point next. 

Excluding the Alternative that National Political Rulers Dictated 
State Strategy 

The final step requires eliminating the possibility that federal PRI rulers were 
really the ones dictating state PRI strategies for UyC adoption in PRI 
controlled localities. To this end, I return to Model 2 in Table 1 as well as 
conduct two additional analyses whose results are in Table 2. Results for all 
three models are depicted in Figure 5. These three models add the variables 
and interaction terms measuring the level of PRI support in the 1994 federal 
deputy elections, and changes since the 1991. In Model 2 in Table 1, I use 
1995 state deputy elections to distinguish between PRI-led and opposition-led 
municipalities [using PRI Wins Municipality 1995 (State)], also a constituent 
term in the relevant interactions noted above. In Model 1 in Table 2, I use the 
1994 federal deputy election results to make this categorization [PRI Wins 
Municipality 1994 (Federal)] and thus as a constituent of all relevant political 
and social variable interaction terms, and in Model 2 I categorize those 
municipalities where the PRI won in both 1994 federal and 1995 state 
elections as under PRI control (PRI Wins Municipality 1994 & 1995) and use 
this variable in the relevant interaction terms for the political and social 
variables. Although federal and state PRI support were highly correlated 
(0.69), there are potential differences in how state and federal elections may 
have informed PRI leaders about their control in each locality, and we can 
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take advantage of this different to test for the presence of federal or state 
decision-making.6  

 
TABLE 2. ADDITIONAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS USED IN FIGURE 5 

 
 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 

^CODING RULE: PRI WINS MUN. 1994 (FEDERAL) PRI WINS MUN. 1994 & 1995 

VARIABLE COEF.  STD ERR COEF.  STD ERR 

PRI WINS^ MUNICIPALITY -9.1350 *** 2.7930 -9.2498 *** 2.5482 

PRI SUPPORT 1995 (STATE) 3.2284  3.8639 0.4945  2.8120 

PRI WINS^ * PRI SUPPORT 1995 6.7708  4.7074 16.2453 *** 4.3984 

CHANGE IN PRI SUPPORT 1992-95 (STATE) 2.7708  2.6535 2.0875  2.0507 

PRI WINS^ * CHANGE PRI 92-95 -4.2176  3.0180 -3.6368  2.5463 

PRI SUPPORT 1994 (FEDERAL) -25.4345 *** 8.4204 -8.6759 *** 3.3023 

PRI WINS^ * PRI SUPPORT 1994  26.7401 *** 8.6536 9.1519 ** 3.8578 

CHANGE IN PRI SUPPORT 1991-94 (FEDERAL) -1.3089  2.7395 -0.6624  2.0456 

PRI WINS^ * CHANGE PRI 91-94 -1.4481  2.9666 -1.9786  2.3815 

POST ELECTION CONFLICTS 1995 -0.2615  0.8352 -0.2779  0.7260 

PRI WINS^ * CONFLICTS 1995 0.2208  0.9419 0.2867  0.8472 

POST ELECTION CONFLICTS 1992 -2.8094  1.7194 -2.0173 ** 0.9956 

PRI WINS^ * CONFLICTS 1992 0.6040  1.7913 -0.4095  1.1680 

INDIGENOUS POPULATION 1995 2.2137 * 1.1487 2.6487 *** 0.9131 

PRI WINS^ * INDIGENOUS 1995 -0.9640  1.2183 -1.6350  1.0372 

MIXE POPULATION 1995 803.6091  742.51 4.2873  5.2777 

PRI WINS^ * MIXE 1995 -797.264  742.49 61.2573 ** 26.738 

RURAL POPULATION 1990 5.5203 *** 2.0593 4.6995 *** 1.4207 

PRI WINS^ * RURAL 1990 5.5203 ** 2.0770 -3.7500 ** 1.4680 

EJIDO POPULATION 1991 3.6836  3.0616 5.2369 * 3.0145 

PRI WINS^ * EJIDO 1991 -1.1199  3.3349 -3.0014  3.2914 

EFFECTIVE NUMBER OF PARTIES 1995 2.1712 *** 0.4304 3.1797 *** 0.5315 

POVERTY INDEX 1990 0.1498  0.2386 0.1941  0.2387 

SPENDING PER CAPITA, AVG. 1993-95 2.4657  1.5059 1.6918  1.3765 

MIGRATION INDEX 1990 -0.2090  0.1384 -0.1454  0.1416 

TOTAL POPULATION 1990 -0.0002 *** 0.0000 -0.0002 *** 0.0000 

CATHOLIC POPULATION 1990 -0.0546  1.5976 -0.1426  1.6035 

CONSTANT -3.4068  2.9138 -9.0352 *** 2.6244 

                                                 
6 The PRI came in first in 424 municipalities in 1994 federal and 1995 state elections; 424 and another 29 in 1994 
federal elections only; and 424 municipalities plus 66 in 1995 state elections only. 
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 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 

^CODING RULE: PRI WINS MUN. 1994 (FEDERAL) PRI WINS MUN. 1994 & 1995 

VARIABLE COEF.  STD ERR COEF.  STD ERR 

PSEUDO R-SQUARED 0.4777   0.4840   

PROB > CHI-SQUARED 0.000 ***  0.000 ***  

LR CHI-SQUARED (23) 316.53   320.68   

LOG LIKELIHOOD -173.031   -173.95   

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS 560   560   

Note: Logistic Regression Analysis. Dependent Variable: UyC Adoption 1995. ***p > 0.01,** p > 0.05, *p > 0.1. 
Observations do not total 570 due to missing data. Interaction terms in italics. ^PRI Wins Municipality 1994 
(Federal) for Model 1; PRI Wins Municipality 1994 & for Model 2. 

 
If the state PRI determined strategies for local political intervention, then 

state election dynamics should have been prioritized over federal ones when 
making choices about where to intervene, especially among those 
municipalities categorized as under PRI control using the PRI Wins Municipality 
1995 (State) and using PRI Wins Municipality 1994 & 1995 control criteria. If 
the federal PRI were dictating strategies for municipal intervention, then 
federal PRI support should have been decisive in determining UyC Adoption 
1995 in places coded as under PRI control using the PRI Wins Municipality 1994 
(Federal) = 1 and the PRI Wins Municipality 1994 & 1995 coding rules. 

Figure 5 shows the chances of UyC Adoption 1995 under the three 
different coding rules. The effect of PRI Support 1995 (State) [holding PRI 
Support 1994 (Federal) at a constant 0.5 share] was positive and much steeper 
[and significant at least at the p > 0. 1 level at all relevant higher values of 
PRI Support 1995 (State)] than the lines depicting the effect of PRI support 
1994 (Federal) (holding PRI Support 1995 State at 0.5). The effect of PRI 
Support 1995 (State) was also strongest among the group of 490 municipalities 
where the PRI came in first in the 1995 state elections [PRI Wins Municipality 
1995 (State) = 1], followed by the smaller subset of 424 municipalities where 
the PRI won in both 1994 federal and 1995 state elections (PRI Wins 
Municipality 1994 & 1995 = 1), as expected. State PRI support was even 
critical in UyC Adoption 1995 among the group of 453 municipalities where the 
PRI won in 1994 federal elections [PRI Wins Municipality 1994 (Federal)] as 
well, attesting to its importance in decision-making. State level PRI support 
thus had a decisive effect on UyC adoption, no matter the mechanism for 
determining PRI control. And, this effect was much stronger and more 
decisive at higher levels of PRI Support 1995 (State) compared to that of the 
PRI Support 1994 (Federal) which did not vary much across its different 
values.  
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FIGURE 5. THE PROBABILITY OF UYC ADOPTION IN PRI-LED MUNICIPALITIES ACCORDING 

TO PRI SUPPORT IN 1994 FEDERAL AND 1995 STATE ELECTIONS 
 

 
This finding fits with two empirical observations. Although the national 

government allowed state governments the possibility of changing their state 
constitutions and electoral rules to recognize the nature of their multicultural 
societies since 1992, not all states —even those with significant indigenous 
populations— followed up with reforms. If the federal government had 
dictated state political strategies, it should have followed federal 
constitutional changes with subsequent state reforms in all highly indigenous 
states and not just in Oaxaca. Second, studies show that PRI deputies for the 
national congress were responsible for running their own election campaigns, 
with governors encouraged but not forced to help (Langston and Morgenstern, 
2009). Since the national PRI appears not to have directly managed federal 
congressional campaigns, it seems unlikely that the federal PRI would have 
also been directly involved in dictating political intervention strategies across 
its 31 states’ 2,450 municipalities as well. 
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Conclusions 

Conclusion and Implications for Future Research on Mexico and 
Beyond 

This study examined the role of state PRI governors during national PRI 
hegemony. I argue that PRI governors faced competing national and local 
pressures and balanced them according to a state level logic, with their 
strategy determined by the level of control they enjoyed in the localities 
under their jurisdiction. In localities under their political control, PRI 
governors intervened to shore up party bastions and where the state PRI was 
in decline and at risk of political turnover. In localities where they were 
displaced by opposition forces, PRI governors chose to allow local political 
dynamics to play out on their own, lest any intervention aggravate strong 
anti-PRI sentiment. 

I test this argument using data from Mexico’s state of Oaxaca. Oaxaca’s 
unique 1995 municipal Usos y Costumbres (UyC) reform gave state and local 
leaders the freedom to adopt rules that could be used to engineer local 
politics to their own purposes, depending on whether state or local leaders 
drafted them. Statistical analysis shows that, in PRI controlled places, UyC 
systems were more likely when PRI support was high or in decline. In 
opposition localities, UyC systems were more likely when PRI support was low 
or on the rise, with leaders using UyC rules to ward off a return of PRI 
domination. Analysis of the effects of key social variables on UyC adoption in 
PRI led and opposition led localities supports divergent state and local 
decision-making processes at work. 

This study seeks to contribute to research on the dynamics of hegemonic 
PRI rule, as well as on Mexico’s surviving subnational hybrid regimes since 
national democratization. There are numerous studies documenting the 
questionable political practices used by the national PRI during its hegemonic 
rule (Molinar, 1991; Fox, 2007; Cornelius, 2004; Domínguez and McCann, 
1996), and accounts of similar practices by leaders of subnational hybrid 
regimes since 2000 (Gibson, 2005; Giraudy, 2009). However, most evidence is 
anecdotal or documents its frequency of occurrence without noting when and 
where such practices were most likely to be used. Given that the costs of 
widespread political intervention, especially electoral fraud, during PRI rule 
were high (Langston and Morgenstern, 2009) and likely used only sparingly 
(Magaloni, 2006), it is important to understand the PRI’s strategies for using 
it. I explain how state governors, either during national PRI rule or under 
today’s surviving subnational hybrid regimes, strategize political intervention, 
to reduce its costs but maximize its benefits.  
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The study also complements research on the strategic use of fiscal 
expenditures during PRI rule. Research shows that the national PRI targeted 
national fiscal resources to municipalities based on where federal PRI support 
was strongest and where it was losing support the fastest; the more politically 
competitive the locality, the less useful such resources were for maintaining 
PRI support (Magaloni et al., 2007; Magaloni, 2006). The study here dovetails 
with such findings by showing that a similar logic was at work at the state 
level and guiding the use of political resources (intervention). This suggests 
two things: that state governors may have also engaged in strategic state 
fiscal spending —especially after fiscal decentralization in the 1980s and 
1990s— and used state level political criteria to determine it, and that both 
national and state politicians may have coordinated their fiscal and political 
resources. 

Finally, the study adds to research on regional officials in national 
authoritarian regimes. Research on the former Soviet Union, current Russia, 
other Eastern European nations, and China highlights how regional leaders 
contended with conflicting pressures from national leaders to ensure political 
control and national policy priorities and from local leaders and citizens for 
political and policy flexibility, and the provision of public goods (Treisman, 
1999; McMann, 2006; Bunce, 1999; Tsai, 2007). Regional leaders in national 
authoritarian regimes everywhere seek to maintain local social order and 
political stability to ensure their political survival, and that the best strategies 
depend on knowing when to meet local demands and when to ignore them in 
favor of national ones. 
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Appendix 

APPENDIX 1 SUMMARY STATISTICS 
 

VARIABLE NO. OBS. MEAN STD. DEV. 
MIN. 

VALUE 
MAX. 
VALUE 

UyC Municipalities 412     

PRI Wins Municipality 1995 358     

Post Election Conflicts 1992 19     

Post Election Conflicts 1995 55     

PRI Support 1995 411 0.573 0.192 0.058 0.994 

Change in PRI Support 1992-95 411 -0.219 0.188 -0.876 0.527 

PRI Support 1994 412 0.532 0.217 0.027 0.999 

Change in PRI Support 1991-94 412 -0.228 0.212 -0.936 0.387 

Indigenous Population 1995 412 0.470 0.405 0.000 1.000 

Mixe Population 1995 412 0.044 0.192 0.000 1.000 

Rural Population 1990 412 0.938 0.222 0.000 1.000 

Ejido Population 1991 412 0.236 0.245 0.000 3.185 

Effective Number of Parties 1995 411 2.632 1.925 1.012 32.909 

Poverty Index 1990 412 0.747 0.795 -1.586 2.637 

Spending Per Capita, Avg. 1993-95 405 0.116 0.339 0.000 3.811 

Migration Index 1990 412 -0.096 0.921 -0.879 6.395 

Total Population 1990 412 2849 3143 149 27448 

Catholic Population 1990 412 0.885 0.113 0.305 1.000 

PP Municipalities 158     

PRI Wins Municipality 1995 132     

Post Election Conflicts 1992 57     

Post Election Conflicts 1995 51     

PRI Support 1995 158 0.533 0.137 0.072 0.927 

Change in PRI Support 1992-95 158 -0.176 0.162 -0.740 0.227 

PRI Support 1994 158 0.521 0.123 0.224 0.775 

Change in PRI Support 1991-94 158 -0.136 0.163 -0.672 0.358 

Indigenous Population 1995 158 0.306 0.337 0.000 0.997 

Mixe Population 1995 158 0.008 0.065 0.000 0.808 

Rural Population 1990 158 0.641 0.375 0.000 1.000 

Ejido Population 1991 158 0.137 0.109 0.000 0.646 

Effective Number of Parties 1995 158 2.482 0.588 1.161 4.341 

Poverty Index 1990 158 0.290 0.821 -1.729 2.042 

Spending Per Capita, Avg. 1993-95 156 0.028 0.108 0.000 1.284 

Migration Index 1990 158 -0.064 1.008 -0.879 4.502 

Total Population 1990 158 11682 21389 546 213985 

Catholic Population 1990 158 0.881 0.093 0.366 0.998 
Note: UyC = Usos y Costumbres; PP = Political Parties. 



Al lyson Benton 

 C I D E   2 8  

References 

Ai, Chunrong and Edward C. Norton. 2003. “Interaction terms in logit and probit 
models”. Economic Letters 80:123-129. 

Anaya Muñoz, Alejandro. 2006. Autonomía indígena, gobernabilidad y legitimidad 
en México. Distrito Federal: Universidad Iberoamericana, A.C. and Plaza y 
Valdés, S.A. de C.V. 

Bailón Corres, Jaime. 1999. Pueblos indios, élites y territorio. Distrito Federal, 
Mexico: El Colegio de México. 

Barracca, Steven. 2007. “Gubernatorial Politics and the Evolution Toward 
Democratic Federalism in Mexico”. Regional and Federal Studies 17 (2):173-
193. 

Bartra, Roger. 1999. “Violencias salvajes: usos y costumbres y sociedad civil”. In 
La sangre y la tinta. Ensayos sobre la condición postmexicana, ed. R. Bartra. 
Mexico: Océano. 

Benton, Allyson Lucinda. 2012. “Bottom-Up Challenges to National Democracy: 
Mexico’s (Legal) Subnational Authoritarian Enclaves”. Comparative Politics 44 
(3):253-271. 

Blaydes, Lisa. 2011. Elections and Distributive Politics in Mubarak's Egypt. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bratton, Michael and Nicholas Van de Walle. 1997. Democratic Experiments in 
Africa: Regime Transitions in Comparative Perspective. Cambridge University 
Press: Cambridge. 

Brownlee, Jason. 2007. Authoritarianism in an Age of Democratization. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bruhn, Kathleen. 1997. Taking on Goliath: The Emergence of a New Left Party and 
the Struggle for Democracy in Mexico. University Park: Pennsylvania State 
University Press. 

Bunce, Valerie. 1999. Subversive Institutions: The Design and the Destruction of 
Socialism and the State. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Bustamante, René et al., eds. 1978. Oaxaca, una lucha reciente: 1960-1978. 
Distrito Federal, Mexico: Ediciones Nueva Sociología. 

Collier, Ruth Berins and David Collier. 1991. Shaping the Political Arena. 
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 

Consejo Nacional de Población (CONAPO).  
Cornelius, Wayne. 1999. “Subnational Politics and Democratization: Tensions 

between Center and Periphery in the Mexican Political System”. In 
Subnational Politics and Democratization in Mexico, ed. W. A. Cornelius, T. 
A. Eisenstadt and J. Hindley. La Jolla: Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies 
University of California San Diego. 

__________ 2004. “Mobilized Voting in the 2000 Elections: The Changing Efficacy 
of Vote Buying and Coercion in Mexican Electoral Politics”. In Mexico's Pivotal 
Democratic Election: Campaign Effects and the Presidential Race of 2000, ed. 
J. I. Domínguez and C. Lawson. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 



The (Author i tar ian) Governor’s  Di lemma 

D I V I S I Ó N  D E  E S T U D I O S  P O L Í T I C O S   2 9  

Cornelius, Wayne A., Ann L. Craig and Jonathan Fox. 1994. Transforming state-
society relations in Mexico: The National Solidarity strategy. La Jolla, 
California: Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies University of California San Diego. 

Cornelius, Wayne A., Todd A. Eisenstadt and Jane Hindley. 1999. Subnational 
Politics and Democratization in Mexico. La Jolla, California: Center for U.S.-
Mexican Studies University of California San Diego. 

Cox, Gary W. 1997. Making Votes Count: Strategic Coordination in the World's 
Electoral Systems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Danielson, Michael S. and Todd A. Eisenstadt. 2009. “Walking Together, but in 
Which Direction? Gender Discrimination and Multicultural Practices in Oaxaca, 
Mexico”. Politics & Gender 5:153-184. 

De León Pasquel, Lourdes, ed. 2001. Costumbres, leyes y movimiento indio en 
Oaxaca y Chiapas. Mexico: Centro de Investigaciones y Estudios Superiores en 
Antropologia Social and Miguel Ángel Porrúa. 

Díaz Cayeros, Alberto. 2006. Federalism, Fiscal Authority, and Centralization in 
Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Díaz Cayeros, Alberto and Joy Langston. 2003. “The Consequences of Competition: 
Gubernatorial Nominations and Candidate Quality in Mexico: 1994–2004”. In 
Documento de Trabajo, División de Estudios Políticos, No. 160. Distrito 
Federal: Centro de Investigación y Docencia Económicas.  

Díaz Cayeros, Alberto and Beatriz Magaloni. 2001. “Party Dominance and the Logic 
of Electoral Design in Mexico's Transition to Democracy”. Journal of 
Theoretical Politics 13 (3):271-293. 

Domínguez, Jorge I. and James A. McCann. 1996. Democratizing Mexico: Public 
Opinion and Electoral Choices. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Eisenstadt, Todd. 2007. “Usos y Costumbres and Postelectoral Conflicts in Oaxaca, 
Mexico, 1995-2004: An Empirical and Normative Assessment”. Latin American 
Research Review 42 (1):50-75. 

Elizarrarás Álvarez, Rodrigo. 2002. Gobernabilidad y autonomía indígena: Motivos 
y efectos en el reconocimiento de los usos y costumbres en Oaxaca. B.A 
Thesis, Ciencia Política, Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México (ITAM), 
Distrito Federal, México. 

Foweraker, Joe. 1993. Popular Mobilization in Mexico: The Teachers' Movement, 
1977-1987. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Foweraker, Joe and Anne L. Craig, eds. 1990. Popular Movements and Political 
Change in Meixco. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 

Fox, Jonathan. 1994a. “The Difficult Transition from Clientelism to Citizenship: 
Lessons from Mexico”. World Politics 46:151-84. 

__________ 1994b. “Latin America's Emerging Local Politics”. Journal of 
Democracy 5 (2):105-16. 

__________ 2007. Accountability Politics: Power and Voice in Rural Mexico. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Gandhi, Jennifer. 2008. Political Institutions Under Dictatorship. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Geddes, Barbara. 1999. “What Do We Know about Democratization after Twenty 
Years?” Annual Review of Political Science 2:115-144. 



Al lyson Benton 

 C I D E   3 0  

__________ 2003. Paradigms and Sand Castles: Research Design in Comparative 
Politics. Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Press. 

__________ 2005. “Why Parties and Elections in Authoritarian Regimes?” In Annual 
Meetings of the American Political Science Association. 

Gervasoni, Carlos. 2011. A Rentier Theory of Subnational Democracy: The 
Politically Regressive Effects of Fiscal Federalism in Argentina, Political 
Science, University of Notre Dame. 

Gibson, Edward L. 2005. “Boundary Control: Subnational Authoritarianism in 
Democratic Countries”. World Politics 58 (1):101-132. 

Giraudy, Agustina. 2009. Subnational Undemocratic Regime Continuity after 
Democratization: Argentina and Mexico in Comparative Perspective, 
Department of Political Science, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. 

González Casanova, Pablo. 1970. Democracy in Mexico. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

González Oropeza, Manuel. 1987. La intervención federal en la desaparición de 
poderes. Distrito Federal: Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México. 

Goodman, Gary L. and Johathan T. Hiskey. 2008. “Exit without Leaving: Political 
Disengagement in High Migration Municipalities in Mexico”. Comparative 
Politics. 

Greene, Kenneth F. 2007. Why Dominant Parties Lose: Mexico's Democratization 
in Comparative Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Grindle, Merilee. 1977. Bureaucrats, Politicians and Peasants in Mexico. Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 

Grindle, Merilee S. 2009. Going Local: Decentralization, Democratization, and the 
Promise of Good Governance. Princetion: Princeton University Press. 

Guerra Pulido, Maíra Melisa. 2000. Usos y costumbres o partidos Políticos: Una 
decisión de los municipios oaxaqueños. B.A Thesis, Ciencia Política y 
Relaciones Internacionales, Centro de Investigación y Docencia Económicas, 
A.C., Distrito Federal, México. 

Haggard, Stephen and Robert R. Kaufman. 1995. The Political Economy of 
Democratic Transitions. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Hernández Valdez, Alfonso. 2000. “Las causas estructurales de la democracia local 
en México, 1989-1998”. Política y Gobierno VII (1):101-144. 

Hiskey, Johathan T. and Gary L. Goodman. 2011. “The Participation Paradox of 
Indigenous Autonomy in Mexico”. Latin American Politics and Society 53 
(2):61-86. 

Instituto Electoral Estatal de Oaxaca (IEEO). [cited. Available from 
<http://www.iee-oax.org.mx/>. 

Instituto Federal Electoral (IFE). 
Instituto Nacional de Estadística Geografía e Informática (INEGI). Sistema 

Municipal de Base de Datos (SIMBAD) [cited. Available from 
<http://www.inegi.gob.mx/>. 

Klesner, Joseph L. 1993. “Modernization, Economic Crisis, and Electoral Alignment 
in Mexico”. Mexican Studies/Estudios Mexicanos 9 (2):187-223. 

Klesner, Joseph L. and Chappell Lawson. 2001. “Adiós to the PRI? Changing Voter 
Turnout in Mexico’s Political Transition”. Mexican Studies/Estudios Mexicanos 
17 (1):17-39. 



The (Author i tar ian) Governor’s  Di lemma 

D I V I S I Ó N  D E  E S T U D I O S  P O L Í T I C O S   3 1  

Langston, Joy and Scott Morgenstern. 2009. “Campaigning in an Electoral 
Authoritarian Regime: The Case of Mexico”. Comparative Politics 41 (2):165-
181. 

Lust-Okar, Ellen. 2006. “Elections under authoritarianism: Preliminary lessons 
from Jordan”. Democratization 13 (3). 

Magaloni, Beatriz. 2006. Voting for Autocracy: Hegemonic Party Survival and Its 
Demise in Mexico. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Magaloni, Beatriz, Alberto Diaz-Cayeros and Federico Estévez. 2007. “Clientelism 
and Portfolio Distribution: A Model of Electoral Investment with Applications 
to Mexcio”. In Patrons, Clients, and Policies: Patterns of Democratic 
Accountability and Political Competition, ed. H. Kitschelt and S. I. Wilkinson. 
New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Magaloni, Beatriz, Federico Estévez and Alberto Diaz-Cayeros. 2000. Federalism, 
Redistributive Politics and Poverty Relief Spending: The Programa Nacional de 
Solidaridad in Mexico (1989-1994). Paper read at Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association, at Washington, D.C. 

Martínez Vázquez, Victor R. 1990. Movimiento Popular y política en Oaxaca: 1968-
86. Distrito Federal, Mexico: Conaculta. 

McMann, Kelly. 2006. Economic Autonomy and Democracy: Hybrid Regimes in 
Russia and Kyrgyzstan. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Méndez de Hoyos, Irma. 2006. Transición a la Democracia en México: Competencia 
Partidista y Reformas Electroales, 1977-2003. Distrito Federal: Faculdad 
Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales, Sede Académica de México (FLACSO) 
and Distribuciones Fontamara, S.A. 

Mizrahi, Yemile. 2003. From Martyrdom to Power: The Partido Acción Nacional in 
Mexico. South Bend: University of Notre Dame Press. 

Molinar, Juan. 1991. El tiempo de la legitimidad. Elecciones, autoritariasmo y 
democracia en México. México: Cal y Arena. 

O'Donnell, Guillermo. 1994. “Delegative Democracy”. Journal of Democracy 7 
(2):34-51. 

Przeworski, Adam, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub and Fernando 
Limongi. 2000. Democracy and Development: Political Institutions and Well-
Being in the World, 1950-1990. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Recondo, David. 2007. La política del gatopardo. Multiculturalismo y democracia 
en Oaxaca. Mexico: Centro de Investigaciones y Estudios Superiores en 
Antropología Social and Centro de Estudios Mexicanos y Centroamericanos. 

Reina, Leticia, ed. 1988. Historia de la cuestión agraria mexicana. Estado de 
Oaxaca. 1925-1986. Mexico: Juan Pablos Editor, Gobierno del Estado de 
Oaxaca, UABJO, and Centro de Estudios Históricos del Agrarismo en México. 

Rodríguez, Victoria E. 1998. “Opening the Electoral Space in Mexico: The Rise of 
the Opposition at the State and Local Levels”. In Urban Elections in 
Democratic Latin America, ed. H. A. Dietz and G. Shidlo. Wilmington: 
Scholarly Resources Inc. 

Schedler, Andreas. 2002. “The Menu of Manipulation”. Journal of Democracy 13 
(2):36-50. 

Selee, Andrew D. 2011. Decentralization, Democratization, and Informal Power in 
Mexico. University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press. 



Al lyson Benton 

 C I D E   3 2  

Snyder, Richard. 2001. Politics after Neoliberalism: Reregulation in Mexico. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Solt, Frederick. 2003. Explaining the Quality of New Democracies: Actors, 
Institutions, and Socioeconomic Structures in Mexico's States, Political 
Science, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 

Svolik, MIlan W. 2008. “Power-sharing and Leadership Dynamics in Authoritarian 
Regimes”. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 

__________ 2011. “Why Authoritarian Parties? Regim Party as and Instrument of 
Cooptation and Control”. In Annual Meetings of the American Political 
Science Association. Seattle, Washington. 

Teorell, Jan. 2010. Determinants of Democratization: Explaining Regime Change 
in the World, 1972-2006. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Treisman, Daniel. 1999. After the Deluge: Regional Crises and Political 
Consolidation in Russia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Trejo Osorio, Guillermo. 2004. Indigenous Insurgency: Protest, Rebellion and the 
Politicization of Ethnicity in 20th Century Mexico, Department of Political 
Science, University of Chicago, Chicago. 

Tsai, Lily L. 2007. Accountability Without Democracy: Solidary Groups and Public 
Goods Provision in Rural China. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Velázquez Cepeda, María Cristina. 2000. El nombramiento. Las elecciones por usos 
y costumbres en Oaxaca. Mexico: Instituto Estatal Electoral de Oaxaca. 

Velázquez Cepeda, María Cristina and S. Aquino. 1997. Fronteras de 
gobernabilidad municipal en Oaxaca: ¿Qué son los “Usos y Costumbres” para 
la renovación de los Ayuntamientos? Mexico: Ciesas-Istmo/Instituto Estatal 
Electoral de Oaxaca. 

Velázquez Cepeda, María Cristina and Luis Adolfo Ménez Lugo. 1995. Catálogo 
Municipal de Usos y Costumbres. Ciudad de Oaxaca, Oaxaca, México: Centro 
de Investiaciones y Estudios Superiores en Antropología Social and Instituto 
Electoral Estatal de Oaxaca. 

 
 
 

 
 



 



 

 

Novedades 

DIVISIÓN DE ADMINISTRACIÓN PÚBLICA 

Salvador Espinosa, On Bond Market Development and Strategic Cross-Border 
Infrastructure… , DTAP-269 

Ignacio Lozano, Ejidos y comunidades: ¿cuarto nivel de gobierno?..., DTAP-268 
Ernesto Flores y Judith Mariscal, Oportunidades y desafíos de la banda ancha móvil 

en América Latina, DTAP-267 
Judith Mariscal y Walter Lepore, Oportunidades y uso de las TIC: Innovaciones en el 

Programa de combate a la pobreza, DTAP-266 
Armando Jiménez, El impacto económico de no implementar un reforma 

hacendaria…, DTAP-265 
Dolores Luna et al., Índice de Gobierno Electrónico Estatal: La medición 2010, DTAP-

264 
Gabriel Purón Cid y J. Ramón Gil-García, Los efectos de las características 

tecnológicas en los sitios web del gobierno, DTAP-263 
Ana Elena Fierro y J. Ramón Gil-García, Más allá del acceso a la información, DTAP-

262 
Gabriel Purón Cid, Resultados del “Cuestionario sobre la reforma Presupuesto 

basado en Resultados…”, DTAP-261 
Guillermo Cejudo y Alejandra Ríos, El acceso a la información gubernamental en 

América Central y México: Diagnóstico y propuestas, DTAP-260 

DIVISIÓN DE ECONOMÍA  

Kurt Unger, Especializaciones reveladas y condiciones de competitividad en las 
entidades federativas de México, DTE-530 

Antonio Jiménez, Consensus in Communication Networks under Bayesian Updating, 
DTE-529  

Alejandro López, Environmental Dependence of Mexican Rural Households, DTE-528 
Alejandro López, Deforestación en México: Un análisis preliminar, DTE-527 
Eva Arceo, Drug-Related Violence and Forced Migration from Mexico to the United 

States, DTE-526 
Brasil Acosta et al., Evaluación de los resultados de la Licitación del Espectro 

Radioeléctrico de la COFETEL, DTE-525 
Eva Arceo-Gómez and Raymundo M. Campos-Vázquez, ¿Quiénes son los NiNis en 

México?, DTE-524  
Juan Rosellón, Wolf-Peter Schill and Jonas Egerer, Regulated Expansion of 

Electricity Transmission Networks, DTE-523 
Juan Rosellón and Erix Ruíz, Transmission Investment in the Peruvian Electricity 

Market: Theory and Applications, DTE-522 
Sonia Di Giannatale et al., Risk Aversion and the Pareto Frontier of a Dynamic 

Principal-Agent Model: An Evolutionary Approximation, DTE-521 
 
 



 

 

DIVISIÓN DE ESTUDIOS INTERNACIONALES 

 
Mariana Magaldi and Sylvia Maxfield, Banking Sector Resilience and the Global 

Financial Crisis: Mexico in Cross-National Perspective, DTE-229 
Brian J. Phillips, Explaining Terrorist Group Cooperation and Competition, DTE-228 
Covadonga Meseguer and Gerardo Maldonado, Kind Resistance: Attitudes toward 

Immigrants in Mexico and Brazil, DTEI-227 
Guadalupe González et al., The Americas and the World 2010-2011. Public Opinion 

and Foreign Policy in Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico and Peru, DTEI-226 
Guadalupe González et al., Las Américas y el mundo 2010-2011: Opinión pública y 

política exterior en Brasil, Colombia, Ecuador, México y Perú, DTEI-225 
Álvaro Morcillo Laiz, Un vocabulario para la modernidad. Economía y sociedad de 

Max Weber (1944) y la sociología en español, DTEI-224 
Álvaro Morcillo Laiz, Aviso a los navegantes. La traducción al español de Economía y 

sociedad de Max Weber, DTEI-223 
Gerardo Maldonado, Cambio electoral, anclaje del voto e intermediación política en 

sistemas de partidos de baja institucionalización, DTEI-222  
James Ron and Emilie Hafner-Burton, The Latin Bias: Regions, the Western Media 

and Human Rights, DTEI-221  
Rafael Velázquez, La política exterior de Estados Unidos hacia México bajo la 

administración de Barack Obama, DTEI-220 

DIVISIÓN DE ESTUDIOS JURÍDICOS 

Rodrigo Meneses y Miguel Quintana, Los motivos para matar: Homicidios 
instrumentales y expresivos en la ciudad de México, DTEJ-58 

Ana Laura Magaloni, La Suprema Corte y el obsoleto sistema de jurisprudencia 
constitucional, DTEJ-57 

María Mercedes Albornoz , Cooperación interamericana en materia de restitución de 
menores, DTEJ-56 

Marcelo Bergman, Crimen y desempleo en México: ¿Una correlación espuria?, DTEJ-
55 

Jimena Moreno, Xiao Recio y Cynthia Michel, La conservación del acuario del mundo. 
Alternativas y recomendaciones para el Golfo de California, DTEJ-54 

María Solange Maqueo, Mecanismos de tutela de los derechos de los beneficiarios, 
DTEJ-53 

Rodolfo Sarsfield, The Mordida´s Game. How institutions incentive corruption, 
DTEJ-52 

Ángela Guerrero, Alejandro Madrazo, José Cruz y Tania Ramírez, Identificación de 
las estrategias de la industria tabacalera en México, DTEJ-51 

Estefanía Vela, Current Abortion Regulation in Mexico, DTEJ-50 
Adriana García and Alejandro Tello, Salaries, Appelate Jurisdiction and Judges 

Performance, DTEJ-49 



 

 

 

DIVISIÓN DE ESTUDIOS POLÍTICOS  

Gilles Serra, The Risk of Partyarchy and Democratic Backsliding: Mexico’s Electoral 
Reform, DTEP-238 

Allyson Benton, Some Facts and Fictions about Violence and Politics in Mexico, 
DTEP-237 

Allyson Benton, The Catholic Church, Political Institutions and Electoral Outcomes 
in Oaxaca, Mexico, DTEP-236 

Carlos Elizondo, Stuck in the Mud: The Politics of Constitutional Reform in the Oil 
Sector in Mexico, DTEP-235 

Joy Langston and Francisco Javier Aparicio, Gender Quotas are not Enough: How 
Background Experience and Campaigning Affect Electoral Outcomes, DTEP-234 

Gilles Serra, How Could Pemex be Reformed? An Analytical Framework Based on 
Congressional Politics, DTEP-233 

Ana Carolina Garriga, Regulatory Lags, Liberalization, and Vulnerability to Systemic 
Banking Crises, DTEP-232 

Rosario Aguilar, The Tones of Democratic Challenges: Skin Color and Race in Mexico, 
DTEP-231 

Rosario Aguilar, Social and Political Consequences of Stereotypes Related to Racial 
Phenotypes in Mexico, DTEP-230 

Raúl C. González and Caitlin Milazzo, An Argument for the ‘Best Loser’ Principle in 
Mexico, DTEP-229 

 

DIVISIÓN DE HISTORIA 

Michael Sauter, Spanning the Poles: Spatial Thought and the ‘Global’ Backdrop to 
our Globalized World, 1450-1850, DTH-77 

Adriana Luna, La reforma a la legislación penal en el siglo XVIII: Notas sobre el 
aporte de Cesare Beccaria y Gaetano Filangieri, DTH-76 

Michael Sauter, Human Space: The Rise of Euclidism and the Construction of an 
Early-Modern World, 1400-1800, DTH-75 

Michael Sauter, Strangers to the World: Astronomy and the Birth of Anthropology in 
the Eighteenth Century, DTH-74 

Jean Meyer, Una revista curial antisemita en el siglo XIX: Civiltá Cattolica, DTH-73 
Jean Meyer, Dos siglos, dos naciones: México y Francia, 1810- 2010, DTH-72 
Adriana Luna, La era legislativa en Nápoles: De soberanías y tradiciones, DTH-71 
Adriana Luna, El surgimiento de la Escuela de Economía Política Napolitana, DTH-70 
Pablo Mijangos, La historiografía jurídica mexicana durante los últimos veinte años, 

DTH-69 
Sergio Visacovsky, “Hasta la próxima crisis”. Historia cíclica, virtudes genealógicas y 

la identidad de clase media entre los afectados por la debacle financiera en la 
Argentina (2001-2002), DTH-68 

 
 
 
 



 

 

ESTUDIOS INTERDISCIPLINARIOS 

Ugo Pipitone, México y América Latina en la tercera oleada (crecimiento, 
instituciones y desigualdad), DTEIN-02 

Eugenio Anguiano, El estudio de China desde cuatro enfoques: histórico, político, 
internacionalista y económico, DTEIN-01 

 



 

 

Ventas 

 
El CIDE es una institución de educación superior especializada particularmente en las disciplinas 
de Economía, Administración Pública, Estudios Internacionales, Estudios Políticos, Historia y 
Estudios Jurídicos. El Centro publica, como producto del ejercicio intelectual de sus 
investigadores, libros, documentos de trabajo, y cuatro revistas especializadas: Gestión y 
Política Pública, Política y Gobierno, Economía Mexicana Nueva Época e Istor. 
 
Para adquirir cualquiera de estas publicaciones, le ofrecemos las siguientes opciones:  
 

VENTAS DIRECTAS: VENTAS EN LÍNEA: 

Tel. Directo: 5081-4003 
Tel: 5727-9800 Ext. 6094 y 6091 
Fax: 5727 9800 Ext. 6314 
 
Av. Constituyentes 1046, 1er piso, 
Col. Lomas Altas, Del. Álvaro Obregón, 11950, 
México, D.F. 

Librería virtual: www.e-cide.com 
 

Dudas y comentarios: 
publicaciones@cide.edu 

 
 

¡¡Colecciones completas!! 
 

Adquiere los CDs de las colecciones completas de los documentos de trabajo de todas 
las divisiones académicas del CIDE: Economía, Administración Pública, Estudios 
Internacionales, Estudios Políticos, Historia y Estudios Jurídicos.  
 
 

   

  
 

¡Nuevo! ¡¡Arma tu CD!! 
 

 
 
Visita nuestra Librería Virtual www.e-cide.com y selecciona entre 10 y 20 documentos 
de trabajo. A partir de tu lista te enviaremos un CD con los documentos que elegiste.  
 




