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 Mexico’s cultural norms have been the subject of repeated inquiries because 

democratic and authoritarian patterns appear concomitantly.  However, few have 

focused on the potential demographic and contextual sources of these divergent results.  

This study attempts to clarify the sources of Mexico’s political culture, and then 

determine the extent to which these factors affect political participation.  Statistical 

analysis of a LAPOP dataset from 2006 makes limited progress to this end.  The 

sources of Mexican political culture remain somewhat a mystery, although some 

intriguing results were found.  Most notably, demographic traits appear to have little 

influence on political culture variables and political participation rates in Mexico.  In fact, 

political culture norms and political participation appears consistent across Mexico’s 

infamous social and economic lines. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 With the watershed election of Vicente Fox to the presidency of Mexico in July 

2000, Mexico took a critical step forward in its long and arduous path to democratic 

government.  Nearly 80 years of one-party rule under the Revolutionary Institutional 

Party (PRI) ended as the National Action Party (PAN) wrested away control of Mexico’s 

powerful presidency.  The peaceful alternation of power caused many scholars to 

announce Mexico’s arrival to the democratic club, albeit in the narrow sense of electoral 

competition between multiple viable parties (Ard 2003, Camp 2007).  The 2000 election 

was the culmination of a 15-year effort to democratize Mexico’s political institutions on 

the part of Presidents Salinas and Zedillo.  Though their efforts were designed with the 

intention to maintain power within the PRI rather than to disseminate it, opposition 

parties seized the opportunity and helped to usher in a new era of more democratic 

government in Mexico (Lawson 2000). 

 Although Mexico’s governing institutions have made significant progress in 

recent years, scholars have questioned whether or not Mexicans harbor the political 

culture and values necessary to develop and sustain these institutions in the long-term 

(Moreno & Mendez 2002).  Since Almond and Verba’s (1965) seminal work on political 

culture, which includes Mexico as a case study, many have argued for the influence of a 

nation’s underlying values and norms on its government structure (Lipset 1981, 

Inglehart 1990).  Such contentions have been met with a variety of criticisms, and 

scholarly debate over the exact relationship between political culture and democratic 

institutions continues to this day.  Nevertheless, recent studies support the notion that 
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political culture matters, if not for the creation and development of democracy, then for 

the legitimacy, stability, and durability of it (Muller & Seligson 1994, Seligson 2000).  

Here is where concern for the future of Mexican democracy arises as public opinion 

surveys consistently reveal that Mexicans hold some undemocratic and authoritarian 

values underneath their overwhelming overt support for democratic government (Booth 

& Seligson 1984, Schedler & Sarsfield 2007).  The implications of this phenomenon are 

serious and complex, and will be considered in further detail in subsequent pages. 

The idea that Mexican political culture is characterized by some inconsistent 

political attitudes and norms is not new (Booth & Seligson 1984).  However, little 

research has gone into the origins of such inconsistent views, or attempted to delineate 

the patterns underlying this phenomenon.  The present research will take a first step in 

exploring these findings by determining the impact of demographic characteristics and 

contextual variables on their subsequent political norms and values.  The study will 

attempt to break new ground not only by discerning the potential sources of democratic 

norms, but by testing for the effects of all these variables on political participation, a key 

ingredient to functional democracy.  Thus, the central questions of this research are as 

follows: do an individual’s demographic traits and contextual environment affect their 

democratic norms and attitudes?  Then, do an individual’s demographics, context, and 

democratic norms affect their participation rates?  The answers to these questions may 

hold important lessons for both the student of Mexican politics and, more widely, for 

students of political culture and democratization everywhere.



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 To properly assess the effect of demographic characteristics and contextual 

environments on an individual’s political culture and values, a discussion of the major 

issues surrounding these areas of study is necessary to put this research in its proper 

context.  To begin with, one must understand the core assumptions and arguments of 

the political culture literature, and their development over time.  The idea of political 

culture encompasses many related arguments and has been used as a conceptual 

umbrella capturing a number of different factors in many different contexts.  Thus, it will 

be necessary to clarify what is meant by political culture for the present study.  To do 

so, I will rely on seminal sources dealing with more general theoretical aspects of 

political culture, as well as recent sources that apply this concept to the Mexican setting.  

The key components of this discussion will be why political culture is thought to be 

important, and how it is thought to affect democracy and governing institutions in 

general.  As part of the discussion of political culture, I will also touch on the importance 

of demographic, socialization, and institutional factors for their effect on an individual’s 

political perspectives.  A brief review of the recent political history in Mexico and the 

unique manifestations of political life there will also be necessary to fully contextualize 

this research. 

 

Political Culture 

 Any discussion on the concept of political culture must begin with Almond and 

Verba’s (1965) seminal work The Civic Culture.  In this book, the authors compare the 
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political cultures of five nations, including Mexico, to gauge the importance of a nation’s 

underlying cultural values and norms for understanding the governing institutions that 

supersede them.  The essence of their theory contends that the functionality and 

durability of governing institutions is meaningfully affected by the political values held by 

the societies they govern.  Specifically, factors such as political efficacy, interpersonal 

trust, and perceived legitimacy impact how a nation’s political, social, and economic 

structures operate.  In its most positive form, the theory suggests that societies which 

possess democratic norms such as interpersonal trust and civic participation are more 

likely to sustain democratic institutions.  Societies with norms that are most conducive to 

democracy are termed “participant” political cultures by Almond and Verba.  They also 

classify two other forms of political culture, which they call “subject” and “parochial” 

cultures.  Both of these cultures are likely to exist beneath authoritarian or monarchic 

styles of government.  The key difference between these latter forms is that the subject 

culture is still expected to participate in politics, at least in a cosmetic way to show their 

support for the regime.  Parochial cultures are simply expected to ignore or stay out of 

politics.  While Almond and Verba classify three distinct types of culture, they contend 

the best national culture for ensuring system stability is a mix of both participant and 

subject political cultures. 

 Aside from establishing the theoretical importance of political culture and three 

ideal types of that concept, Almond and Verba make other contributions that framed 

future discussions and debates of this topic.  Among the most important of these 

formative contributions is the division of political culture into three components: 

cognitive, affective, and evaluative.  Cognitive aspects of political culture involve 
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citizens’ knowledge and perception of the political reality surrounding them.  The 

affective component to political culture refers to the society’s feelings and sentiments 

toward governing institutions.  Evaluative components refer to how citizens judge the 

performance of their government.  For theories emphasizing the importance of political 

culture on regime type and democratization efforts, the cognitive and affective forms of 

political culture are the most relevant.  In fact, efforts must be made to design questions 

that tap these attitudes, instead of the more temporal evaluative judgments of specific 

rulers. 

Another crucial contribution from this book often gets overlooked by critics of 

political culture.  One of the most common critiques of political culture involves its 

placement in the causal chain.  Critics, such as Jackman and Miller (2004), attack 

proponents of political culture for arguing that culture shapes institutions and argue 

instead that it is actually the institutions which shape and define culture.  While this is 

certainly an important issue, skeptics of political culture seem to miss the fact that 

Almond and Verba envision a role for institutions in shaping political attitudes.  “The flow 

of influence is not necessarily unidirectional.  Not only may the authority patterns of 

family or school or occupation influence the political system, but it is also possible for 

the standards applied to the political system to influence authority patterns in these 

other areas” (Almond and Verba 1965: 270).  An individual’s political culture is thought 

to be formed and influenced by a multiplicity of sources, including political and 

nonpolitical experiences.  It would be absurd to argue that authoritarian systems would 

not tend to produce subject political cultures, or that democracies would not tend to 

produce more participant cultures. 
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 A final contribution of Almond and Verba (1965) on this topic involves the 

importance of socialization in shaping one’s political and social outlooks.  Early life 

experiences influence individuals’ political identities and tend to remain strong and 

durable over one’s lifetime.  Experiences within one’s family, where people first 

encounter patterns of authority, are thought to be especially influential in determining a 

person’s perception of and relation to authority figures.  These are not the only 

influential experiences, however, as the authors insist that adolescent and adult 

experiences can have a profound impact as well.  In fact, “there is some evidence that 

later experiences have a more direct political implication” (Almond and Verba 1965: 

267).  Almond and Verba contend that early socialization experiences affect political 

behavior via the personality traits they create at a young age, but that later experiences 

have a more immediate impact on political behavior.  “The sources of political attitudes 

appear to be many.  They include early socialization experiences and late socialization 

experiences during adolescence, as well as postsocialization experiences as an adult” 

(Almond and Verba 1965: 270). 

 Although The Civic Culture is frequently cited as a formative piece on the 

concept of political culture, it was not the first work in which the idea appeared.  Lipset’s 

Political Man, first published in 1959, (1981) argues that social and cultural factors are 

indeed crucial for democratic government to develop and function adequately.  His 

addition to this literature occurs as he emphasizes the effect of economic development 

on political culture.   Lipset contends that greater levels of overall wealth, more income 

equality, and modernization are all key ingredients to the development of a democratic 

political culture.  Later, he reinforced these notions by arguing political culture is central 

6 



to democratic processes, and that there are certain social requisites, which may be 

more important that economic variables, that must be achieved for to democracy to take 

root in a nation (Lipset 1994).  Briefly stated, Lipset contends that a cluster of related 

factors interact to make the development and institutionalization of democracy more or 

less likely.  The most of important of these factors include economic development, 

economic equality, political participation, and respect for individual rights. 

 An important note to make with respect to Lipset is that he argues for an 

economic impact on political culture at both the macro- and the micro-level.  That is, 

greater overall levels of economic development are expected to translate into a more 

democratic national political culture.  The same effect is expected to occur at the 

individual level, however, as greater levels of wealth and social status are thought to 

engender more democratic norms within the individual.  Similarly, individuals lower on 

the socioeconomic ladder are not only believed to be less democratic, but also to exhibit 

some patently authoritarian tendencies.  Lipset (1981) would term this idea “working-

class authoritarianism.”  Though widely accepted for many years, this notion has 

recently been called into question by research that presents evidence diametrically 

opposing this idea (Krishna, forthcoming).  I will return to this debate later. 

Though the study of political culture waned for a while, some recent scholars 

have revived and reapplied the idea of political culture as a key component affecting 

democratic behavior and government in a society.  These recent theorists use different 

terminology and include some different variables, but the core arguments and principle 

thesis that culture shapes institutions or regime type remains constant.  Ronald 

Inglehart (1990) published a study of the cultural orientations and values of 
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industrialized democracies with an analysis of how they have changed over time.  His 

results indicate that wealth and economic development have an important impact on a 

society’s cultural values and orientations, as Lipset had previously suggested.  Inglehart 

is able to specify these changes, however, to determine which factors are changing and 

how.  To use his terminology, increased wealth and economic modernization caused a 

change within modernized societies from an emphasis on “materialist” values to an 

emphasis on “post-materialist” values.  “Advanced industrial societies are undergoing a 

gradual shift from emphasis on economic and physical security above all, toward 

greater emphasis on belonging, self-expression, and quality of life” (Inglehart 1990: 11). 

Economic development has ensured that an overwhelming percentage of the 

population in these societies no longer needs to worry with the availability of food, 

shelter, or material necessities.  The wealth and prosperity generated by economic 

growth essentially guarantees that these needs will be met.  As subsequent generations 

have grown up without concern over their daily food, water, and shelter, they have 

become more concerned with their quality of life beyond these necessities.  Therefore, 

these generations emphasize “esteem, self-expression, and aesthetic satisfaction” as 

the values they hold in the highest regard (Inglehart 1990: 68). 

Later research has also demonstrated the effect of post-materialist values on 

regime support, which indicates that post-materialists tend to show less trust in 

government and authority in general (Inglehart 1999).  The impact of this change should 

not be underestimated as a shift toward post-materialism could signal an important 

change in the way citizens perceive and relate to their government.  The impact of post-

materialism and changes in citizen-government relations are most palpable across 
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generations.  “The young emphasize Postmaterialist goals to a far greater extent than 

do the old, and cohort analysis indicates that this reflects generational change far more 

than it does aging effects” (Inglehart 1990: 103).  That is, industrialized societies have 

seen younger generations take on these new value emphases that differ sharply from 

the values of previous generations.  Further analysis shows that this is not a product of 

individual values changing over a lifetime, but instead, it is a product of collective values 

changing over a generation.  Bluntly stated, each generation views politics and 

government differently from the preceding one in conditions of rapid economic change.  

This is a crucial finding for political culturalists who are frequently criticized for creating 

an immutable concept that almost predetermines a society’s political future.  The fact 

that significant political value changes can occur in one generation means political 

culture values may be more dynamic and influential than its critics might contend. 

 Thus, the seminal literature on political culture has already established several 

important factors that contribute to democratization.  Most notably, economic 

development and a participant political culture are thought to combine to produce more 

efficient, democratic, and legitimate political institutions.  While the premise that 

democracy is more legitimate and durable in economically developed nations is widely 

accepted, not all scholars of political culture include it in their research, or at least not in 

the same causal sequence.  One such author, Robert Putnam, contends that long-held 

and deep-seeded cultural factors affect the performance of governing institutions, as 

well as economic variables.  That is, culture shapes government performance and 

economic prosperity, rather than the other way around.  In Making Democracy Work 

(1993), he examines the civic culture in various regions of Italy and compares those 
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traditions with their respective state and local governments.  He finds that the regions in 

Northern Italy, which are characterized by greater levels of civic community, are more 

prosperous and live under more effective governing institutions than regions in Southern 

Italy, which have had less experience with civic engagement.  The theory he develops 

to explain this pattern argues that high levels of civic engagement within a community 

create high levels of social capital, which subsequently “bolsters the performance of the 

polity and the economy, rather than the reverse: Strong society, strong economy; strong 

society, strong state” (Putnam 1993: 176).  With this work, Putnam forcefully gave 

political culture variables a much more prominent and influential role in his theory on 

political development. 

 While these various seminal studies on political culture draw on slightly different 

assumptions and reach somewhat different conclusions, they do agree on several 

crucial points.  The first and clearest of these points of agreement is simply that culture 

matters.  Although they differ on its sequence in the causal chain and the strength of its 

effect on governing institutions, each of these scholarly giants agree that culture is a key 

variable in explaining economic, political, and institutional outcomes.  A second 

agreement involves the various components of the concept of political culture.  Again, 

there are some meaningful differences in the way these authors conceive and 

operationalize political culture, but certain factors appear in each of their works.  These 

variables include participation in political and civic processes, respect for individual 

rights, tolerance for opposition views, and interpersonal trust.  Polities whose citizens 

exhibit higher rates on measures of these variables are thought to have a more 

democratic political culture, which then translates into more effective and durable 
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democratic institutions.  Yet, as persuasive and cogent as these theories concerning 

political culture appear, they have received a considerable amount of scrutiny from a 

variety of social scientists.  The critiques of this concept and their implications will be the 

next focus of the present discourse. 

 

Critiques of Political Culture 

 Scholars who are more skeptical of political culture’s utility in democratization 

studies have offered sharp criticisms.  The first such critique involves an issue that has 

already been mentioned: the causal order of political culture.  Does culture shape 

institutions, or vice versa?  A core issue on which the formative scholars clearly differed 

was the proper placement of political cultural variables in a causal sequence, so it 

should be no surprise that the direction of causality has continued to be a central debate 

in this literature.  Despite Almond and Verba’s concession that institutions shape culture 

just as culture shapes institutions, critics generally assail supporters of political culture 

for giving it too much credit in the causal sequence.  Attacks along this line might be 

more damaging if political culturalists did not acknowledge and account for this effect 

long before such critiques could even be launched.  “It is conceivable that we have the 

causal arrow reversed.  Perhaps many decades of living under democratic institutions 

produces greater life satisfaction.  We don’t rule this factor out … But theoretical 

considerations suggest that it mainly works the other way around” (Inglehart 1990: 43).  

Not one theorist has claimed that institutions do not have an impact on culture as these 

critics seem to infer.  Theories of political culture only imply that culture affects 

institutional outcomes more than the reciprocal, and this is valid claim subject to 
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empirical testing.  It is certainly not so debilitating a weakness in political culture 

paradigms as some critics have argued (Jackman and Miller 2004). 

 In the face of such criticisms, however, two scholars of political culture did test 

the causal relationship between cultural variables and democratization.  Muller and 

Seligson (1994) found mixed results in their cross-national analysis of indicators 

traditionally linked to political culture and levels of democracy.  The model employed 

allows for unidirectional and reciprocal causality while controlling for other variables 

often associated with democratization, such as economic development.  Their most 

significant findings involve the effect of interpersonal trust, a central variable for many of 

the seminal civic culture scholars, especially Inglehart.  Contrary to their theoretical 

expectations, however, “interpersonal trust appears to be a product of democracy rather 

than a cause of it” (Muller and Seligson 1994: 647).  This finding would be confirmed by 

a rigorous reanalysis of Inglehart’s primary theses (Seligson 2002).  Although 

interpersonal trust did not behave as the formative theorists may have expected, other 

variables did support their thesis.  In particular, “support for gradual reform has a 

positive effect on change in level of democracy, and it is unrelated to long-term 

experience of democracy” (Muller and Seligson 1994: 647).  Thus, the jury is still out on 

the ultimate causal relationship between institutions and culture, and this study will do 

little to settle that debate given its focus on a single country.  For the present purposes, 

then, it suffices to say that political culture and institutions are both critical variables for 

the development and maintenance of democratic government, and the relationship 

between the two is reciprocal (Paxton 2002). 
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A second common criticism involves the often cloudy nature of political culture as 

a theoretical concept, as well as the inherent difficulty in operationalizing and measuring 

such an idea.  “Despite its surface simplicity, political culture has presented surprisingly 

complex conceptual problems” (Chilton 1988: 419).  Dalton (2004) discusses this 

problem as it relates to survey methods and the ability of respondents to distinguish 

between the subtly different aspects of political culture in survey questions.  That is, the 

concepts of general support for the regime and more specific support for current 

authorities may be too closely related to be delineated by survey responses.  Dalton 

goes on to note that this problem is especially difficult for comparative analyses of 

political culture and regime support.  However, as Dalton himself cites, Klingemann 

(1999) tests the interrelatedness of these concepts and finds that survey respondents 

do appear able to distinguish between these similar, but not congruent, ideas.  “Even 

though orientations towards different objects partially overlap, support for the 

authorities, political institutions, democratic values, and the political community are 

conceptually and empirically distinct in the minds of many individuals” (Dalton 2004: 62). 

Jackman and Miller (2004) attack Inglehart (1990) on similar grounds as they 

claim his empirical measures for political culture do not cluster together as Inglehart 

claims.  “The six ‘components’ of political culture do not form a coherent general 

structure: instead, they are sensitive to different factors” (Jackman and Miller 2004: 

119).  This issue was also raised in a much earlier context by White (1984) in his 

discussion on the utility of political culture for explaining changes in communist states.  

He notes that a concept such as political culture inherently runs the risk of being subject 

to a “problem of retrospective interpretation” where “there is a tendency to select only 
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those aspects of a country’s historical experience which appear to explain, at least in 

part, its contemporary politics” (White 1984: 356). 

Such criticisms are not without basis.  As these authors correctly claim, political 

culture can encompass an incredibly wide variety of factors and variables which all have 

different meanings and implications in different contexts.  While these are legitimate 

problems for the proponent of political culture, critics of this variable could be 

exaggerating their effects.  The umbrella-like nature of political culture and its variability 

across societies are difficult problems to confront.  However, these problems can be 

mediated by a strong theoretical understanding of cultures in question, and 

subsequently, the variables expected to be most important to that society. 

 A final critique of political culture theory involves an attack that claims this theory 

necessarily maintains a conservative nature.  Formisano (2001) and Jackman and Miller 

(2004) discuss this criticism quite elegantly as they expound on the implications of the 

suggestion that political culture is a formative variable that explains and constrains a 

great deal of human behavior.  If individuals are limited in their choices and free will by 

the cultural and social settings in which they grow up, it is difficult to imagine how radical 

changes occur, how people could make different decisions than their predecessors, and 

how people could make objective decisions.  “The argument is one that allows for slow 

change at most, since it casts subjective orientations as more important than, and 

substantially independent of, objective conditions” (Jackman and Miller 2004: 13).  

Thus, this line of attack implies that a community’s political decisions are almost 

predetermined by the political culture from which they rose, and that societies have 

practically no free will to alter the direction of their polity.  This is a fair critique given the 
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monumental importance ascribed to political culture by its proponents, especially 

Putnam. 

As mentioned before, however, the problem with the attack on political culture as 

inherently conservative is that it apparently ignores the evidence presented by Inglehart 

(1990).  His findings suggest that significant generational changes in the political values 

of a society are possible and have occurred in recent years.  Pateman (1971) also 

contends that adult experiences can alter one’s political efficacy, especially experiences 

that occur in the workplace.  It does not seem that political culture is as immutable as 

this critique would make it out to be.  Nevertheless Jackman and Miller (2004) consider 

this to be one of several critical problems for political culture, which leads them to opt for 

an institutional interpretation, instead. 

 While many of these critiques of political culture theory make legitimate points, 

none are strong enough to spell doom for cultural variables in scientific political studies.  

The precise effects of political culture on institutions and regime type may remain 

unclear, but there is little doubt that cultural norms and attitudes are likely to have some 

effect on institutional performance and democratization.  In the end, economic variables 

or elite behavior may be more influential to these outcomes than cultural variables, but 

this does not mean that mass political attitudes do not have a significant impact as well.  

Furthermore, the impact of social norms and attitudes should only increase as 

governments become more open and democratic.  This consideration has led some 

researchers to emphasize the importance of political culture on the consolidation and 

routinization of democracy (Almond and Verba 1965).  “Academic research suggests 

that support for democracy and broad civic orientations may contribute not only to 
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democratic stability, but also to democratic ‘effectiveness’ and democratic consolidation” 

(Moreno 2001: 31).  This conclusion will hopefully be clarified after a review of research 

dealing with the impact of political culture variables in the Mexican and Latin American 

contexts specifically. 

 

Mexican Political Culture 

 One reason why an analysis of current Mexican political culture is enticing is 

because of the long record of prior research on the phenomenon in Mexico.  As 

mentioned before, Mexico constituted one of Almond and Verba’s (1965) five case 

studies in their seminal work on civic culture.  Mexico was included as an example “of 

less well-developed societies with transitional political systems” (Almond and Verba 

1965: 37).  Even at that early stage in this line of research, Mexico’s cultural norms 

were almost immediately marked by certain distinct patterns. 

Almond and Verba correctly emphasize the importance of the early 20th century 

revolution that fundamentally altered political patterns in Mexico.  The product of this 

bloody revolution was the establishment of a democratic constitution that continues to 

govern Mexico to this day.  Despite a democratic constitution, political practices in 

Mexico were largely authoritarian as a single political party dominated government for 

roughly 60 years.  In this way, Mexico represents a fascinating case of a country with a 

long history of authoritarian government that has taken incremental steps towards 

democracy over the last century.  Mexicans’ political values and attitudes tended to 

reflect the divergent effects of these various systems as Mexicans appeared less 

democratic on practically every measure of political culture utilized by Almond and 
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Verba.  Yet, Mexicans remained extraordinarily proud of their political system and 

express attitudes conducive to participation.  Such strange dynamics prompted the 

authors to describe Mexican political culture as one of “alienation and aspiration.” 

On the one hand, Mexicans were proud of their system and expressed a strong 

sense of participation, but repeated government failures and distrust of authority offset 

any positive feelings Mexicans could have toward democratic government.  They were 

excited about the opportunity to participate in politics, then almost immediately 

disappointed in the output of their government.  “This may account for the inconsistency 

in Mexican responses: high self-appraisal of competence, coupled with cognitive 

inadequacy and political inexperience” (Almond and Verba 1965: 311). 

  After Almond and Verba’s findings, very few studies on this topic emerged for 

about 20 years until another look into Mexican political culture revealed similar 

inconsistent and paradoxical attitudes (Booth and Seligson 1984).  Measuring Mexican 

citizens’ support for mass participation in politics and citizens’ tolerance of dissident 

rights, they found widespread support for mass participation in political affairs.  

Meanwhile, tolerance for dissidents was far less common among these respondents, 

especially when it came to a political dissident’s right to run for office.  It must be 

emphasized, however, that although certain groups appeared less democratic than 

others, all groups in the study largely supported democratic attitudes.  Given the long 

history of authoritarianism in this country, the widespread presence of democratic 

values is a remarkable and counterintuitive finding.  “Thus, we encounter the paradox of 

a persistently authoritarian, yet popular, political system sustained by a prodemocratic 

citizenry” (Booth and Seligson 1984: 120).  The idea that a surprisingly robust 
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democratic culture could exist under an authoritarian regime put years of political culture 

research into question.  For either the supporter of an institutional approach that argues 

institutions shape culture or the proponent of political culture’s effect on institutions, 

Booth and Seligson’s finding raise problems.  Clearly, this is a paradox worth examining 

with far reaching implications for Mexican democracy itself, and students of political 

culture abroad. 

 This counterintuitive empirical result that Mexican political culture is 

characterized by strong democratic and authoritarian influences concomitantly persists 

in even the most recent studies of Mexican political culture.  On the cusp of formal 

democratization in 2000, Camp (1999) found that inconsistent patterns in Mexican 

political culture had created a polity that holds contrasting visions of what democracy 

ultimately means as a form of government.  Where traditional conceptions of 

democracy, especially in the United States, have emphasized individual liberty and 

freedom, many Mexicans saw the purpose of democratic government to be bringing 

about equality in society.  In a later study, Camp would find that over half of Mexican 

respondents believe the definition of democracy to be equality while only one-third 

believe it to be liberty.  American responses to the same question elicited the exact 

opposite response.  Such divergence likely results from economic differences between 

the countries as there are simply “higher levels of social and economic inequality in 

Mexico compared with the United States” (Camp 2007: 72).  Mexicans appear to want 

this inequality resolved and believe democracy is the way to accomplish that goal. 

 The conflated experiences with democratic processes under essentially 

authoritarian rule appear to have affected Mexican political behavior in other ways as 
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well.  Specifically, the corrupt and fraudulent practices frequently utilized by the 

Revolutionary Institutional Party (PRI) in the electoral arena have been shown to impact 

voting behavior (McCann and Dominguez 1998).  This study found the perception of 

corruption in Mexico’s political practices to be widespread among the Mexican 

population.  There was also a general belief that electoral fraud was common in 

Mexican polls from mayoral races on up to the presidency.  Such perceptions were 

certainly not errant as McCann and Dominguez (1998) document several cases where 

political elites, especially within the PRI, engaged in any number of fraudulent activities.  

Comparative research cited by McCann and Dominguez (1998) indicated that perceived 

corruption within the ruling party led to increased support for opposition parties.  Yet, 

again, Mexico defied the rule of thumb.  Individuals who saw their system as corrupt 

were indeed more likely to oppose the PRI and support opposition parties, but not at the 

ballot box.  Especially among the politically knowledgeable and efficacious, perceived 

corruption depressed turnout.  The story seemed to be that the politically sophisticated 

opposed the PRI and wished for more democratic rule, but did not feel it was in their 

power to achieve this goal by actually voting for opposition parties.  As McCann and 

Dominguez (1998) contend, this indirectly supported the PRI and likely slowed Mexico’s 

progress toward democratization. 

More perplexing patterns in Mexico’s political outlooks also emerge in other 

studies, such as inconsistencies in the way Mexicans view the rule of law and its role in 

democratic government.  Survey results indicate that many Mexicans would approve of 

a politician, especially the president, bending the rules to pass legislation supposedly for 

the benefit of the country.  Although they may agree with this statement for good 

19 



reasons, tolerance of executives bending constitutional rules and exempting some from 

the law are simply not widely supported views in other democratic societies.  These 

findings may derive from an emphasis on outcomes as opposed to processes in 

evaluating government performance by Mexicans.  Mexican citizens simply appear 

more concerned with what their government ultimately does for them rather than how 

the government goes about doing it (Moreno and Mendez 2002). 

Schedler and Sarsfield (2007) continue in this line of inquiry with similar results, 

but they are also able to codify these various perceptions of democracy into different 

groups.  They create 6 different types of “democrats with adjectives” to describe these 

various clusters of attitudes.  For example, Intolerant Democrats exhibit the common 

attitude of supporting democracy on practically all counts, but do not agree with the right 

of dissidents to hold demonstrations or run for office.  Similarly, Homophobic Democrats 

support democracy on many levels, but harbor prejudices toward homosexuals which 

throws their ability to tolerate diverse groups into question.  This group turns out to be 

the most populous of Schedler and Sarsfield’s subtypes in Mexico.  Certainly, 

machismo has a significant impact on that trend, yet each of the other types of 

democrats with adjectives claim a significant proportion of the population as well.  In 

other words, an argument can be made that there are at least six different political 

subcultures within Mexico, each with a different vision for how government should 

operate. 

 Moreno and Mendez (2002) engage in an in-depth analysis of Mexico’s cultural 

attitudes toward politics and find some new manifestations of old patterns, as well as 

new patterns likely resulting from recent institutional changes.  They find that 
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democracy is widely seen as the best and most legitimate form of government with a 

strong majority of citizens expressing overt support for democratic government.  The 

problem, however, occurs when more subtle and pointed questions about the nature of 

democracy are asked.  On these dimensions, Mexicans appear less democratic than 

many other polities in nations around the world. 

Tolerance for dissenting beliefs, for example, is routinely regarded by political 

culturalists as a key component to a democratic culture.  However, the norm of 

toleration does not appear to be widespread in Mexican culture; in fact, the opposite 

seems to be more prevalent.  “In sum, Mexicans are more oriented towards promoting 

obedience and less towards expanding tolerance, in comparison to other regions of the 

world” (Moreno and Mendez 2002: 355).  The authors conjecture that the norm of 

obedience is instilled at a young age as children are taught in the family and the school 

to obey and comply far more than they are taught to question and criticize.  Deference 

to authority appears to be a key idea in understanding Mexico’s political norms.  

Another finding is also worth mention with respect to the preference for social 

homogeneity or social diversity.  Mexicans express a preference for a diverse society, 

but do not carry the norms of tolerance necessary to support such a society.  Similar 

statements can be made regarding interpersonal trust and a willingness to understand 

others’ points of view. 

 These studies indicate that Mexico’s political culture is one marked by paradox 

and contradiction.  On the one hand, overt support for democracy among the mass 

public is high with at least two-thirds of the population agreeing that democracy is the 

best form of government.  The potential for a highly participant political culture also 
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appears within Mexican society as recent results indicate that citizens have strong 

attitudes and an increasing desire to promote those attitudes in the political process 

(Camp 1999).  On the other hand, Mexicans appear less democratic on more subtle 

measures of democratic values norms.  The clearest examples involve their 

unwillingness to tolerate dissenting opinions or critical views of the government, the 

relatively low levels of interpersonal trust, and their more lax conception of the rule of 

law (Moreno and Mendez 2002).  Each of these contradictions presents unique 

problems for the governing elites and ever-growing body of participating citizens in 

Mexico to reconcile as their nascent democracy continues to define itself. 

Rectifying political culture attitudes in Mexico with its institutional arrangements is 

not the ultimate focus of this research, however.  Instead, this study hopes to uncover 

the sources of such inconsistent attitudes and paradoxical beliefs.  Are they the result of 

demographic and socialization factors?  That is, are these attitudes simply part of a 

Mexican identity and culture that unlikely to change regardless of the surrounding 

political, social, and economic environment?  Or are they a product of the contradictory 

practices of Mexico’s post-revolutionary government that mixed democratic inputs and 

auspices with authoritarian outputs and reality?  If so, these attitudes may be subject to 

change and evolution under new institutional settings.  Or are they the result of even 

longer and more deeply entrenched historical experiences dating back to the colonial 

era?  Any number of political experiences, social factors, geographic settings, and local 

histories could be contributing to the unique political perspectives espoused by 

Mexicans in public opinion research.  This research intends to clarify which attitudes 

derive from which sources, and consider the implications of these linkages for the future 
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of democracy in Mexico at this most critical juncture.  Little research has pursued an 

inquiry such as this, least of all in Mexico, and several of the studies previously 

mentioned suggest that this is the next logical line of investigation (Moreno and Mendez 

2002; Schedler and Sarsfield 2007). 

 

Determinants of Political Culture 

Because this study intends to delineate the impacts of demographic and 

socialization factors on the one hand, and institutional arrangements on the other, it 

appears warranted to review past research on these topics.  Previous studies on 

Mexican political culture have revealed certain demographic and socialization factors to 

have a significant and consistent impact on political attitudes in that country.  Booth and 

Seligson (1984) found that urban dwellers regularly exhibited more democratic values 

than their rural counterparts.  Women appeared slightly less democratic than men, and 

the more educated showed significantly more support for democratic values.  The effect 

of education on support for democratic values is so strong, in fact, that it “entirely 

overrides the impact of social class” (Booth and Seligson 1984: 117).  One’s social 

class remained the most powerful predictor of participation norms, but education levels 

clearly affected the remaining independent variables in the study.  Subsequent research 

has continued to try to unravel the underlying patterns of democratic attitudes in Mexico. 

 Moreno and Mendez (2002) also found certain demographic variables that 

predict political attitudes and democratic norms.  Again, the most powerful predictors in 

their study are education level and socioeconomic status, two clearly related concepts.  

The two variables appear to contribute to higher levels of political sophistication and 
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knowledge, which obviously makes participating in politics much easier.  Education and 

socioeconomic status routinely appear as the most important variables in explaining 

political attitudes among individuals.  This is generally true in most societies, and 

Mexico is no exception.  Practically every study cited thus far finds that education and 

socioeconomic status are powerful predictors of democratic norms, or lack thereof.  

Such findings have contributed to the idea that members of the working class are more 

authoritarian than individuals of the middle class.  Some of Booth and Seligson’s 

findings support the notion of “working class authoritarianism” that has been promoted 

by a number of scholars, most notably Lipset (1981).  However, further analysis of their 

data indicates that working-class respondents were less supportive of democratic 

values than members of the middle- and upper-class, but not so much that they could 

be considered undemocratic.  A forthcoming study casts even further doubt on the idea 

of “working class authoritarianism” (Krishna, forthcoming).  One hopes this analysis will 

help to clarify the effect of socioeconomic status and democratic attitudes or behavior. 

 Other important demographic variables in the Mexican context are gender and 

age.  Mexico is infamous for the machismo that permeates gender relations in that 

society.  Not surprisingly, this dynamic carries over into the political realm as men are 

shown to be more likely to know about and participate in politics (Camp 2007).  This 

pattern has been changing since the 1990s, however, and women are becoming 

increasingly vocal and influential in politics.  Their effect has been most pronounced in 

civil society organizations where women, and not men, have been the nexus of urban 

civic groups (Camp 2007). 
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Age is another variable typically associated with political culture and democratic 

norms, most notably in Inglehart (1990).  The effect of age in Mexico, however, has not 

been as pronounced, if even discussed, in many cultural studies.  Nevertheless, Camp 

(2007) contends that current Mexican youths are more inclined to take risks and support 

opposition parties.  Their willingness to break traditional patterns of party support and 

take a more critical view of their government may be a sign of bigger changes to come 

as they grow in influence.  Although previous studies reveal little effect of age on 

political values in Mexico, the present study will take them into consideration. 

Thus, the literature on political culture in general, but especially in Mexico, 

suggests some demographic variables, such as education and socioeconomic status, 

have a clear and consistent impact on political culture variables, such as support for 

democratic values and participation habits.  However, institutional arrangements and 

developments can impact Mexican political culture as well.  Camp (2007) emphasizes 

the notion that the region or state in which one lives could have varied influences on 

political culture given the divergent political trends in these states over the last 20 years.  

In fact, “the growth of federalism at the state and local level may well be the most 

influential characteristic of Mexican democratization in 2000” (Camp 2007: 289-290).  

The state in which one lives is thought of as an institutional variable due to 

political developments in recent decades.  Certainly, one might normally consider an 

individual’s home state to be part of their demographic make-up, but this has changed 

for two interrelated reasons.  For one, opposition parties began winning state and local 

political offices during the 1980s and 1990s, which allowed them to impose more 

legitimate pressure on the central government controlled by the PRI and attempt to 
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govern these local enclaves by their own principles.  More importantly, states have been 

receiving increased funds from the federal government to use and spend at their own 

discretion, which clearly empowers state and local leaders to act independently.  This 

trend has only occurred since the mid-1990s, so the ultimate effects may still be in 

process, but the implication is clear: party leaders and officials are allowed to 

demonstrate their ability to govern at the state level and the manner in which they do so.  

“PAN or PRD victories do not mean necessarily better government or more successful 

government,” but “Mexicans were being exposed to alternative styles of executive-

branch decision making on the local level” (Camp 2007: 290).  Because the National 

Action Party (PAN) and the Democratic Revolutionary Party (PRD) have displayed 

different ruling patterns than the PRI, Mexican states now offer an interesting 

experiment in the differences between opposition parties ruling via more democratic 

processes, and the long-ruling PRI relying on its corporatist tendencies. 

Lawson (2000) refers to this dynamic as an “unfinished transition” where 

democratization has occurred in my aspects of Mexican politics, but “authoritarian 

enclaves” remain.  The PAN has made inroads in the North and Central areas where 

the economy has grown under their rule.  The PRD is strong in Mexico City and other 

central states as it has been for some time, while the PRI maintains its dominance 

elsewhere.  In this way, partisan effects may appear most pronounced at the state level 

where the parties have effectively taken control of certain states.  Their rule in these 

regional hubs is not absolute or necessarily permanent, but all the major parties have 

certain states where they claim dominance and have ruled with consistency in recent 
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years.  As a result, differences in perception of government efficiency and the parties’ 

legitimacy have resulted from their performance in these states (Camp 2007). 

This allows one to determine if the differences in leadership styles between the 

PAN, the PRD, and the PRI will result in more or less favorable evaluations of these 

parties based on their governing record.  In a similar light, one might also determine if 

there are differences in the political culture of states currently ruled by the PAN, PRD, or 

PRI as a result of their varied leadership styles.  Do PRI-governed states reveal more 

authoritarian or corporatist tendencies than states ruled by the PAN or the PRD?  Are 

PAN- or PRD-governed states developing a more democratic political culture as a 

result?  Naturally, one must always consider the possibility that the political culture in 

the states that began electing opposition parties changed prior to the election of these 

officials, meaning culture shaped institutions.  Speculation for causality in either 

direction is premature, however.  The primary focus must remain on the presence or 

absence of difference between states that are ruled by different parties. 

Varied experiences in state leadership represent a recent institutional change 

that may have an impact on future political attitudes in Mexico.  Still, three other 

institutional factors must also be understood in order to appreciate the development and 

current status of Mexican political culture.   These three institutions, which dominated 

Mexican politics throughout the twentieth century, include corporatism, 

presidencialismo, and, of course, the consequences of living under single party rule for 

the better part of a century.  Each of these factors is now fading in importance, but their 

long-term impact on Mexican political culture can still be seen in palpable ways.  One 
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must also consider the ongoing patterns in Mexico’s governing institutions, most 

importantly the trend toward decentralization and a more federal style of government. 

Corporatist political structures can be simply described as institutionalized state-

society relations.  This differs from plural societies to which Westerners are accustomed 

where any group can form for any cause to petition the government on behalf of its 

interests.  Instead, corporatism establishes formal structures in an umbrella-like fashion 

within the state so that certain interests, such as labor or agriculture, always have a 

path to government to address their grievances, and the government has a means to 

respond.  I have already mentioned how the PRI’s corporatist tendencies may affect the 

political culture of the people it governs, and the following discussion should illustrate 

why that is the case. 

While such a system has some positives in establishing permanent lines of 

communication between the state and its people, it is also accompanied by some 

negatives.  For example, the government almost always maintained an advantaged 

position and used the system as a means to stability more than as a means to redress 

grievances.  Furthermore, a corporatist system naturally benefitted the ruling PRI and 

inflated its power.  With corporatism, the PRI could provide economic and political 

incentives to members of the corporatist structure in exchange for their cooperation.  

“The government has sought to act as the ultimate arbiter and to see to it that no one 

group becomes predominant” (Camp 2007: 137).  The presidential victory of the PAN in 

2000 significantly eroded the impact of corporatist structures as it broke down the 

traditional ties between corporatist leaders and the PRI, which had always supported 

them.  Thus, it seems the importance of corporatism is fading in the national context, 
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but its influence will continue for some time, especially in state and local governments 

still controlled by the PRI where nothing has occurred to interrupt those traditional 

relationships. 

Corporatism’s legacy for Mexican political culture is ultimately negative in that it 

may have left “the greatest stumbling block to a functioning Mexican democracy” (Camp 

2007: 137).  This system unintentionally benefitted middle class and wealthy Mexicans, 

who were active participants in this structure and used it to their advantage.  President 

Lazaro Cardenas (1934-1940), who devised the structure, thought such a system would 

benefit the workers and lower class by creating a permanent voice for them in 

government.  However, subsequent leaders did not share his concern for these groups, 

which resulted in system that ignored lower class concerns in favor of others.  Such an 

outcome partly explains why Mexicans expect so little from their government, but also 

why Mexicans do not appear to be strong social organizers or civic participants.  

Without experience in mobilizing groups around common goals independent of 

government structures, Mexicans face a steep learning curve in accomplishing 

collective tasks now that corporatism is fading. 

A second feature of Mexico’s institutional history during the 20th century is 

presidencialismo.  This term refers to the idea that the presidency in Mexico maintains 

most political power and that all credit or blame for government policies falls on this 

office.  It was, in fact, “the cornerstone of the Mexican political system and the decision-

making process” (Camp 2007: 183).  Such a concentration of power within one person 

and one party for over 7 decades led many to consider Mexico’s political system to be 

semi-authoritarian during this period.  Though elections were held and certain political 
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liberties were respected, the overwhelming powers of the presidency and the PRI’s 

absolute control over that powerful position negated any democratic tendencies of the 

system or the people.  This authority extended into the 1990s, but as electoral 

competition increased and opposition parties took over the national legislature, 

unchecked presidential authority began to erode.  Despite the impressive gains in 

congressional power, many sectors of Mexican society still consider the president to be 

the nexus of political life in that country. 

With respect to the impact of presidencialismo on Mexican political culture, it 

certainly shares one consequence with corporatism.  It reinforced the notion that all 

political and social objectives must be accomplished through government structures and 

political leaders.  Dating back to Spanish colonial legacies, Mexicans have a long 

history of looking to strong leaders, once called caudillos, to solve their problems 

instead of banding together for common aims.  It is no surprise, then, that previous 

studies of Mexican political culture typically reveal low levels of interpersonal trust, civic 

engagement, and political efficacy (Almond and Verba 1965; Moreno and Mendez 

2002).  Dependence on a central authority prevented any experience of communal 

activism for collective goals.  However, reducing presidential power may be one of the 

many gradual changes initiated during Mexico’s most recent and significant steps 

toward democratization. 

Reducing presidential authority has largely come about due to an increase in 

federalism and an emphasis on empowering state and local leaders.  Although 

President Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988-1994) centralized power in the presidency to 

an unprecedented and surprising degree, the subsequent two presidents made 
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significant strides in divesting the presidency of its power.  Along with a stronger and 

more forceful congress, Presidents Ernesto Zedillo (1994-2000) of the PRI and Vicente 

Fox Quesada (2000-2006) of the PAN tempered presidential authority.  In particular, 

Zedillo “made it clear from the initial months of his administration that he would move 

away from a centralized, authoritarian executive with mega-constitutional powers” 

(Camp 2007: 289).  Among his most important changes was the increased autonomy he 

granted state governors in an effort to encourage decentralization, which conveniently 

represents the next important institutional trend in Mexican political life. 

 Zedillo made concerted efforts to decentralize political authority and empower 

governors within the federal system, yet this trend had been in progress for some years 

before he attained power.  “Mexico has witnessed, since the first opposition-party 

victory at the state level in 1989, an increasing pattern of decentralization and 

deconcentration of political control at the state and local level” (Camp 2007: 18).  Until 

this point, political power had been concentrated in the PRI, whose candidates won 

every gubernatorial election until 1989.  Even though Mexico’s constitution established 

a federal system with local and state autonomy, those provisions were not remotely 

practiced until opposition leaders began winning these seats.  The federal government 

was able to maintain control of the state governors due to the fact that they were all 

from the same party, and also because the national government exercised near total 

control of financial decisions.  This meant state governments could get little to no money 

to pursue local needs without federal approval.  Indeed, Camp (2007) considers 

financial independence to be “the fundamental issue in decentralizing decision-making 

from the federal to the state and local level” (193).  Thus, decentralization and 
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federalism have increased over the last 20 years in Mexico due to the confluence of 

opposition parties taking gubernatorial seats, the PRI losing its stranglehold on political 

authority, and President Zedillo making concerted efforts to accomplish this goal by 

directing more funds to state leaders to spend as they see fit. 

 The effects of years of federally centralized authority and PRI-dominated 

decision-making resemble the effects of corporatism and presidencialismo in that they 

reinforce the notion of a Mexican government as a unitary actor.  Many Mexicans have 

little to no knowledge about the structure of state and local governments, much less 

about how to petition and utilize them.  One 2005 study suggests only half of Mexicans 

even knew they had a state legislature (Camp 2007).  The same study revealed that 

Mexicans have little understanding of the concept of federalism, separation of powers, 

and their governing structure in general.  Yet these understandings seem likely to 

improve as state and local authorities demand greater control over their constituencies 

from the federal government, and the people living in these areas see the benefits of 

localized authority.  Still, decentralization and institutionalizing federalism has much 

progress to be made.  After all, much of the progress made toward greater state 

authority has been the result of the federal government releasing tax revenue and other 

funds to the state governments to use at their discretion.  While an important step 

forward, it still leaves state and local governments dependent on the federal 

government. 

Although the focus of this study will be on demographic variables and the impact 

of diverse institutional environments within Mexico, other variables that do not fit neatly 

in either of these categories must be controlled for as well.  Controlling for party 
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identification is especially important considering the earlier discussion in which varied 

party leadership at the state level is thought to be an important influence on political 

culture.  There is a crucial difference between those who live in a state governed by a 

certain party, and those who actually support that party.  An individual’s party 

identification has long been a strong predictor of their vote choice in other contexts 

(Campbell, et al 1960).  In the Mexican context, some of the recent research indicates 

that party identification and ideology may be important factors in understand political 

attitudes.  At the very least, one’s party identification may be another manifestation of 

one’s political culture outlook and thus another indicator of one’s democratic norms.  

“The most important source of political cleavage in Mexican society in the late 1980s 

and early 1990s was the polarization of democratic and authoritarian attitudes . . . 

Mexicans have not been divided by economic left-right issue orientations as much as by 

democratic-authoritarian issues or liberal-fundamentalist issues” (Moreno 1999: 144-

145). 

In his analysis of value and issue orientations among democratic polities, Moreno 

(1999) finds that two main types of conflict have characterized political competition 

among parties in democratic nations.  One involves the usual socioeconomic conflict 

between the haves and the have-nots.  However, the second arena of conflict that 

appears salient in multiple developing and advanced democracies is the very nature of 

democratic government itself.  A serious and fundamental divide appears between 

those who favor more participatory and individualist politics and those who prefer more 

exclusive and fundamentalist positions.  Moreno (1999) contends that both of these 

conflicts are central to Mexican political competition with the PRD, PAN, and PRI 
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representing these positions along a left-right continuum.  The conclusion to draw from 

this research is that Mexicans, like many other democratic peoples, conceive 

democracy in different ways and vote for parties that most align with their own view of 

democratic government. 

This review of previous research should make clear that Mexico’s paradoxical 

political culture did not arise out of the blue.  Instead, it is the product of multiple 

sources of influence from long-term historical traditions, such as deference to central 

leadership, to more recent institutional settings, like the PRI’s authoritarian rule under 

democratic auspices, and finally the typical impacts of demographic characteristics, 

such as education and class.  The following section hopes to frame these influences in 

such a way that a cogent explanation of their historical impact, as well as their future 

implications for Mexico’s political culture might be understood.



CHAPTER III 

THEORY 

 Much of the aforementioned literature has emphasized the importance of certain 

aspects of political culture on regime type and the functionality of governing institutions.  

While debate continues on the exact nature of this relationship between culture and 

institutions, there are compelling theoretical and empirical reasons to believe one exists 

(Inglehart 1990, Putnam 1993).  At the very least, the degree to which cultures exhibit 

certain democratic values is thought to influence the consolidation and durability of 

democratic government (Lipset 1981, Almond and Verba 1965, Diamond 1994).  “The 

causality between a civic culture and democracy is controversial; but the idea that 

political culture and democratic stability are strongly linked has been widely accepted” 

(Moreno 2001: 31). 

The idea that cultural norms affect democratic consolidation is of paramount 

importance for Mexico at this time as huge strides have been made toward a more 

democratic government over the last twenty-five years.  The most prominent step 

occurred recently in the 2000 presidential election where Vicente Fox broke the 

Revolutionary Institutional Party’s (PRI) stranglehold on Mexico’s most powerful political 

position.  This peaceful alternation of power has led many to trumpet Mexico’s entrance 

to formal democratic government (Camp 2007).  Thus, the importance of political culture 

may currently be at its zenith in Mexico as the Mexican political system attempts to 

consolidate democratic government after years of slow progress.  Naturally, this leads 

scholars to question whether Mexicans harbor the political values and norms necessary 

to institutionalize and sustain democracy at this critical juncture. 
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 The present study hopes to accomplish two goals.  First, I would like to contribute 

to the debate over culture and institutions by determining if either demographic or 

contextual variables have a substantially greater impact on democratic norms.  Second, 

I intend to determine the extent to which demographics, context, and democratic norms 

affect various forms of participation.  In essence, I suggest an individual’s political 

culture attitudes influence their rates of participation, and that these attitudes may be 

shaped significantly by their demographic characteristics and contextual factors. 

Before delving too deeply into the argument, it seems useful to outline some 

important assumptions.  First, I assume there is a significant reciprocal relationship 

between culture and institutions in the vein of Paxton (2002).  The institutions that 

govern people shape and restrain their political behavior, while the public’s political 

values and attitudes also influence their governing structures, especially as the state 

becomes more democratic.  This assumption also follows Almond’s relaxed view of an 

interactive effect between political culture and governing structures (Almond 1983).  If 

one merely accepts the basic premise that political culture is important to institutional 

performance and democratic consolidation, then it only seems natural to determine 

which factors influence the formation and development of cultural norms.  Institutions 

have some reciprocal effect, but they are not the only driving force as some cultural 

patterns exist independently of, and counter to institutional arrangements (Booth and 

Seligson 1984).  National history, socialization practices, and interpersonal relations are 

among the many possible factors that could have a significant impact on political and 

societal norms independently of governing structures. 

36 



Previous research on political culture has already demonstrated that societal 

norms are shaped by a multiplicity of factors at all stages in life.  Almond and Verba 

(1963) established the importance of early socialization experiences, especially within 

the family, in determining future political orientations.  Pateman (1981) and Brehm and 

Rahn (1997) demonstrated that experiences later in life can also have a meaningful 

impact on an individual’s political values and orientations.  Thus, the question is not 

whether nonpolitical or non-institutional variables impact political and social values as 

they clearly do.  The vital question is the extent to which nonpolitical factors influence 

political culture, and which specific factors are most important.  Are they formed by early 

experiences only to remain constant over a lifetime?  How influential are adult 

experiences?  Can cultural values change significantly between or within generations?  

Do values change along with, or in response to institutional changes?  The present 

study cannot answer all of these questions, but it will take a small step in that direction 

by testing for the impact of demographic variables and contextual factors, such as 

institutional effects, on political culture variables in the Mexican context in hopes of 

determining which cultural norms are the product of which potential sources.  Then, the 

degree to which all these variables influence various forms of political, civic, and social 

participation will be examined in hopes of uncovering any overarching patterns between 

demographic and contextual factors, democratic norms, and participation. 

 

Why the Sources of Political Culture Matter 

Determining the extent to which demographic and socialization factors affect 

political culture and democratic attitudes is important because it could reveal which 
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cultural traits are most immutable, and which could be subject to rapid change under 

new environments.  If certain characteristics appear to be widespread, pervasive, or 

permanent, then one could expect those societal norms to be reflected in governing 

structures and all aspects of social interaction for that matter.  Conversely, if a societal 

norm does not appear well-entrenched or is simply not part of “being Mexican,” then it 

may be subject to influence and change from new institutional arrangements, among 

other things.  In other words, there may be some aspects of a society that are at the 

very core of its history or culture and almost define its essence.  Characteristics such as 

these would consistently surface in the preferences, behavior, and outcomes of the 

group in question for long durations.  Other traits may be more malleable and subject to 

alteration over time as new collective experiences occur. 

Naturally, those deeply entrenched cultural elements would be most likely to be 

reflected in governing institutions, and would be the most difficult to change.  Whatever 

the consequences of such cultural norms might be, the system and the people simply 

have to deal with them as realities of their way of life.  Less valued or entrenched traits 

could change with new experiences or new institutional settings that alter the people’s 

behavior.  Determining which traits are most cherished and impregnable might signal 

the specific type of political processes that society is best suited for and the future 

developments for polities undergoing change.  Identifying less fortified norms could 

signal which ways of life might be affected by new environments and alter traditional 

ways of life. 

To be clear, this theoretical contention implies that cultural norms resulting from 

demographic and socialization factors will be more resilient to change from external 
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sources.  Cultural patterns, however, that are largely the result of Mexico’s inconsistent 

institutional arrangements of the twentieth century will be more malleable as governing 

structures shift and approach homogeneity.  This is not to say that attitudes derived 

from demographic and socialization factors cannot change as the subsequent 

discussion will argue some small changes in Mexican political culture do result from 

demographic variations over time.  Age and gender, for example, are two such 

demographic traits that might have different impacts now as opposed to 20, 40, or 80 

years ago.  Still, such changes are not expected to be as strong or clear as cultural 

alterations derived from institutional changes due to the recent, rapid, and expansive 

developments in that arena.  Specifically, opposition leadership of regional governments 

and the trend toward federalism over the last twenty years could have significant 

impacts on current Mexican political attitudes. 

To illustrate this argument, consider the discussion on Mexican political culture 

and the historical preference among Mexicans for strong central leadership.  If the 

tradition of caudillos and presidencialismo has become ingrained in Mexican political 

life, then it is difficult to imagine a democracy without extensive powers vested in the 

president.  Bear in mind, a strong presidency under the right circumstances would not 

necessarily make Mexico’s democracy more or less democratic – it would simply make 

it Mexican.  On the other hand, if deference to central authority is simply an artifact of 

historical settings and not an integral part of Mexican culture, then empowering other 

branches of government and encouraging federalism might be accomplished more 

easily than expected.  The people will not object to redistributing power at the expense 

of the presidency.  Even a tempered version of this argument is possible if caudillismo is 
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neither integral to Mexican culture nor a superfluous finding, but is simply the result of 

living for years under strong presidential authority.  In this case, powers could be 

reallocated among different national branches and sub-national authorities to accustom 

Mexicans to separated and diffuse political authority.  Through time, theoretically, 

deference to central authority might disappear entirely as a key component of Mexican 

political culture. 

Clearly, the difficulty in an argument such as this is discerning the immutable 

from the malleable, or the most central and defining attributes of a society from its 

temporal reactions to isolated events.  To do so will require comparing the findings of 

this study with others on this topic to see which cultural values or behaviors have been 

stable over time, and which have been subject to evolution.  Ideally, one would have 

years and years of detailed public opinion data to acutely track these attitudes over 

time, but this is not feasible considering the scope of this project.  Further research 

might do well to compare the results of this study with similar studies in the past to 

determine what, if any, changes have occurred with respect to these factors.  At that 

point, one might be able to assign potential contextual or demographic sources more 

accurately. 

Linking Demographic Variables to Political Culture 

 Before statistical analyses or a comparison of the results can be conducted, 

however, it is necessary to establish basic premises for what one would expect to find 

given previous work on the matter.  Similarly, one must stake out which particular 

aspects of Mexican political culture demand scrutiny in that they might be subject to 

change given recent institutional developments in the country.  Establishing some 
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baseline expectations is especially important if one is to disentangle the various sources 

of political culture variables.  Thus, previous findings on the impacts of demographic, 

socialization, and institutional variables must be considered.  Demographic and 

socialization variables, given their tendency to overlap and coincide with one another, 

will be considered in one group.  It seems likely that there is a meaningful difference 

between a socialization experience, such as education, and a demographic 

characteristic, such as one’s socioeconomic class.  Yet these two variables are so 

interrelated that their effects are difficult to distinguish, so they will be treated as related 

concepts.  Contextual and institutional factors and their influences, as the causal 

variables holding the potential for change, will be addressed separately. 

Beginning with socialization, early childhood experiences are thought to be of 

utmost importance, particularly experiences with authority within the family.  Almond 

and Verba (1965) emphasized the importance of early life experiences in their formative 

work on political culture, and their emphasis appears warranted.  Moreno and Mendez 

(2002) find compelling evidence that Mexican children are taught to practice obedience 

more than they are taught to practice tolerance.  “The importance of tolerance increased 

in the last few years, but so did the importance of obedience” (Moreno and Mendez 

2002: 355).  Clearly, this could have crucial consequences for these children later in life 

as they may be less willing to question authority or tolerate those with dissenting views, 

both of which are considered important by proponents of political cultural.  This point is 

only sharpened when one considers a recent finding that Mexicans themselves rank the 

family as the most important source of their political socialization (Camp 2007).  

Socialization experiences such as this may help explain why adult Mexicans display 
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relatively low levels of interpersonal trust and little interest in the perspective of others 

(Moreno and Mendez 2002). 

 Another socialization variable has been found to be of immense importance in 

predicting political values, and that is an individual’s education level.  The same study 

that found “family” to be the most important socialization factor revealed “school” to be 

the second most influential socialization variable, along with television (Camp 2007).  

Though not entirely an early life experience since it continues through adolescence and 

early adulthood, education has routinely surfaced as highly influential for political culture 

(Booth and Seligson 1984, Moreno and Mendez 2002, Power and Clark 2001).  What is 

most significant about these studies is not that they all find education to be an important 

independent variable, but that each of their dependent variables are different.  In other 

words, education is a major predictor for several aspects of political culture.  For one 

study, education level “appeared as the major differentiator of attitudes of support or 

rejection of democratic liberties on the two most important dimensions” (Booth and 

Seligson 1984: 119).  For another, education is simply “the best bivariate predictor of 

trust” (Power and Clark 2001: 59).  For the last a wide range of “individual differences in 

the Mexican political value system are significantly explained by education” (Moreno 

and Mendez 2002: 365).  In each case, higher levels of educational attainment 

correlated with more democratic ratings along multiple measures of political culture 

including participation, efficacy, and interpersonal trust.  Similar patterns should be 

expected in the present study. 

 Turning to demographic variables, an individual’s socioeconomic status, or class, 

is thought to be as important to understanding political culture as education levels, 
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which is not surprising given the high degree of correlation frequently found between 

these two variables.  An individual’s class is typically conceptualized as the confluence 

of their education, income, and occupational prestige.  Moreno (2001) makes a special 

effort to emphasize what he views as the “underappreciated” impact of class on political 

outlooks and values.  “The higher the income level and the higher the education level, 

the more pro-democratic the individual is.  Moreover, the gap between the highest and 

the lowest income levels is significantly greater than the gap between the highest and 

the lowest education levels.  In other words, income seems more important than 

education in explaining the variance in support for democracy” (Moreno 2001: 35).  This 

is a strong statement considering the persistent presence of education in previous 

cultural studies in Mexico.  As mentioned above, however, these two variables appear 

highly correlated and produce similar effects.  It seems likely that education gives 

individuals the mental tools necessary to engage in democratic politics, but that a 

certain level of income is required to give people the time and energy necessary to 

participate in democracy.  Thus, education and income appear to be mutually 

reinforcing in both their causes and effects. 

 These three concepts represent the most consistent and powerful predictors of 

political culture variables and democratic values in the literature concerning Mexico.  

Familial authority patterns, education level, and income have each appeared repeatedly 

in public opinion surveys, and their influences are expected to manifest themselves in 

the present study as well.  However, various studies have linked other demographic and 

socialization variables to political norms in Mexico.  Factors such as sex and age have 

proven to be significant at one time or another.  More important than the significance of 
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these variables in empirical analyses, however, are the implications they signal for the 

future of democratic government in Mexico. 

 Any discussion of Mexican culture requires discussion of the strong influence of 

the unique gender roles in that society.  Mexico’s well-known concept of machismo has 

been linked to historical differences in levels of political involvement between men and 

women (Almond and Verba 1965).  This study found men to be far more engaged in 

politics than women due to their privileged position within Mexican society.  

Contemporary evidence, however, suggests this pattern may be changing.  “In fact, 

recent research shows that women in urban areas are the backbone of the social and 

civic organizations that have flourished in Mexico in recent years” (Camp 2007: 95).  

This trend alone lends support to the notion that political culture can and does change 

with some rapidity.  In just 40 years, Mexican women have gone from discussing politics 

only half as often as men to becoming an integral part of civic engagement (Camp 

2007).  Such changes are reflected in Mexico’s governing institutions as quotas have 

been instituted to improve formal representation of women in government, which have 

succeeded in increasing the percentage of women in the Mexican legislature. 

 Some evidence suggests age has an important impact on democratic values and 

party preferences (Camp 2007).  The general theoretical argument in political culture 

literature contends that rapid economic and social modernization has sharpened the 

intergenerational effects that cause younger citizens to view politics noticeably different 

than their older counterparts (Inglehart 1990).  It is important to emphasize that the age 

effect discussed here involves intergenerational or cohort changes.  Inglehart’s 

evidence indicates period and life-cycle effects are meaningful, but pale in comparison 
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to cohort effects.  “Overall, we find large and enduring intercohort differences, which 

cannot be attributed to life cycle effects.  The pattern reflects intergenerational value 

change.  These stable intergenerational value differences imply that, other things being 

equal, we will witness a long-term trend toward Postmaterialist values as one 

generation replaces another” (Inglehart 1990: 87).  If the deepening of democratic 

norms in Mexico is going to occur in the near future, it seems most likely that it will 

occur via this process.  This is not to say that Mexico is part of a larger globalized trend 

from materialist to postmaterialist values that will inevitably make all cultures more 

democratic.  On the contrary, Mexico appears to be reaching a unique stage in its 

national history where meaningful intergenerational effects might occur as the traumatic 

and violent memories of their early 20th century revolution seep further into history.  The 

essence of this argument has already been posited by Stevenson and Seligson (1996), 

and I believe their case is strong enough to test for its impact here. 

 This revolution has been formative to Mexican political culture and government in 

the same way that the Great Depression and World War II vitally affected American 

politics (Camp 2007).  Not only did it produce a generation of political elites, but it 

shaped political practices, institutions, and ideologies in Mexico throughout the last 

century.  The widespread violence and destabilization caused by the Revolution 

affected practically all citizens in some way, and those effects remained highly 

influential for a particularly long period of time.  For example, a limited study from 1978 

that “revealed surprisingly strong memories of the revolution among third-generation 

Mexicans,” and that “family involvement was associated with fears of renewed violence 

and has helped discourage political protests in the present period” (Camp 2007: 80).  As 
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troubling memories of such turbulent events continue to recede, however, it seems 

reasonable to expect greater risk-taking and more forceful demands from the population 

as younger groups with no direct experience with the revolution assume a greater 

proportion of society.  These political and social demands from younger cohorts should 

be more expansive as well.  Young Mexicans may very well become less satisfied with 

simply having the ability to elect their leaders and desire to attain other benefits of 

democratic government, such as liberty, justice, and equality. 

Recent studies confined to Mexico suggest that such a trend may actually be 

occurring.  It would be mere speculation to assume perceived intergenerational 

differences are the sole result of revolutionary memories fading into oblivion.  Still, the 

combination of this effect, along with Inglehart’s contention that economic development 

contributes to similar demands for greater participation and freedom, and conditions 

appear ripe for a magnified age effect in Mexico.  Whatever the causes, age is clearly 

having an impact on political culture in Mexico and Latin America in general.  For the 

present study, age will be a variable of particular interest due to these theoretical 

contentions and recent empirical evidence. 

One study finds age to be a particularly strong influence on an individual’s 

conception of democracy (Moreno 2001).  Older Mexicans interpret democracy to mean 

“fighting crime” or “electing rulers,” while their younger counterparts tend to cite “liberty” 

and “protection of minorities” as the primary functions of democratic government.  “The 

two worldviews are indicative of the way the concept of democracy may change among 

future generations–from a system having a minimal electoral character to an 

increasingly inclusive system that expands political rights to new groups in society” 
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(Moreno 2001: 46).  Other researchers hint that intergenerational effects may have 

significant implications for a wide range of political, social, and cultural norms.  “Mexican 

political attitudes are undergoing change, and support for change itself is strong among 

them.  Younger people are contributing most to this alteration, as are those who are 

more highly educated, who come from affluent backgrounds, and who live in the most 

dynamic regions.” (Camp 2007: 102). 

 This summation reflects a long line of literature and findings that have already 

been discussed.  In this brief statement, Camp alludes to the important impacts of age, 

education, and class, but also to region, which has yet to be covered.  Naturally, one 

must wonder why living in a “dynamic region” would affect political attitudes, and what 

exactly is meant by a “dynamic region.”  Yet, this is precisely where an argument for the 

impact of institutional variables on cultural norms comes into play.  An individual’s home 

state affects political values in Mexico because of the distinct cultural and political 

experiences of these various locales.  Like education, region has been shown to be 

influential in a variety of ways, such as interest in politics, political efficacy, and partisan 

preferences (Camp 2007). 

 

Linking Contextual Factors to Political Culture 

The driving force behind regional effects, especially for partisan preference, likely 

results from experiences with local and regional governments.  While the PRI 

dominated the federal legislature and executive into the 1990s, the National Action 

Party (PAN) and Democratic Revolutionary Party (PRD) had begun making in-roads to 

lower levels of government beginning in the 1980s (Lawson 2000).  Experience with 
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opposition parties in power seems to have affected the perception of politics in these 

regions and the political efficacy of its citizens.  Empirical analysis eventually confirmed 

this hypothesis as “respondents living in areas that have experienced some form of 

opposition government were significantly more likely to have a positive view of the 

country’s democratization process than those living in regions still dominated by the 

PRI” (Hiskey and Bowler 2005: 66).  Given Mexico’s long history with single party rule 

under the PRI, it is not surprising that some citizens would be suspicious of another 

party’s ability to govern.  Yet regional governments under the PAN and the PRD have 

been as effectual as those under the PRI, which has apparently won the confidence of 

many citizens living under those governments.  Breaking the notion that only the PRI 

could rule effectively and maintain the principles of the revolution was crucial for 

opposition parties.  This effect should only magnify with two successive presidencies 

sunder PAN leadership.  For the purposes of this study, one expects regions with a 

history of electing opposition parties to display more democratic norms.  There is a fairly 

complicated theoretical reason, however, for this expectation. 

 Varied experiences with state and local governments represent the potential to 

test for institutional impacts on political culture independent of demographic traits.  The 

institutional arrangements of 20th century Mexican government have produced a set of 

related consequences for that country’s political culture.  Corporatism, presidencialismo, 

and the centralization of authority in the PRI-controlled federal government contributed 

to a society that relied on federal authority for political action and discouraged civic 

participation in political or social issues.  That is, my contention holds that these 

institutional arrangements may have contributed to some of Mexico’s most perplexing 
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political culture norms, such as low tolerance for dissenting beliefs and a lack of political 

efficacy.  Perhaps the most prominent and influential characteristic of Mexican political 

culture is the low level of interpersonal trust, which has been apparent in social research 

since Almond and Verba (1965).  Due to the importance of this variable, it will receive 

the bulk of my theoretical consideration. 

 Originally measured in terms of a respondent’s “faith in people,” Almond and 

Verba (1965) contend that those with greater interpersonal trust and confidence in the 

abilities of their fellow citizens are more likely to organize in groups to petition the 

government on behalf of collective interests.  Their contention is confirmed in samples 

from Great Britain and the United States, two traditionally participant cultures.  However, 

“in Germany and Mexico there is some tendency for those with stronger faith in people 

to be less prone to think of group strategies to influence the government” (Almond and 

Verba 1965: 228).  In this way, the social and political lives of Britons and Americans 

appear to be interrelated: greater social confidence translates into greater political 

confidence.  Yet for Mexicans, Germans, and Italians, the political and social appear to 

be two distinct spheres with little overlap.  Not only are there low levels of interpersonal 

trust to begin with, but even those who do profess faith in others are not more likely to 

band together for common causes. 

 This pattern is difficult to explain.  How is it that political and social affairs blend 

neatly together in two societies, but remain totally distinct in three others?  Almond and 

Verba (1965) attempt to explain this finding via the intensity of partisanship.  Their claim 

is that stable political development and tame interparty relations in the US and Great 

Britain fostered social norms where politics could be discussed and debated in social 
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contexts, but never in such a way that created animosity or suspicion between 

individuals of different political orientations.  Meanwhile, strong partisan and group 

attachments in Italy and Germany did engender skepticism and genuine distaste 

between individuals of dissimilar political beliefs.  Thus, Americans and Britons found a 

way to socialize and maintain politically diverse relationships without confrontation, 

while Italians and Germans could only reduce conflict by strictly separating the social 

and the political.  As cogent as this explanation is, it clearly cannot be applied to Mexico 

where a single party claimed overwhelming popular and political support for many 

years.  Therefore, one must wonder from where Mexico derived its separation of social 

and political life, as well as their traditionally low levels of interpersonal trust. 

  The question only becomes more difficult to explain with the influx of new 

findings and information on Mexico that suggests levels of interpersonal trust have 

increased significantly since Almond and Verba’s (1965) research.  Power and Clark’s 

(2001) study of Chile, Costa Rica, and Mexico found Mexicans to display the highest 

level of interpersonal trust among the three countries despite the fact they are 

considered to have the “weakest democratic tradition” (58).  In the same volume, 

Kenney (2001) argues that “in terms of interpersonal trust and . . . individual 

responsibility, [Mexicans] appear prepared to enter into the habituation phase of 

democracy” (108).  He contends the rise in interpersonal confidence can be attributed, 

somewhat ironically, to a decline in institutional trust.  “Mexicans are coming to realize 

that they can no longer expect the state to solve the country’s problems and that they 

must instead turn to one another” (Kenney 2001: 117).  If this interpretation is correct, a 

fascinating story emerges on the history and development of interpersonal trust and 
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political life in Mexico where the institutional arrangements that once caused low levels 

of interpersonal trust are now precipitating precisely the opposite result. 

 Given Mexican experiences with corporatism, presidencialismo, and the PRI, it 

was not surprising to find a public neither interested in, nor able to actively engage in 

politics.  Now that those structures have broken down and Mexicans are getting even 

less out of their political system than they once did, a sense of collective unity and 

reliance may be emerging.  The evidence presented by Power and Clark (2001) and 

Kenney (2001) is clear: there has been a concomitant increase in interpersonal trust 

and decline institutional trust in Mexican public opinion data.  Though the trends 

correlate strikingly, one cannot say definitively if the relationship is causal and in what 

direction such causation would be.  Nevertheless, such a pattern warrants further 

consideration. 

Upon such consideration, it seems reasonable to conclude that political 

participation and civic engagement during the 20th century were driven by the PRI and 

its total control of governing structures.  This pervasive control likely had profound 

influences on Mexican political culture.  One commentator argues that the PRI has been 

“one of the most influential factors in Mexican political culture as a whole.  Feelings and 

attitudes of respect, fear, devotion, hate, and obedience to the PRI run deep in the 

Mexican psyche” (Salgado 1997:53).  Empirical evidence also lends itself to an 

interpretation that participation in the Mexican political system for much of the 20th 

century was initiated and controlled by the PRI (Klesner and Lawson 2001).  These 

findings suggest that much of the political participation, especially electoral participation, 

during PRI rule was driven by the PRI itself.  “Those individuals who were most 
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enmeshed in the PRI’s clientelistic network were most likely to show up at the polls on 

election day” (Klesner and Lawson 2001: 27).  As the PRI lost authority over state 

apparatuses, it also lost much of its capacity to mobilize voters.  As a result, Klesner 

and Lawson (2001) find persuasive evidence that voting and participation patterns in 

Mexico are in transition along with its government. 

Without PRI-driven mobilization, which was certainly less than genuine, a new 

style of political participation could be growing in Mexico.  The clientelistic norms of 

operation for the PRI may have encouraged certain forms of political participation, but 

none that would engender trust between participants or a sense of efficacy in the 

system as a whole.  It seems safe to assume that those who do participate in politics in 

Mexico’s new era are having a much more substantial and independent impact on the 

political system.  In this way, meaningful participation could also signal the first networks 

of civic engagement, which Putnam (1993) cites as one of two key sources of social 

trust.  The argument is difficult, and somewhat counterintuitive, but could be useful.  

Participation rates were high during PRI control, but this participation derived from 

clientelistic practices, which did not necessarily translate into a sense of efficacy or trust 

among those who participated.  Now that the PRI has lost control, its traditional 

participatory structures are eroding and the individuals who were once active in those 

structures now stay at home.  Those who participate now are either die-hard Priistas, or 

are engaged with other forms of participation through other parties or civic groups.  

Though these new forms of participation are nascent and have yet to grow significantly 

among the population, the sense of efficacy and social trust an individual gets from 

participation in these new groups must be significantly greater.  To put it in simple 
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terms: when the PRI system was functioning smoothly, participation was high but 

efficacy was low, which created the aspirant but disappointed and distrustful political 

culture described by Almond and Verba (1965).  Now that the PRI structure has broken 

down, participation rates might appear stagnant or depressed, but the efficacy derived 

from current participation norms could be more significant.  As Mexico’s democratic 

consolidation continues, this meaningful participation should continue and social trust 

might increase as Putnam (1993) would suggest. 

 

Control Variables 

Other variables that do not fit neatly into either the demographic or contextual 

box must be accounted for as well given their history of relevance in Mexican political 

culture studies.  Three groups of control variables emerge to account for other potential 

sources of democratic norms and political participation rates.  The first involves one’s 

personal experiences with government and politics in general as Pateman (1981) has 

shown such experiences can have a meaningful impact.  Mexicans’ experiences with 

corruption and their exposure to various news media will account for this potential 

influence on political culture.  Next, cognitive variables must be accounted for, 

especially in a study such as this which deals with individual attitudes.  Variables 

measuring an individual’s perception of crime and amount of political knowledge will be 

included for this purpose. 

Finally, individuals’ political attitudes themselves must be controlled for to ensure 

the aforementioned variables impact democratic norms and participation independently 

of one’s political outlook.  Related to the effect of an individual’s experiences with their 
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local and state governments is their perception of and support for Mexico’s political 

parties.  Few scholars have considered the relationship between political party 

preferences and political attitudes, but some researchers have pursued this line of 

inquiry (Moreno 1998).  This approach has been fruitful, especially in explaining party 

preferences during the 1990s, when the issue of democracy became a significant 

determinant of party allegiance.  “Those who favored a democratic transformation were 

more likely to support the PAN, whereas those who sought to keep the PRI in power 

expressed more authoritarian attitudes and values” (Moreno and Mendez 2002: 352).  

Obviously, this explanation does not fit perfectly with the present inquiry since it used 

democratic attitudes to explain party support.  This research is aimed at explaining the 

formation of democratic attitudes, which appears to precede party preference.  

Therefore, it is difficult to use party preference as an explanatory variable, but it will be 

an imperative control variable and may reveal some interesting patterns with respect to 

political culture attitudes on its own.  Party identification is an especially important 

control variable because an explanatory variable of profound interest involves the party 

in control of each state.  The interpretation of the analyses findings will make great 

strides to distinguish between those who simply live under local authority of certain 

parties and those who actually support those parties. 

 

Dependent Variables 

 Now that independent socialization and institutional factors which, in theory, 

might have an impact on political culture attitudes and behavioral practices have been 

considered, attention must now turn to those cultural attitudes and norms of activity that 
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are thought to be affected.  That is, which specific variables are demographic and 

institutional factors thought to affect when it comes to political culture?  Again, one 

returns to an early point of this research that political culture encompasses a large array 

of ideas and variables, which makes the specification of this concept and what precisely 

is meant by it crucial for the present study.  In order to specify the concept, I will rely on 

previous studies of political culture, especially in the Latin American context, as a sort of 

Polaris guiding my inquiry.  Similarly, I must work within the confines of the LAPOP data 

available at this juncture, which will determine the limits of what can be tested.  Finally, 

my theoretical propositions must be adequately represented and testable within this 

dataset, and every effort with be made to ensure as many of these hypotheses can be 

put to reliable empirical scrutiny.  With all this considered, three clusters of dependent 

variables emerge that appear suitable for statistical analysis.  The three clusters can be 

labeled Democratic Political Culture, Political Participation, and General Participation. 

 The first cluster of variables measures the degree to which respondents exhibit a 

democratic political culture as defined by Booth and Bayer-Richard (1996).  There are 

two dimensions to this concept which tap attitudes toward participation rights in general 

as well as tolerance of participation rights for regime critics.  The first dimension, 

referred to as the Civic Culture dimension, indicates the degree to which individuals 

approve of political and civic participation in a general sense.  The second dimension, 

called the Tolerance dimension, measures the willingness of respondents to grant 

political rights to those who oppose the government in power or the regime in general.  

Democracy, being the rule of the people, is thought to require open attitudes toward 

citizens expressing their political views in both voice and action.  Not only must 
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individuals be willing to express their political outlooks, but there must be a collective 

environment willing to allow diverse opinions to be expressed and that tolerates minority 

or dissenting opinions.  Several factors may have inhibited Mexico’s development of a 

civic and tolerant political culture, such as families teaching obedience over tolerance to 

their children and eighty years of single-party rule deterring opposition voices.  Thus, 

this variable appears ripe to be tested against demographic and institutional factors to 

determine the influence of those causal variables on Mexico’s democratic attitudes. 

 The second dependent variable of interest involves participation rates in political 

activities.  The importance for democracy of citizens participating in political, social, and 

civic groups should be patently clear.  The case for participation is made best by 

Almond and Verba (1965) and Putnam (1993).  Again, Mexico’s unique institutional 

arrangements of the 20th century encouraged participation among party loyalists, 

especially on election day, but the depth of this participation was dubious at best 

(Klesner and Lawson 2001).  As a result, current patterns of participation make for a 

useful and interesting gauge of Mexico’s progress toward a democratic government that 

meaningfully relies on its people.  Political participation measures will tap the extent to 

which Mexicans vote, campaign in elections, and engage in protest behavior.  All three 

are forms of political engagement, but there are varying levels of cost associated with 

each.  Voting is a relatively easy and painless act, whereas campaigning and protesting 

are two more demanding activities.  One expects voting behavior to be widespread, and 

the other two to be much less so.  General participation variables will be included to 

compare political participation rates to other forms of engagement.  Putnam (1993) 
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contends both forms are necessary to sustain democracy, and this analysis will 

determine if Mexicans are more likely to engage in one form of participation over others. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 To sum up the theoretical arguments of this research, I contend Mexico’s oft-

paradoxical political culture attitudes are the result of both deep-seeded cultural norms 

and more temporal effects of recent contextual settings, such as institutional changes.  

Distinguishing the effects of these potential sources of political culture will require a 

well-constructed research design with indicators appropriately measuring the targeted 

concepts.  The independent and control variables are largely straightforward, but a few 

require some explication.  The dependent variables are drawn from previous research 

or constructed from scaled answers to multiple questions in the public opinion survey 

used by this study.  Statistical comparisons of key variables and multiple regression 

analyses will be utilized to discern empirically the relative impacts of these various 

demographic and institutional variables on political culture norms. 

The survey and dataset used in this research comes from the Latin American 

Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) of 2006.  This survey is hosted by Vanderbilt University 

and directed by Professor Mitchell A. Seligson with primary funding from the US Agency 

for International Development.  It uses national probability samples of the voting age 

population with multistage selection procedures beginning with electoral sections as 

defined by Mexico’s Federal Election Institute, then by region and type of locality (urban 

or rural).  Finally, the specific dwelling and the respondent selected for interview were 

chosen on a systematic random basis for a total of 1,560 respondents in the survey.  A 

detailed discussion of these procedures can be found in The Political Culture of 

Democracy in Mexico: 2006 (Paras, Coleman, and Seligson 2006). 
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 Beginning with the dependent variables, the idea of a democratic political culture 

is borrowed from Booth and Bayer-Richard (1996) where they test for the impact of 

repression on this concept in Central America.  This measure reflects the attitudes of 

citizens towards certain behaviors which are thought to support democratic government 

and ensure its functionality over time, namely their views toward political participation.  

There are four components to this concept including “general participation rights” and 

“opposition to the suppression of civil liberties,” which fall under the heading of Civic 

Culture.  The two other scales are categorized as Tolerance measures and include 

“support for acts of civil disobedience” and “tolerance of participation rights for regime 

critics.”  Though largely self-explanatory, it seems warranted to be clear on what 

concepts these measures are targeting. 

Attitudes toward general participation rights involve respondent opinions on 

others participating in temperate forms of political activity, such as lawful 

demonstrations, community improvement groups, and electoral campaigns.  These are 

among the most common and basic of political activities that indicate the degree to 

which Mexicans engage themselves in day-to-day politics.  An individual’s opposition to 

the suppression of civil liberties indicates the degree to which they would oppose laws 

limiting public demonstrations, banning meetings of groups critical of the government, or 

censoring various media.  The free marketplace of ideas and freedom of expression are 

crucial components to many modern democracies, yet Mexicans have not always 

demonstrated support for unlimited expression as the Literature Review makes 

apparent.  This measure will gauge Mexicans’ attitudes toward civil liberties and 

determine if these views are evolving or holding steady. 
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Turning to Tolerance measures, support for acts of civil disobedience requires 

respondents to approve or disapprove of others engaging in more aggressive actions 

such as invading private property, blocking roads, or joining revolutionary or vigilante 

groups.  This measure gauges respondents’ willingness to see others pressure the 

government more forcefully when it does not respond to more modest appeals.  The 

Literature Review speaks to Mexico’s deference to authority, and this variable hopes to 

track recent changes in these attitudes.  The final component represents one of 

Mexico’s key paradoxes as it targets their attitudes toward regime critics and the 

amount of political space that should be granted to them.  Acceptance of dissidence has 

never been a characteristic associated with Mexico, especially during decades of 

Revolutionary Institutional Party (PRI) rule, but democratic government requires a loyal, 

albeit vocal, opposition.  The measure will indicate if Mexicans’ attitudes toward critical 

speeches or activities have become more tolerant as opposition parties have seen more 

success.  Scores along this measure derive from respondent attitudes toward the right 

of anti-regime groups to vote, run for public office, hold demonstrations, or speak on 

television. 

These democratic norms variables will comprise the first set of regression 

analyses to test for the impact of demographics and contextual variables.  The next 

regression models will switch democratic norms variables to the independent side of the 

equation and test for the impact of all these variables on participation rates.  

Participation rates are grouped in two categories: political participation and general 

participation.  Political Participation indicates the frequency with which Mexican citizens 

have voted in the last two elections, campaigned in their lifetime, and engaged in 
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protest behavior.  General Participation indexes measure two types of nonpolitical 

engagement.  The first, called communal participation, taps the degree to which 

Mexicans contribute to communal problem-solving groups with their time, money, and 

labor.  Civic participation is the second component, and it measures the frequency with 

which individuals participate in civic groups in general, such as religious meetings, 

parent-teacher groups, professional associations, and unions. 

 Thus, two dependent variables of interest emerge with respect to Mexican 

political culture: attitudes toward democratic norms and participation rates.  Data 

analysis will begin by examining the patterns of behavior and attitudes Mexicans display 

toward these concepts.  This is necessary to understand the contours of the political 

landscape in Mexico with respect to these variables and why Mexico stands out in the 

comparative context.  Naturally, Mexico’s statistics will compared to those of Central 

American countries with similar political histories and environments to better appreciate 

the distinctive patterns found in Mexico. 

 The independent variables of interest are also broken down into separate groups 

including demographic, contextual, experience, cognitive, and attitudinal variables.  For 

independent demographic variables, factors common to a standard Socioeconomic 

Status model, such as gender, age, education level, and wealth are codified in a typical 

manner.  For convenience, Appendix A contains the specific description of how these 

variables are operationalized and coded.  From these variables, some general 

expectations and hypotheses emerge.  I expect gender to affect democratic norms 

attitudes negatively, meaning women will reveal less democratic attitudes than men.  

Due to youthful activism and the fading memories of the Mexican Revolution, I expect 
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age to negatively associate with these attitudes as well, meaning younger respondents 

will hold more democratic attitudes than their older counterparts.  Education and wealth 

are expected to behave in a typical manner with increases in both associated with more 

favorable attitudes toward democratic norms. 

H1: Demographic variables will have a significant impact on the democratic 
norms and participation rates among Mexicans. 
 

 H1a: Females will hold less democratic attitudes and participate less than males. 

H1b: Younger citizens will hold more democratic norms and participate at a 
higher rate. 
 
H1c: Increases in education level will correlate with greater democratic norms 
and higher rates of participation. 
 
H1d: Increases in wealth will correlate with greater democratic norms and higher 
rates of participation. 
 

 Turning to contextual independent variables, I will test for the impact of Mexico’s 

well-known urban/rural dynamic.  Mexico’s urban/rural differences will be tested using a 

question in the LAPOP survey that asks the size of place in which one lives.  Instead of 

a dichotomous variable that does not take into account varying degrees of urbanity, 

respondents had one of five choices to more accurately describe the size of their 

community of residence.  The variable is coded so that the higher the score is for the 

respondent, the more urban their home is thought to be.  It is difficult to form a concrete 

hypothesis for this variable because it could easily work in either direction.  Urban 

areas, especially Mexico City, are known for political activism, but Verba and Nie (1972) 

have shown rural areas can display higher rates of participation.  Thus, I will not 

proceed with a definite hypothesis, but I am inclined to think urban areas will be more 

participatory. 
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 The contextual variable of greatest interest will involve respondents’ state of 

residence, and whether that state currently has a governor from the PRI, National 

Action Party (PAN), or Democratic Revolutionary Party (PRD).  My theory contends that 

citizens who experience PAN or PRD leadership at the state level will display more 

democratic norms and more participatory behavior.  After defeating the PRI at the ballot 

box and experiencing traditionally opposition parties in power, these citizens are thought 

to have made more progress toward democracy than those who still have direct 

experience with the PRI’s clientelistic operations.  Thus, state of residence variables are 

recoded to reflect whether the respondent lives in a state governed by the PRI, PAN, or 

PRD.  Three groups emerge representing six PAN-governed states, six PRD-governed 

states, and twenty PRI-governed states.  Two dichotomous variables are constructed to 

reflect whether the respondent currently lives in a state governed by a PAN or PRD 

official with PRI-controlled states being the residual category.  The hypothesis for these 

variables predicts more democratic norms and higher participatory rates for residents of 

PRD and PAN-governed states. 

H2: Residents of states with either PRD- or PAN-affiliated governors will display 
more democratic norms and higher rates of participation. 
 

 The aforementioned variables and hypotheses are largely straightforward and 

will be the main focus of this study.  However, one final hypothesis will be considered in 

the second model as a respondent’s attitudes toward democratic norms will switch from 

the dependent side of the model to the explanatory side.  Favorable attitudes toward 

democratic norms are expected to correlate with higher rates of participation, both 

political and general, among Mexicans. 

H3: More democratic attitudes will correlate positively with rates of participation. 
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 The remaining categories are control variables and are included to show the 

relative impacts of the independent variables of interest and to make the regression 

analyses more robust.  As control variables, I do not have any set expectations or 

hypotheses for these indicators.  Beginning with experience variables, an individual’s 

experience with political corruption and exposure to news media are included.  To 

control for cognitive impacts, an individual’s level of general political knowledge and 

perception of crime are factored into the model.  Finally, attitudinal variables, such as 

level of interpersonal trust, position on the left/right ideological spectrum, and party 

affiliation are included.  The operationalization of these variables can be found in 

Appendix A. 



CHAPTER V 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Distribution of the Dependent Variables 

 Four indexes are used to gauge Mexicans’ commitment to democratic norms, 

and four others are used to examine their political participation.  As covered in the 

research design, the four measures of democratic norms involve attitudes toward 

general participation rights, the suppression of civil liberties, support for civil 

disobedience, and tolerance of regime critics.  On these indexes, Mexicans generally 

display attitudes strongly supportive of democracy as seen in Figure 1. 

Mexicans strongly support participation rights and strongly oppose suppressing 

civil liberties, the two components that make up the Civic Culture aspect of a democratic 

political culture.  Both of these indexes yield a mean of about 70, placing Mexicans 

strongly in the democratic end of the continuum with respect to Civic Culture.  Their 

presence on this end of the spectrum is encouraging for the prospects of consolidating 

democratic government in Mexico as scholars going back to Almond and Verba (1965) 

have stressed the importance of civic culture norms in sustaining a functional 

democracy.  “The maintenance of a proper balance between governmental power and 

governmental responsiveness represents one of the most important and difficult tasks of 

democracy.  Unless there is some control of governmental elites by nonelites, it is hard 

to consider a political system democratic” (Almond and Verba 1965: 341).  It is through 

a civic culture that balances participant and subject subcultures that governing elites are 

constrained by and responsive to the people.  Thus, Mexicans appear to have the 

attitudes toward participation necessary in order force responsiveness from elites and 
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sustain a democratic political system.  The present findings on these concepts remain 

largely unchanged from those of Almond and Verba (1965) who found a “widespread 

participant aspirational tendencies” in the Mexican political culture (Almond and Verba 

1965: 39). 

SuppCivDis2TolRegCritics2OppSuppLibs2SuppGenPartRts2

M
ea

n

80.00

60.00

40.00

20.00

0.00

15.95

56.24

71.94
68.17

Figure 1. Distribution of Democratic Norms in Mexico

__ 

On the two components that comprise the tolerance aspect of political culture, 

however, Mexicans reveal lower pro-democratic attitudes.  Mexicans’ tolerance for 

regime critics is not particularly weak, but not particularly strong either.  The mean score 

of attitudes toward the rights of regime critics comes in at just over 55 in the 100 point 

scale, indicating some ambivalence or uncertainty about the amount of slack they are 
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willing to grant regime opponents to organize and express their views.  While Mexican 

attitudes concerning the rights of regime critics are inconclusive at best, Mexicans are 

clearly confident in their opposition to civil disobedience and confrontational political 

tactics.  With a mean score of 16, very few Mexicans believe civil disobedience to be an 

appropriate way to express dissatisfaction or pursue change in government policies.  

These patterns largely coincide with expectations derived from previous studies on 

Mexican political culture.  They are clear in their support for a participatory political 

system, but uncertain of the intensity with which they are prepared to participate. 

In comparison to nearby Central American countries on precisely the same 

measures, Mexican attitudes toward tolerance are largely consistent with their 

neighbors to the south (Booth, Wade, and Walker 2006: 159).  Mexican attitudes toward 

participation rights for regime critics is in line with the Central American group, falling 

just three points shy of the regional mean.  Meanwhile, their support for civil 

disobedience is noticeably lower than the other polities, whose regional mean on this 

measure is 29.  Mexico’s count on this indicator is a full 13 points lower than the Central 

American mean and 9 points lower than Costa Rica, the least civil-disobedience 

supportive country in Central America.  Thus, it appears Mexicans are as tolerant as 

their regional neighbors, but clearly not as approving of confrontational political 

strategies. 

Turning to political participation, Mexicans’ mean score on voting is just above 60 

on the 100 point scale, indicating that an average of three of five citizens voted in the 

last presidential and congressional elections.  Turnout is higher in presidential elections 

than congressional elections in Mexico as one would expect in a country with such a 
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strong presidency.  Still, neither rate is particularly low indicating Mexicans are 

mobilized to vote for offices at multiple levels.  As noted above, Mexicans reveal the 

norms necessary to exercise influence on the political system and frequently do so at 

the ballot box.  Yet their voting patterns do not seem to translate into other forms of 

political participation, such as campaigning.  In sharp contrast to voting, the mean score 

for campaign participation is a mere 12 points.  Such a huge disparity in behaviors 

surrounding the same event, namely an election, indicates there may be some 

disconnect between voting and more demanding forms of participation like 

campaigning.  A similar pattern appears when one considers an even more costly form 

of participation: political protest.  On a two-point scale of protest rates, Mexicans display 

a mean score of .24, indicating few Mexican citizens have ever participated in a protest.  

Of course, voting is a much less costly activity in terms of time, effort, and public 

exposure of one’s partisan leanings, than are electioneering and protesting.  Thus, 

some of this difference between voting rates and campaign or protest activity rates may 

simply reflect their respective opportunity costs. 

Upon placing these figures in a comparative context, the patterns do not seem as 

unusual or imbalanced as they might initially appear.  Both voting rates and 

campaigning rates for Mexicans fall largely in line with the Central American countries 

subjected to very similar analyses (Booth, Wade, and Walker 2006).  The campaigning 

rates are almost exactly the same around 13 points, and the voting rates in Central 

America are actually slightly higher than those of Mexicans.  The patterns are likely 

quite comparable, however, as the Central American study counted only the last 

presidential election, whereas this study’s figures account for the last congressional 
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election as well.  Protest rates in Mexico appear higher than those of Central America, 

but this may result from this study using slightly different measures for political protest 

than Booth, Wade, and Walker (2006).  Even considering this, Mexico’s rates of protest 

are not so much higher than Central American countries as to mark them as 

significantly different on this count.  In short, Mexicans vote with much greater 

frequency than they campaign or protest, but this is not markedly different from 

regionally and culturally similar countries. 
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Figure 2. Distribution of Participation Norms in Mexico

 

The other two components measuring the degree to which Mexicans engage in 

the system reveal that weak participation norms, outside of voting, are not confined to 

political behaviors in the formal governmental arena.  These components indicate the 
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extent to which Mexicans involve themselves in community improvement groups 

(communal participation) and extracurricular groups in general (civic participation).  The 

degree to which they participate in social, religious, and professional groups is slightly 

greater than the degree to which they participate in communal groups designed to solve 

local problems.  Still, both of these mean scores are noticeably low coming in at 20 and 

15 on the 100 point scales, respectively.  However, unlike voting and campaigning 

rates, which were quite consistent with similar measures for Central American countries, 

communal and civil society activism do seem appreciably lower in Mexico.  Central 

American rates of civil society participation average to a score of 35 on a 100 point 

scale (Booth, Wade, and Walker 2006: 155); among Mexicans that value is only 21.  

Thus, Mexico’s patterns of political participation are similar to those of Central America, 

but their rates of civic and communal activism outside of politics are noticeably lower.  

Such findings might indicate Mexicans have been trained to engage the political system 

at a basic level, but they have not been conditioned to contribute to the political and 

social structure in more demanding ways. 

 

The Impact of Demographic and Contextual Variables on Democratic Norms 

 The first dependent variable of interest, democratic norms, is broken down into 

four components, and each component is the focus of a linear regression model as 

seen in Table 1.  The first component, support for general participation rights, is not 

significantly affected by any demographic variable in the model.  Education level shows 

a strong beta coefficient, but the significance level narrowly missed the necessary 

threshold.  Context variables do have a significant impact, but not as my theory would 
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expect.  Residence in a state governed by the National Action Party (PAN) or the 

Democratic Revolutionary Party (PRD) associates negatively with support for 

participation rights, meaning these citizens are less likely to harbor support for general 

participation.  Since these states have ousted the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) 

at the ballot box, I had expected that their citizens might be more supportive of 

participation in the political process in general, but this appears to be untrue.  Of 

experience variables, only an individual’s experience with corruption has a significant 

impact; it decreases one’s support for participation rights.  Turning to cognitive 

variables, higher levels of political knowledge elevates approval of participation rights.  

Finally, party identification of any kind had the strongest and most consistent positive 

association on the basic democratic norm of support for political participation. 

 The second model focuses on another component of democratic norms, namely 

attitudes toward the suppression of civil liberties.  In this model, two demographic traits 

appear significant in the form of gender and education.  Females are less opposed to 

suppressing civil liberties, and the more educated are more opposed to suppressing 

these rights.  Neither of these findings is particularly surprising.  Only one context 

variable returns a significant finding; residents of PRD-governed states are less likely to 

oppose the suppression of civil liberties.  Like the first model, this is a somewhat 

surprising finding given there is clearly a great deal of support for an opposition party in 

these states.  If civil liberties were to be suspended, it is likely that PRD supporters 

would face a fair amount of that suppression.  Why residents of these states would not 

oppose the suppression of civil liberties is unclear.  One might think there is simply a 

group of leftist authoritarians within the PRD, yet ANOVA tests reveal the approval of 
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authoritarianism to be comparable across supporters of the three major parties.  

Another explanation is possible, and I will detail that possibility in the subsequent 

paragraph after discussing a similarly intriguing outcome in this model. 

Unlike the previous model, experience factors have no significant impact.  Of 

cognitive factors, citizens with greater political knowledge reveal significantly higher 

opposition to suppressing civil liberties.  Only one attitudinal variable proves significant.  

Those who lean left on the left-right ideological spectrum are less likely to oppose the 

suppression of civil liberties in Mexico.  This finding may relate to residents of PRD-

governed states being less opposed to suppressing civil liberties since the PRD is the 

left leaning party in Mexico.  Leftists in democracies typically display the opposite trend 

as they historically support civil liberties and oppose suppression of them.  While such a 

result in perplexing, it is not unprecedented.  Booth and Seligson (1993) uncovered a 

very similar finding in Nicaragua.  They surmised that because leftists in Nicaragua 

were in power at the time of the survey, greater support for civil liberties would be seen 

as granting greater political freedom and space to rightists which would represent a 

threat to leftists in power.  A similar situation may be occurring in Mexico as the left-

leaning PRD once ruled alongside the PRI before splitting in the late 1980s.  Thus, the 

left-leaning PRD has only recent experience with suppression by the government.  The 

PAN, a rightist party, would have experienced the most amount of liberties suppression 

during years of PRI rule.  Having more direct experience with liberties suppression, the 

PAN and rightists in Mexico might oppose the suppression of civil liberties to a greater 

degree for this reason.  Still, the PAN has ruled Mexico since 2000 and was in power at 
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Table 1. Demographic and Contextual Effects on Democratic Norms 
(coefficients are betas; significant coefficients at .05 

or less are greytone shaded) 

Variables 

Support 
General 

Participation 
Rights 

Opposition to 
Suppression of 
Civil Liberties 

Tolerance of 
Participation 

Rights for 
Regime Critics 

Support for 
Acts of Civil 

Disobedience 

DEMOGRAPHICS     
Gender -.024 -.061 -.079 -.041 

Age .036 -.028 -.002 -.068 
Education .063 .077 .024 -.013 

Wealth -.022 -.037 .051 -.076 
CONTEXT     

Size of 
Community -.045 .017 -.029 -.060 

PAN governed 
state -.061 -.051 .062 .001 

PRD governed 
state -.078 -.117 -.041 -.021 

EXPERIENCE     
Experience with 

Corruption -.105 .012 -.016 -.063 

Media Contact .007 .005 .019 .051 
COGNITION     

Political 
Knowledge .078 .110 .042 -.086 

Perception of 
Crime .042 .036 .014 -.025 

ATTITUDES     
Interpersonal 

Trust .042 -.024 .017 -.017 

Ideology -.045 -.066 -.049 -.042 
Support PAN .063 -.002 -.012 .008 
Support PRI .066 -.019 -.009 .019 
Support PRD .127 .041 .041 -.002 

R-square .061 .055 .034 .033 
Standard Error 21.975 21.117 25.204 17.378 

F 5.254 4.682 2.821 2.738 
Model significance .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 1309 1299 1297 1308 
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the time of this survey.  Their attitudes remain unchanged to this point, but only time will 

tell if years in power will alter rightists’ perspective on the suppression of civil liberties. 

The third model tests for the impact of demographics and contextual variables on 

tolerance of participation rights for regime critics.  This model did not produce 

particularly strong results, and only two independent variables proved statistically 

significant.  Under the demographics heading, women are less likely to tolerate rights 

for regime critics, which falls in line with the idea that they are less opposed to 

suppressing civil liberties.  One contextual variable indicating whether the respondent 

lives in a PAN-governed state reveals a significant positive result.  Those who live in 

states governed by the current ruling party in Mexico are more likely to tolerate 

participation rights for regime critics.  This finding fits with the interpretation of rightist 

opposition to the suppression of civil liberties in the previous model.  That is, it may 

result from this party being a central opposition voice through the 1990s until finally 

attaining federal power itself.  PAN state’s residents’ likely greater experience with 

liberties suppression at the hands of the PRI over time may have left them more tolerant 

of regime critics. 

 The final model examines the impact of the independent variables on support for 

acts of civil disobedience.  As mentioned above, few Mexicans appear supportive of this 

type of political action, yet the model does shed light on some more subtle patterns 

within this broadly held attitude.  Like the other tolerance model, this is not particularly 

strong, but four variables are significant.  The older and wealthier individual is less likely 

to support acts of civil disobedience to encourage political or social change.  No 

contextual or attitudinal variables return a significant finding, but one experience and 
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one cognitive variable do have a somewhat surprising impact.  Higher rates of political 

knowledge and more experience with political corruption have a negative impact on 

one’s support for acts of civil disobedience.  That is, the more an individual knows about 

politics and the more corruption an individual has experienced, the greater is an 

individual’s tolerance for more extreme forms of political participation. 

 Taken together, these four models that regress demographic, contextual, and 

control variables against democratic norms reveal little definitive about the sources of 

political culture attitudes.  Demographic factors are significant on only a few occasions, 

and their impact conforms to most theoretical expectations.  The only potential 

exception is wealth’s negative impact on support for acts of civil disobedience, but even 

this is not surprising as wealthier individuals would be more likely to support stability 

and the status quo.  What is surprising about these results is the lack of significance of 

demographic variables in explaining political culture attitudes.  I will return to this idea in 

the subsequent chapter. 

Turning to contextual factors, my most ambitious theoretical assertion stated that 

experience with PAN or PRD leadership at the state level would produce stronger 

democratic norms.  Defeating the PRI’s clientelistic tendencies at the ballot box and 

experiencing traditionally opposition leadership would seem to encourage more 

democratic attitudes toward participation, tolerance, and the like.  However, no evidence 

could be found to support that claim.  Living in a state ruled by one of these parties did 

produce four significant findings, but only one in the theorized direction.  Thus, it seems 

that residence in a PAN or PRD state may have altered some democratic norms, but 

not as expected.  The residual effect of years under PRI (and PRD) governance may 
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have left those accustomed to being in power opposed to participation rights and less 

tolerant of regime critics.  Supporters of the PAN, traditionally in the opposition, may still 

remember their experiences with suppressed liberties, and their views on this do not 

seem to have changed since attaining power in 2000.  In short, these patterns may 

suggest that attitudes toward participation and regime critics may derive more from 

situational conditions than ideological leanings. 

 

The Impact of Demographics, Context, and Democratic Norms on Participation 

 Turning to the second set of models that measure the impact of demographics, 

context, and democratic norms on various forms of participation, one finds more robust 

results.  The first three models regress three types of political participation (voting, 

campaigning, and protesting) on the several independent variables (see Table 2).  Age 

yields the strongest single result of any predictor: older Mexicans are plainly more likely 

to have voted than younger ones.  This result sharply refutes my hypothesis that 

younger Mexicans might have a more democratic culture than older citizens.  A 

generational gap does not appear to have manifested itself in Mexico with respect to a 

more democratic or participatory political culture. 

The effect of gender is mildly surprising because women appear more likely to 

have voted than men during the last two national elections.  Given their less supportive 

attitudes toward more demanding forms of participation, this finding suggests that 

women tend to view voting as the most important form of political participation 

necessary for democratic government.  However, their participation in general is not 

limited to voting as women appear more likely to engage in civic groups as a 
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subsequent model indicates.  Camp (2007) notes that women are becoming the 

backbone of civic organizations in Mexico.  These results may speak to gender roles in 

Mexico in that women vote because they are encouraged to do so, but do not engage 

the political system as much as men in other ways.  Civic group participation, however, 

conforms to the traditional roles for women in Mexico, especially when it comes to 

membership in parent-teacher groups and religious groups.  Thus, women may be 

gaining a foothold in the political and social system in Mexico, but not in such a way that 

will upset traditional gender norms. 

Contextually, only the size of one’s community of residence is significant as the 

likelihood of voting decreases as the size of one’s community of residence increases.  

This might be surprising given that political activity typically centers in urban areas, but 

the friendlier and more accessible environments of small towns may facilitate higher 

rates of participation.  Such a pattern has been uncovered previously by Verba and Nie 

(1972) where rural and small town dwellers voted at higher rates than their urban 

counterparts.  As a result, it is not terribly surprising to find a similar pattern in Mexico.  

The basic democratic norms have no significant effect on voting.  In contrast, 

experience variables return significant results as individuals who experience corruption 

are more likely to have voted.  Under the cognitive heading, respondents with more 

political knowledge were more likely to vote.  Finally and unsurprisingly, citizens who 

identified themselves as supporters of each major party were more likely to vote than 

those who declared no party affiliation. 

The next model examines how the independent variables affect participation in 

political campaigns.  No demographic variables were significant, which is again eye-
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catching for the lack of influence.  Among the contextual factors, only the size of 

community of residence had a negative impact on campaign rates, which is consistent 

with the model for voting patterns.  Despite the notion of urban politics, respondents 

from smaller and rural towns were more likely to vote and campaign.  Also remaining 

consistent with the voting model, democratic norms have no significant impact on the 

frequency with which individuals campaign.  On the other hand, both greater exposure 

to political corruption and to the news media associate with higher participation rates in 

a campaign.  Cognitive variables had no impact on campaign participation.  Party 

identification strongly elevated campaign activism as one would expect. 

In the third model of the determinants of political participation, an array of 

variables affects protest behavior.  Demographically, I find a truly counterintuitive result 

as age positively affects an individual’s history of protest.  The older a respondent’s age, 

the more frequently he or she engaged in protest behavior.  This may result from the 

survey question itself as it did not specify a time limit, only asking the frequency with 

which respondents generally participate in protests.  Older respondents may be thinking 

back to their younger, more active days, and younger Mexicans may not have had as 

many opportunities to demonstrate.  Alternatively, it may be that younger Mexicans are 

simply not as politically active as their older counterparts, which the consistent findings 

in this direction would support.  In three of the five participation models, age returned a 

significant positive result indicating that older generations are more participatory than 

the youth in various forms of engagement.  It seems older citizens may have a greater 

stake in the community and government causing them to engage in activities to promote 

those interests with greater frequency.  I had theorized that fading memories of a violent 
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Table 2. Effect of Demographics, Context, and Democratic Norms on Participation 
(coefficients are betas; significant coefficients at .05 

are greytone shaded) 
Variables Vote Campaign Protest Civic Communal 

DEMOGRAPHICS      
Gender .091 -.053 -.011 .149 .012 

Age .380 .033 .089 .041 .081 
Education .064 .015 .033 -.086 -.016 

Wealth .003 .001 -.049 -.033 -.024 
CONTEXT  

Size of Community -.092 -.129 .012 -.135 -.094 
PAN governed state .014 -.015 .001 -.064 -.062 
PRD governed state .025 .013 .095 -.008 .030 

DEMOCRATIC NORMS  
Supp Gen Part Rights .027 -.029 .078 .110 .064 

Opp to Supp of Civ Libs -.016 .008 -.011 -.033 -.042 
Tol Part Rts for Reg Critics .015 .038 .014 -.062 -.036 

Supp for Acts of Civ Dis -.027 .027 .070 -.050 -.025 
EXPERIENCE  

Experience with Corruption .088 .090 .115 .105 .147 
Media Contact .045 .073 .092 .134 .145 
COGNITION  

Political Knowledge .103 .040 .088 .007 .054 
Perception of Crime .009 -.018 .021 .008 -.062 

ATTITUDES  
Interpersonal Trust .018 -.004 .015 .094 .085 

Ideology .031 -.010 -.102 .022 -.025 
Support PAN .146 .082 -.020 .079 .012 
Support PRI .133 .131 .059 .031 .028 
Support PRD .064 .130 .054 .083 .049 

R-square .204 .070 .096 .116 .084
Standard Error .736 .920 .580 15.296 24.926 

F 16.223 4.784 6.428 8.617 5.806 
Model significance .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 1285 1285 1232 1260 1285 
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 revolution and the realization of significant change in Mexico’s political system would 

have motivated younger Mexicans to be more politically involved than their older 

counterparts at a number of levels.  Yet, at practically every level, the opposite trend 

appears. 

For context variables, only those who lived in a PRD-governed state showed 

significant differences with respect to protest activities.  Residents of these states self-

report protesting at higher rates than residents of other states.  Because the PRD is a 

left-leaning party, many of its members are also union members or public sector 

employees.  These groups have been known to protest in the past in favor of better 

working conditions or government sponsored benefits.  At the same time, the PRD and 

its leader and presidential candidate Andrés Manuel López Obrador, who had 

previously been the mayor of Mexico City, staged several large protests in Mexico City 

throughout 2005 prior to the 2006 presidential election.  López Obrador was convinced 

the PRI and PAN had formed an unlikely allegiance in an effort to keep him and his left-

leaning party off of the ballot.  It seems likely scenarios such as this combined to 

encourage higher rates of protest in PRD governed states. 

In contrast to the first two models in this set, Table 2 reveals that two democratic 

norms variables yield significant results.  Not surprisingly, those who supported 

participation rights in general and those who supported acts of civil disobedience 

appear to have participated in such demonstrations themselves with greater frequency.  

Consistent with the campaign model, both experience variables positively affect protest 

behavior.  Under the cognitive heading, political knowledge again returns a significant 

finding as those who knew more about politics in general reported participation in 
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political protests with greater frequency.  The most interesting findings of this model 

involve attitudinal impacts on reported protest behavior.  Ideology has a significant 

impact on protesting in that those who lean to the left are less likely to engage in protest 

behavior.  This seems counterintuitive until one considers the other significant variable 

in this grouping where PRI supporters report protest behavior with greater frequency 

than other major party supporters.  This may be a case where the PRI, an increasingly 

right-leaning party, organized protests and mobilized its supporters to demonstrate in 

the wake of electoral defeats since 2000.  Simply because the party has suffered 

defeats at the ballot box does not mean the clientelistic networks with strong 

mobilization capabilities are not still intact. 

The fourth and fifth models in this set gauge the relative effects of the 

independent variables on respondents’ participation in civic groups in general and in 

community improvement groups specifically.  These models are included to compare 

political participation with other forms of participation to see if any meaningful 

differences emerge.  Beginning with the fourth model that focuses on participation in 

social, professional, and religious groups, two demographic variables are significant.  

Women report involvement in civic groups with greater frequency than their male 

counterparts, which reflects Camp’s (2007) finding that women are becoming 

increasingly involved in Mexico’s associations.  Education also affects civic participation 

significantly, but the direction of causality suggests the more educated are less likely to 

participate in these kinds of groups in contrast to common perception. 

Two contextual variables are also significant as the size of community of 

residence and living in a PAN-governed state both associate with lower levels of civic 
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engagement.  The lack of civic group engagement among urban dwellers is consistent 

with their lackluster record on other participation variables.  The fact that residents of 

PAN-governed states experience engagement less is somewhat surprising given the 

bottom-to-top nature of the PAN to which so much of its success has been credited.  

From its inception, the PAN’s mission was “to change Mexico’s political culture, through 

the civil society, to one more conducive to democracy” (Ard 2003: 8).  The party’s 

strategy to attain political office reflected this goal as “it began with municipal and state 

races and built from the ground up” (Ard 2003: 14).  One would think a party whose 

strategy for several decades out of power would remain largely consistent once power 

was attained.  There is no evidence to suggest this does not remain the PAN’s 

mobilization and electoral strategy, but participation rates in PAN-governed states are 

surprisingly low for this reason. 

Two democratic norms variables are significant in explaining civic participation, 

and they include support for general participation rights and tolerance of participation 

rights for regime critics.  While it makes perfect sense that attitudes toward participation 

would affect reported participation habits, the findings are interesting because they work 

in the opposite directions.  Those who support general participation rights have higher 

rates of participation.  Those who are more tolerant of participation rights for regime 

opponents, however, are less likely to be involved in groups themselves.  Once again, 

experience variables are significant in explaining group involvement as increases in 

corruption experiences and media exposure affect participation norms positively.  No 

cognition variables are significant in this model, but several attitudinal variables do 

make an important contribution.  Interpersonal trust positively affects civic group 
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membership just as Putnam (1993) argued.  Being a supporter of either the PRD or the 

PAN correlates with higher rates of participation in general groups.  This is interesting 

given the PRI was associated with protest behavior, but not with group membership.  

Again, this leads to an interpretation that the PRI is skilled at mobilizing citizens when 

necessary for its purposes, but it does not train its members to engage in the political 

system otherwise. 

The final model determines the correlates of membership in community 

improvement groups, or the degree to which citizens are communally engaged.  In this 

model, only age is significant among demographic variables, and signals that older 

respondents were more likely to contribute to community improvement groups.  

Contextually, the same two variables that affected general civic group membership also 

affect communal group membership, and in the same direction.  Living in a PAN-

governed state or the city translates into lower levels of communal engagement.  Of the 

democratic norms variables, only support for general participatory rights turns up 

significant, and it also behaves in a consistent manner correlating with higher rates of 

community involvement.  Experience variables emerge as the most significant and 

consistent once again, which is a pattern that has persisted throughout the second set 

of models.  Both experience with political corruption and news media exposure translate 

into higher rates of community involvement.  Cognitively, only the perception of crime is 

significant as those who perceive high rates of crime are less likely to become 

communally engaged, presumably because they fear being victimized in the process.  

Finally, interpersonal trust is the only attitudinal variable to return a significant result as it 

correlates with higher levels of communal engagement. 
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General Patterns 

 All things considered, little new information can be derived from these analyses, 

but that in itself represents an interesting result that will be considered in the 

subsequent section.  Mexican political culture continues to reflect the divergent effects 

of experiencing authoritarian rule under democratic auspices as many previous studies 

have shown (Booth and Seligson 1984, Mendez and Moreno 2002).  I hoped to identify 

some demographic and contextual sources of Mexico’s unique democratic norms, but 

no strong evidence could be found to link context to attitudes or behavior.  The one 

possible exception is the effect of size of residence on participation habits where small 

town and urban dwellers were shown to be more participatory than their urban 

counterparts.  The only unexpected finding in this regard is the apparent impact of the 

PAN’s long experience in the opposition, which has made this party’s supporters less 

willing to suppress civil liberties or the rights of regime critics in spite of their right-

leaning ideology. 

 The influence on the PAN of being the opposition also manifests itself in the 

second set of analyses.  The clearest overarching trend in Table 2 in the notable impact 

of individuals’ experiences on their political participation rates.  In seven out of eight 

chances, experiences variables return a significant result, and each one is positively 

related to participation.  Experiencing corruption and higher contact with news media 

both correlate strongly with increased participation.  It seems experiencing political 

corruption may be motivating people to engage the system in hopes of changing it.  
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Similarly, increased contact with the news and what is going on in Mexican politics also 

seems to encourage people to participate in political and nonpolitical activities. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

 This analysis has revealed surprisingly little that might be considered strikingly 

new in the patterns of key Mexican political culture and participation variables and the 

effects on them of demographic and contextual variables.  That is to say, there is a 

considerable continuity about Mexico’s patterns of democratic and authoritarian 

attitudes despite sharp recent changes in the regime’s rules of the political game.  Much 

of what had been found before in Mexican political culture persists in 2006 survey data.  

Such consistency is surprising given the peaceful alternation of power in 2000 with the 

election of the National Action Party’s (PAN) Vicente Fox.  One might have thought that 

this event could have acted as a sort of “democracy booster shot” propelling Mexico’s 

political attitudes or participation behaviors to a more democratic level.  Experiencing a 

meaningful change in electoral outcomes at the federal level might have legitimized 

opposition voices or made Mexicans less intolerant of regime critics as the PAN was for 

so many years.  Participation rates could have increased with the knowledge that such 

considerable change is possible.  Yet one cannot point to any empirical evidence in this 

study to support such a notion.  Mexicans do not display any marked differences in the 

political culture attitudes or participation rates from what Almond and Verba (1965) 

found over forty years ago. 

 Indeed, the most interesting results of these analyses are the non-findings, or the 

factors that typically influence political culture attitudes lacking such influence in Mexico.  

Demographic variables frequently account for differences in political attitudes, and my 

theory predicted them to be among the most important determinants of cultural norms.  
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However, the results indicate that political culture attitudes in Mexico permeate 

throughout society and do not partition along class lines or by age group.  Out of 16 

opportunities for demographic variables to reveal a significant impact on political culture 

norms, they do so on only 5 occasions with statistical certainty.  Contextual variables 

were also expected to have wide and significant influence, but this does not appear to 

be very true either.  These variables have a meaningful impact in just 4 of 12 

opportunities.  On the same note, few control variables came back with significant 

relationships with the dependent variables.  Most notably, media contact, perception of 

crime, and interpersonal trust had no impact whatsoever on democratic norms.  The fact 

that interpersonal trust did not affect these attitudes is most eye-catching and 

represents a blow to Putnam’s (1993) emphasis on this variable, at least as far as the 

Mexican case.  The lack of influence by an individual’s perception of crime could be 

interpreted as encouraging because those who feel less secure do not tend toward 

authoritarianism as a solution. 

 Notable non-findings also appear with respect to participation in Mexico with 

demographic traits again drawing attention for their lack of significance.  Perhaps most 

striking is the fact that neither education nor wealth explains much, if any, variation in 

the political participation of Mexicans.  Despite Mexico’s infamous differences between 

rich and poor, educated and not, upper class and lower, their levels of political 

engagement appear largely uniform.  In American studies, education and income are 

often among the most significant predictors of political behavior, but this pattern does 

not translate across the United States’ southern border (Campbell, et al 1960).  Similar 

patterns can be found with respect to cognitive and attitudinal variables and their impact 
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on participation.  Although political knowledge is an influential variable in explaining 

political culture norms, it is far less so when it comes to participation.  Higher levels of 

interpersonal trust seem to encourage civic and communal participation, but this 

variable has no impact on any form of political engagement.  Again, Putnam’s argument 

about social capital does not seem to carry much weight in Mexico. 

This leads to an interpretation that political attitudes among Mexican individuals 

may be well-defined and well-entrenched, and that these attitudes do not derive from 

personal characteristics or contextual background.  There are upper- and lower-class 

authoritarians just as there are upper- and lower-class democrats.  There are well- and 

poorly-educated participators just as there are well- and poorly-educated abstainers.  In 

other words, the political culture norms and participation habits of Mexicans appear 

evenly distributed across several demographic and contextual lines.  This can only 

mean that the political culture norms and participation behaviors of Mexican citizens 

derive from some alternative source.  They are not the product of demographic or 

contextual variables.  It is difficult even to speculate where Mexicans’ political culture 

norms originate because none of the various groupings of variables in this study are 

consistently explanatory.  Concerning participation, however, experience variables 

consistently and powerfully explain political and civic engagement.  It may be fruitful to 

pursue a line of inquiry linking experience with the political system and levels of 

engagement with that system.  Naturally, these correlations could easily be tautological, 

but further study may be warranted. 

Two more general conclusions derive from the notable consistency of Mexican 

political culture norms and levels of participation across societal lines of inequality.  Both 
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speak to considerations raised earlier in the Literature Review and Theory sections of 

this study.  The first involves the impact of the Mexican Revolution out of which the 

current political system arose.  I had theorized that sufficient time had passed for the 

memories of that violent period to have faded in the psyche of Mexican citizens, 

especially among the youth.  There is limited evidence for this as age does relate 

negatively with support for acts of civil disobedience, meaning the young are more 

willing to support more aggressive behavior.  However, no other variable correlates 

positively in this way, and the overwhelming rejection of these activities by respondents 

indicates that Mexicans remain unwilling to risk too much in pursuit of political or social 

ends.  The chaos and bloodiness of that conflict may have left more than a temporary 

impact on Mexican cultural norms.  Indeed, the results of this study would suggest that 

civil unrest is simply not an avenue to political change even considered by Mexican 

individuals. 

The second conclusion drawn from the consistency in Mexican attitudes involves 

one of the overarching questions of this study: the order of causality between culture 

and institutions.  Given that institutional arrangements have changed so drastically in 

recent decades and cultural norms have remained remarkably rigid, one must roundly 

reject the notion that political culture in Mexico has shaped or changed its institutional 

settings.  Without a significant alteration of any key political culture variable, one cannot 

argue that culture as measured here has much, if any, direct impact on governing 

institutions in Mexico.  Concomitantly, there is no evidence to this point that institutional 

changes have caused any meaningful change in Mexico’s cultural norms.  As 

mentioned in the Literature Review, both Jackman and Miller (2004) and Muller and 
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Seligson (1994) contend that cultural changes tend to follow institutional 

rearrangements, and that there can be a time lag between the two.  While this study 

shows very little change in Mexican political culture, this argument cannot be totally 

dismissed yet because the institutional changes of recent years have simply not yet had 

sufficient time to elicit significant cultural changes among the Mexican people.  A more 

democratic and inclusive government might portend similar changes in Mexican political 

norms as more time and experience with the current government passes.  The historic 

election of Fox in 2000 may yet serve as a “booster shot” for democratic norms in 

Mexico, but that outcome remains to be seen. 

Aside from these non-findings, other more subtle patterns within the results merit 

attention.  Continuing with the idea that political attitudes and participation rates in 

Mexico appear consistent across usually divisive lines, one can look at political 

partisans to find similar trends.  Support for the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI), 

PAN, or Democratic Revolutionary Party (PRD) reveals the same impact on political 

culture norms and participation in almost every instance.  The lone exceptions involve 

protest and civic participation.  PRI supporters have protested with greater frequency 

than other partisans, but they engage civically with less frequency than PAN or PRD 

supporters.  Thus, there may be something to my theoretical assertion that the PRI has 

not trained its supporters to engage the political and social system in all aspects, 

whereas the PRD and PAN have been far more adept in accomplishing that goal.  Still, 

the supporters of the PRD and the PAN do not seem to have become any more 

democratic or participatory as a result.  Nevertheless, the encouraging aspect of this 

result is that there are no deep divisions among the adherent of the three major parties 
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about the nature of democracy or their democratic values.  They may disagree on some 

levels and compete heatedly for political power, but at least they are all in the 

democratic ballpark. 

 Considering the implications for further research, there remains ample room to 

determine the past sources and future consequences of the cultural norms found in 

Mexico.  Some results from this research might shed light on the directions for future 

research to take.  For example, size of community of residence strongly shaped some 

aspects of participation.  Urban dwellers appear to participate at lower rates than those 

from smaller towns.  Verba and Nie (1972) find similar patterns with respect to American 

political behavior.  The fact that small-town and rural dwellers are more participatory 

may be a finding of importance for comparative politics in general.  Verba and Nie 

(1972) suggest there may be “decline-of-community model” in which smaller, more 

isolated communities report higher levels of participation because “citizens can know 

the ropes of politics”, facilitating politically motivated group activities (231).  Communal 

activity is thought to hold to this paradigm most strongly, and that trend is certainly true 

in these analyses.  However, it should be noted that residents of small towns have 

higher rates of participation in every form except protest behavior.  Thus, the decline-of-

community model seems especially valid in Mexico, and may warrant greater 

consideration in future research. 

 On a similar note, political efficacy may be a significant variable not considered 

by this research that could explain some Mexican attitudes.  Though nothing in the 

analyses would indicate this, it seems another explanation of Mexico’s complex political 

culture might be a general lack of efficacy after years of unresponsive government.  
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That is, Mexicans were mobilized and encouraged to participate in the political system 

through voting by the PRI, then rarely saw any direct consequence or benefit from 

engaging in the process.  They have learned how to contribute to the political system, 

but have not yet learned (or have not been able) to demand reciprocal outputs from the 

government.  When the LAPOP (2006) survey was conducted, the PAN was in the 

midst of its fifth year with executive power.  The party seems to have done little to 

improve upon the PRI’s management style, but more experience in power for the PAN 

may lead to different outcomes down the line.  In either case, Mexicans will likely need 

to get more out of their government to find the incentive to put more in. 

 Whatever the sources of Mexico’s political culture and participation habits might 

be, both must become more democratic if Mexico is to consolidate its nascent 

democracy after years of thinly veiled authoritarian rule.  The general patterns of 

Mexican political culture do not appear markedly different from when Almond and Verba 

(1965) first described it as one of “alienation and aspiration.”  Eight years of formal 

democratic government have not brought about the major changes in the polity that 

some might have hoped for in 2000.  Mexico must continue to develop democratic 

institutions and political attitudes lest they risk losing the slow but substantial progress 

they have made to date. 
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Variable Description Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Support for General 
Participation Rights 

Index constructed from responses to the 
degree of approval for others participating 
in a peaceful demonstration, participating 
in a group to resolve community problems, 
or participating in an electoral campaign.  
Each original item was coded ranging from 
1 (low support) to 10 (high support).  The 
index takes the mean of these items, and 
recodes them into a scale ranging from 0 
(lowest support) to 100 (highest support). 

68.47 22.73 

Opposition to the 
Suppression of Civil 
Liberties 

Index constructed from level of opposition 
to the government to curtail dissidents’ 
rights by prohibiting public demonstrations, 
prohibiting meetings of groups that critique 
the political system, censoring television, 
censoring books in public schools, and 
censoring critical media.  Each original 
item was coded ranging from 1 (low 
support) to 10 (high support).  The index 
takes the mean of these items, and 
recodes them into a scale ranging from 0 
(lowest support) to 100 (highest support). 

72.12 22.02 

Support for Acts of Civil 
Disobedience 

Index constructed from level of support for 
others to invade 
businesses/factories/offices, participate in 
a group that wants to bring down 
government through violent means, invade 
private property, participate in a 
street/road blockage, or to engage in 
vigilante justice.  Each original item was 
coded ranging from 1 (low support) to 10 
(high support).  The index takes the mean 
of these items, and recodes them into a 
scale ranging from 0 (lowest support) to 
100 (highest support). 

16.12 17.83 

Tolerance of 
Participation Rights for 
Regime Critics 

Index constructed from level of support for 
regime critics’ right to vote, hold peaceful 
demonstrations, run for public office, or 
going on television to give a speech.  Each 
original item was coded ranging from 1 
(low support) to 10 (high support).  The 
index takes the mean of these items, and 
recodes them into a scale ranging from 0 
(lowest support) to 100 (highest support). 

56.25 25.95 
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Civic Participation Index constructed from responses to 
whether one has attended town hall 
meetings or contributed to solving a local 
problem by donating money, donating 
time, organizing a group meeting, or 
organizing a new group entirely; Each item 
is dichotomous where yes = 1 and no = 0.  
This produces a 0-5 index, which is 
rescaled to range from 0 (least 
participation) to 100 (most participation). 

14.58 25.31 

Group Participation Index constructed from responses 
indicating the frequency with which 
respondents have attended meetings for 
religious groups, parent-teacher groups, 
community improvement groups, 
professional associations, and unions.  
Each item is dichotomous where yes = 1 
and no = 0.  This produces a 0-5 index, 
which is rescaled to range from 0 (lowest 
frequency) to 100 (highest frequency). 

20.83 15.95 

Political Participation – 
Vote 

Index constructed from whether 
respondents voted in the last presidential 
election and whether they voted in the last 
congressional election.  For each item, no 
= 0 and yes = 1, which produces an index 
ranging from 0-2.  This is rescaled to 0 = 
never voted, 50 = voted once, and 100 = 
voted twice. 

64.01 41.01 

Political Participation – 
Campaign 

Index constructed from frequency with 
which respondent campaigns in general 
and whether they campaigned in the last 
election cycle. These items produce an 
index from 0-4, which is then rescaled to 0 
(never campaigns) to 100 (frequently 
campaigns). 

12.39 22.88 

Protest With what frequency have you participated 
in a political demonstration? Never (0), 
almost never (1), sometimes (2). 

0.235 0.598 

Sex Male = 1, Female = 2 1.51 .50 
Age range 18-96 37.61 14.31 
Years of Education range 0-18 8.57 4.30 
Wealth Index based on household of residence’s 

possession of items including television, 
refrigerator, telephone, cellular phone, 
vehicle, microwave, washing machine, 
running water, indoor plumbing, and 

6.45 2.63 
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computer; range = 0-13 
Size of community of 
residence 

Mexico City (5), large city (4), medium city 
(3), small city (2), small town or rural area 
(1) 

2.95 1.49 

PRD-governed state Dichotomous variable: 1 = respondent 
lives in a state with a PRD governor, 0 = if 
not 

.22 .42 

PAN-governed state Dichotomous variable: 1 = respondent 
lives in a state with a PAN governor, 0 = if 
not 

.55 .50 

PRI-governed state Dichotomous variable: 1 = respondent 
lives in a state with a PRI governor, 0 = if 
not 

.22 .42 

SupportPAN Dichotomous variable: 1 = respondent 
generally supports PAN, 0 = if not 

.16 .37 

SupportPRI Dichotomous variable: 1 = respondent 
generally supports PRI, 0 = if not 

.12 .33 

SupportPRD Dichotomous variable: 1 = respondent 
generally supports PRD, 0 = if not 

.15 .36 

Ideology Scale from 1-10 one which respondents 
self-report their location on the ideological 
spectrum; 1 = Left, 10 = Right 

5.99 2.41 

Political Knowledge Index constructed from respondents’ 
ability to correctly identify the United 
States’ President, the president of the 
Mexican Congress, the number of states 
in Mexico, the length of presidential terms 
in Mexico, and the President of Brazil; for 
each item, no = 0 and yes = 1; index range 
= 0-5. 

2.37 1.14 

Interpersonal Trust Speaking of the people in your community, 
would you say they are very trustworthy 
(1), somewhat trustworthy (.67), not very 
trustworthy (.33), or not at all trustworthy 
(0)? 

.59 .29 

Experience with 
Corruption 

Scale constructed from number of 
institutions to which respondent has been 
asked to pay bribe in the past, including 
police officers, public employees, city 
officials, employers, judges, medical 
services, educational services, and electric 
services; for each item, no = 0 and yes = 
1; index range 0-7 

.75 1.15 

Perception of Crime Speaking of the place you live, do you feel 
safe from being the victim of an assault or 
robbery? Very safe (1), somewhat safe 

.55 .31 
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(.67), somewhat unsafe (.33), very unsafe 
(0). 
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PRD PRI PAN 

Baja California Sur 
Chiapas 

Distrito Federal 
Guerrero 

Michoacan 
Zacatecas 

Campeche 
Chihuahua 
Coahuila 
Colima 

Durango 
Hidalgo 
Mexico 
Nayarit 

Nuevo Leon 

Oaxaca 
Puebla 

Quintana Roo
Sinaloa 
Sonora 

Tabasco 
Tamaulipas 

Veracruz 
Yucatan 

Aguascalientes 
Baja California 

Guanajuato 
Jalisco 
Morelos 

Queretaro 
San Luis Potosi 

Tlaxcala 
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