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Introduction

Though not rich, Mexico has the per capita GDP ranking of a middle-

income developing country (it had a GDP per capita of approximately
| 1US$9,000 PPP as of 2005). Nonetheless, it ranks seventh (alongside Bo-
livia) out of eighteen countries in the region on a composite measure of
a political system’s ability to reach agreements in support of political and
economic reforms, the Bertelsmann Transformation Index (BTI 2003;
see Bertelsmann Foundation 2004). The InterAmerican Development
Bank’s 2006 report on Economic and Social Progress in Latin America
and the Caribbean, The Politics of Policies, rates public policies in Mexico
(alongside Uruguay’s) as the fifth best among 18 Latin American coun-
tries (IDB 2005). International and regional comparisons made even a

decade earlier would have ranked Mexico (still) lower, when policymak-
ing was more centralized, rigid, and substantially less transparent.
Mexico’s economic performance and political system rankings
merit reflection because its authoritarian system (1929-2000) was al-
leged to be suited for economic growth and policy effectiveness. In

a region renowned for extra-constitutional changes in government,

one-party stability in Mexico led analysts like Samuel P. Huntington to
ﬁ marvel that the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) had found the

' coveted elixir for combining political stability and economic growth.
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Uniil the early 1980s, the PRI had indeed squared the circle. Mexico’s
GDP grew at more than 6 percent a year between 1950 and 1981 (Mad-
dison 2001). The PRI never lost an election. It could even claim to be
inclusive: it had 2 place for industrial workers, small farmer (campesino)
organizations, bureaucrats, and even for entrepreneurs (at least infor-
mally).

Regime continuity is consistent with Pablo Spiller’s and Mariano
Tommasi’s (2003) theoretical claim that the existence of a few actors can
lay the groundwork for the stable intertemporal agreements necessary
for effective policymaking. Indeed, public policies were stable and coor-
dinated during the heyday of one-party hegemonic rule. Nevertheless,
as this chapter explains, Mexican policymaking also had several glaring
weaknesses. Once growth began to falter in the 1970s, policymaking be-
came rigid. Mexican presidents retained a fixed exchange rate and other
closed economy policies, even when trade imbalances and public sector
debt promoted severe recessions and major devaluations at the end of
every six-year presidential term, or sexenio. (Basafiez 1995). Policymak-
ing was also much less public regarding than the regime’s revolutionary
thetoric suggests. Unless a citizen belonged to one of several largely ur-
ban-based corporatist sectors, the state offered little in the way of public
services until the 1990s. For much of the twentieth century, rural Mexi-
cans (a majority until the 1960s) received little more than a piece of land
on a government-controlled ejido (land collective) and several years of a
(deficient) elementary school education.

This chapter suggests that a noncompetitive political systern made for
an opaque political system and thus prompted rigid, poor quality, and
private regarding policies for much of the second half of the twentieth
century. Because of centralization and secrecy, the policymaking process

(PMP) resisted the delegation of complex policy tasks to an independent
bureaucracy. One-party government also prevented the development of
an independent judiciary.

We also argue that it would be a mistake to suggest that Mexican
presidents were all-powerful during presidencialismo (the period of one-
party hegemony). The corporatist organization of the economy en-
dowed presidents with discretionary authority, but also enabled regime
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beneficiaries to limit the president’s powers. Entrepreneurs could always
export their capital if policymakers were capricious or failed to maintain
macroeconomic health. Thus Mexican presidents almost always secured
congressional approval of their bills (Casar 2002a), but they refrained
from sending congress bills that redistributed power away from the cor-
poratist pillars of the regime. When economic growth faltered, as Ray-
mond Vernon (1965} noted four decades ago, Mexican presidencialismo
was unable to adapt policies to reform a closed and highly regulated
econormy.

This chapter groups public policies and policymaking processes into
two periods: the PRI era from the early 19505 to the mid-1990s, and the
more recent period of divided government since 1997. Within the PRI
era, it also refers to the heyday of Mexico’s one-party regime between
1950 and 1982, as well as to a transitional period between 1983 and 1997
when technocratic presidents liberalized the economy and privatized
many state companies (Centeno 1997). After a decade and a half of
street protests and high-level negotiations to reform electoral institutions
(Becerra, Salazar, and Woldenberg 2000; Eisenstadt 2003), the PRI lost
its majority in the chamber of deputies, ushering in the current period
of divided government. Three years later, the opposition National Ac-
tion Party (PAN) candidate, Vicente Fox, won the presidential election,
thus ending 70 years of PRI governments.

The chapter examines changes in Mexico's policymaking process as
the country transitioned from single-party, hegemonic rule to divided
government and the impact of these changes in the nature of public
policies. The first of the seven following sections characterizes public
policies in terms of the policy dimensions (or “outer features”) discussed
in the conceptual framework of chapter 1. The second characterizes the
policymaking process (PMP}, both during one-party hegemonic rule
and divided government. The subsequent five sections examine the in-
stitutional foundations of the Mexican political system before and after
democratization. They analyze the dynamics of the electoral system,
congress, executive-legislative relations, the Jjudictary, and intergovern-
mental relations. The conclusion summarizes the findings and identifies
several implications of the analysis for policymaking,
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The Outer Features of Public Policy

uring the PRI rule were stable and coordinated, if only
ymaking process allowed the president to

and single-party rule gave some
so were clientelistic

Public policies d
because a centralized polic
steer policy around his preferences,
continuity to policies between sexendos. Policies al
te regarding because the PRI catered to corporatist interests.

and priva
public policies during the heyday of

Despite single-party rule, however,
the PRI were less than adaptable. Changing tax or energy policies that
negatively affected the corporatist sectors, for example, was difficult
because these groups were pillars of the regime. This lack of adapt-
responsible for the recurrent macroeconomic crises

ability was partly
ios between the 1970s

associated with the end and beginning of sexen
and 1990s.
Democratization has changed s
ers. Policies continue to be fairly stable. In fa
as macroeconomic policy and trade policy—have become more stable
under divided government. Energy and tax policy, for example, remain
inflexible, even as o1l reserves are .&iz&._nm. and non-oil tax revenues
remain among the lowest in the Western Hemisphere (approximately
10 percent of GDP, similar to Guatemala). In contrast, social spending,
even in the context of an underfunded state, has made state policy more
public regarding, as transfers have been better targeted to the poor and
to the rural sectors that were underserved during the period of single-
party rule. Social spending in this area has experienced the most change
with changes in the PMP. .
Table 8.1 summarizes key economic indicators and policy features in
several relevant periods from 1950 to 2006. Mexico tripled its real GDP
r capita from §2,365 to $7,137 (in 1990 U.S. dollars) and grew at an
average rate of 2.1 percent between 1950 and 2008, which is 0.5 points
higher than the average rate from the eight largest Latin American
countries (Maddison 2007). This growth path has not been steady: the
average GDP growth rate was 6.6 percent between 1950 and 1981, which
suddenly fell 1o 6.1 during the crisis years of 1982 to 1988, and then
to a moderate rate of 3.2 between 1997 and 2006.

ome policy features, but not oth-
ct, some policies—such

pe

recovered

Table 8.1. Evolution of the Policymaking Process in Mexico, 1950-2006
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! Average annual rates by period, except when indicated.
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Public Palicy during the PRI Era: 1 850 to 1937

We distinguish between three stylized periods of the PRI era: stable de-
velopment between 1950 and 1970, a populist period from 1970 to 1981,
and a 15-year sequence of crisis, adjustment, and first-generation struc-
rural reforms between 1982 and 1997. In the so-called desarrollo estabili-
zador period between 1950 and 1970, policies were stable, coordinated,
and coherent with a mode} of import substitution industrialization (ISI).
Public policy fomented urban industrialization with fiscal discipline, low
inflation, low interest rates, and a fixed and stable exchange rate. World-
wide growth and the absence of external shocks allowed the Mexican

GDP to grow at an average annual rate of 6.5 with inflation rates below 5

percent during this period (Ortiz Mena 1998).

By the late 1960s, agricultural exports, the major source of foreign
currency, diminished as their terms of trade became less favorable
(Vernon 1965). Since diminishing currency inflows constrained the in-
vestments required by protected industries, trade restrictions and fixed
exchange rate policy became unsustainable. By the early 1970s, the need
for economic reform was clear and three policy options were available.
First, policymakers could have moved to an exportled model to improve
balance of payments problems. Second, they could have increased tax
revenues, which represented only 12 percent of GDP in 1975 {Clavijo
and Valdivieso 2000), to ease fiscal pressures. Either of these options
would have entailed adapting public policies to changing economic
conditions. Policy change, however, would have generated distributive
conflicts with protected business groups and organized labor.

Unwilling to forge a political consensus to open up the economy
and/or to raise taxes, Presidents Luis Echeverria {1970~76) and José
Lopez Portillo {1976-82) chose a third option: using foreign debt and
deficit spending to sustain growth. Their governments financed deficit
spending with inflation and foreign debt borrowing, readily available

after the 1973 oil embargo. The pursuit of populist policies, however,
wrecked macroeconomic stability. By 1976, when the public sector defi-
cit exceeded 9 percent of GDP, the peso devaluated more than 70 per-
cent after 22 years of stability (Bazdresch and Levy 1991). The discovery

Poucrmaking v Mexico Unoer One-Party HEGEMONY AND Dwioen GoveERnMENT

wm large oil reserves in the mid-1970s made populist policies affordable
.m_:nm the expectation of oil revenues alleviated any financial constraints
in the government. Between 1976 and 1981, public spending rose dra-
matically. When oil prices dropped in 1981, foreign debt doubled within
a year. By 1982, the public deficit exceeded 16 percent of GDP amidst
another severe peso devaluation and banking expropriation,

HJm 1981-82 crisis marked the end of the populist period and, not
surprisingly, triggered radical economic adjustments and wndnm:_‘m_
reforms. President Miguel de ia Madrid (1982-88), who began to rel
upon neoliberal technocrats (Centeno 1997), scaled down ﬁcvzw
spending to service mounting foreign debt payments, but was unable
to control inflation, which reached an all-time peak in 1987, President
Carlos Salinas (1988-94) continued his predecessor’s economic re-
wo.:dw taming inflation and deficits, divesting state enterprises, liberal-
ﬁ.Em trade and the financial sector, deregulation, renegotiating for-
eign debt, pursuing land tenure reform (gidos), and granting limited
central bank independence. Notably, the wage and stabilization pact
to control inflation is evidence of President Salinas's ability to MHaMm a
credible intertemporal agreement with key actors and interests short]
after taking office. After Mexico joined the GATT (General >m._.moEnSM
on Tariffs and Trade) in 1985, the opening up of the economy became
Qnm:m.aﬁw when NAFTA (the North American Free Trade Agreement)
came into effect in 1994.

The highly centralized policymaking process, despite its partial suc-
nn,ﬁ.mm. was not flexible enough to innovate to cope with a run on the
capital account and to adjust the exchange rate to avoid another end of
sexenio crisis. Amid guerrilla uprisings and political assassinations, Presi-
dent Salinas was unwilling to adjust the peso before the 1994 m_m“nnozm
This led to an abrupt devaluation by more than 60 percent in Uannn.gm
._owkr six months after the election was held and just three weeks after
incoming President Ernesto Zedillo (1994-2000) took office {Gil-Diaz
and Carstens 1996). As the GDP shrank by 6.9 percent in 1995, President
Zedillo restored economic stability with an €Iergency tax m:ﬁ_u.mmmn and
a floating exchange rate regime. Since then, macroeconomic and ex-
change rate policies have proven both stable and flexible.

293




294

Fagrce Lenouco, (GasreL NecreTTo, Franosco APsRicio, Benro NAGF, AND ALLYSON Benton

The clientelistic organization of hegemonic one-party government
meant that social spending benefited the urban-based, corporatist pil-
lars of the regime. The economic growth between 1950 and the early
1980s did improve living standards across the country: Gini coeflicients
fell from 0.52 in 1950 to 0.42 in 1984, and the share of population under
the poverty line fell from 73 to 30.2 in the same period (Székely 2005}.
However, it failed to help those who lived in the countryside: in 1984,
61.5 (28.5) percent of the rural (urban) population belonged to the
four poorest income deciles (Lustig 1998). Rural Mexicans were forced
either to settle for a collectively owned gido that often took more than
a decade to acquire from the president (Warman 2001), to leave the
countryside for the city, or—like one in five Mexicans—to emigrate to
the United States. This urban bias in policy is reflected in the fact that,
in 1988, Mexico City area accounted for 70 percent of food subsidies
(Scott 2004). And, when public policies proved incapable of adapting to
changing economic conditions, economic volatility had dire social costs
(Bazdresch and Levy 1991). ,

The reform period between 1982 and 1997 illustrates both the scope
and limits of one-party hegemonic government. Major reforms occurred
only after a crisis made them unavoidable, and some specific policies
that lie close to the interests of key PRI constituencies proved to be dif-
ficult to refoirm even after such crises. Thus exports grew and diversified,
but public revenues remained dependent on oil rents. While tax codes
kept changing, revenues remained low. The private pension system was
revamped, but public pensions did not change. Even though NAFTA
encouraged investment and exports, the energy sector remained under
state-controlled monopolies. As it turned oug, liberalizing the economy
proved to be easier to accomplish than reforming the public sector, and
a number of second-generation reforms failed to pass even under uni-

fied PRI rule.

Public Policy under Divided Government: 1997 to 2006

Along with recurrent economic crises and economic and political re-
forms, the PRI gradually ceded ground in the chamber of deputies, los-

PoLcymakme v Mexaco Unper One-Parmy HEGEMONY AND Divipen GovernimenT

ing its majority position in 1997. Mexico’s macroeconomic outlook was
robust and the 2000 presidential transition was crisisfree for the first
time in 24 years. With the election of PAN's Vicente Fox in 2000 and
Felipe Calderén in 2006, some policy areas remained stable, The budget
remains balanced and monetary policy continues to be supportive of
low inflation and a stable exchange rate. Public policies have become
more public regarding, largely because of social spending programs
like PROGRESA-Oportunidades, which started in 1997. However, other
policy issues turned more rigid at the status quo levels: congress debated
and failed to enact an overhaul of the tax system, energy reform, and
legislative reelection.

The implementation of existing and new policies now is less coor
dinated because of the increased decentralization of the policymaking
process and the number of its key actors. The budgetary process, which
was previously oversimplified by single-party rule, turns out to be much
more complex under divided government, as two legislative coalitions
become necessary: one for the spending project and another for the
revenue package (Casar 2001). Moreover, the 2003 budget led to 2
wo:mnﬁao:w_ controversy regarding the veto powers of the president
in budgetary matters visd-vis the chamber of deputies. On the other
hand, increased subnational transfers reshaped the orientation of policy
toward previously marginalized municipalities and states (Flammand
2007), as ciscussed in the next-to-last section of this chapter,

Macroeconomic and exchange rate policies are perhaps the most
stable policies of the last twelve years in Mexico. After a period of vola-
tility and recurring devaluations, monetary policy became stable and
disciplined. Since 1995, the floating regime and a semi-independent
central bank only seemed to have enhanced these features {Clavijo and
Valdivieso 2000; Boyland 2001). Under divided government, the execu-
tive and legislature have continued supporting open economy policies.

Long-term policy rigidities are now exacerbated under divided gov-
emment. Historically low tax revenues impose a critical limit on the
Mexican state capabilities: excluding oil revenues, tax revenues as a
share of GDP averaged only 9.7 percent between 1977 and 2602. While
federal policymakers reformed tax codes and modernized tax revenue
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agencies, effective tax collection rates remain low because citizens and
the state refuse to eliminate tax loopholes and regressive exemptions
(Lehoucq 2006). Though President Zedillo reformed private pensions
(Madrid 2003), he could not advance public pension reform, despite
the enormous inequities that partial coverage implies (Scott 2005). Only
in early 2007 did PAN President Felipe Calderén (2006-12) forge an
agreement with corporatist leaders to privatize pensions for new public
sector workers. There continues to be no reform of labor regulations,
even though an antiquated labor code empowers old corporatist unions
that, in 1997, included only 12.9 percent of the labor force (Bensusin
2004). PEMEX oil exports now represent less than 10 percent of total
exports but oil revenues still account for about a third of total revenues,
which in turn drains PEMEX’s investment capabilities (Shields 2003).
Since it requires constitutional changes, opening up the energy sector
to private investors has proven much harder than other reforms (World
Bank 2004b).

Divided government has become more public regarding, as rural/
food policies and education spending illustrate. In the 1980s, for in-
stance, price controls benefited mostly large producers and consump-
tion subsidies were concentrated in urban areas (Friedmann, Lustig,
and Legovini 1995). The focus of rural policy changed significantly in
the 1990s, when targeted social programs that reallocate subsidies to
rural and poor areas, such as PROGRESA-Oportunidades, substituted
formerly biased subsidies. The share of these programs received by the
lowest income decile rose from 8 to 33 percent between 1994 and 2002
(Scott 2004). With divided government, spending ?o.mqwam on agricul-
ture, education, and health care for low-income groups have increased.
Spending on social programs as a share of GDP has increased as a share
of GDP, and the proportion of these resources going to rural residents
has also increased (World Bank 2004b).

The Policymaking Process (PMP)

Unified government and corporatist control of the economy made a
constitutionally weak president the linchpin of an intertemporal agree-

Poueymaking in Moo Unoer One-Pasty Hesevony ano Dvioen GovernmENT

ment that placed unwritten but nonetheless important limits on his
authority. This PMP was responsive to changes in executive preferences,
well coordinated among state institutions, and was beneficial (private
regarding) for the corporatist pillars of the regime. Policymaking be-
came less coordinated and less responsive to changes to the president’s
preferences after the PRI lost its congressional majority in 1997. It has
also become less private regarding as poorer (and rural) Mexicans have
become beneficiaries of several innovative public policies.

The Unified Government PMP

The first characteristic of presidencialismo was its narrowness. Key play-
ers were the president, his cabinet and advisors, and corporatist lead-
ers. The most important cabinet members were the secretary of public
finance and the secretary of the interor {Gobernacion) (Ortiz Mena
1998). The finance secretary’s importance stemmed from his control of
revenues and expenditures. The secretary of the interior was responsible
tor domestic political management, and he ran the intelligence agencies
that kept both supporters and opponents under surveillance (Aguayo
Quesada 2001). He supervised state and municipal governments and
orchestrated the deployment of resources that kept the PRI in control of
the vast majority of elected posts in the country until the 1990s (Molinar
Horcasitas 1991).

Leaders of the corporatist sectors, whose representatives sat in con-
gress and colonized executive departments and agencies, were also key
players during the heyday of presidencialismo. President Lazaro Cardenas
{1934-40) began the sectoral organization of Mexican society. Member-
ship of the Party of the Mexican Revolution (PRM) was based on af-
filiation with the small farmer (campesino), labor, military, and popular
sectors. In return for an gido—common property bestowed on a group
of campesino petitioners—landless farmers typically joined the National
Confederation of Campesinos (CNC). Industrial workers and urban arti-
sans became members of the Mexican Confederation of Workers, or CTM
(Middlebrook 1995). The PRM also created a military sector, recognizing
the threat posed by the large numbers of soldiers and officers who had
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fought during the Mexican Revolution (1910-20), E sEn.: one in Hﬁ
Mexicans at the time had perished. In 1940, the regime .Qa_umbn_mn_ e
military sector (Camp 1992). Public sector employees, Bﬁa_mimm.m EM
fessionals, and anyone else not belonging to one of the mmoHnEn:coMo
groups joined the National Confederation of Popular mmnﬁo_..m AONAO W H.
Though the revolutionary family did not :w.ﬁ.mn official place fo
capitalists, the PRI also created peak-level wmmoemuo.sm .mo_. factory o_ﬁw.
ers, merchants, and bankers. Revolutionary nationalist ideology exal n.m
public control of the economy, but economic realism led the PRI 8%5
corporate the private sector into the regime outside the party and within
officially recognized agencies (Purcell and Purcell .Sqd. o
The canonical texts of the classic period of Mexican mﬁroz.ﬁﬂmiwﬁ
agree that the president, his cabinet, or the leaders of no:uo.amnmﬂ mnnam,m
did not represent the interests of most Mexicans. ,Pnn.oa_:m to m.,m ,o
Gonzalez Casanova’s (1970) classic, Democracy in Mexico, the :.H,&o:a\
of Mexicans—most of whom lived in very poor rural areas or migrated
to the United States or to urban areas (Eckstein 1977)—belonged to
what he called the “marginal” sectors. Unlike members of Mr.m formal,
urban sector—most of whom belonged to one of the noﬁuoBﬁ_ocm.l%M
regime did not allow “marginals” to protest. Even members of the wow:sw,.
sector were allowed to seek redress for their demands only throug HM
ficially sanctioned leaders, most of whom were more beholden H,o M
regime than to their sector’s membership. Fewer than 5 percent of rura
residents and more than 70 percent of urban dwellers belonged to an
officially sanctioned union or association, according to 1960 census data
{Gonzalez Casanova 1970}, a circumstance Em.ﬁ m:nm.mm.mo the bmiosw:nmm
of the regime coalition and helps explain why its policies were so private
Rm.MHHM was the second hallmark of the policymaking process ﬂwama
presidencialismo. Few were privy to the president’s Em..sm and calculations.
Neither the courts nor congress oversaw the executive. State-controlled

television stations trumpeted the regime’s successes, discussed few of its
failures, and offered litdle analysis of public affairs. Gm._unbaad_.“ on m.%m#
tising fees paid by state agencies, the print media did not a_mmmn&:wﬁm
critical analysis of the regime’s policies (Lawson 2002). The zenith o
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the regime’s control of the press was in the late 1960s, when newspapers
failed to report the 1968 student massacres {Scherer-Garcia and Mon-
sivais 2003).

The reality of one-party, hegemonic rule meant that the chief executive

consulted with his advisors, cabinet members, and corporatist leaders be-
fore sending a bill to congress. Legislative approval of most of his bills was
automatic. The policymaking process for distributive measures, the kind
that would impose a cost on an organized interest—entrepreneurs, large-
scale commercial agriculturalists, or bankers, for example—became even
more secretive. President Lépez Mateos's ( 1964-70) decision to require
entrepreneurs to share a portion of their profits with their workers was not
even discussed with labor leaders, much less with the entrepreneurs, ac-
cording to Susan Kaufman Purcell’s (1975) classic account, The pertinent
bill was sent to congress at the end of the legislative year to ensure that
Its measures would not be publicly debated. President Luis Echeverria’s
(1970-76) also secretly reformed CONASUPO, the state marketing board
that bought staples and resold them at subsidized prices to urban and
rural consumers, because officials concluded that their programs were do-
ing little to stop rural out-migration and the increasing impoverishment of
gjido members {Grindle 1977). In line with a statist economy philosophy,
President Echeverria encouraged CONASUPO officials to redesign their
programs by, among other things, shifting the purchase of staples from
large-scale commercial farmers (whom the regime also rewarded with
huge and expensive irrigation projects, loan guarantees and credits, and
the like) to smallscale farmers. Again, the program was redesigned in se-
cret to prevent well-organized interests from mobilizing against the shift
n development priorities.

Only President Lépez Portillo (1976-82) and his closest advisors
knew that the sexenio would end with the nationalization of the banks.
Once the president had gained legislative approval for the reform,
entrepreneurs split in their response to this transgression of property
rights (Elizondo Mayer-Serra 2001). The more radical—many based in
the northern city of Monterrey—organized protests and filed a writ of
amparowith the supreme court. Others accepted the change in the status
quo and worked to secure bountiful compensation for their assets, many
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of which included bad loans that they were happy to foist onto the state.
Judicial review proved fruitless because the supreme court declared
that the writ was “superseded” by the constitutional amendments E.mﬁ
congress had enacted after the expropriation of bank mmmmm.. wnowamn dis-
sipated as bankers negotiated the terms of their compensation with new
President Miguel de la Madrid (1976-82).

While members of the revolutionary family rarely challenged the
president’s supremacy in public, leaders of corporatist groups lent mi.u-
port to a regime because they used private channels to protect m.pm.:.
positions (and rents) in Mexican society. And, despite the wmao:m__wcn
bonds linking regime leaders with one another, n._m wgm. and policy-
making remained stable. In line with classical no:mn_&c.osm; EnoQ.. the
executive organized elections and a PRI-dominated legislature nwE_.mmn_
their results (Lehoucq 2002). Supreme court justices served lifetime
erms. Deputies and senators could not run for H,oo_mnﬁo:., but H_r.o re-
gime rewarded loyalty by placing them in other lucrative policy vom._moam.
Though the constitution also prevented the president mﬂB standing for
reelection, he did hold power for a six-year term. More Haﬁw:ms&m he
could designate his successor {Castafieda 1999). El dedazo, In Mexican
political parlance, maintained policy continuity and thus reassured
members of the revolutionary family that defection was a worse wqmﬂ.mm.w
than cooperation with the PRL The president, who had the longest ume

horizons, was the linchpin of the system.

The PMP Changes: Democratization and Divided Government

The PRDs survival is one of democratic theory’s most intriguing vcwm_.mm.
Modernization theory suggests that economic growth encourages societ-
ies to shed authoritarian governments beyond the threshold of a per
capita GDP of $4,115 (Przeworski and others 2000). But by w.oqo the
Mexican economy had reached this plateau of $4,000 per capita GDP,
yet unified government under the PRI remained in place. .
Repeated economic and political crises corroded the wm:mmSm._&E
sustained presidencialismo. Labor unionists and social movements shifted
their support to left-wing parties in response 0 the PRI’s abandonment
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of a state-dominated economic model (Bruhn 1997). Disaffection with
the PRI also led urban voters to support leftwing parties or the right-
ofcenter PAN, Similarly, entrepreneurs began to support the PAN in
reaction to government arbitrariness (such as the 1982 bank national-
ization) and because increasingly assertive exporters wanted free trade
(Thacker 2000). Political protest and economic reform therefore led to
the development of a multiparty system.

The PRI's share of the vote and of legislative seats declined steadily
after the watershed and controversial elections of 1988 (see table 8.2).
The official results indicate that Salinas won 50 percent of the votes to
32 percent for the leftist Cuauhtémoc Cardenas (son of President Lazaro
Cardenas [1934-40]), and 17 percent for the right-ofcenter Manuel
Clouthier. Castafieda (1999) suggests that the computer crash on the
evening of election day allowed the regime to doctor tally sheets in favor
of Salinas. Jorge Dominguez and James McCann (1997) COmpAre surveys
of voters and nonvoters to suggest that Salinas had won the elections,
but by less than an absolute majority of the vote. Salinas’s highly contro-
versial election also triggered a decade-long period of institutional in-
novation that led to the establishment of an autonomous electoral court
systemn (Becerra, Salazar, and Woldenberg 2000; Eisenstadt 2003) and
competitive elections. :

The 1997 midterm elections mark the shift from a closed, secretive
policymaking process to one substantially more open and transparent.
Democratization has strengthened the role of public opinton in political
life (Moreno 2003). An increasingly assertive press generates previously
unavailable information about politics and government policy {Lawson
2002}. As the formal political process comes to life, citizens and state offi-
cials are building a new political system. New electoral laws are encouraging
a multiparty system. This system—in the context of divided governmerts
and federal arrangements—continues to advance corporatist interests,
even as rural and regional interests are receiving increasingly larger shares
of public spending. The activation of the separation of powers has also
thrust the supreme court into the role of arbitrating the relations among
the parts of government—and thus as the interpreter of a new and as of
yet undefined intertemporal bargain among partisan and policy players.
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Table 8.2. The Partisan Balance of Power between the President and
Congress, Mexico, 1952-2003

e A

“election  Presi ageTunk :
52 ndolfe 100
1952 Adolfo Ruiz PRI 743 49,5 93.8
Cortines oas B
1955 — X o
1958 Adolfo Lépez PRI 90.4 50.1 94.4
Mateos o _
1961 — X o
1964 Gustavo Diaz PRI 88.8 47.5 83.3
Ordaz o B
1967 — — .
1970 Luis PRI 859 59 83.6 100
Echeverria o1a B
1973 — — . o
1976 losé Lépez PRI 100 58.7 823
Portillo i _
1979 — .
1982 Miguei de la PRI 725 &60.7 74.8
Madrid ps B
1985 — — .
i 52 937
\_Nww Carlos Salinas PRI m“.m LW@ > o7
4 74.2
1994 Ernesto PRI 50.2 66.8 60
Zedilio B 3 a oo
1997 o
2000 Vicente Fox PAN 425 64 MMM o
2000 6 59 . 40.6
2006 Felipe PAN 36.69 59 41.2
Calderén

Sources: For data on the composition of the n_._mn__”_mﬂﬂ:h nnvczmw Jmﬂmw:“n“w%mmmmwﬂa,“ an_.h__mm_”

if (21 Its, the source for the rest of the

Nacif (2002). Except for the 2006 results, [ the rest of the nforme

. The source for the 2006 elections is the Federal Elec
Mmmww:ﬁs_mi.x_“.cﬂm.Bx\_uQAm_\m_ﬁm\_ﬁm\En:c_ﬂm:,_.m,_ 8360bce8aasa3e2b2e8170241000a0/,
downloaded on May 7. NQ_QJV. ions/reistered votes
i in presidential elections/registe - . , .

“ MM%WW%MW:MM% cantrolled by the party of the president in the chamber of deputies, which
i Iy renewed every three years. . . ,

} Mm%ﬂw_mw\nwﬂﬁmmmm no:ﬁN__ma by the party of the presidentin »:m.wmzmﬁm. Hﬂmﬂmﬂﬂwﬂ Wn“m_%
renewed every six years in concurrent elections with the .Emm_n_m_._é.m_._ .m_ pamber of
deputies. However, from 1988 to 1994 the senate experimented with partial rene
staggered elections every three years.
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The sections that follow examine the key institutional foundations of
the PMP. They analyze institutional arenas—electoral rules and the party
system, congress, the judiciary, and federalism—that shape the workings
of the policymaking process. The discussion emphasizes both continu-
ities and changes in the institutional dynamics associated with the transi-
tion from single-party, hegemonic rule to divided government.

Electoral Laws and Poiitical Parties

Unil the 1690s, noncompetitive elections, centralized nomination
procedures, and the ban on legislative reelection made legislators de-
pendent upon the president and the corporatist sectors within the PRI.
Urbanization gradually created constituencies in favor of democratic
change and in favor of economic liberalization (PAN) or opposed to it
(PRD). Though the PRY’s share of elected offices continues to decline,
small farmer-sector organizations have increased their share of PRI seats
because electoral formulas and district boundaries make the legislature
more responsive to rural and regional interests. The median legislator is
therefore increasingly at odds with a president elected from a national

constitency, especially one representing the interests and views of the
Mexican (urban-based) median voter.

Constituencies and Incentives

Along with Honduras, Panama, and Paraguay, Mexico is one of four
countries that award the presidency to the winner of a simple majority.
While the president is elected from a national district, individual legisla-
Lors represent narrower constituencies. During the heyday of Mexican
presidencialismo, the effects of these differences were muted because the
corporatist representation also made deputies and senators responsive
to the president and peak-level associations.

Until the 1960s, the median voter lived in a rural area. He was not
well educated and his children did not always finish primary school. In
all likelihood, he either was a member of an ¢fido ot a landless agricul-
tural worker. In either case, he received few benefits from the Mexican
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state. If he was a member of an ¢ido, he was beholden to PRI-sanctioned
communal leaders. He had no access to health care or a retirement pen-
sion. Petitioning for fand typically took up to a decade, during which
time small farmers gave their votes to the PRI, and communal leaders
were [ocal PRI operatives (Warman 2001).

Since the 1970s, the Mexican population has gradually become urban,
more educated, and thus less identified with the PRI By the time of the
1988 general elections, less than half of survey respondents identified
strongly or weakly with the PRI. Between 1989 and 2002, an average of
35.2 percent of survey respondents identified strongly or somewhat with
the PRI In the same period, identification with the PRD and the PAN
gradually increased, such that these opposition parties came to hold the
loyalties of an average of 11.5 percent and 19.8 percent of survey respon-
dents, respectively. Throughout this period, slightly less than a third of
respondents remained independent {Moreno 2003). In the 2006 general
election, the share of PRIstas in the electorate had fallen to 23 percent.
A fifth of survey respondents continue to identify with the PAN. The
share of PRDistas has slightly increased to 15 percent of the electorate.
On election day 2006, 37 percent of respondents identified themselves as
independents.

By the 1990s, urbanization and political competition also created a
new party system. Using the World Value Surveys, Alejandro Moreno

(2003} shows that, for the two-thirds of respondents who can place
themselves on a five-point leftright scale, electoral preferences are
normally distributed and tilt toward the right. Between 1990 and 2000,
the average placement of the Mexican citizen moved from 3.14 to 3.45
on a five-point scale, on which 1 is the left and 5 is the right. Though
the PRI historically stood for a closed and nationalist economy, its sup-
porters (perhaps out of deference to the party establishment) tended
to favor market policies by the 1990s. PRD voters, in contrast, unabash-
edly favor social redistribution. PAN identifiers were more interested
in social redistribution in the mid-1990s than were PRI voters. By the
time of the 2000 election, however, both the PAN and the PRI had

shifted to the left on economic policy. By 2008, citizens who identify

with the PRI took more left positions on distributional issues than
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those of the PAN, even while PRIsias were slightly more conservative
on moral or social issues than PANistas {Moreno 2006; Bruhn and
Greene 2007).

Mexico’s mixed system for electing congress is one of the least
proportional of its kind and its key features date from 1977 {(Molinar
Horcasitas and Weldon 2001). Unlike the German mixed system, the
partisan share of seats in congress does not have to equal proportional
representation (PR) district seats. Since 1977, there have been 300 sin-
gle-member plurality districts (SMPDs). In 1986, constitutional reform-
ers doubled the number of PR legislators to 200, Since 1988, a citizen’s
single vote for the chamber of deputies simultaneously selects his or
her SMPD and PR deputies. Electoral laws permit disproportionality of
up to 8 percent between the popular vote and seat shares (Calvo and
Escobar 2003). Since 1933, no legislator has been allowed to run for
consecutive reclection,

Table 8.3 lists the sectoral composition of PRI deputies between
1943 and 2003. The data indicate that the popular sector has always
had the largest number of representatives in the chamber of deputies.
The popular sector includes members of the National Syndicate of
Educational Workers (SNTE), FSTSE, and assorted professional group-
ings. The figures also indicate that workers have been losing their
representation in congress. Labor unions experienced a decline in
representation from a high of 29.6 percent of all PRI deputies in 1976
to a low of 7.6 percent in 2003. Representatives of the small farmer or
agrarian sector rose from a low of 14.0 percentin 1991 to a high of 37.8

wmanmbﬂ in 1997. The final column in table 8.3 shows the share of leg-
islative seats the opposition won during these years, to help make the
point that corporatist representation in congress has also undergone a
secular decline.

Both the PRI and other parties are increasingly fielding candidates
to suit state and local tastes. Growing numbers of deputies and senators
have held state-Jevel elected offices; legislators with only federal bureau-
cratic experience, or those coming directly from one of the PRI’s cor-
porations, account for a declining share of PRI deputies. Between 1985
and 1997, PRI deputy candidates who had been governors or members
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of state-level parties increased by 14.0 and 9.3 _wo.anm:r respectively, Joy
Langston (2002) estimates. Conversely, PRI candidates for .Em nrmEWm_M
coming from either the presidential cabinet or a corporatist sector ma
by between 7 and 11 percent from 1985 to 1997. Between 1982 an

2000, PRI candidates for senate (nonlist) seats who came from one of
the corporatist sectors dropped from 46 percent to 15 percent of m& such
candidates, Langston (2007) notes. Similarly, the number of candidates
coming from a federal government post fell from 38 percent to 10 per-

otal.

nm:%mowmﬂmwm has become more competitive in Eﬁanwu the PRI’s share
of a district’s vote—like the Peronist party’s in b.ﬂmmbﬁimlswmu Wnno.Bm
positively associated with the rural share of the district’s population
(Gibson 1997). We calculate that, of the 25 percent of all SMPDs that

Table 8.3. Corporatist Affiliation of PR! Deputies, Mexico, 1964-2003

Rt

N=178 270 19.7 53.4 16.7

5
196769 N=173 254 22,0 52.6 H__Mh
1970-72 N =177 26.6 203 53.1 ._u.m
1973-75 N =192 27.1 19.8 53.1 ,_m.w
197678 N=196 286 29.6 418 um.o
1979-81 N =400 16.0 23.0 e0.7 um.u
1982-84 N =400 17.7 232 MMM um.u
24.5 . .
1985-87 N=40 17.5
1988-90 N =500 17.0 21.0 62.0 MMN
199123 N =500 14.0 15.0 71.0 Ao.o
1994-96 N =500 .
1997-99 N =500 37.8 11.0 50.0 MMM
2000-02 N =500 mm.m
2003-05 N =500 28.2 7.6 509 wu.w
Average 234 19.8 55.4 .

é . For

Sources: For 1964-1976, see Smith (1979). _nmmu‘_m_w_m;wmmm v.wmmmnm:w\_.mmmwNmMoWﬂvme%:
: ilo (1992). For \ , , .
1988 and 1991, see Reyes del Campillo ( 98 e Langston
3 's asti 997 are within 1 or 2 percentage p
heco Méndez's estimates for 1985 and 1 r
%o%mwwhwom%m,v For 2003, see La Reforma, “Van pariidos por voto rural,” February 10, 2003,
. 8. The last column is from table &. . .

Anc:m_ 2000, the opposition consisted of anti-PRI parties.

4
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are predominately rural, the PRI won 90 percent of the vote in the 1997
election, and 81 percent in 2000 elections. In contrast, in the predomi-
nately urban SMPDs in those elections, the PRI won only 38 percent
and 6 percent of the vote, respectively.! Using survey data from the 1997
CIDE post-election survey, Ulises Beltran (2000} demonstrates that rural
voters are more likely to support the incumbent party (or PRI), even if
the respondent believes the economic situation has worsened. Loyalty to
a party that championed land grants and particularistic goods in districts
with poor, dispersed, and hard-to-reach voters may help explain why
many voters remain PRFstas,
Dependence on rural districts helps explain why the Salinas (1988-
94) and Zedillo administrations (1994-2000) each began major redis-
tributive programs. President Salinas launched the National Solidarity
Program, which delivered a panoply of social services to low-income
communities throughout the country (Magaloni 2006), few of which had
much effect on the urban bias of public policy. President Zedillo started
the “PROGRESA” program, which provides income, nutritional, and
educational services to the poorest households. This program, which the
Fox administration has expanded and renamed “Oportunidades,” has
become an internationaily recognized antipoverty program that, along
with five other social programs (of a total of 20), favors rural over urban
dwellers (Scott 2004).

Reliance on rural districts may account for the PRI’s search for
alternative antipoverty programs; uncertainty about their control en-
courages the PRI and its rivals to bid for the support of rural voters.
In the 2003 midterm elections, the PRI's share of rural districts fell to
56.9 percent, even as it rebounded to win 30.8 percent of the majority
urban districts. Increasingly up for grabs, rural voters are important

"Asection is classified here as rural if the Federal Registry of Electors classifies as rural
50 percent or more of its sections, the highestlevel jurisdiction: within each district
into which polling stations are grouped. This classification of electoral sections reflects
the Federal Electoral Institute’s {IFE) 1996 redistricting to correct for malapportion-
ment. The authors’ calcutations suggest that 26 percent (or 79) of all SMPDs are rural
and 59 percent (or 178) are urban. The Registry’s classification of districts differs
somewhat from the authors’ and suggests that 115 are rural.
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because 26 percent (79 out of 300) to 38.3 percent (115) o_m SMPDs wwm
rural. Another 15 percent (43) to 22.6 percent (68) wwn mixed, that is,
districts with large numbers of rural voters.” Depending on the mea-
sure used, therefore, 41 percent to 60 percent of SMPDs are packed
with rural voters, although only slightly more than m. quarter of the
population lives in rural areas and mminﬁ_wa”qm contributes less than
5 percent of GDP. Districting, along with Q_Sa.m& government, there-
fore makes legislators from rural constituencies and senators from
economically marginal states pivotal players in the PRI and therefore

_within congress.

From OneParty Hegemony to the Separation of Powers

With the demise of one-party government, the E@E.ﬁ: _.oﬂ the ability
to direct policy change. The absence of a partial or line item .<m8 NM_Q
other agenda-setting powers—such as executive awnvmm mEE.oﬁuN oq t M
ability to impose deadlines for congress to deal §%. mx:onccwo;wﬁ_mﬁ
legislation—makes the Mexican presidency a potential “reactive” player
in the PMP. His veto power, however, means that he can do Bﬁ.:d z‘..m:
initiate legislation and wait for congress to enact it. Arecent Qmwﬂm.nw:.o:
suggests that the Mexican executive has the fifth weakest set of legislative
powers among 18 Latin American countries ( IDB 2005).

Unified {and Authoritarian] Government

Weldon (1997a) suggests that three factors made presidencialismo possible
(see also Casar 2002b). The first condition was PRIista unified govern-
ment. The second was party discipline. The final condition was the

?The Federal Electoral Registry catalogues the remaining 39.1 percent Mm MMMM#M mwh
either “urban concentrated” (62) or urban (55) (La Wmmc_,n.ww. February 10, R "
partidos por voto rural,” p. 8). Before the 1996 reapportionment, _.:m_.m_ mqwm_wqim )
i ince district boundaries date from an
even more overrepresented in congress, since . om 1977 and
i jecti the 1970 population census {Pacheco
are based on demographic projections from . ;
ndez 2000). For a classification of districts untl 1988, see Pacheco Méndez (2000).
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president’s ability to set the party’s agenda and sanction uncooperative
behavior among the members of the PRT’s legislative contingent,

Table 8.4 includes data on the legislative process from the fifty-sixth
(1991-93) to the sixtieth legislatures (2003-06): the last two in which the
PRI led unified governments and the first three in which no single party
has had the majority in congress. For each legislature, table 8.4 shows
the number of legislative hills passed by and initiated in the chamber of
deputies according to source, as well as the percentage that each source
contributes to the total volume of legislation enacted. The data include
only bills originating in the chamber of deputies, for which the senate
plays the role of revising chamber. Standing committees are formally the
agenda-setters in congress; what is debated and voted upon on the floor
are committee reports, not the bills themselves. As the volume of legisla-
tion initiated in the chamber of deputies has grown dramatically since
1997, the probability for a bill to die at committee stage has increased

from .39 to .82 between 1991 and 2006.

During one-party hegemonic government, the president had the
highest success rate: executive-initiated bills represented 81.9 percent
and 79.9 percent of the legislation that congress enacted. Table 8.4 also
indicates that the president was virtually assured of legislative approval of
his bills during the heyday of the PRI The executive’s share of all legisla-
tion far surpassed that of the other sources taken together, including PRI
legislators.

Although the opposition initiated a significant amount of legisla-
tion, opposition bills rarely survived the committee stage. Opposition
legislative bills ranged from 817 percent to 54.3 percent, but their
contribution to the total volume of the chamber’s legislation was only
4.7 percent to 14.8 percent, respectively. PRI congressional majorities
themselves delegated substantial lawmaking authority to the executive.
They were responsible for only between 7.4 percent and 6.5 percent
of all legislation between 1991 and 1997, Moreover, the fact that only
37 percent of PRI initiatives (and about 10 percent of enacted legisla-
tion) came from its legislators suggests that they played a minor role in
lawmaking. The president was not only the chief executive but also the
chief legislator.
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enacted between 2003 and 2006. At the same time, the importance of op-
position-sponsored legislation increased, accounting for a larger m:m.ﬁm
of bills than that of the president and his party taken .ﬁomnﬁrmn <<_.H
the advent of divided government, the president saw his role as chief
i ish.

_anWHMMW MM:ESE aspect of the legisiative process Rmoﬁ.ma in table
§.4is that divided government has not involved any reduction in total _.mm.
islative output, even if it has made it harder to enact mmnosa.mmﬁmwmﬂon
structural reforms. Table 8.4 shows that the total volume of Fmﬁ_msop
measured by the number of bills passed by the chamber of mmwcn._nm, has
been higher during the period of divided government than during n”m
last two legislatures in which the PRI controlled both nosm.:wmw m:.a ﬂrm
presidency. The total legisiative output rose from 104 m.ba 98 g_ﬁ in the
fifiy-fifth and fifty-sixth legislatures to 275 in the fifty-cighth legislature,
and 485 in the fifty-ninth legislature.

Congress: From Single-Party to Multiparty Government

Gonzilez Casanova (1970) describes congress in the wm%mi of the w.a
as a powerless institution that merely played a mﬁsdown 85.. mxﬁwwm
delegation to the executive responded to the career Ennb.zﬁm o !
legislators, for whom political survival ran nocama. £o promoting nObmﬁma
sional authority. Under divided government, nmm_m_m.ﬂcnm wmiw wmmo:MMw
congressional procedures and have taken a Eo,am mn.a<.o role in mwm P w.
The constitutional ban on consecutive reelection limits the policymak-

ing capabilities of congress.

Congress under Presidencialismo

During the heyday of the PRI, most legislation was mnacmﬁ. mamm&.m:
the executive departments. Table 8.4 shows that deputyinitiated bills
fluctuated between 19.1 percent and 20.1 percent of the .SS_ wo_:Bn
of legislation from 1991 to 1997, the last two _nmw&mnﬁmm in which the
PRI had a majority in the chamber of deputies. This pattern of Em _E.z.
making process was similar a decade earlier, when the PRI majority in
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the chamber was even larger. In the 1982 and 1988 legislatures, deputy-
initiated bills amounted to 14.3 percent and 22.6 percent of all laws that
the deputies passed (Nacif 1995). Weldon (1997b} tracks the origin of this
pattern back to the early 1930s, shortly after the foundation of the PRI

The marginal contribution of the PRI majority in the chamber of

deputies to the volume of legislation (less than 10 percent) confirms that
its regular strategy was to delegate the drafting of legislative initiatives to
executive departments. PRI legislators used to Justify this practice on the
grounds that the technical capabilities of the congress were quite imited
in comparison with those of executive departments. However, extensive
delegation to the executive branch and a failure to develop the necessary
technical capabilities was a function of the career incentives that legisla-
_ tors, particularly PRI legislators, faced (Ugalde 2000).

The ban on consecutive reelection made legislative service a mere
stepping-stone to other political positions. Data on legislative careers
show the lack of professionalization among politicians serving in the
Mexican congress {Campos 2003). Between 1934 and 1997, an average of
86 percent of the members of the chamber of deputies served only one
term. Only 11 percent on average served a second term. This figure fell
to practically zero for those serving a third term or more. A period in the
chamber of deputies was a very important experience for politicians seek-
ing a seat in the senate. From 1982 to 1994, 67.7 percent of the members
of the senate had served in the chamber of deputies for at least one term.
The chamber of deputies was the previous experience of political office
for one-third of the senators during that period (Nacif 1996).

PRI politicians considered not only the benefits of holding a seat
in either house of congress, but also the sequence of offices related to
congressional service. For aspiring state governors, congressional service
was the most significant political experience. After the presidency of the
republic, state governorships were the most valuahle positions for ambi-
tious politicians. In several respects, a governorship was more attractive
than a senate seat. Governors’ ability to organize teams and reward loy-
alty placed them at the center of the promotional structure at the state

and municipal levels. Between 1976 and 1995, 45.2 percent of elected
governors had previously served in congress {Nacif 1996).

31%
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The system of congressional governance under vwnm.&obn.&:mﬁw EMM
highly centralized (Martinez-Gallardo Prieto 1998). It wﬁ_o?ng E.ccn_
the Gran Comisidm, 3 committee cOmprising representatives wm state del-
egations to the chamber of deputies and the senate. In .?mncnn_ HMME
legislative leader chaired the Gran Comisién. Its _un..saa Em_:.ama .m Mu_m
comrmittees, assigning committee chairs, appointing waEEHMﬂmH.Em offi-
cials, allocating financial resources, and staffing the Mesa bi&d@l&.&m
legislative body governing plenary meetings. C..meﬂ PRI J:n..wnms ing
committees did little more than review mxnncmﬁ.g:_.mﬁm& legislation. ,.E.:&N
typically ignored bills from different sources, a%m.ﬂm:% from omwom:_oﬂ
legistators—a practice known in the parliamentary jargon as the m.nmNn.ﬁ
The chair of the Gran Comisién could expedite the passage of executive

legislation and, when necessary, circumvent committee chairmen.

Congress under Divided Government

As opposition parties grew in size during the Swo.mv they gained the M,HH-
ity to force the PRI majority to reform congressional procedures. The
1991 reform of the chamber of deputies brought an end to the oﬂ .&a-
tem of government based on the Gran Comision ma.& gave the Oﬂwom:ﬁﬁ
parties access to committee chairs and secretaryships. The real change in
the role of congress, however, came about only after 1997, when the PRI
Jost its majority in the chamber of deputies. . |
Opposition parties have been responsible for w disproportionate
share of legislative activity since 1997. Under PRI E:ma& governments,
as the data in table 8.4 show, ow@om._moz-iimﬁna J:_.m mwnozsﬁma for
between 4.6 percent and 13.1 percent of all bills. This B.Q_SSH soared
to 48.2 percent and 43.2 percent during the first two Hnm_&m:.:.mm sb.amq
divided government. During the second half of .Hrm Fox mn._B_.qumso:W
the opposition sponsored 68.2 percent of all g:w ‘E.:w mﬁ:&nmbmm. o
this change can hardly be exaggerated: the contribution of oppositien
parties to the total volume of legislation has been greater than that of the
president and his party taken together since 1997. |
Divided government also transformed congressional governance.
Building on the precedent established by the 1991 reform of the cham-
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ber of deputies, in 1999 Congress passed a new Organic Law of Congress
that introduced powersharing arrangements in both houses of the leg-
islature. The allocation of committee chairs and secretaryships on the
basis of proportional representation, already in operation in the cham-
ber of deputies, was extended to the senate. A committee comprising all
legislative party leaders—the Junta de Coordinacién Politicain the chamber
of deputies and the Junta de Gobierno in the senate—replaced the Gran
Comisidn as the governing body.

Though divided government makes the committees central players in
the policymaking process, the ban on consecutive reelection and existing
legislative arrangements weaken the role of standing committees. The
practice of multiple committee assignments (all deputies must belong
to at least three committees) inhibits specialization. Also, the system of
open rules that prevails in floor proceedings leaves committee reports

.unprotected against unfriendly amendmenits. Finally, the 1999 Organic
Law of Congress gave leaders of legislative factions the power to remove
committee members at any time without consulting the plenary, thereby
undermining the independence of standing committees. The weakness
of the committee systemn prevents congress {rom gathering information,
assessing policy alternatives, and overseeing the implementation of leg-
islative change.

Unlike their counterparts in the United States, the national leaderships
of Mexican partics, called the National Executive Committees (CENY}, are
very powerful. Their leverage stems from their influence on the nomina-
tion of candidates and their control of lavish campaign finance subsidies.
The CEN's control over party factions begins with the nomination of can-
didates. The CEN reserves safe seats—top positions on the party list or
safe districts—for those politicians who will play leading roles within the
legislative faction. The PRD and the PRI recendy introduced the practice
of holding elections for the coordinators of their legislative factions (in
other parties, including the PAN, the CEN appoints the coordinator of
the legislative faction), but the CEN has ultimate control over the process
of selecting the parliamentary faction leadership.

Indicators of party unity confirm that parliamentary factions usually
vote as a bloc. The average Rice index (an indicator of party unity, which

3
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consists of the difference between the percentage of party members 49‘.‘
ing against and for a bill} has been greater m.:E 90 .vnwnm.sﬂ mﬂ, mswwﬁ
party since 1997, with the president’s party typically displaying the m
discipline {Casar 2000; Diaz-Iturbe 2006).

The Judiciary: The Supreme Court

Between the late 1920s and 1994, presidents manipulated .8355.55&
rules for designating high court justices. A highly nm.sﬁﬂwrmma PMP M.w_mo
deprived the supreme court of the means and motives to .EF against
the PRL Since 1994, the creation of impartial rules of mﬁwOEE.amsr the
establishment of a more extensive judicial review, and the opening up of
the PMP has permitted the emergence of a more independent supreme
court. The available evidence suggests that the Court’s wron.ﬂng.u strat-
egy has been to act as 2 veto player. Nevertheless, a more mx.wmznbowa
and professional high court might be able to take 2 EOmnnﬁu” role HM
defining and enforcing intertemporal agreements among partisan an

policy players.
The Supreme Court under Presidencialismo

Since the late 1920s, constitutional rules and political .ngqm.:mma.oﬂ
have prevented the high court from acting as a collective actor wit '
its own policy preferences. The party in @osmw mmncwwa the loyalty o
supreme court judges through the rules on their appoinument, mmwcaw
and impeachment. Under these conditions, &m Oo.cwﬁ reserved for :mw
a sphere of relative independence in protecting auzens ?wB some JH.
regular procedures but never atternpted to defy the .ﬁE,Q in power :.H
fundamenial _uo:mn& decisions, even when the PRI violated the const-
mtion. .

The 1917 constitution sought to guarantee the formal Hnawﬁmmmgnm
of the supreme court by empowering state legislacures to nominate B.mE-
bers to the high court, who then needed to be m@?oﬁa.g a %w‘ﬂ:%am
majority in a joint session of congress. It also granted _ca.mmm EMEHS
appointments after a trial period of six years. In 1928, President Cailes
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(1924-28) secured a constitutional amendment that allowed presidents
to nominate judges, subject to the approval of a simple senate majority. A
presidential nominee, however, was automatically approved if the senate
did not act upon his nomination or if the senate rejected two successive
presidential nominees. In 1934, President Cardenas (193440} passed
a new constitutional amendment that replaced the lifetime tenure of
Judges with a six-year term concurrent with that of the president.
Judicial careers were already politicized when, in 1944, 2 new consti-
tutional reform restored the lifetime tenure of supreme court justices.
Between 1933 and 1995, 47 percent of all justices had a political posi-
tion at the federal or local level before being appointed. Between 1940
and 1994, 20 percent of the members of the supreme court ended their
terms prematurely (o occupy similar political positions (Domingo 2000).
Another indicator of politicization is that, since 1946, most presidents
had an opportunity to renew at least 40 percent of the members of the
supreme court (Fix-Fierrc 1999),

Limited powers of judicial review also weakened the supreme court’s
position. Between 1917 and the early 1990s, the amparo suit was the su-
preme court’s most powerful means of reviewing the constitutionality of
norms and laws. As in the rest of Latin America, any citizen could invoke
an amparo against a law or administrative act that he believed arbitrarily
violated a constitutional right or guaraniee. While the amparo (particu-
larly the amparo conira leyes) provided the Court with the opportunity to
decide whether a law or a government act breached the constitution,
it limited the ability of judges to act as independent guardians of the
constitution for two reasons (Baker 1971; Taylor 1997; Fix-Fierro 1999).
First, writs of ampare usually involve establishing the facts of a case rather
than the meaning of the constitutional text, as in most types of judicial
review (Baker 1971; Taylor 1997). Second, both the constirution and
the law of ampar establish that a successful writ of amparo only has inter
partes (between the parties) effects: that is, it only exempts the plaintiff,
not anyone else. Writs of amparo only acquire general effects—benefit
all individuals in similar circumstances—in Mexico if the supreme court
grants comparable writs of amparo in favor of five plaintiffs. The absence
of an authority responsible for determining the similarity of writs of am-

-
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paro, however, has weakened the practical implementation of this rule
(Garro 1990; Schwarz 1990). The constitution and the law of amparoalso
prevented the supreme court from ruling on certain matters, such as
religious freedom, education, voting rights and the implementation of
electoral rules, the deportation of foreigners, decisions taken by decen-
tralized public entities, and the right to challenge presidential decisions
on the expropriation of land (Schwarz 1977).

The available evidence confirms that the Court, while not completely
null as an enforcer of individual rights, was neither a veto player in
the PMP nor an impartial enforcer of an intertemporal agreement.
In a study of 3,700 amparo suits between 1917 and 1960 in which the
president is mentioned as the responsible authority, Gonzalez Casanova
(1970) finds that the supreme court decided in favor of the plaintiff
in 34 v.nanmE of the cases. The Court either denied the merits of the
rest of the amparo suits or dismissed them on procedural grounds. In a
more detailed analysis of supreme court rulings in ampare suits, Schwarz
(1977) observes that the Court appeared to be relatively independent
when deciding on the legality of administrative procedures, particularly
in the areas of expropriations and taxes. More than 50 percent of these
cases were decided in favor of the plaintiff between 1954 and 1968. In
other areas, however, such as labor regulations, economic policies, or
political dissent, the court ruled in favor of the executive.

Both Gonzilez Casanova (1970) and Schwarz (1977} conclude that
in politically sensitive areas, the supreme court rarely defied the PRI, In
these cases, the Court either ruled against the plaintiff, dismissed the case
on procedural grounds, or declared that the matter was beyond the com-
petence of the courts {(Fix-Fierro 1999). In 1982, for example, the Court
decided against hundreds of amparos that challenged the constitutional-
ity of the 1982 bank nationalization, even though the measure violated
constitutionally defined property rights. During the 1960s, the Court

dismissed, on procedural grounds, ampares invoked against the so-called
crime of “social dissolution,” a fairly broad legal category that basically
penalized actions of political dissent. In other cases, the Court declined
its jurisdiction to decide on potentially conflictive issues by invoking the
doctrine of “political questions.” While the constitution and the law of
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amparo excluded the jurisdiction of the courts on some electoral mat-
ters (such as the decisions made by electoral boards and legislatures on
the legality of electoral procedures), the Gourt nterpreted this doctrine
broadly enough to refuse to hear any case that touched upon matters of
voting rights (Schwarz 1977),

The Supreme Court since 1994

The 1994 constitutional reform, passed with the support of the main
ow@om:mw: party, the PAN, gave the supreme court the power to play a
quw active role in the PMP. While the president retained the power to
.:oEEmS candidates to the Court, the threshoid for their appointment
in the senate was increased from simple majority to a qualified majority
of two-thirds. To lessen the politicization of supreme court nominations

the reform required that candidates should not have been secretaries 0m
state, prosecutors, federal deputies, senators, or state governors during
the year before their nomination.

The reform also created a new type of judicial review: the “action of
unconstitutionality” (AU). Wholly independent of the ampare suit, the
AU allows the Court to declare laws or administrative acts unconstitu-
tional if such a decision is supported by eight of the eleven supreme
.no:: Justices (unlike the inter partes effect of amparo rulings). A second
tmportant reform in 1996 extended the judicial review under AUs to in-
clude the adjudication of electoral disputes. AUs differ from amparo suits
in that citizens cannot initiate them. Only a limited number of political
authorities have the authority to invoke them, such as a percentage of
federal deputies and senators, or the attorney general, |

Another important change was the strengthening of the Court’s
POWCEr to act on constitutional controversies (CC). Before 1994, constitu-
tional controversies were limited to conflicts among states and between
.::ud and the federation. Since 1994, constitutional controversies have
included conflicts between the federal branches of government. The
reform also established that whenever local laws are involved, supreme
court rulings in constitutional controversies might invalidate those laws
it no fewer than eight of the eleven Justices agree on the decision.
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With formal guarantees of independence, more effective powers .Om
Jjudicial review, and divided government, several deductive models of ju-
dicial decisions in separation-of-powers systems predict the Qmwlovami
of a more proactive Court (Ramseyer 1994; Epstein and .wb_.mwﬂ 1997,
Yaryczower, Spiller, and Tommasi 2002). In a study of constitutional con-
troversies between 1994 and 2000, Magoloni and Sdnchez (2001) m.na
that the supreme court still ruled in favor of the PRI, either by ruling
against the merits of the claim or by dismissing the case o.b w_jOanEm_
grounds. However, in a time-series analysis of both constitutional now-
troversies and actions of unconstitutionality from 1994 to 2003, Hmﬁ._m
Palacios (2003) concludes that the percentage of the Court’s rulings in
favor of the PRI falls as the PRI’s hold on elected offices declines. The
probability of the Court-ruling in favor of the PRI was 85 percent .vmn.ammn
1995 and 1997, when the PRI was a defendant in both constitutional
controversies and actions of unconstitutionality {Tapia Palacios 2003).
Between 1997 and 2000—that is, when the PRI lost its majority in .&o
chamber of deputies for the first fime since the 1930s—the probability
fell to 34 percent. After 2000, when the PRI lost the presidency, the prob-
ability of a decision in favor of the PRI declined to 31 percent.

Selected case studies also show that between 1997 and 2000, the
supreme court ruled against the PRI in politically sensitive matters. In
September 1998 it ruled in favor of the PRD, which had challenged the
constitutionality of an electoral law in the state of Quintana Wow. that
granted the plurality vote-winner an automatic majority of mmm.ﬁm :.H the
legislature. In 1999, all the main opposition parties won a nonmnnc.cow&
controversy that forced President Zedillo to disclose secret m.szQ& in-
formation that potentially involved the illegal funding of his electoral
campaigr.® .

These rulings can be interpreted as a reputation-building strategy. By
ruling against the PRI between 1997 and 2000, the supreme nocwﬂ.mmmmﬁna
its independence as the PR1 was losing its grip on Mexican politics. As to
the PAN—the party of President Vicente Fox (2000-06)—between 1997
and 2000, the percentage of cases decided in favor and against the party

3 El Universal, March 20, 2000.

Poucymaking m Mexico Unoer One-Party Hecenony ano Divicen GoveRNMENT

was almost the same as in the previous three-year period (Tapia Palacios
2003). Nonetheless, the percentage of cases decided in favor of the PAN
fell from 87 percent between 1997 and 2000 to 7 percent between 2000
and 2003. In the latter period, the Supreme court did not seem to have
been ruling either for or against the PRI, since the perceniage of cases
decided in favor and against the PRI was almost identical,

These recent trends suggest that the Court might be shifting its strat-
egy from being just a veto player in the PMP, During Fox’s presidency, for
instance, the Court invalidated one executive decree that allowed private
companies to generate electricity and another that exempted from taxes
the users of fructose in industrial production. At the same time, how-
ever, the Court did not appear to be ruling disproportionately in favor or
against the government. In mid-2005, the supreme court ruled in favor
of a presidential CC that made it clear that the executive could veto the
expenditures portion of the annual budget bill. It has also become very
active in the interpretation of the Mexican state’s international obliga-
tions and the protection of human rights. In June 2004, for instance,
the Court decided that the forced disappearance of persons is a crime
not subject to a statute of limitations, thus permitting the prosecution
of former public officials for human rights abuses committed during
the 1960s and 1970s. These cases suggest that, if divided government
persists and control over the presidency rotates among parties, a more
experienced supreme court could change from being a veto player to
being an impartial enforcer of intertemporal agreements among policy
and partisan players,

Federalism and Intergovernmental Relations

During the PRIs heyday, tight federal control over tax collection helped
create and then reinforce a highly centralized PMP—one that enabled
presidents to pursue policies that favored national over regional interests.
As the PRIs hegemony declined, the president's discretionary authority
in the assignment of federal resources ended. Decentralization has also
led states and municipalities to become veto players in the PMP. While
subnational governments are responsible for more than a third of total
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public sector expenditures, they do not collect enough taxes to cover the

money they spend.

The Centralization of Intergovernmental Relations

The centralization of tax authority in the federal government was the
driving force behind the loss of local autonomy in Mexico. Beginning
in 1947, local governments began to relinquish more and more tax au-
thority to the federal government in exchange for guaranteed shares
of federal tax revenues and exclusive authority over some small taxes
(Courchene, Diaz-Cayeros, and Webb 2000). The centralization of tax
collection was possible because local politicians surrendered tax author-
ity in exchange for fiscal compensation from the mmamm.& moﬁga.ma
(Diaz-Cayeros 1997b). This process culminated in 1979 with the Q.,m.m..,._oz
of the Sistema Nacional de Coordinacion Fiscal (SNCF). Local politicians
found it expedient, as it guaranteed shares of growing national VAT
(value added tax) collections and access to rising federal oil revenues
(Diaz-Cayeros 1995). Though states could, and still can, _mmm.:%.o? out
of the system and recover local tax authority, the SNCF m@&.:UE:E has
proven quite stable. Few politicians have been willing to risk a loss of
guaranteed fiscal revenues in exchange for fiscal freedom. Indeed, on
only one occasion has a governor—that of Baja California Sur—threat
ened to leave the system (Diaz-Cayeros 1997a). o
The regional distribution of federal transfers reflected Emm.ama.u&
priorities, not regional ones. States received revenue shares in line @9
former revenue collected from their own state-level taxes and the nation-
al sales tax, which perpetuated interregional disparities (Diaz-Cayeros
1995), As late as 1991, the formula used to allocate state _Hmammwa shares
heavily weighted their current share in overall tax revenues, with 72.29
percent of these transfers being based on tax collection. As a resulg, E.m
Federal District (DF} and wealthier states like Nuevo Ledn and Baja
California have consistently received more resources from the federat
government than poorer states, located predominately in the moc.ﬁr..H:m
GDP per capita in 2000 was US$22,816 (PPP) in the Federal _u_mnﬂnﬁ.ﬁm
figure comparable to Spain’s), $15,837 in Nuevo Ledn, and $12,434 in
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Baja California. In contrast, the national GDP per capita rate was $8,831,
indicating that federal transfers magnified already stark differences in
wealth among Mexico's 82 states (PNUD 2003).

The lack of a regional voice in the PMP was also reflected in federal
public investment spending (inversion publica federal, IPF), which is an
important source of public investment for economic and social develop-
ment projecis. Rather than being awarded to states on the basis of eco-
nomic and social need, however, IPF funds fostered economic growth in
the country’s most productive economic sectors (such as the petroleum
industry in the states of Veracruz and Tabasco, and the industrial and
Ema:mmnn::bm sectors in the DF) (Diaz-Cayeros 1997b). Until the 1980s,
most presidents favored industrial over agricultural, social, and regional
development programs, and thus chose to target regional (state) in-
dustrial centers that were critical to national economic prosperity and
growth. Indeed, between 1965 and 1982, 61 percent of IPF resources
were directed to industrial development (42 percent) and infrastructure
(19 percent) projects that tended to benefit wealthier states, compared
to 13 percent directed toward agriculture, and 91 percent toward social
welfare projects targeted toward more rura) and less-developed regions.
Regardless, the division of IPF funds also varied from term to term, re-
flecting variation in presidential policy priorities, and the secretiveness
and centralization of the PMP.

Regional favoritism was possible because local leaders abdicated elec-
toral, fiscal, and policy authority to the federal government (Ayala Es-
pino 1988). Although the lack of a regional voice in the PMP aggravated
regional inequalities, the equilibrium bargain between federal and local
leaders remained robust. Local leaders from both poor and wealthier
areas exchanged partisan loyalty for guaranteed political careers and
for predictable shares of government resources. Fconomic favoritism,
however, also helped reward the most important PRI followers—includ-
ing public utlities workers, workers in private industry, and business
groups—because it delivered jobs and prosperity to states that already
had strong corporatist representation in the national government. Lead-
ers from poorer areas, though their careers were guaranteed, were mar-
ginalized from most policy programs, while the federal government used




424 m Fagrice LEHoUCE, GABRIEL NEGRETTO, FRANCISCO ARARTO, Benra NacF, aN

o ALcyson SENTON

its control over the PMP to support the most economically influential

areas of the couniry.

Decentralization and the New Federal Pact

The economic crisis of the 1980s pressured the federal government (0
cede some political, fiscal, and policymaking authority to local govern-
ments {Cornelius and Craig 1991; Rodriguez and Ward 1994; Rodriguez
1997; Cornelius, Eisenstadt and Hindley 1999). Such decentralization
involved changing the formulas used to calculate state shares of fiscal
transfers, the policy responsibilites allocated to state governments, and
the way that federal public investment projects are undertaken, Congress
has since placed additional taxes within the SNCF system and increased
total tax revenues allocated to state governments. By 1998, in addition
to fiscal resources, the federal government had transferred education,
health care, and public security responsibilities to state and municipal
governments. Before the 1983 decentralizing reforms, states accounted
for about 11 percent of total public expenditures, and municipalities, for
2 percent. By 9005, states and municipalities accounted for 40 percent
of total public expenditures, even though states raise nO MOre than 11
percent of their spending from local taxes (INEGI 2007).

Local political interests have begun to find a voice in the policymak-
ing process. They have demanded more transparent resource allocation
that reflects their economic and fiscal interests. As a result, the distribu-
tion of federal tax-sharing revenues has begun to reflect more than just
annual tax collections; it oW includes funds based on population size
and economic and social needs (Diaz-Cayeros 1995; Rodriguez 1997,
Ward, Rodriguez, and Cabrero Mendoza 1999). Gone too are the days
of extreme favoritism toward those areas most likely to contribute to eco-
nomic growth. Poor states have benefited most from this change. States
with the highest levels of poverty experienced, on average, 33 percent
growth in the per capita wransfer of participaciones in the 1990s alone.
Wealthier states, by contrast, have seen negative growth in per capita

e —

* Participaciones are Fevenues collected from a state’s own taxes and their share of VAT,
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Hmﬁ.wﬁ:m shares (Rodriguez 1997). More developed states also have e
vnﬁ_w:noa a decline in per capita public investment, while poorer .
MMMMWW a Mmm_”ﬁa amount of federal funds for development EOMMMM
. rends have created a federal arrangement w .
M”un“nm o”m the zmMo?& government because Mo state ﬁhnHmN M“MNM:H
t its expenditures. This is a situation that i ing i i
sure .oz the federal government because OMHHM%WH”MLHMH NMM:_..M -
”mmm m Mexican society. It is also polarizing states between a larger M:NH
er of poorer states entirely dependent on federa! largess and a small
number of wealthier states that are not. -
The decentralization of resources, along with the rise of competiti
party _u.ommnm in state and municipal elections, has increased Sovmm_ﬁﬁw
mcdb.mﬁﬂu:m: politicians and politics in national policymaking ZMMM Mm
Mexico’s most important presidential contenders in recent %Mwm_,m have
all served as governors. Though President Calderén (2006-12) never
served as a mER.” executive, former President Fox (2000-06) was gov-
MMMM“MM MMMMMMHMO,;m PRIY's 2006 presidential candidate, Andrés
! . 1, served as mayor of Mexico City (2000-06). This
is a major change from prior years when presidential contenders tended
Hw come from bureaucratic careers rather than elected ones, as the
tion above on electoral and party systems shows. , -
State leaders can also affect voting cutcomes in the federal congress
Recent research shows that, when their interests collide with those of Em
federal government or party leaders, governors can exert considerable
msww over federal legislators from their state, causing important par
splits on key issues, particularly fiscal and budgetary ones {Lan NHON
.mooqv. Though much of the political clout of governors stems ».38@90:
J:%o:ma role in helping legislators get on ballots and win seats, it also
is due to the fact that many politicians hope to return to _Onm_, politi-
cal careers after serving in the national congress. Governors have also
begun to rethink the ways that they can cooperate to affect the federal
PMP. To this end, they formed the National Conference of Governors
{CONAGO) in 1999 to help coordinate their interests and present a
commen front to the national government. Though having only limited

s
uccess thus far, scholars have noted that governors from small states




226 _ Fasace LEHOLED, GaBREL NEGRETTO, FRaNGISCO APARICIO, Benmo Nagie, ano Alivson SENTON

that had until recently been all but overlooked by national leaders now
can expect to have their complaints and suggestions heard by cabinet
members and even the president (Flammand 2007).

Conclusion

Policymaking in Mexico is consistent with the argument that political
cooperation among a small number of political actors leads to the de-
velopment of stable interternporal linkages. Though the presidency is
constitutionally weak, unified government and the corporatist organiza-
tion of the economy transformed the president into a national agenda
setter. One-party hegemonic government gave rise to a political system
that benefited organized urban interest groups and ignored the majority
of Mexicans living in (and fleeing} rural poverty. It was a less than solid
arrangement—one that the president made credible by consulting with
corporatist leaders, letting them share in the spoils of office, and loading
the constitution with promises to each of these sectors. As aresult, public
policies were stable, coordinated, and coherent until the 1970s.

Without competitive elections, however, most partisan and policy
decisions were made in secret. Authoritarianism prevented the devel-
opment of a professional and high-quality bureaucracy. It kept an in-
dependent judiciary from enforcing a stable and modern agreement
that transcended the personalistic relations among the president, the
members of the cabinet, and corporatist leaders. By exchanging par-
ticularistic policies for support from narrowly based corporatist sectors,
presidencialismo relinquished the right to tax society and thus to build a
modern, professional state with the rule of law.

When policy reform might have caused losses for one or more urban-
based groups, however, PRI presidents typically postponed dealing with
thorny issues. Hence during the 1970s and early 1980s, Mexican presi-
dents did little to solve balance of pagments crises and the increase in the
public (foreign} debt, given the rigidity of tax collection and expenditure
policies. The costs of reforming an econommy that had become macroeco-
nomically unstable by the 1970s helps to explain why economic volatility
did not force change in the policies of a highly centralized PMP. After

Poucyiva
KNG 1IN VIExico Unoer One-ParTy HeGemony anD DiviDen GOvERNVENT

massive devaluations and periodic negarive growth rates—both of which
recurred with the end of the six-year presidential term and the start of
a :Q_e one—several presidents adapted a centralized PMP to new eco-
:o_.En and political circumstances. Presidents De la Madrid (1982-88)
mmﬂ.ﬁmm {1988-94), and Zedillo (1994-2000) opened up the nno:oa,
to ESE.an:m_ competition, deregulated it, and privatized many uSﬂM
companies.

w.mBoQ,maNmno: has created a decentralized and more open policy-

making process that benefits a wider set of interests. The proportional
aspects of a mixed electoral system fuel the growth of a three-party sys-
tem. The majoritarian components of the electoral system, along s_wﬁ\r
Em.voczawlom among SMPDs, now favor parties Onn:wﬁ:mugm median
position in congress (typically, the PRI) and rural voters, who comprise a
quarter of the electorate and contribute less than 5 percent to national
GDP. Intergovernmental relations magnify this outcome and actually
msno.cammm states to abdicate responsibility for collecting their own taxes
and instead to free ride on federal revenues. Divided government and
decentralization therefore fragment power in a political systern once
famous for one-party, hegemonic rule.

This chapter suggests several implications for policymaking in and
outside Mexico. First, presidencialismo was more powerful in appear-
m.bnm than in reality. Almost universal congressional support for execu-
tive-based initiatives conceals the fact that Mexican presidents, unless
faced with a serious crisis, could not secure approval of any measures
that redistributed significant resources away from the corporatist groups
on which it based its support. Only when lawmaking touched on non-
controversial issues could the president win the consent of corporatist
.mmn.ﬁoa.iSEnr held legislative seats commensurate with their economic
importance-—and organized business to enact or change laws. This out-
come suggests that the centralization of political power does not substi-
tute for the construction of a political consensus necessary for effective
public policies.

Second, there has been as much continuity as change in policymaking
during the last fifty years in Mexico. Though Mexico has been macroeco-
nomically stable since the mid-1990s, policymakers took more than two
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decades to shift from a fixed exchange rate and closed economy poli-
cies to a floating exchange rate regime and open economy policies. The
rigidity of policymaking contributed to macroeconomic turbulence dur-
ing the 1970s and 1980s, an outcome that worsened the public regarded-
ness of policies during these decades. Though political and economic
reforms of the 1990s benefited rural and poor citizens, the underlying
rigidities of public policies has contributed to unimpressive growth rates
(approximately 3.2 percent a year since 1997); rates unable to transform
the living standards of many Mexicans.

Third, increasing rates of growth to lift the half of Mexicans living in
poverty and reduce income equality requires addressing a multiplicity
of policy rigidities. Raising historically low rates of taxation—little more
than 10 percent of GDP—requires ridding the tax code of a large num-
ber of loopholes. Reform of the energy sector remains captive to inef-
ficiencies at PEMEX, its union, and the demands of a central state that
relies upon dwindling oil exports for more than a third of total public
sector expenditures. Education reform demands confronting the Jargest
union in Latin America, one whose leadership has shown little inter-
est in improving the quality of public education, but that has extracted
generous salary increases during the Fox administration. Until Mexico's
policymaking process forges a consensus to address these and related ri-
gidities, the living standards of Mexicans will not improve dramatically.

Political Institutions, Policymaking
Processes, and Policy Outcomes
in Paraguay
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Introduction

Paraguay has experienced one of the lowest growth rates in Latin Amer-
m.om over the last 25 years, with economic growth well below the popula-
tion growth, and a resulting decrease of per capita income, Meanwhile,
since 1947, Paraguay has been under the rule of the Colorado party. No
political party currently in power anywhere in the world has governed
longer than the Colorado party. In spite of both the stability of the Colo-
rado party’s control of the government and the country’s deteriorating
.EmQOonosoER conditions, no major reforms have been implemented
in Paraguay in recent years.

Economic reforms intended to stabilize the economy have usually
come to a standstill in the legislative stage. For example, in 2002, while
ww,.ammﬂmw was experiencing one of its most severe economic crises, the
minister of finance resigned in protest over congressional delays in au-
thorizing a stand-by agreement with the International Monetary Fund
(IMF). One year later, after his election as Paraguay’s new president,
Nicanor DuarteFrutos adopted some of the reforms suggested by the
IMF. In 2004 the situation improved; the economy grew 4 percent—the
highest rate since the mid-1990s. However, the economy suffered from a
variety of external shocks in 2005 and growth fell to $ percent. Against this
background, the authorities sought to implement an ambitious program




