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Abstract

How does violence affect political participation and voting behavior? Why does

a violent context push some to be politically active, while others decide to stay

at home? Our current understanding of political behavior is mostly derived from

analyses conducted in a peaceful and democratic context, or in post-conflict periods.

However, citizens in many developing countries make their political decisions in the

midst of violence.

The dissertation’s central argument is that political participation and voting be-

havior largely depend on the context surrounding the individual. In particular, the

level of criminal violence greatly impacts 1) citizens’ decision to participate politi-

cally, 2) their forms of participation, and 3) the logic of their vote choice. Faced with

violence, voters are generally pushed away from electoral politics. I argue that those

that do decide to take part of the electoral process will consider their evaluations of

security when deciding to punish or reward the incumbent government. While some

may be inclined to take further action and demand peace through non-electoral par-

ticipation, such a decision carries certain risks that are not easily overcome. I con-

tend that social networks can encourage participation by shaping the understanding

of crime, as well as the perception of costs and benefits associated with participation

amid violence.

To evaluate this argument, I draw on a rich array of sources. I designed an original

post-electoral survey that took place in Mexico a few days after the 2012 presidential
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election. I also created a novel newspaper databank of protests against crime in

Mexico during the 2006-2012 period. In addition, together with Guillermo Trejo, I

developed a unique dataset on criminal violence in Mexico. My statistical evidence

is complemented with participant observation in marches for peace and qualitative

in-depth interviews with victims and non-victims of crime in four Mexican cities.

Statistical evidence shows that violent criminal activity depresses electoral turnout.

Voters living in violent contexts are less likely to participate in elections. Victims

of crime are significantly less likely to participate in elections. However, faced with

rising violence, active voters are able to consider both economic and insecurity evalu-

ations in their assessments of government performance and voting decisions. Overall,

as a voter’s evaluation of national security worsens, her likelihood of supporting the

incumbent national party and government diminishes. At the same time, while in-

stitutional channels are not attractive to victims of crime, societal accountability

mechanisms are also available to citizens affected by insecurity. Victims of crime

and those connected to mobilizing networks are more likely to participate in protests

against insecurity than non-victims and “socially disconnected” individuals.
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1

Introduction

Luis lives in the municipality of Arcelia, located in one of the most violent regions in

the state of Guerrero, Tierra Caliente. Some of his relatives have been assassinated

by organized crime groups. He did not vote in the interim federal elections in 2009,

a year in which the municipal homicide rate was nearly 80 per 100,000 inhabitants.

Luis was threatened by political parties, as well as criminal groups, all of which tried

to influence his vote. He decided it was better not to vote at all. For him, democracy

is a fantasy and there are no real guarantees to protect him or his vote.1

Maŕıa has also been affected by violence. She is originally from Pajuacarán,

a municipality located in the northeast of Michoacán, one of the ten states most

impacted by organized crime violence in Mexico. Four of her six sons were abducted.

After that, Maŕıa preferred to stay at home. However, in June 2011, Maŕıa took

a more proactive role, joined the Movement for Peace with Justice and Dignity

(MPJD), and even engaged in a direct dialogue with President Felipe Calderón.

In September, she spoke in front of more than one thousand people in Veracruz,

1 Mexican national newspaper Reforma published a series of stories on voters’ responses to
criminal violence during elections. Luis’ story was published by Jiménez (2009).
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demanded information on the whereabouts of her children, and invited others to join

her and other victims of violence in their search for truth and justice.2

Understanding Luis’s and Maŕıa’s disparate political decisions is a puzzle. In

the face of violence, Luis decided to withdraw completely from politics. In contrast,

Maŕıa, who is also immersed in a context of violence, decided to take an active

political role. This project centers around two basic questions about criminal violence

inherent in this puzzle: How does violence affect political participation and voting

behavior? And why does a violent context push some to be politically active, while

others decide to stay at home?

Our current understanding of political behavior is mostly derived from analyses

conducted in a peaceful and democratic context, or in post-conflict periods (Bellows

and Miguel 2009; Blattman 2009; Shewfelt 2009; Voors et al. 2012). The difficulty

is that protests and voting in many countries, including Colombia, El Salvador, and

Guatemala, have taken place in the midst of violence. Although many scholars have

acknowledged the importance of incorporating the political context into the analysis

of voting behavior (Huckfeldt 1979, 1986; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987; Powell and

Whitten 1993; Baybeck and Huckfeldt 2002; Baker, Ames and Reno 2006), violence

still remains a largely unexplored contextual variable for understanding political

behavior. While studies of political violence and non-state armed actors abound, the

focus of political scientists has mainly concentrated on understanding the strategic

interactions and causes of violence. This dissertation examines how daily experience

with a warlike situation affects the way citizens handle their political lives, both

during electoral and non-electoral times.

This project develops a theory of political behavior in the midst of criminal vio-

lence and tests its implications using extensive quantitative and qualitative informa-

2 Maŕıa’s case has been widely covered by the media. See Gil Olmos (2011) for more detailed
information.
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tion on the recent wave of crime in Mexico. My goal is to explain how a violent con-

text shapes political behavior. Focusing on electoral participation, electoral choice,

and citizen mobilization against crime, at both the national and subnational levels in

Mexico, I seek to understand the political consequences of criminal violence. My aim

is also to explain and assess the implications of violence for democratic development.

1.1 Argument and Findings

The claim that I develop and test is that increasing criminal violence pushes voters

away from the political arena, particularly away from elections. Those who do decide

to take part of the electoral process will consider their evaluations of security when

deciding to punish or reward the incumbent government. While some may be inclined

to take further action and demand peace through non-electoral participation, such

a decision carries certain risks that are not easily overcome. I contend that social

networks can encourage participation by shaping the understanding of crime, as well

as the perception of costs and benefits associated with participation amid violence.

Statistical evidence shows that violent criminal activity deters voters from going

to the polling station on election day. In particular, victimization experiences result

in diminished participation in electoral politics. However, faced with rising insecurity,

active voters are able to consider both economic and insecurity evaluations in their

assessments of government performance and voting decisions. Incumbents are held

accountable for their job in the control of violence.

At the same time, while institutional channels are not attractive to victims of

crime, societal accountability mechanisms are also available to citizens affected by

insecurity. Victims of crime and those connected to mobilizing networks are more

likely to participate in protests against insecurity than non-victims and “socially

disconnected” individuals.
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1.2 Research Design

I use the Mexican case for hypothesis testing for both theoretical and methodological

reasons. First, standing as the sixth-most violent country in Latin America,3 Mexico

represents a particularly useful case for analyzing citizens’ political reactions to crime.

In 2000, when the country transitioned to democracy, the crime rate was at 10.7 per

100,000 population. By 2012, this figure had doubled to 23.7.4 Mexico currently

faces an alarming situation in terms of insecurity.

Second, drug-related violence is not a recent phenomenon in some regions. Since

the mid-1990s, drug-related violence has been a constant in the northern part of

the country. However, in recent years, drug-trafficking organizations have played a

major role in the production of violence across Mexico. The Mexican case provides

variation across both across time and space in order to more accurately evaluate the

effect of violence on political behavior.

Third, the war against drugs begun by President Calderón (PAN) in December

2006 provides an opportunity to assess the extent to which violence shapes participa-

tion and vote choices. As a result of the government’s confrontation with organized

crime, violence increased significantly. The battle between drug cartels, their private

armies, and government security forces resulted in over 70,000 deaths in the 2006-

2012 period (Reforma 2013; Molzahn, Ferreira and Shirk 2013), over 5,000 disappear-

ances (ACNUR 2012), and approximately 200,000 internal displacements (Internal

Displacement Monitoring Centre 2011). In addition, the deployment of more than

50,000 soldiers to conduct counter-narcotics operations was associated with increased

human rights violations (Human Rights Watch 2011; Álvarez 2012). Despite ongoing

violence, Mexico has continued to hold democratic elections. Mexico stands as an

3 United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), Homicide statistics.

4 Instituto Nacional de Estad́ıstica, Geograf́ıa e Informática (INEGI), Homicide Statistics.
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excellent case on which to examine electoral participation and accountability in the

midst of violence.

Fourth, increasing violence during the Calderón administration occurred in par-

allel with the 2009 global economic recession. The economy shrank (Wood 2012)

and the unemployment rate increased (Murillo 2012). Mexican voters were simulta-

neously concerned for their economic and physical security. The combination of an

economic crisis with a governance crisis allows for a more rigorous evaluation of the

extent to which security issue voting actually takes place.

For the empirical analysis of the Mexican case, I draw upon both aggregate and

individual level data. Therefore, my research design involves comparisons across

time and space, as well as among individuals. Through this strategy, the observable

implications of my research questions and the number of observations multiply.

At the aggregate level, I mainly focus on the municipality as my main unit of anal-

ysis. The disaggregation at the municipal level allows for greater levels of variation

for statistical analysis and it is also a more accurate depiction of the voter’s decision

process. After the neighborhood, the municipality is the individual’s most immediate

political and social milieu that shapes the way citizens view politics (Mackuen and

Brown 1987). The municipality is also the administrative area closest to Mexican

citizens, and it is therefore the closest area of action and the unit on which to assess

the impact of violence on political behavior.

For the individual-level analysis, I mainly rely on survey data. Given that my

argument revolves around the importance of context, I mostly rely on a multilevel

analysis for hypothesis testing at the micro level. When individuals make electoral

choices or decide to engage in collective action, they are not only influenced by

their particular characteristics but also by their surroundings. A multilevel approach

allows for a more accurate evaluation of the extent to which context plays a role on

individual behavior (Gelman and Hill 2007).
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1.3 Evidence

For hypothesis testing, I use both quantitative and qualitative evidence. I combine

statistical analyses of elections and protests with in-depth interviews. While quanti-

tative evidence allows me to examine the correlation between violence and political

behavior, qualitative evidence enables me to disentangle the mechanisms behind such

relationships.

1.3.1 Quantitative Evidence

The quantitative analysis presented here is based on a rich array of original data

sources that I describe in the following sections.

Survey Data

A key task in this project was the creation of a survey that allowed detailed mea-

surement and analysis of citizens’ political participation and their experiences with

crime. Existing public opinion surveys do not usually contain the combination of

such items, limiting our capacity to evaluate the behavioral consequences of crimi-

nal violence. In order to get as much detailed information as possible, I designed a

survey that included questions on citizens’ experience with crime, levels of political

engagement, evaluations of insecurity, and voting preferences, among other relevant

variables. This survey is the basis for the hypothesis testing at the individual level.5

The survey took place four days after the July 1, 2012, federal election in Mexico.6

Fourteen states also held local elections on that same day.7 Buend́ıa y Laredo, one

of the main survey firms in Mexico, was in charge of conducting 1,000 face-to-face

5 Appendix B shows the entire translated questionnaire.

6 See Appendix A for details.

7 San Luis Potośı, Yucatán, Federal District, Sonora, Jalisco, Tabasco, Nuevo León, Colima,
Guerrero, Campeche, Mexico State, Guanajuato, Morelos, and Chiapas held elections for local
government officials on the same date of the federal presidential election. Yucatán, Federal District,
Tabasco, Guanajuato, and Morelos renewed both the governorship and multiple mayorships.
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interviews among Mexican adults 18 years of age or older who resided in housing

units within the national territory. In order to achieve a national representative

sample of 1,000 adults age 18 and older, we used a multistage area probability sample

design. The sampling frame is an area frame based on a listing of geographical units

called electoral sections (secciones electorales), the primary sampling units or PSUs.

Each PSU in the sampling frame is assigned to a non-overlapping sample stratum

based on regions defined by their level of violence and urban/rural status. Strata

based on region encompass four categories ranked from 1 to 4, in which 1 represents

regions with the lowest level of violence and 4 represents regions with the highest

level of violence. Within each stratum, electoral sections are selected conducting a

systematic sampling with probability proportional to its size (PPS).

Protest Data

While the survey included questions on participation in citizen-led protests against

insecurity, participation in this kind of events is generally low. Therefore, it was

important to complement the study of this phenomenon with macro-level evidence.

Based on a systematic review of fifty local newspapers and one national newspa-

per, I constructed the Mexican Protest against Crime (MPC) Dataset.8 Through

the use of multiple local sources, event coverage is maximized, while at the same

time minimizing the geographical and temporal biases of newspaper-generated data

(Davenport 2007:5). The MPC includes 1,014 protest events organized by citizens

against insecurity across thirty-one Mexican states between 2006 and 2012.

Violence Data

The key independent variable throughout the three empirical chapters is violence.

While the Mexican authorities have made an effort to collect information on violent

8 See Appendix C for a list of all sources used for data collection.
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outcomes, official statistics have several limitations. The National System of Public

Security (Sistema Nacional de Seguridad Pública, SNSP) provides data on premedi-

tated murders, which is based on crime reports made in the offices of state attorneys.

This data has a monthly frequency and it is updated every month up to 2012. How-

ever, before 2012, this dataset cannot be disaggregated beyond the state level. Most

importantly, since it relies on reports made to state prosecutors’ offices, there tends

to be a considerable underestimation of crime. Approximately 90 percent of crime

in Mexico is unreported (CIDAC 2011).

Under the Calderón administration, the Office of the Mexican Presidency re-

leased a dataset on “homicides presumably related to organized crime.” While it is

disaggregated at the municipal level, it is limited to the period of December 2006

to December 2010. Therefore, I am unable to use this dataset for the entire period

under study.

Given these limitations, I mainly rely on two alternative datasets. First, I use the

national census (INEGI) dataset on homicides, which is derived from death certifi-

cates. The advantage of this dataset is that it is disaggregated down to the municipal

level with a monthly frequency. However, this data does not focus exclusively on or-

ganized crime-related homicides.

Second, I use the Criminal Violence in Mexico (CVM) Dataset—an original

newspaper-based data bank that Guillermo Trejo and I constructed. This dataset

collects information on drug-related violence during the 1995-2012 period.9 The in-

formation was derived from Reforma (1995-2006), El Universal (1995-2006), and El

Financiero (1997-2006). Reforma is the most specialized source of media informa-

tion on drug trafficking and organized crime in Mexico. El Universal offers a good

coverage of central Mexico and the Pacific and Gulf coasts. El Financiero covers the

central region. The three newspapers provide a fair coverage of the south. While

9 See Appendix D for a complete report on the CVM Dataset.
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CVM does not provide a census of drug-related violence, through the use of multiple

sources it minimizes any significant source of geographic bias. Overall, the CVM

Dataset gathered detailed information on 17,368 organized crime-related events, in-

cluding the names of the organizations involved, the type of violent actions, the

identity of victims and their affiliation, by state and municipality. This collection

of events yielded a total of 34,202 executions, 6,392 wounded combatants, and 4,567

cases of forced disappearances and torture.

Third, based on CVM, we also constructed the dataset Criminal Aggression

against Political Actors in Mexico (CAPAM), which collects information on 369

lethal attacks perpetrated by organized crime against government authorities, po-

litical candidates, and party activists from 1995 to 2012. In addition to using the

newspaper Reforma, we reviewed seven national newspapers, eighteen subnational

newspapers, and two weekly magazines specialized in drug trafficking and organized

crime.10 This enabled us to gather as detailed information as possible, as well as

confirm that violent attacks were indeed committed by criminal organizations.

1.3.2 Qualitative Evidence

To better understand non-electoral participation in the midst of violence, I conducted

in-depth interviews with 20 participants and 10 non-participants of protests against

crime. Interviews were conducted in the year 2012 throughout four cities with rel-

atively high homicide rates: Acapulco (Guerrero), Chihuahua (Chihuahua), Juárez

(Chihuahua), and Monterrey (Nuevo León).

Interviews began with questions on experience with crime and perceptions of

insecurity. Next, respondents were asked about their participation in protest events,

their views on those types of actions, their reasons for participating or not, as well

as their involvement with different community groups. While qualitative evidence is

10 See Appendix E for a list of all sources used for data collection
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limited in scope, interesting patterns emerge from these interviews.11

1.4 Roadmap

The dissertation is divided into four major sections: theory (Chapter 2), electoral

participation (Chapter 3), vote and electoral accountability (Chapter 4), and non-

electoral participation and protest (Chapter 5).

Chapter 2 develops a theory of political behavior in the midst of violence. Based

on the literature on political behavior, political violence, sociology, and psychology,

this chapter provides a characterization of organized crime and derives testable im-

plications for political participation and voting behavior.

Chapter 3 focuses on how criminal groups influence elections by shaping turnout.

Drawing on macro- and micro-level data, this chapter shows that, contrary to prior

research that has argued that crime victimization stimulates political participation,

victims of crime are significantly less likely to participate in elections than non-

victims. In addition, I find that increasing criminal activity deters voters from going

to the polling station on election day, regardless of their victimization experience.

Relying on aggregate electoral data and multiple surveys, Chapter 4 shows that

faced with rising insecurity, voters consider both economic and insecurity evaluations

in their assessments of government performance and voting decisions. Statistical

evidence suggests that partisan issue ownership can become an electoral disadvantage

when performance on that issue is not successful.

Based on survey data and the MPC Dataset, Chapter 5 shows that violence,

along with a vibrant civil society, stimulate citizen mobilization. Similarly, at the

individual level, citizens that have been victims of crime and those connected to

mobilizing networks—without regard to their victimization experience—are more

likely to participate in protests against insecurity than non-victims and “socially

11 For security reasons, the respondents’ names are omitted.
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disconnected” individuals. Qualitative interviews with participants of such events

help understand the process through which networks reshape the understanding of

the dangers associated with activism in the midst of violence.

The concluding chapter examines the main theoretical implications that this dis-

sertation provides for the study of criminal violence and democratic politics. I con-

clude with a section on the future avenues of research derived from this project.
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2

A Theory of Political Behavior in the Midst of
Violence: Organized Crime, Elections, and Protest

This chapter develops a theory of political participation and voting behavior in the

midst of violence. The main hypotheses tested throughout the dissertation are de-

rived from the theoretical argument presented here. Overall, I contend that political

participation and voting behavior largely depend on the context surrounding the

individual. In particular, the level of criminal violence greatly impacts 1) citizens’

decisions to participate politically, 2) their forms of participation, and 3) the logic

of their vote choices.

In the following sections I first lay out organized crime groups’ (OCGs) interests

in influencing electoral outcomes. Their ultimate goal is not ideological but economic.

Since OCGs rely on informal protection networks for their subsistence and expansion

(Snyder and Durán-Mart́ınez 2009; Trejo and Ley 2013), they seek to shape the

composition of government and its security policies in order to keep their protectors

in place, operate with relative freedom, and increase their revenues. To do this, they

make use of their two most readily available instruments: bribes and bullets.
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What are the political consequences of such acts of intimidation and violence?

How does it shape political behavior? In this chapter, I argue that one of the most

immediate political effects of criminal violence is the electorate’s demobilization. The

remaining active voters will attempt to hold their elected authorities accountable and

take into consideration their evaluations of insecurity when deciding whom to vote

for.

Non-electoral accountability mechanisms are also available. In a context of rising

insecurity, violence and victimization experiences provide an initial motivation for

the organization of protests against the government’s failure to control crime. How-

ever, given the collusion between criminals and public authorities, there is a high

level of risk associated to such actions. Social networks are therefore crucial for the

development of non-electoral forms of action in the midst of violence. Moreover,

networks help its participants—both victims and non-victims—reach a common un-

derstanding of the issue of crime, as well as shape their perceptions of the dangers

they face and of benefits their collective action might bring.

In the first part of the chapter I define and describe organized crime. I examine

the interaction between the state and criminal groups. This analysis sets the ground

from which—based on the insights from the literatures on political behavior, political

violence, sociology, and psychology—I develop a model of political behavior in a

violent context. Then, I derive a set of predictions for turnout, vote choice, and

protest amid violence.

2.1 Defining Organized Crime

Organized criminal groups are informal business enterprises that regulate and control

the production and distribution of illicit services or products (Varese 2011). These

may include one or several of the following activities: drug trafficking, smuggling of

illegal immigrants, human trafficking, arms trafficking, money laundering, extortion,
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and kidnapping. The illegal nature of the crime business necessarily implies the

absence of a coherent set of legal rules and sanctions to organize its activities and

resolve disputes. Peaceful exchanges can only take place on the basis of trust over

the course of repeated interactions. In the absence of trust, criminal organizations

must rely on other alternatives to be able to operate and expand: bribes and bullets.

Corruption and violence are the basis of organized crime’s existence and survival.

It is through the bribing of public officials in the political, judicial, and security

systems that organized crime is able to operate with impunity. The complicity of

public authorities and security forces facilitates criminal activities. OCGs make use of

violence to enforce contracts, exert control, and induce discipline (Hagan 1983; Maltz

1985; Paoli 2002; Varese 2005). Unlike other non-state armed actors like guerrillas or

paramilitaries (Garćıa-Sánchez 2010; Gallego 2011; Steele 2011), organized crime’s

interest in influencing the political system is not ideological. Instead, its ultimate

goal is economic (Schloenhardt 1999; Armao 2003). This does not mean that OCGs

are not politicized. On the contrary, their involvement in politics is inevitable; it is an

intrinsic part of their functioning. However, in the case of OCGs, the use of violence

in the political arena is not intended to take over power, but rather to influence and

control those who hold power, in order to favor the criminal organizations’ economic

interests. I argue that such use of violence has important political consequences.

The type of violence examined in this project is that exerted by a particular type

of organized crime group: drug-trafficking organizations (DTOs).1 These are criminal

groups that are mainly focused on the regulation and control of the production and

distribution of drugs. The violence produced by DTOs is a deliberate infliction of

harm on people as a result of, or motivated by, their drug-trafficking related activities,

frequently related to the competition among DTOs and between DTOs and the state.

1 Given that drug trafficking is one of the possible activities that organized criminal groups may
engage in, I use these terms interchangeably.
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The purpose of this project is to examine the consequences that such violence has on

citizens’ decision to participate politically, both in elections and in protest events, as

well as the effect of violence on their vote choice. The next section briefly explores

the logic of drug-related violence.

2.2 The Logic of Drug Violence

The drug-trafficking industry relies on a series of local operations to produce, smug-

gle, and sell its products. If a given territory is not well suited for the production or

transportation of drugs, DTOs will simply not find it profitable to establish them-

selves there.2 When and where DTOs decide to settle, they depend on informal

local networks of government protection through which public officials refrain from

enforcing the law or enforce it selectively (Snyder and Durán-Mart́ınez 2009; Trejo

and Ley 2013). In general, OCGs make use of plata o plomo (silver or lead) offers to

buy protection for their territories and impunity for their crimes.

Multiple accounts from various cases have demonstrated this criminal-political

nexus. In 1994, a taped telephone conversation revealed that Ernesto Samper’s suc-

cessful campaign for president of Colombia had been heavily funded by the Cali cartel

(Felbab-Brown 2010). Violence in Rio de Janeiro’s favelas is largely a function of

networks of cooperation between drug traffickers, civic leaders, politicians, and police

forces (Arias 2006a,b). In China, authorities have even protected criminals from law

enforcement by either releasing suspects without charging them or by warning gang

members that they are being targeted and advising them to flee (Chin and Godson

2006).

When the protection agreement between a given DTO and its protector is stable

and effective, violence is likely to remain low. Moreover, if the alliance between the

2 See Dell (2012) for an analysis of the importance of geographical characteristics for the operation
of organized crime.
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DTO and the protector is strong enough, anti-narcotic operations against other crim-

inal groups are likely to be very efficient. Consequently, unprotected DTOs would

have an incentive to migrate elsewhere, as this is their least-preferred scenario. Un-

der these circumstances, violence is used selectively to induce discipline within the

organization, or to keep the protector from extending protection to other organiza-

tions. At the same time, the protector could benefit electorally from its performance

in the control of violence.

Changes within protection networks or uncertainty about their stability result

in increased violence. When DTOs multiply, protectors fight in their attempt to

“guard” their protected organizations (Snyder and Durán-Mart́ınez 2009). When

protectors change, protection agreements need to be renegotiated. In the meantime,

the monopoly over trafficking routes becomes uncertain and violence is the only

means available for protecting DTOs’ territories (Trejo and Ley 2013). In the next

section I argue that increasing criminal violence affects political behavior.

2.3 Political Behavior in the Midst of Violence

Protection agreements between public authorities and criminal groups allow the lat-

ter to influence the composition of key security positions in government—such as the

attorney’s office, the prison system and the local police—as well as their functioning.

Criminal organizations have an interest in influencing the political system, not nec-

essarily with an ideological goal in mind, but in order to shape its security policy and

effectiveness. Ideally, OCGs will try to fill such positions with officials who are close

to their economic interests. In this way, organized crime seeks to increase its eco-

nomic gains and operate, if not freely, at least with relative immunity. I argue that

such protection networks and associated violence have substantial consequences for

political behavior. The following sections address three political effects: 1) electoral

participation, 2) voting behavior, and 3) non-electoral participation.
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2.3.1 Electoral Participation

Elections are excellent opportunities for organized crime to “reorganize” and shape

government. One of the ways in which OCGs may attempt to influence politics is

through the use of violence intended to intimidate or eliminate the opposite group

and demobilize those with opposite electoral preferences. In an effort to place their

preferred political option in power, criminal groups may exert violence against: a)

political candidates, to force them to retire from the competition, or to retaliate

if they do not agree to offer protection to criminals; b) public officials, to extract

concessions from parties and government authorities and strike protection deals; and

c) voters, to force them to vote in a particular way. In their effort to impose their

preferred political option, OCGs will also fight against each other over electoral issues.

In fact, according to the Italian experience, there is a positive correlation between

mafia violence and elections (Sberna 2011). As I will further explain in Chapter 3, the

goal of OCGs through these various violent actions is to shape electoral preferences

according to their own interests, and ultimately be able to place their preferred party

in office.

In order to illustrate how the strategic use of violence by organized crime during

elections shapes electoral participation, suppose that, in a given municipality, there

are two parties, Party A and Party B, and two drug cartels, DTO X and DTO

Y. Further assume that DTO X favors Party A and DTO Y favors Party B. Both

criminal organizations attempt to place their preferred parties in power through the

strategic use of corruption and violence. As DTOs fight over electoral outcomes, the

calculus of voting3 is tremendously affected.

First, under such circumstances, the probability that a citizen’s vote actually

matters and makes a difference (P) is reduced even further than what Downs (1957)

3 R = B*P-C+D
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suggested. DTOs’ actions are likely to have a greater effect on the electoral outcome

than an individual vote. As violence depresses electoral competition (González 2013),

voters will perceive their vote has a much lower probability of affecting the result.

Second, in a context of high violence where candidates, public officials, and the

electorate are being targeted by DTOs, voters risk their lives when they express their

political preferences. Electoral participation in the midst of criminal competition

carries a great risk, as it exposes citizens to violent attacks from such non-state armed

actors (Garćıa-Sánchez 2007, 2010). Therefore, the costs (C ) of voting increase

significantly.

Third, if Party A were to win the election, its supporters could potentially be

targeted by DTO Y. The opposite applies if Party B were to win. If that is the case,

the benefit derived from having your preferred candidate win (B) is null or even

negative.

Finally, research has shown that violence reduces public trust and support for

democratic institutions (Cruz 2000; Bateson 2012; Fernandez and Kuenzi 2010;

Cantú and Garćıa-Ponce 2013). In that situation, voters’ sense of civic duty and

derived satisfaction from voting (D) is also greatly reduced.

As voters go through these processes, nonparticipation is likely to emerge as a

more appealing and safer option. Abstention becomes a form of self-protection. It

then follows that:

H1.a. The higher the level of violence in a region, the lower its level of electoral

turnout.

H1.b. The higher the levels of violence, the lower the probability that an individual

will turn out to vote.

Despite violence, some citizens will remain politically active, vote, and even en-

gage in political protest against insecurity. The following section explores how voting
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and non-electoral participation take place in the midst of violence.

2.3.2 Security Issue Voting

When studying electoral accountability, most of the available research has focused

on economic voting (Fiorina 1981; Lewis-Beck 1986; Mackuen, Erikson and Stimson

1992; Pacek and Radcliff. 1995; Powell and Whitten 1993; Anderson 2000; Nadeau,

Niemi and Yoshinaka 2002). However, under certain circumstances, noneconomic

issues prevail in elections. During good economic times or periods of major political

upheaval, voters may shift their attention to other noneconomic issues (Singer 2011).

Moreover, some citizens will consider noneconomic issues to be more relevant than

others and vote according to the importance attached to each issue (Fournier et al.

2003; Singer 2011).

Krosnick (1990) proposes that the electorate is composed of many small “issue

publics,” each composed of citizens who are passionately concerned about a single

issue. His theory predicts that an issue becomes important to a voter according to

three possibilities: 1) the policy issue is linked with her material self-interest; 2) it

is socially identified with the reference group she closely identifies with; and 3) it is

relevant to her basic social and personal values.

A context of rising insecurity, generated as a result of organized crime activity, is

likely to result in a governance crisis that diverts attention from economic issues. We

would expect that increasing levels of violence lead to the formation of a “security

issue public” among those directly and indirectly affected by crime. When insecurity

affects the self and core values, such as mutual trust, it becomes an easily accessible

issue in the voter’s mind. Therefore, the expectation is that voters will base their

vote choices on their security evaluations, according to the following hypotheses:

H2.a. Electoral support for candidates of the national in-party at the subnational

level varies inversely with local violence.
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H2.b. As individual perceptions of security worsen, voters are less likely to support

the national incumbent party.

H2.c. Victims of crime are less likely to show electoral support for the national

incumbent party.

Issue importance affects the weight voters give to noneconomic issues and con-

sequently, the extent to which they are vigilant and critical of government action

regarding that issue (Fournier et al. 2003). Perceptions of security and victimization

experience are an approximation of the degree to which crime may be an important

issue at a personal level. Individuals concerned with crime, either because they feel

insecure or because they have directly experienced crime (victims), are expected to

give more weight to security in their evaluations of government performance.

An additional caveat must be considered. In the context of intense criminal

violence, discerning who the responsible agent is becomes a difficult process. Al-

though violence may be initially triggered by DTO competition, we know that or-

ganized crime cannot operate without the “cooperation” of government officials and

the armed forces. Furthermore, state armed forces may generate violent dynamics

that also directly and indirectly increase and radicalize violence. Consequently, for

the case at hand, the potential responsible agents are numerous: DTOs, the military,

the police, the president, governors, and mayors. The process of responsibility attri-

bution is quite complicated because the production of violence is dispersed among

all these actors, and because cognitive abilities vary from person to person (Javeline

2003). In this regard, research has shown that electoral behavior is conditional on

whether voters are able to assign blame (Arceneaux 2003). If the government is

not considered responsible for a given problem, voters’ ability to hold government

accountable for rising violence diminishes. How can voters attribute responsibility?

Partisanship can be used as a “cognitive shortcut.” Electoral accountability should
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be easier to attribute when the same party holds each of the relevant offices:

H2.d. Electoral support for candidates of the national in-party at the subnational

level varies inversely with local violence, only when subnational authorities

share the president’s partisanship.

I have argued that DTOs have incentives to increase violence as a way to influence

elections and that the most immediate effect we should observe is on participation.

Whether such violence actually yields a particular electoral result favoring a given

DTO’s preference is difficult to predict. Unlike paramilitary or guerrilla groups that

have clear and consistent ideology, DTOs do not necessarily hold the same political

preferences across subnational units. This is in part explained by the fact that DTO

behavior is to a large extent dependent on the availability of local protectors and

the possibility of setting up deals with them. Given this complexity, I do not intend

to predict electoral results or party choice. Instead I only characterize the nature or

basis of the vote choice in the midst of violence.

2.3.3 Non-Electoral Participation

Increasing violence produces a sense of outrage, particularly among those directly

affected by crime (Bejarano 2002; Bateson 2012; Rojo-Mendoza 2013). Their daily

lives change completely and are frequently dictated by DTO activity. However, given

the collusion between organized criminal groups and state agents, taking action to de-

nounce violent acts—through marches, demonstrations, road blockages, community

meetings, labor strikes, or sit-ins, among other forms of collective mobilization—

involves risks. Criminal groups may feel threatened by actions that involve a call for

stronger state reactions to crime or demand reforms to the judicial or political sys-

tem. In addition, given that these acts of protest are likely to have a clear government

target and that participants are likely to expose the corruption and impunity within
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the justice system, state actors also become a threat to any popular mobilization

aiming to oppose and control violence.

Leaders and participants of such mobilization efforts are likely to be threatened

or co-opted by criminals and their allies—both in the political sphere and among

security forces—into not pressing for political change and judicial reforms (Arias

2006a). Following McAdam (1986) and Wood (2003), such forms of collective action

imply a high-risk type of activism. In addition to the anticipated dangers of engaging

in protest against violence, the probability of succeeding in controlling violence is

minimal.

How and why do individuals get involved in such risky forms of action? How do

individuals come together to a common understanding of their personal experience

with violence and decide to take to the streets? Why do those not directly affected

by crime get involved in non-electoral forms of participation in reaction to crime?

To answer these questions we must turn to social networks.

Networks as Mediators of Participation in the Midst of Violence

Social networks have been shown to play a crucial role in the decision to participate in

social movements (DellaPorta 1988, 1995; Diani 1995; Fernandez and McAdam 1989;

Friedman and McAdam 1992; Fujii 2008; Gould 1995; Klandermans and Oegema

1987; Klandermans 1997; Marwell and Oliver 1993; McAdam 1982, 1988; McAdam

and Paulsen 1993; Oberschall 1973, 1993; Passy 2001, 2002; Rosenthal et al. 1985;

Scacco 2010; Snow, Zurcher and Ekland-Olson 1980). Networks play diverse func-

tions, at different points of the participation process, according to the circumstances.

They represent opportunities to socialize and build group identities. They also shape

individual preferences before people even join a social movement (Passy 2002).

Networks’ socializing and shaping functions are particularly important for the

occurrence of protest against insecurity. Networks bring individuals together to: 1)
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exchange views on the prevailing violence, 2) reach a common identity and under-

standing of the issue, 3) provide opportunities for collective participation, and 4)

shape and redefine their perceptions of the risks and benefits that collective action

implies.

Networks’ socializing function.- As shown by sociologists, sharing is a particularly

important process for victims of violence. LeJeune and Alex (1973) studied victims

of robbery and concluded that it is a psychological need of the victim to tell others,

to “relive and relieve” the anxiety the experience has created. Discussants also help

to define the meaning of the crime as they share their own experiences or those of

others. The authors further suggest that all discussants in a network, regardless of

whether they have been victimized, have their awareness of crime raised:

“Through such communication networks, the victims create little cul-
tures that give character, texture, and context to their plight. In
this way others participate with the victim in the re-creation of the
mugging encounter, give it meaning, and most important, assist in
establishing survival patterns to correspond with the new threat that
has entered the person’s life.”(Lejeune 1973: 279)

It is through social networks that victims share their personal experiences, both

with other victims and non-victims. This is part of their coping mechanisms. Along

the way, network participants are able to build a common identity. In particular,

as victims share their experiences with violence and the justice system, victims and

non-victims are likely to develop feelings of outrage and indignation, not for oneself

but for others (Wood 2003).

Socialization also helps build trust among participants, which is fundamental for

collective action but that is frequently lacking in violent contexts and among victims

(Brehm and Rahn 1997; Cuesta, Alda and Lamas 2007). It is through networks that

trust can be rebuilt among victims and non-victims. However, while common identi-

ties and trust are powerful incentives for collective action, they cannot automatically
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trigger participation and corresponding organization efforts. At this point, networks

have only helped to increase the potential number of participants, by putting them

in contact and forging an identity among them. Disposition to participate has in-

creased, but it remains latent and is not automatically translated into action (Ajzen

and Fishbein 1980; Passy 2002).

The next step is to be provided with an opportunity to participate. Through the

socialization process, network participants also share information about such oppor-

tunities. As found by many, a person who knows someone who is already involved

in a particular cause will be more inclined to participate in it (DellaPorta 1988,

1995; Gould 1993, 1995; Klandermans 1997; McAdam 1986, 1988; Snow, Zurcher

and Ekland-Olson 1980; Scacco 2010). As participants of networks forge identities

and build trust among themselves, they are able to find and share reliable infor-

mation that includes the availability of instances in which to come together as a

group.

Overall, networks’ socializing function creates an initial disposition to partici-

pate, particularly among non-victims, who get exposed to the violent realities that

victims of crime have experienced. In this process, both victims and non-victims find

commonalities. In addition, they get informed about potential opportunities to take

action and address their needs as a group concerned about crime and insecurity.

Networks’ shaping function.- The options available to citizens to achieve justice af-

ter a victimization experience are limited. As noted before, taking action for that

purpose is costly and not always effective. In this regard, networks can help reshape

the understanding of the dangers associated with activism against crime, as well as

of the potential derived benefits.

As noted in the previous section, as network participants share their experiences

with violence and the justice system, their motivations are no longer exclusively self-
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oriented, but also other-oriented. As the commitment to the cause broadens and

individuals become more engaged, the individual sensitivity to threat is likely to

decrease. The commitment to the network and its participants can even outweigh

the concern for one’s needs (Loveman 1998; Wood 2003).

Coming together as a group has the additional side effect of raising the costs to

violent actors who seek to silence individual groups (Arias 2004). Dense interpersonal

networks tend to insulate activists. This contributes to their intensified commitment

and willingness to act despite possible risks.

At the same time, perceptions of expected utility and likelihood of success are

also transformed. Interactions with network participants show not only that there

is a chance to take action but that such action could potentially help resolve their

cases or at least get the government’s attention. Through collective action, violence

is exposed and the likelihood of government response, or at least the perception of

such a likelihood, increases. Therefore, social networks help improve the perceptions

about the expected benefits from participation and overall chances of success.

It then follows that:

H3.a. Regions with higher levels of violence are more likely to experience greater

levels of protest against crime.

However, given the risks that such mobilizations imply, as well as the need for

social networks that generate common identities and promote socialization processes,

I propose that:

H3.b. Regions with high density of civil society organizations are more likely to

experience greater levels of protest against insecurity.

Consistently, at the individual level of analysis, I anticipate that participation

will vary in accordance with the following hypotheses:

25



H3.c. Victims of violence are more likely to participate in acts of protest against

insecurity.

H3.d. Regardless of their victimization status, individuals inserted in mobilizing

networks are more likely to participate in protests against insecurity.

2.3.4 Summary of the Argument

Figure 2.1 presents a simplified version of the argument I have developed here. The

black dashed lines represent the predicted individual decision-making path under

a violent context. As violence rises, citizens are more likely to withdraw from the

political system. Nevertheless, some activists may remain. The goal here is to

understand how they participate and why. I argue that the vote choice of those who

choose to participate in elections will be based on their evaluation of the incumbent

government’s performance in the control of violence. Those that opt for the non-

electoral route are likely to do so because they have been victims of the prevailing

violence or are inserted in mobilizing networks—as illustrated by the dotted gray

lines—that contribute to the framing of the issue of crime and help reduce the risks

associated with protest behavior in a violent context.

Figure 2.1: Diagram of Individual Decision-Making in a Violent Context
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2.4 Conclusions

Building from the literatures on political behavior, political violence, sociology, and

psychology, in this chapter I have developed a contextual theory of political behav-

ior in the midst of violence. Unlike prevailing explanations that only focus on the

effect of victimization on behavior, I integrate the context in which victimization

takes place. Focusing on the criminal-political interaction, I have developed the im-

plications of crime-related violence for political participation and voting behavior. I

have suggested that the level of violence greatly impacts the individual decision to

participate politically, as well as the nature of the vote choice.

Citizens living in areas characterized by low levels of violence will not have an

incentive to engage in protest and will not see their decision to turn out affected.

In contrast, increasing levels of violence that result from the competition among

drug-trade organizations and their state-sponsored protection rackets threaten the

electorate and reduce its incentives to participate politically, either through protest

or voting. I further argue that those who become or remain active in the midst of

violence are those who are inserted in networks that contribute to the framing of the

issue of crime and of the risks associated with protest behavior. I assert that voting

behavior is also influenced by the nature of the prevalent violence. Voters living in

a violent context are more likely to be guided by their evaluations of security when

deciding whom to vote for.

In the remainder of the dissertation I subject these propositions to empirical

testing, using quantitative and qualitative evidence from Mexico’s recent wave of

violence. The focus of the next chapter is on the impact of criminal violence on

electoral participation.
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3

To Vote or Not to Vote: How Criminal Violence
Shapes Electoral Participation

One of the most intriguing findings in the literature on political behavior is that

victims of violence are more likely to participate in politics than non-victims (Bellows

and Miguel 2009; Blattman 2009; Shewfelt 2009; Bateson 2012; Voors et al. 2012).

This finding holds for both victims of civil war violence and of criminal violence.

However, while victimization is an important indicator of experience with violence,

it does not fully capture the experience of living in a violent context.

This chapter argues that a violent context, regardless of direct victimization,

has a depressing effect on electoral participation. In particular, when organized

crime groups use violence as a means to influence elections, voters risk their lives

when expressing their electoral preferences. Moreover, as voters’ trust in public

authorities and democratic institutions diminishes as a result of prevailing violence,

the incentives to participate in elections also decrease. Empirical evidence presented

in this chapter shows that violent criminal activity deters voters from going to the

polling station on election day.
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After reviewing the works that have analyzed the relationship between violence

and political participation, I examine the role that organized crime plays in elections

and how it ultimately affects voting behavior. I also show evidence on the influence

and actions of organized criminal groups in Mexico in recent elections. I then present

my empirical strategy and statistical results, which show that, contrary to prevail-

ing evidence, victims are less likely to participate in elections. Most importantly,

statistical findings show the undeniable depressing effect that criminal violence has

on electoral participation, both at the macro and micro levels. This finding is true

for both victims and non-victims of crime, as well as for local- and national-level

elections. Finally, I explore possible mechanisms behind the negative relationship

between violence and turnout.

3.1 Political Violence and Political Participation

The literature on political behavior and violence can be broadly organized in four

groups. First, there is a set of studies that has analyzed the legacies of civil war vio-

lence. Overall, these works have found that, upon their return to their communities

or the end of the armed conflict, victims of civil war are generally more politically

engaged and participate at higher rates than their non-victim counterparts (Bellows

and Miguel 2009; Blattman 2009; Shewfelt 2009; Voors et al. 2012). A second group

of research has examined the role that violence produced by terrorist groups has on

political behavior (Bali 2007; Rose and Abrahms 2007; Robbins, Hunter and Murray

2013). In general, evidence shows that terrorist attacks that occur prior to elections

mobilize citizens to participate electorally.

A third set of works has begun to analyze the role of crime victimization in non-

electoral forms of political participation (Bateson 2012; Rojo-Mendoza 2013). The

argument is that victims of crime have a higher involvement in politics than non-

victims. Instead of showing victims as becoming disempowered or disengaged, this
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strand of the literature conceptualizes victims as social and political activists.

Finally, there is a group of studies that argues that the nature of violence and

the actors who produce it are important variables to take into account for drawing

conclusions about the impact of violence (Garćıa-Sánchez 2007, 2010; Gallego 2011).

For the particular case of Colombia, it has been found that illegal armed groups

use divergent strategies to alter voting behavior and affect electoral outcomes in a

way that is consistent with their political objectives. Guerrillas sabotage elections

and suppress turnout (Gallego 2011), while paramilitaries seek to influence vote

preferences in favor of right-wing candidates (Garćıa-Sánchez 2010; Gallego 2011).

Furthermore, disputed areas seem to exhibit the lowest probability of voting (Garćıa-

Sánchez 2010). Evidence outside of Colombia also supports the negative relationship

between violence and electoral participation (Bravo Regidor and Hernández 2012;

Carreras and Trelles 2012).

The first two group of studies that examine the legacies of civil war and terrorism

analyze political participation in particular political circumstances: the post-conflict

or post-violent period. However, we must consider that it is likely that the process

of reconstruction of a country adds to the sense of political efficacy of the victims

of past violence. This is unlikely to happen when new opportunities to participate

in government are not opening up but rather, violence is ongoing (and potentially

rising) and political processes are even being shaped or controlled by non-state armed

actors. In this regard, Höglund, Jarstad and Kovacs (2009) recognize that while

there are similarities, it is important to make a distinction between two types of war-

related elections: elections held during ongoing violence and elections held in the

post-conflict period when peace has been achieved. Instead of examining political

behavior in a postwar context, this project intends to examine political behavior in

the midst of violence.

The studies that focus on crime victimization tend to dismiss the context in
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which such violent events take place. However, there are substantial differences in

the phenomenon of crime across regions. The actors who perpetrate violence and

the characteristics of the political system in each region—or even in each country—

differ substantially. As the works on the Colombian case suggest, such differences

are likely to have important consequences for the forms, types, and timing of par-

ticipation. Moreover, a violent context also shapes the decisions and actions of

non-victims. Disregarding contextual variables could lead us to overestimate the ef-

fect of victimization on political participation. Incorporating the context of violence

in which voters live is important for explaining how, when and where victims and

non-victims decide to participate politically. So far, the literature has been unable

to answer these questions.

In this chapter I contend that political participation largely depends on the con-

text surrounding the individual. In particular, I focus on the impact that a context

characterized by criminal violence has on electoral participation. Contrary to the

first two groups of works that examine the political consequences of violence in the

post-war period, my study focuses on understanding political participation amid vi-

olence. Also, in contrast to the studies on the consequences of crime victimization,

I look beyond the direct experience with crime and argue that the strategic use

of violence by organized crime groups ends up demobilizing voters at large, even

if they are not direct victims of criminal violence. Citizens living under relatively

peaceful conditions will not see their decision to turn out to vote affected. How-

ever, as violence rises, the electorate is likely to feel threatened, which ultimately

reduces its incentives to vote. Therefore, my argument is closer to the fourth set of

works that emphasize the importance of the nature of violence. However, my focus

is on the political impact of such violence rather than the specific motivations of its

perpetrators.
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3.2 How Does Criminal Violence Affect Electoral Participation?

As described in preceding chapter, OCGs have an interest in influencing the political

system. Violence is an instrument that OCGs may use to reorganize the distribution

of parties in their favor. Criminal groups have a wide range of violent tools available

for this purpose: threat, violent attacks, kidnappings, or executions. Their goal is to

shape electoral preferences according to their own interests, and ultimately be able

to place their preferred party in office. However, as I will explain next, voters living

under such conditions risk their lives when they express their political preferences.

The expectation is that, ultimately, such fierce violence threatens the electorate and

consequently, turnout levels diminish.

There are two points in time at which criminal violence intended to influence

elections can take place, most likely affecting voters’ decision to participate at all:

before election day, and on election day. During the pre-electoral period, at least

three different types of events may reduce the incentives to vote: 1) a shortage of

candidates due to threats or assassinations, 2) violence and threats against public

officials and voters, and 3) confrontations between drug cartels or criminal gangs.

Likewise, on the day of the election, we can identify at least three incidents that

may inhibit participation: 1) inability to install polling stations, 2) threats against

voters, and 3) general violence.

First, in an effort to place their preferred political option in power, criminal

groups exert violence against political candidates. Several may be threatened or

assassinated if they do not retire from the competition, or if they do not agree to

offer protection to criminals. For instance, in Colombia, over the 1988-2001 period,

at least 2,400 politicians and local activists were killed by armed groups (Arjona

and Chacón 2013). Similarly, in the 2011 election in Guatemala, more than thirty

candidates were assassinated (Stone 2011). These violent events directed against
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political candidates have several linked consequences on electoral participation.

Aggressions against party members reduce the incentives of potential candidates

to run at all. Under such circumstances, running a campaign is a high-risk activity.

As a consequence, if political candidates themselves decide to quit the competition, it

is likely that at least their sympathizers in the electorate will feel afraid of expressing

their preferences by going out to vote, or will simply not find a suitable candidate

to vote for. Party mobilization efforts, both before and on election day, are also

likely to remain low. Moreover, as candidates retire due to threats or assassinations,

competition—a variable that has been widely known to encourage voting—is driven

downwards. Analyzing the Colombian case, Arjona and Chacón (2013) find that

violence results in low-quality candidates. This is likely to reduce incentives for

participation as well. For example, disputed areas in Colombia exhibit the lowest

probability of voting (Garćıa-Sánchez 2007, 2010).

Second, in the course of the electoral campaign, armed groups may also exert

violence against public officials. This is also a way to show off their military-like

strength, as well as a strategy to extract concessions from parties and government

authorities, and strike protection deals. Just between 1998 and 2000, twenty-five

mayors were assassinated in Colombia (Caracol 2000). During the 1990 campaign

for local elections in Italy, more than a dozen candidates and officials were assassi-

nated by criminal groups (Haberman 1990). Early in 2013, Carlos Enrique Castillo

Medrano, the mayor of the locality of Jutiapa, Guatemala, was shot to death by an

organized crime group (Publinews 2013). Given that these acts of violence are likely

to receive great media attention, they inevitably alter the political environment in

which elections take place, as well as the electorate’s perception of insecurity, par-

ticularly in association with electoral activities.

In addition, OCGs may also use violence to induce voters to vote in a particular

way. Evidence from Colombia suggests that, once territorial stability is achieved, vi-
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olent groups tend to coerce voters to cast ballots in a particular way (Garćıa-Sánchez

2010; Gallego 2011). This threat is likely to at least demobilize the sympathizers of

the “forbidden” political option.

Third, criminal groups do not only exert political pressure through violence di-

rected against candidates. They also fight against each other. In their effort to

impose their preferred political option, electoral issues also become part of the vio-

lent competition between OCGs. In fact, according to the Italian experience, there is

a positive correlation between mafia violence and elections (Sberna 2011). Electoral

participation in the midst of criminal competition carries a great risk, as it exposes

citizens to violent attacks from such non-state armed actors. As voters become aware

of this, non-participation is likely to emerge as a more appealing and safer option.

On election day, these forms of violence multiply, making the act of voting ex-

tremely complicated for voters. First, there are places where polling stations simply

cannot be installed due to prevailing violence. While a country as a whole may not

qualify as a failed state, certain areas may resemble a situation of complete state

failure in which democratic institutions are unable to fully operate due to the pen-

etration of criminal organizations. If this occurs, many voters are simply unable to

cast their ballots.

Also, as criminal groups attempt to supervise the actual voting process, threats

may be directed against voters. While OCGs may be limited in their ability to

influence how voters ultimately decide to vote, they may be able to monitor and

control who votes at all by threatening voters whose electoral preferences affect their

economic interests. Such threats most likely increase the perceived costs of voting,

and reduce the motivation to vote to a minimum.

Finally, we must not ignore the actual violence that takes place on election day.

Under the circumstances described above, violence is widespread and is present on

a daily basis. Individuals who live in such context have to factor violence into the
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cost of voting, which is likely to exceed any potential benefits.

Notice that all of the scenarios of violence described above affect all voters in

general, regardless of their victimization experience. Both victims and non-victims

are exposed to a violent electoral context and they have to decide whether to vote

or not under such conditions. These violent acts add to the sense of inefficacy and

distrust in political institutions, which may appear to be unable to shield themselves

from violence.

3.3 Crime and Elections in Mexico

Mexican government authorities and political activists have become an important

target of criminal violence since 2007. Based on the Criminal Aggression against

Political Actors in Mexico (CAPAM) Dataset, Figure 3.1 examines 369 lethal crimi-

nal attacks against government authorities, political candidates, and party activists

from 1995 to 2012. These aggressions include kidnapping, death threats, assassina-

tion attempts, murders, and executions.

Past Mexican elections illustrate the scenarios proposed in the previous section

on how OCGs attempt to influence elections. Beginning in the mid-1990s, crimi-

nal groups began to attack party members and candidates. However, most of this

violence has concentrated in the 2006-2012 period. For example, in 2009, Jorge Ca-

macho Peñaloza, the PAN candidate for Congress in Coyuca de Catalán, Guerrero

was attacked by a group of gunmen. A message was left on his car, indicating, among

other things, that it would be best for him to retire from the race or else he would

pay with his life (Guerrero 2009a). Likewise, in 2011, Elizondo Maldonado, the PRD

candidate for mayor in Múgica, Michoacán, retired from the electoral competition

just four weeks before the local election due to threats by organized crime. Maldon-

ado received calls in which he was told that if he did not quit the race, he would be

killed along with his family (Garćıa 2011a). In Nuevo León, several candidates at
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Figure 3.1: Aggressions by Organized Crime Groups against Mexican Authorities
and Party Actors, 1994-2012

both the federal and local level received messages saying that they had to pay a fee

if they did not want their campaign events blocked (Reforma 2012a). Some other

candidates did not get a chance to pull out of their races, or decided not to do so,

and were killed as a result. In fact, one of the events that shook political campaigns

the most in the last six years was the assassination of the PRI candidate for governor

in Tamaulipas, Rodolfo Torre Cantú. He was executed along with four of his staff

members, just six days before the election (Reforma 2010).

As a result of such events, many candidates decided to quit their races. In some

places, parties were not able to field replacement candidates. For instance, during the

2011 electoral process in Michoacán, local electoral authorities reported that fifty-one

candidates quit their campaigns. Forty-six were candidates for mayor and the other

five were candidates for the state legislature (Reforma 2012a). The PAN did not run

candidates in eight mayoral races in the state of Michoacán due to violence and the
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consequent refusal by party members to run at all (Reforma 2011b). Likewise, six

PRI pre-candidates in Guerrero resigned from the electoral competition due to the

death threats they received from organized crime groups (Guerrero 2012).

As suggested earlier, OCGs also use violence against public officials, in order to

gain leverage in their negotiations over protection deals. In the 1995-2012 period,

238 public officials (across different levels of government) were targets of OCGs, ulti-

mately resulting in their injury, disappearance, or even death. As OCGs try to shape

voting behavior, voters also become targets of criminal organizations. For example,

consider the electoral campaign process in Nuevo Laredo, Tamaulipas, where two

men were assassinated with a message left that read: “This is going to happen to all

of those who support Martha.” The message referred to Martha Porras Guillén, the

PRD candidate for mayor of Nuevo Laredo (Baranda 2010). Likewise, in the 2011

local election in Michoacán, a recorded phone conversation revealed that La Familia

Michoacana threatened residents in the municipality of Tuzantla, telling them to

vote for the PRI, and by all means to abstain from voting for the PRD—which al-

legedly protected La Familia’s direct rival, the Caballeros Templarios—or else one

of the voters’ relatives would be assassinated (Univisión 2011). Ultimately, through

such acts, OCGs attempt to induce voters’ electoral preferences. However, as will

be shown in the subsequent sections, this type of violence only results in increased

abstentionism.

Criminal groups have also publicly shown their electoral preferences and used

violence accordingly. For instance, in the 2009 local election in the state of Mexico,

Zetas and Pelones had a confrontation over electoral issues during the closing cam-

paign event of the PT candidates’ in the municipality of Luvianos (Reforma 2009b).

One gang member died and three state police were injured. A voter present at such

a type of event is likely to attach a high level of risk to electoral activities.

Regarding violent events occurring on election day, during the 2012 federal elec-
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tions, a polling station in the municipality of Guadalupe y Calvo, Chihuahua was

not installed, due to lack of security. About 300 inhabitants of the community of

Tohayana were unable to vote. In fact, armed groups blocked passage to electoral

authorities (Diario 2012).

Also, threats against voters are widespread. During the federal intermediate

elections in 2009, halcones (hawks)—people who are sent by organized crime to

observe who votes—were seen in motorcycles and vans intimidating voters in the

Tierra Caliente region in the state of Guerrero. In Coyuca de Catalán, an armed

group attacked a polling station, while at the same time yelling “You know who to

vote for!” An inhabitant of Arcelia, Guerrero said that he was threatened by a group

who told him that he would regret it if he was seen voting. According to the army,

these “hawks” are members of the gang Los Pelones, an armed group working for

the Beltrán Leyva Organization (Jiménez 2009).

One of the events that has marked Mexican local elections the most was an

unsigned message that appeared in the newspaper AM in La Piedad, in the state of

Michoacán, on election day, advising voters not to vote for the PAN: “Don’t use T-

shirts or propaganda in favor of the PAN because we don’t want there to be confusion

and have innocent deaths.” (Reforma 2011a).1 Also in the 2011 election, flyers were

distributed in Zitácuaro, Michoacán which read “Don’t risk your life, don’t go out to

vote” and “No warning without deception, Mr. Felipe Calderón, war and executions

will continue if you intervene in this election and PAN wins.” Evidence has shown

that the use of violence to intimidate voters ultimately reduces turnout (Collier and

Vicente 2008).

Finally, regarding general violence that may occur on election day, it is important

to note that in 2009, twelve PRD members were assassinated by an armed group in

1 The newspaper added a note saying that the message was published to safeguard its staff.
Translation made by the author.
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Coahuayutla, Guerrero when they were on their way to vote (Guerrero 2009b). Sim-

ilarly, in 2012, two persons were killed near a polling station in Ozuluama, Veracruz,

while others were voting. Voting was temporally suspended (Reforma 2012b). It is

plausible to think that other voters living near those kind of incidents and who were

on their way to the voting station most likely decided to stay at home.

3.4 Aggregate-Level Analysis

A comparative testing across elections at both the local and federal levels is important

in order to accurately assess and differentiate the impact of criminal violence on

electoral participation, as well as to evaluate the extent to which a violent electoral

context matters for turnout. Therefore, I first analyze aggregate turnout data in

local and federal elections in Mexico. Since all Mexican mayors remain in power for

three years, I collected information on the last five elections (1996-2012) for nearly

2,000 municipalities.2 Given that a considerable number of municipal elections are

held concurrently with gubernatorial elections every six years, this is an overall test

of participation in local elections. I also test the relationship between violence and

turnout in the past six federal elections (1997-2012), including the 2012 presidential

election.3

The time period under study captures the era corresponding to the rise of criminal

violence in Mexico. Inter-cartel war broke out in the mid-1990s.4 Confrontations

2 I excluded the municipalities that elect their local authorities according to usos y costumbres
(local traditional laws).

3 Federal elections take place in all municipalities, regardless of local traditional laws. Therefore,
for this set of elections, N=2,317.

4 The first major wave of subnational democratization in the 1990s, when a few opposition gov-
ernors and hundreds of opposition mayors came to office for the first time in six decades, triggered
the outbreak of inter-cartel wars (Trejo and Ley 2013). Also, changes in the political landscape
and the federal administrative structures affected previously established protection rackets (Snyder
and Durán-Mart́ınez 2009). In addition, in the early 1990s, the quarrels over traffic into Califor-
nia between the Arellano Félix brothers and Joaqúın“El Chapo” Guzmán increased and ended up
clashing into a series of shoot-outs and killings (For more information on the confrontation between

39



became more intense when the federal government declared a state war against drugs

in 2006. Violence increased thereafter.

3.4.1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is derived from the Federal Electoral Institute’s (Instituto

Federal Electoral, IFE) electoral census. In Mexico, in order to vote, citizens 18 years

and older must be registered in the electoral census and receive a voting card issued

by the electoral authority, IFE. Therefore, the dependent variable here is measured

as the ratio of total votes to voters registered in the electoral census, with a voter

ID, by the time of each election.5

Figure 3.2 shows the average participation in local and federal elections over the

1996-2012 period. Participation appears to be fairly stable across the entire period.

The mean value of turnout is 62 percent. Turnout is higher during presidential

elections (2000, 2006, 2012) than in midterm elections (1997, 2003, 2009).

Given the relatively stable and high levels of electoral participation shown in Fig-

ure 3.2, one might wonder if violence has really affected participation. However, if

one examines the levels of electoral participation across municipalities, there is con-

siderable variation. Figure 3.3 shows boxplots on participation in local elections for

the entire period under study. There are municipalities that have had participation

levels considerably below the mean. Likewise, there are cases of significantly high

participation, well above 80 percent.6 The following analysis attempts to explain

such variation in electoral participation across municipalities, over time.

the Arellano Félixes and Guzmán, see Grillo (2011) and Hernández (2010)).

5 Data was collected from the state electoral institutes as well as from the IFE’s records.

6 The cases in which participation was equal to 100 are mostly rural municipalities during the
1990s, reflecting widespread clientelism and vote buying.
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Figure 3.2: Average Participation in Local and Federal Elections in Mexico, 1996-
2012

3.4.2 Independent Variable

Relying on the CVM Dataset, I use several different measures of violence. First, I

use the total number of deaths to compute the homicide rate per 1,000 inhabitants7

for the year previous to the election. I also compute the homicide rate using INEGI’s

census data. Second, I have also calculated the victimization rate by adding up the

number of victims that were murdered, kidnapped, wounded or tortured as a result

of organized crime-related events.

Based on the CAPAM Dataset, a third measure includes the count of the num-

ber of violent acts, perpetrated by OCGs, against Mexican authorities and political

actors during the course of the electoral campaign. Drawing from Sberna (2011), I

7 Although the most frequently used ratio to record homicide rates is per 100,000 people, I use
the homicide rate per 1,000 inhabitants because the demographic density at the municipal level is
significantly lower than national aggregates. See Carreras and Trelles (2012).
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Figure 3.3: Boxplots on Participation in Local Elections in Mexico, 1996-2012

refer to this measure as criminal-electoral violence, i.e., any organized act or threat

by criminal organizations that occurs during an electoral process, from the date

of nomination for political offices to the date of elections, to intimidate, physically

harm, blackmail, or abuse a political stakeholder in seeking to influence directly or

indirectly an election. This measure is a count of the number of events, per munic-

ipality, in which organized crime a) threatened and forced candidates to leave the

electoral competition or b) physically attacked party members and public officials,

ultimately resulting in their injury, kidnapping, disappearance, or assassination.

3.4.3 Controls

Following past works on turnout, the socioeconomic controls included in this analysis

are: logged population size, percentage of population older than 65 years of age

and level urbanization (measured as the average percentage of houses with indoor
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sanitation and electricity).8 I also use a measure of poverty, as a way to account

for the economic development of the municipality. This is calculated through the

marginalization index developed by the Consejo Nacional de Población (CONAPO).

Additionally, in correspondence with the political process approaches to turnout,

I incorporate a variable of electoral competition measured as the difference in vote

share between the largest and second-largest party in the election. I also consider the

effective number of electoral parties. Finally, I added variables on the concurrence of

local elections with upper level elections, as well as the lagged turnout in the previous

election.9

3.4.4 Analytical Strategy

For the analysis of the above described aggregate data, I estimate cross-sectional

time-series models with fixed effects:

Turnoutit = α+βV IOLENCEit + δPOLITICALit +ϕSOCIOECOit + εit, (3.1)

where i = (1,...,N) refers to the i-th state or municipality and t = (1,...,T) refers to

the year t in which the election takes place. VIOLENCEit is a vector of variables that

measure violence. POLITICALit is a vector of political variables, while SOCIOECOit

is a vector of socioeconomic variables.

3.4.5 Statistical Results

Local Elections

Table 3.1 presents the estimations of turnout at the municipal level. The key finding

is that, after controlling for both competitiveness and socioeconomic development, all

8 For all sociodemographic measures I interpolate using the data for 1995, 2000, 2005, and 2010
to estimate the annual levels of each of the variables using the formula Vt = Vt−1 (1+r), where r
= [Vf/Vi]

1/10-1; l (e.g., 2000) is the value of the final census year and i stands for the value of the
initial census year (e.g., 1995).

9 The results hold if I use the average turnout rate over the past three electoral cycles.
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measures of violence have a negative and statistically significant impact on turnout.

The coefficients for the different sources used indicate that a one-unit increase in

the yearly homicide rate translates into a roughly 1 percentage point decrease in

turnout.10 Municipalities with the highest homicide rates (12 per 1,000 inhabitants,

according to CVM) exhibit levels of electoral participation 12 percentage points lower

than municipalities with no incidents of violence.

The fact that there is a consistent negative effect of the homicide rate, regardless

of the source used, suggests that violence in general depresses incentives to partic-

ipate. However, Models 4 and 5 indicate that drug-related homicides, particularly

those directed against politicians, have a strong depressing effect on turnout. The re-

gression coefficient in Model 4 shows that for every violent event perpetrated against

public political figures over the course of the electoral process, turnout decreases by

almost 1 percentage point.

Figure 3.4 helps to illustrate the importance of criminal-electoral violence in

electoral participation. For explanatory purposes, I have only labeled the names of

five municipalities. While the municipalities of Cerralvo (Nuevo León), Nuevo More-

los (Tamaulipas), and Vallecillo (Nuevo León) (upper right quadrant) are immersed

in a violent context—as measured by the homicide rate—none of them experienced

aggressions against their candidates or public authorities during the course of the

electoral campaigns. As it is shown in the graph, their turnout levels are well above 60

percent. In contrast, while the municipalities of Práxedis G. Guerrero (Chihuahua),

and Mier (Tamaulipas) did not exhibit homicide rates as high as that set of munici-

palities, they did experience episodes of criminal-electoral violence, and their turnout

levels are well below 40 percent. In Práxedis G. Guerrero, threats by organized crime

against Mayor Rito Grado Serrano forced him to leave the municipality and move to

Ciudad Juárez. He was assassinated on October 17, 2010. In Mier, both in the elec-

10 The results hold when using homicide rates for the quarter previous to the election.
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Table 3.1: Turnout and Violence in Local Elections, 1996-2012

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Homicide rate, CVM -1.005*** -0.949*** -0.960***

[0.271] [0.272] [0.272]
Victimization rate, CVM -0.916***

[0.249]
Homicide rate, INEGI -0.829***

[0.180]

Criminal-electoral violence -0.728** -1.866**
[0.367] [0.827]

Concurrent Election 1.536*** 1.537*** 1.531*** 1.533*** 1.526***
[0.117] [0.117] [0.117] [0.117] [0.117]

Concurrent*Violence 1.274
[0.830]

Margin of victory -0.102*** -0.102*** -0.103*** -0.102*** -0.102***
[0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005]

ENP -0.012 -0.014 -0.015 -0.018 -0.019
[0.112] [0.112] [0.112] [0.112] [0.112]

Turnout (t-1) 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.028***
[0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.008]

Population (Log.) 3.968* 4.001* 3.466* 3.808* 3.766*
[2.087] [2.087] [2.092] [2.088] [2.088]

% older than 65 -0.204** -0.205** -0.214** -0.209** -0.214**
[0.086] [0.086] [0.086] [0.086] [0.086]

% Urban 0.155*** 0.155*** 0.153*** 0.156*** 0.156***
[0.018] [0.018] [0.018] [0.018] [0.018]

Poverty index -0.218*** -0.218*** -0.215*** -0.214*** -0.213***
[0.034] [0.034] [0.034] [0.034] [0.034]

Constant 42.876*** 42.820*** 45.251*** 43.472*** 43.629***
[9.678] [9.678] [9.702] [9.681] [9.681]

Observations 9,913 9,913 9,913 9,913 9,913

R-squared 0.218 0.218 0.218 0.218 0.218
Number of municipalities 1,993 1,993 1,993 1,993 1,993

Standard errors in brackets.

All models included year dummies but have been omitted in this table.

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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toral processes of 2007 and 2010, PAN was unable to register candidates for mayor.

Moreover, Figure 3.4 and further descriptive statistics reveal that average turnout

levels in municipalities without episodes of criminal-electoral violence is higher than

in municipalities that experimented such violence. While average turnout in the first

set of municipalities is equal to 62.9 percent, average turnout in municipalities where

OCGs exerted violence against party members and authorities was 55.4 percent.

Figure 3.4: Electoral Participation and Violence in Mexican Local Elections, 1996-
2012

It must also be noted that elections in municipalities like Cerralvo and Vallecillo—

where turnout did not drop considerably—coincided with elections at the federal

levels. How do concurrent elections and violence interact? Across all models there is

clear evidence that concurrent elections increase turnout. In order to further examine

this effect within violent contexts, Model 5 incorporates an interaction term between

concurrent elections and criminal-electoral violence. Results reveal that when no

other elections coincide with local elections, violence against party members and
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public officials reduces turnout levels. However, when party members and public

officials are not attacked by organized crime, concurrent elections increase turnout

by almost 2 percentage points.

Figure 3.5 shows the interactive effect of concurrent elections and violence. When

a municipality experiences one event of criminal-electoral violence, concurrent elec-

tions appear to have a positive effect on its turnout levels. However, as aggressions

against party members and public authorities continue to increase, such a positive

effect disappears. This suggests that voters are encouraged to go to the polling

booths when multiple authorities at different levels of government are being elected.

Nevertheless, when violence rises and threatens local candidates, campaigning and

mobilization efforts for federal level elections are not enough to keep voters motivated

to participate in elections.

Figure 3.5: Marginal Effect of Concurrent Elections on Turnout in Local Elections,
1996-2012

The sociodemographic variables included in the estimates agree with social and
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psychological accounts of voting. Municipalities with higher levels of urban devel-

opment exhibit higher levels of turnout. Poorer municipalities show lower levels of

electoral participation. Also, as expected, the more competitive the election is, as

measured by the margin of victory, the higher the voter turnout is. Interestingly, the

effective number of parties does not appear to have a statistically significant effect.

Federal Elections

The results for federal elections presented in Table 3.2 also provide strong evidence of

the negative impact of violence on electoral participation, regardless of the measure

or source used. As in the test for local elections, I have also included a measure of

criminal-electoral violence in Model 4, which also has a depressing effect on turnout.

When using INEGI data (Model 3), the regression coefficient for the homicide rate

indicates that, as seen before, one unit increase in the homicide rate is associated

with approximately one and a half percent decrease in turnout. Looking at the

models using the CVM data (Models 1 and 2)—which focus exclusively on drug-

related violence—the impact appears to be larger: one unit increase in the homicide

rate implies a reduction of turnout of 1.8 percent. In addition, for every violent

event directed against party members and public authorities, turnout is reduced by 2

percentage points. Taken together, these findings suggest that, in highly competitive

federal elections, such as the one seen in 2006, violence can have significant electoral

consequences.

Overall, sociodemographic variables show the expected signs. However, in this

case, the findings with respect to competitiveness are inconsistent. While the coef-

ficients for the margin of victory indicate that close elections drive more voters to

the polling station, an increase in the number of parties appears to decrease turnout.

Also, over time, voters appear to be participating in federal elections at marginally

lower rates.
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Table 3.2: Turnout and Violence in Federal Elections, 1997-2012

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Homicide rate, CVM -1.801*** -1.646***
[0.394] [0.396]

Victimization rate, CVM -1.893***
[0.358]

Homicide rate, INEGI -1.415***
[0.209]

Criminal-electoral violence -2.081***
[0.505]

Margin of victory -0.070*** -0.070*** -0.070*** -0.070***
[0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006]

ENP -1.192*** -1.193*** -1.210*** -1.207***
[0.147] [0.147] [0.147] [0.147]

Turnout (t-1) -0.015* -0.015* -0.015* -0.016*
[0.009] [0.009] [0.009] [0.009]

Population (Log.) 3.571*** 3.554*** 3.459*** 3.484***
[0.781] [0.781] [0.780] [0.781]

% older than 65 -0.134** -0.135** -0.143** -0.139**
[0.059] [0.059] [0.059] [0.059]

% Urban 0.061*** 0.061*** 0.060*** 0.061***
[0.012] [0.012] [0.012] [0.012]

Poverty index -0.292*** -0.291*** -0.286*** -0.291***
[0.029] [0.029] [0.029] [0.029]

Constant 34.883*** 35.063*** 36.269*** 35.872***
[7.976] [7.972] [7.958] [7.974]

Observations 13,815 13,815 13,915 13,815
R-squared 0.598 0.599 0.599 0.599
Number of municipalities 2,317 2,317 2,417 2,317

Standard errors in brackets

All models included year dummies but have been omitted in this table

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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3.5 Individual-Level Analysis

To analyze the impact of violence on the individual decision to participate in elec-

tions, I rely on original survey data. As described in the introductory chapter, I

designed a questionnaire for a post-electoral survey that was fielded four days after

the 2012 federal election in Mexico (July 5-8, 2012). The following sections describe

the questions and variables used for the individual-level analysis.

3.5.1 Dependent variable

Given that the main variable of interest here is turnout, I was very careful with

the operationalization of the dependent variable. First of all, it was very impor-

tant to conduct the interviews as close as possible to the election in order to reduce

over-reporting of turnout. Another concern was the actual measurement. Hence, I

adapted the most recent and improved questions from the National Electoral Study

(NES) and asked voters the following question: “Sometimes, people don’t go out to

vote because they don’t have a valid voter ID, they are sick, they work and don’t

have time to go to the polling station, or they simply want to express their discon-

tent against political parties. Please tell me which of the following statements best

describes you.” The respondent could choose one of the following answer options:

1) I didn’t vote in the past presidential elections on July 1, 2012; 2) I considered

voting in the presidential elections on July 1, 2012, but I didn’t; 3) I usually vote,

but I didn’t vote this time; or 4) I am sure I voted in the past presidential elections

on July 1, 2012. The wording of the question and the answer options was intended

to reduce social desirability bias. Nevertheless, considering only those who chose the

latter option, the turnout rate is equal to 81 percent. This is well above the actual

turnout rate of 61 percent in the 2012 presidential elections. Thus, I relied on three

additional turnout checks.
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In order to keep voters from voting more than once, the Mexican electoral au-

thority, IFE, marks voters’ thumbs with indelible ink and stamps voters’ IDs once

they have voted. Hence, later on in the interview, respondents were asked to show

the mark on their thumb, as well as the stamp on their voter IDs. The questions

were worded in such a way that respondents might be motivated to take out their

IDs or show their thumb.11 Respondents did not know this was a check for whether

they had voted or not. Unfortunately, the thumb ink used in the 2012 elections did

not last as long as in previous elections. Hence, when using this measure, only 16

percent had a mark. Relying on the mark on IDs, 49 percent would appear to have

voted. While this measure seems to get us closer to the real turnout rate, there were

states in which a majority of voters refused to show their IDs. This explains the

under-estimation of turnout when using this particular survey question.

Respondents’ refusal to show their IDs could be related to different issues. One

possibility is that the respondent simply did not want to go look for his or her ID.

Yet another possibility is that, earlier in the interview, a respondent said that he or

she had voted when actually he or she had not, and showing the ID would contradict

his or her statement, leading the respondent to not show his or her identification.

However, the refusal to show the voter’s ID could also have something to do with

issues of security and distrust. Voter identification cards contain detailed personal

information that the respondent might want to protect, without necessarily meaning

that he or she did not vote. Given the descriptions from the preceding section, in

some places, the respondents’ refusal could even be related to the prevailing violence

and insecurity, but we cannot directly conclude anything about their voting behavior.

11 The wording was the following: During the past presidential election, a new kind of ink was
used to mark your finger after voting. We would like to know about its duration. Could you let
me see if you still have the mark on your thumb, please? And, in some polling stations, voter IDs
were marked with a “12,” while other states marked a small circle or a “V” to indicate that person
had already voted. What do you have: a “12,” a small circle, or a “V”? Could you please show me
your voter ID to see what you have?
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In order to address this underestimation of turnout, I used an additional question

on general voting behavior. At another point in the interview, the respondent was

asked to choose the statement that best described him or her, regarding electoral

participation: 1) I always vote, 2) Most time I go out to vote, 3) Sometimes I vote,

sometimes I don’t, and 4) I rarely go out to vote. Only 60 percent said they always

vote. Thus, for the final turnout measure, I combined the above described questions.

I considered that an individual had voted if he or she: a) had a mark in his or her

voter ID, or b) had an ink mark on his or her thumb, or c) said he or she voted, in

the direct NES adapted question and also said he or she “always votes.” All others

who did not match one of these requirements were assumed to be non-voters in the

2012 presidential election. Using this operationalization the overall turnout rate is

73 percent. Thus, the bias is not particularly large, and, if anything, it skews the

analysis in favor of the null hypothesis by exaggerating the participation of voters in

violent regions.

3.5.2 Independent variables

In order to assess the effect of violence on the individual decision to vote, I incorporate

individual level variables on fear and victimization, as well as contextual measures

of violence surrounding the voter. First, I added a measure of victimization, which

is derived from a question that asks respondents if they had been victims of a crime

in the last 12 months.12 Next, I incorporated a measure of fear. Respondents were

asked to rate their fear of being: a) assaulted, b) extorted, c) wounded with a gun, d)

kidnapped, and e) killed. The answer options were: 1) none, 2) little, 3) somewhat,

and 4) a lot. Using these questions, I created an additive index that constitutes the

final measure of fear.

12 In order to clarify what the interviewer meant by crime, respondents were first shown a list of
crimes that ranged from burglary to kidnapping.
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Given that the proposed hypothesis requires the incorporation of the context in

which the individual decision to vote takes place, I matched each respondent with the

corresponding data on his or her particular context of violence. As discussed before,

the different available sources on violent events have several limitations, particularly

for this analysis in which we need the most updated data for July 2012, when the

election was held. Therefore, I mainly rely on the homicide rate as measured by the

CVM dataset,13 as well as the count of criminal-electoral violent events.

3.5.3 Controls

Following Arceneaux’s (2003) research on turnout and blame attribution, I also con-

sider measures of responsibility attribution and evaluations of personal security. Re-

search in American politics has shown that the decision to vote is conditional on

whether voters are able to assign blame (Rosenstone 1982; Arceneaux 2003). If the

government is not considered responsible for a given problem, individuals are less

likely to mobilize, as there is no clear target at which to direct political action.

Thus, I interact two additional questions. First, I use evaluations of personal secu-

rity in the past 12 months and make it a trichotomous variable, where -1 indicates

a respondent’s personal security improved over the previous year; +1 indicates it

worsened; and 0 means it stayed the same. Second, I added a question on the re-

spondent’s perception of who is responsible for the evolution of his or her personal

security over the past year, whether it worsened or not. Those individuals who con-

sidered the federal government was responsible were given a value of 1; otherwise

they were assigned a value of zero. Following Arceneaux’s work, the expectation is

that individuals who personally face a crisis of insecurity and attribute blame for it to

the federal government should have been more likely to vote in the past presidential

13 Since the sample did not include the smallest municipalities, for this analysis, I use the homicide
rate per 100,000 people.
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elections.

Finally, I consider standard control variables related to the individual’s socio-

economic background (gender, age, education, income), as well as political values

and attitudes (democratic values, political efficacy). Political activity is measured

through participation in non-electoral political actions (frequency of attendance at

political party meetings and contacting public authorities), while associational ac-

tivity is measured through frequency of attendance at neighborhood, professional,

or parent-teacher associations. In addition, taking into consideration recent works

that have emphasized the importance of informal social networks in the individual

decision to vote (Gerber, Green and Larimer 2008; Nickerson 2008; Abrams, Iversen

and Soskice 2011), I also incorporate two related measures. First, I measured the

respondent’s perceived social disapproval associated with non-voting. Respondents

were asked if their friends and family would disapprove or not care if they did not

vote in a given election. Second, I measured the length of time a respondent resided

within a particular community (residential tenure).

3.5.4 Analytical strategy

To analyze the impact of violent contexts on political behavior, I estimated a series

of hierarchical models, with vote modeled at level-1, nested within municipalities. I

use the municipality as the level-2 unit because, as discussed before, this is a better

measure of the context in which the voting decision takes place.
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The level-1 equation is:

Log[pij/(1 − pij)] = β0j + β1j(V ictim)ij + β2j(Fear)ij

+ β3j(EvaluationofPersonalSecurity)ij

+ β4j(ResponsibilityAttribution)ij

+ β5j(Evaluation ∗ Attribution)ij

+ β6j(Prodemocracy)ij + β7j(Efficacy)ij

+ β8j(PoliticalActivity)ij + β9j(AssociationalActivity)ij

+ β10j(ResidentialTenure)ijβ11j(SocialDisapproval)ij

+ β12j(Age)ij + β13j(Gender)ij

+ β14j(Education)ij + β15j(Income)ij

(3.2)

The level-2 model is:

β0j = γ00+γ01(MunicipalHomicideRate)+γ02(Criminal−ElectoralV iolence)+u0j

(3.3)

3.5.5 Statistical Results

Model 1 in Table 3.3 estimates a conditional model with no level-2 predictors, but

with a random intercept, in order to take into account that the mean percent voting

is not the same in all municipalities at the average predictor values.

The coefficient for the variable on victimization does not support the view of

victims as active participants in the political system, as measured by participation

in the 2012 Mexican elections. On the contrary, results show that victimization

has a negative impact on the probability of individual turnout. Holding all other

predictors at their median values,14 the probability of voting for a non-victim is 0.74

14 These values would represent a 39-year-old woman who completed secondary school; has lived
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Table 3.3: Individual Turnout and Violence in the 2012 Presidential Election

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Fixed Effects
Level-2 predictors

Constant -2.674*** -2.366*** -2.082** -2.456***
[0.820] [0.824] [0.834] [0.822]

Homicide rate, CVM -0.030** -0.033*
[0.014] [0.020]

Homicide rate, INEGI -0.018***
[0.005]

Criminal-electoral violence -0.930**
[0.372]

Level-1 predictors

Victim -0.444* -0.447* -0.468* -0.610**
[0.246] [0.248] [0.250] [0.280]

Homicide rate * Victim 3.38
[2.798]

Fear index 0.083 0.083 0.082 0.111*
[0.066] [0.066] [0.066] [0.067]

Evaluation of personal security 0.151 0.104 0.109 0.116
[0.155] [0.138] [0.139] [0.138]

Responsibility attribution 0.405
[0.266]

Evaluation * Responsibility -0.157
[0.306]

Pro-democracy 0.432*** 0.415*** 0.415*** 0.450***
[0.134] [0.134] [0.135] [0.135]

Efficacy 0.749*** 0.677*** 0.653*** 0.690***
[0.233] [0.234] [0.236] [0.236]

Political activity 0.119 0.086 0.081 0.073
[0.139] [0.139] [0.141] [0.138]

Associational activity -0.059 -0.073 -0.077 -0.052
[0.154] [0.154] [0.155] [0.155]

Residential tenure 0.227** 0.238** 0.241** 0.221**
[0.098] [0.099] [0.099] [0.099]

Social disapproval 0.556** 0.580** 0.629*** 0.658***
[0.226] [0.227] [0.230] [0.231]

Age 0.012 0.011 0.012 0.012
[0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.008]

Female -0.114 -0.136 -0.119 -0.147
[0.209] [0.209] [0.211] [0.210]

Education 0.158** 0.157** 0.149** 0.153**
[0.071] [0.072] [0.072] [0.071]

Income 0.034 0.032 0.042 0.034
[0.074] [0.075] [0.074] [0.075]

Random Effects Variance Components
Municipal level effect (variance) 1.214 1.307 1.367 1.218
Observations 737 737 737 737
Number of groups 62 62 62 62

Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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and it drops to 0.62 for victims of crime.15 This finding is at odds with those who

claim that victims of crime increase their involvement in politics and it may in fact

be pointing to the importance of distinguishing between different political activities,

their nature, and the context in which they take place. Given their victimization

experience, victims are more distrustful of the political system (Bateson 2010) and

consequently may feel less motivated to participate in it. However, as I will show

in Chapter 5, other means of non-electoral participation may seem more effective or

appealing.

Fear does not have a statistically significant effect on the probability of voting.

We must consider, however, that the question on fear is a very subjective measure

and in fact it has been frequently found that citizens in relatively safe neighborhoods

feel highly vulnerable to crime (Villarreal and Silva 2006). Similarly, evaluations of

insecurity do not appear to have a significant effect on the probability of voting.

Contrary to the expectations that follow from Arceneaux’s work, there is no support

for the idea that individuals who attribute responsibility to the government for their

worsening personal security conditions are more likely to vote.

Models 2 through 4 incorporate level-2 variables. Model 2 includes a measure of

the municipal homicide rate per 100,000 for the year prior to the election, according

to the CVM dataset.16 This variable has a negative and statistically significant effect

in a given neighborhood for 10 or more years; thinks friends and family would not disapprove if she
did not vote; considers it is the same to have a democracy or not; thinks voting is not the main
way to make changes; has a value of 5 in the scale of fear; and evaluates her personal security as
having stayed the same in the past 12 months.

15 To predict the probability of voting, I averaged over simulated values of u0j drawn from a normal
distribution with variance equal to the estimated level 2 variance, i.e. N(0,σ2

u. The predicted
probabilities presented here are based only on the fixed part of the model. The random part of the
model is ignored for now, making this equivalent to setting uj=0.

16 In models not shown here I have also used homicide and victimization rates for the quarter
previous to the election. The negative and statistically significant effect is still present, regardless
of the model specification. Also, in models not shown here, I use states as the level-2 unit. In
contrast with these results, the state contextual variable on violence is not statistically significant.
While this is likely to result from the smaller variance in the violence variable when using state-level
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(p<0.05) on the individual probability of voting. As shown in Model 3, the same

results hold when using the homicide rate as measured by census data.

Based on Model 2, I predict the average probability of voting as homicide rates

change.17 In municipalities where no violence is present, i.e., no homicides occur in

the year prior to the election, the average probability of voting is 0.77. However,

as violence rises, the average probability of voting in a given municipality begins

to drop. For instance, in municipalities with homicide rates one standard deviation

above the mean are expected to have an average probability of voting equal to 0.72.

This probability continues to drop to 0.65 for municipalities with homicide rates two

standard deviations above the mean.

Model 4 includes the measure on criminal-electoral violence, which also appears to

have a statistically significant negative effect on electoral participation. For example,

an individual living in a municipality that experienced violence against candidates

or public authorities was 20 percent less likely to vote in the 2012 elections than an

individual living in a municipality without such violent events. Take, for example,

two voters with exactly the same individual characteristics, but living in two different

municipalities with distinct experiences of criminal-electoral violence. Holding all else

constant, a voter in Ecatepec in Mexico state—where a PRI candidate running for

śındico in the city council was brutally assassinated by an armed group—would have

a 0.55 probability of voting, compared with a 0.75 probability for a voter in Puebla,

Puebla, where no such violent events took place over the course of the campaign.

In order to examine the possibility that the homicide rate has a differentiated

data, this finding also suggests that the municipality is a better measure of the context in which
the individual voting decision takes place. Even within the most insecure states, violence varies
significantly across municipalities.

17 To predict the probability of voting, I averaged over simulated values of u0j drawn from a normal
distribution with variance equal to the estimated level 2 variance, i.e. N(0,σ2

u. The predicted
probabilities presented here are based only on the fixed part of the model. The random part of the
model is ignored for now making this equivalent to setting uj=0.
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effect for victims and non-victims, Model 4 also incorporates an interaction effect

between victimization and the municipal homicide rate. The negative coefficient for

the homicide rate indicates the depressing effect that violence has on the individual

propensity to vote for non-victims. The negative coefficient for the victimization

variable denotes that victims of crime are less likely to vote even when the homicide

rate equals zero. However, given that interaction coefficient is not significant, we

cannot conclude that victims’ probability of voting varies with different levels of

violence. Figure 3.6 graphically shows the absence of such interactive effect. Still,

Model 4 does not support the prevailing view of victims as political activists. Victims

are not more likely to vote than their non-victim counterparts.

Figure 3.6: Marginal Effect of Victimization on the Probability of Turnout as the
Homicide Rate Changes

The latter set of findings suggests that focusing only on the experience of crime

victimization does not fully capture the relationship between violence and political

participation. Non-victims are also affected by a violent environment, which ulti-

59



mately shapes their decision to go out to vote. Recall that, as described in previous

sections, before and during the election, OCGs may engage in violence in order to

influence electoral outcomes. One does not need to be a direct victim of this violence

in order to acknowledge and experience its consequences. For instance, if threats

or assassinations drive candidates out of the electoral process, the level of electoral

competition and party mobilization efforts are reduced. This affects both victims

and non-victims equally.

Regarding control variables, individual political attitudes have the expected ef-

fects. Voters who support democracy and feel voting is the main way to produce

change in politics are more likely to vote. Civic engagement, measured through po-

litical and associational activity, does not appear to have a statistically significant

effect on the probability of voting. However, informal social networks significantly

affect the individual decision to vote. The more time people had lived in their neigh-

borhood and the more they perceived their peers will disapprove of them if they do

not vote, the more likely they were to vote in the past presidential elections.

Overall, the results presented in this section support the proposed hypothesis that

the context in which voting takes place has an important impact on the individual

decision to vote. Individuals living in municipalities with higher levels of violence

appear to be more cautious when deciding to go to the polling station on election

day.

3.6 Why Does Criminal Violence Depress Turnout?

Sections 3.2 and 3.3 illustrated the different scenarios of criminal-electoral violence

that discourage electoral participation. In addition, mechanisms operating at the

individual level of analysis also help explain the negative relationship between vio-

lence and electoral participation. We know from the results in Table 3.3 that support

for democracy has a positive effect on turnout. Previous findings on the attitudinal
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consequences of violence have shown that personal experience with violence—either

being a victim of crime or living in conditions of high violence—reduces public trust

and support for democratic institutions (Cruz 2000; Bateson 2012; Fernandez and

Kuenzi 2010; Cantú and Garćıa-Ponce 2013). What are the consequences for elec-

toral participation? Diminished trust and democratic attitudes have been shown to

reduce participation in politics (Gunther, Montero and Puhle 2007).

Using the basic models shown in Table 3.3, I interacted preference for democracy

and homicide rate. Figure 3.718 graphs the marginal effect of democratic support

on the probability of individual turnout as the homicide rate changes. It clearly

shows that as violence increases, the positive and statistically significant effect of

democratic support on individual turnout fades away.

Figure 3.7: Marginal Effect of Preference for Democracy on the Probability of
Turnout as the Homicide Rate Changes

18 The graph shows the effect of the variable when equal to 3, i.e., when the respondent said,
“Democracy is preferable over any other form of government.”
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Additionally, experience with crime is likely to be related to a decreased sense

of efficacy (Janoff-Bulman and Frieze 1983; Lisa, Sakheim and Abrahamson 1988;

Macmillan 2001), which, from a rational-choice point of view, greatly increases the

relative cost of voting. Figure 3.8 shows how, as violence increases, perceptions of

the efficacy of voting cease to have a positive effect on the individual probability of

voting.

Figure 3.8: Marginal Effect of Feelings of Efficacy on the Probability of Turnout
as the Homicide Rate Changes

These graphs suggest that violence has a double effect on electoral participation.

In addition to the fact that criminal-electoral violence may inhibit voter participation,

living amid violence also has a depressing effect on democratic support and feelings

of efficacy, both of which are fundamental incentives that push citizens to participate

in elections.
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3.7 Conclusions

Works on the legacies of civil war have consistently shown that experience with

violence stimulates political participation. Recent works on crime victimization also

argue that criminal violence promotes participation. These works tend to disregard

three important elements in the analysis of the relationship between violence and

participation: 1) the context in which participation takes place, 2) the actors who

generate such violence, and c) the distinct character and implications of electoral

and non-electoral forms of participation.

Focusing on the Mexican case, I explore how organized crime shapes incentives to

participate in elections. Based on aggregate- and individual-level data, I show that

rising violence threatens the electorate and reduces its incentives to participate elec-

torally. Data at the aggregate level for both local and federal elections revealed the

negative relationship between turnout and violence. Multilevel regressions showed

that individuals living in municipalities with high levels of crime have a lower average

probability of voting than those living in relatively more secure conditions, more so

if violence was directed against candidates and public authorities over the course of

the campaign.

This chapter makes three contributions. First, contrary to the works that present

victims as political activists, it shows that the victimization experience does not have

a positive effect on electoral participation. This finding suggests that experience with

crime has differentiated effects according to the type of political participation, its na-

ture, and underlying logic. As will be shown in Chapter 5, for victims, non-electoral

forms of participation may be more appealing ways of dealing with a personal ex-

perience with crime. However, participation through institutional means may not

seem as attractive, particularly because exposure to violence has a negative effect on

support for democracy and perceptions of efficacy.
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Second, the results reassert the importance of incorporating contextual variables

into the explanation of political behavior (Huckfeldt 1979; Zuckerman 2005; Baker,

Ames and Reno 2006). Victimization does not fully capture an individual’s experi-

ence with crime. The context of violence in which voters live plays a fundamental

role in their decision to participate in elections, regardless of their victimization ex-

perience. Characterizing the rationale of such violence and the actors who produce

it are fundamental elements to consider in order to explain the relationship between

violence and electoral participation.

Third, both the qualitative and quantitative evidence show that organized crime-

related violence is not apolitical. On the contrary, it has important implications

for the quality and prospects of democracy. OCGs have an interest in influencing

elections, particularly at the local level. Ideally, they seek to impose their preferred

political option in power. The goal is to expand their protection networks. With this

purpose in mind, these groups exert violence to threaten or eliminate those opposing

their political preference. Such acts of violence end up reducing voters’ incentives to

participate in elections and greatly increase the costs of voting. Therefore, elections

in the midst of criminal violence exhibit diminished turnout rates.

Criminal-electoral violence has become a common phenomenon in many Latin

American countries facing rising levels of insecurity. This chapter shows that far from

increasing electoral participation, these violent acts have detrimental consequences

for the democratic prospects of any country. If voters are more concerned about the

risks they are exposed to when going to the polling station and prefer to stay at home

on election day, prospects of political representation and electoral accountability may

be negatively affected. The next chapter examines the extent to which voters who

remain politically active in the midst of violence are able to hold their authorities

accountable for their performance in the control of crime and insecurity.
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4

Security and Crime Issue Voting: Electoral
Accountability in the Midst of Violence

Faced with extreme levels of criminal violence, can voters hold government account-

able for its performance on security issues? This is not a minor or obvious question.

As shown in Chapter 3, when insecurity reaches a critical situation, citizens are likely

to be more concerned about their physical survival than electoral accountability. At

the same time, attributing responsibility for crime is not an easy task either. Who is

to blame? The national government? The local government? The police? Criminal

groups? The puzzle of accountability in the midst of violence grows.

When studying issues of accountability, most of the available research has focused

on economic voting (Fiorina 1981; Lewis-Beck 1986, 1988; Mackuen, Erikson and

Stimson 1992; Rattinger and Krmer 1998; Powell and Whitten 1993; Pacek and

Radcliff. 1995; Anderson 2000; Nadeau, Niemi and Yoshinaka 2002). However, there

are limitations to these models. The economy is not always the only issue on which

citizens vote or evaluate their authorities. The impact of economic performance on

incumbent support varies across individuals, countries, and time periods (Anderson
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2007).

Just like economic crises, rising levels of crime and insecurity also affect prospects

of survival and a comfortable living. Moreover, one of the essential responsibilities of

the state is the protection of its citizens. Whether voters are able to hold their elected

officials accountable for such a situation, in the hopes of reaching better solutions to

prevailing insecurity, is a fundamental question for the prospects of democracy.

In this chapter I argue that individuals who are personally concerned about rising

insecurity give greater weight to their evaluations of government performance in the

control of crime. However, given how difficult it is to attribute responsibility for

prevailing insecurity in the midst of DTO competition, voters are better able to hold

their authorities accountable when the same party holds each of the relevant levels

of governance. Evidence shows that, faced with rising insecurity, voters are able to

consider both economic and insecurity evaluations in their assessments of government

performance and voting decisions.

The chapter is organized as follows. I first examine the literature on economic and

noneconomic voting in order to, next, introduce security issue voting as a potential

model explaining voting behavior. Then, I explore the role of crime and insecurity in

recent Mexican elections to understand why these are potential noneconomic issues

explaining voting behavior in the country. Finally, empirical findings are presented

and discussed. Overall, the results show strong evidence in favor of security issue

voting in Mexico.

4.1 Economic and Noneconomic Voting

Economic voting hypotheses predict that voters, being rational individuals, will de-

cide to support the incumbent party during good economic times and to support the

opposition when the economic situation is failing. This prediction is based on two as-

sumptions: 1) That economic conditions provide voters with information about polit-
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ical actors and 2) that economic conditions signal government competence (Dorussen

and Palmer 2002). In addition, economic voting models imply that economic perfor-

mance can be easily assessed by voters, because the consequences are quite tangible

and reflected in their daily lives. Despite the rationality of economic voting and the

vast supporting evidence, there are important limitations to it.

In order to analyze the impact of economic conditions on electoral outcomes,

the features of the political, institutional, and social context must be taken into

consideration (Powell and Whitten 1993; Pacek and Radcliff. 1995; Anderson 2000,

2007). For economic models to work, the management of the economy must be a

salient concern. However, this depends on the individual psycho-sociological context

(Krosnick 1990; Dorussen and Palmer 2002).

During good economic times or periods of major political or institutional up-

heaval, voters are more likely to shift their attention to other noneconomic issues

(Singer 2011). Research in comparative politics has shown that in elections that oc-

cur in the midst of governance crises, involving corruption, human rights violations,

or terrorist attacks, voters shift attention away from the economy (Bali 2007; Kibris

2011; Singer 2011).

Even in the midst of a major governance crisis, voters attach varying degrees of

importance to the issue, depending on their own personal concerns and experiences

(Krosnick 1990). Issue importance is fundamental for issue accountability (Krosnick

1990). If a given noneconomic problem is not personally relevant to a voter, she

will not take it into account when deciding whom to vote for or when evaluating

her elected authorities. For example, citizens from localities that have experienced a

larger portion of the costs of U.S. war operations exhibit lower approval ratings for

the president than those who have little contact with the war and its costs (Wilcox

and Allsop 1991; Edwards, Mitchell and Welch 1995; Gartner, Segura and Wilkening

1997; Gelpi, Peter D. Feaver and Reifler 2006; Gartner and Segura 2008).
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Based on the noneconomic issue voting literature presented here, I argue that if

rising crime and domestic insecurity result in a governance crisis, it is likely to divert

attention from economic issues. If so, security and crime can become the basis of

the vote for at least a portion of the electorate: those most concerned by insecurity

or affected by criminal activity, either directly or indirectly. Beyond this logic, can

security stand on its own as a potential noneconomic issue on which voters may base

their political choices? The next section explores additional theoretical reasons for

which insecurity and crime can arise as salient noneconomic issues explaining voting

behavior.

4.2 Security and Crime Issue Voting

Since its theoretical foundations, the state has been conceived as the entity with the

right of monopoly over the legitimate use of force (Weber), protecting its members

from any external physical threats (Hobbes). Given the state’s normative functions

and resources available to carry them out, protection from criminals is considered

among its main responsibilities. Moreover, when facing an economic crisis, politicians

may easily shift the blame to foreign macroeconomic forces, but it may be harder to

escape their responsibility for the control of violence.

In the case that elected authorities are able to dilute their responsibility for

prevailing violence or that parties avoid the issue during electoral campaigns, the fact

is that increasing crime rates have tangible consequences that make security a salient

and accessible issue in voters’ minds. Crime and violence have been shown to have

immediate effects on economic development, as well as on human and social capital

(Prillaman 2003; Heinemann and Verner 2006; Rı́os 2008; Robles, Magaloni and

Calderon 2013; Caudillo and Torche 2014). Just like unemployment and inflation,

insecurity and crime affect prospects of survival and a comfortable living standard.

Under such circumstances, the electorate’s concern regarding crime rises and is likely
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to play a role in its vote choices.

Even if the incidence of crime does not actually result in a governance crisis,

media and political discourse can still heighten the public’s concern about security.

The media tend to saturate viewers with coverage of crime news and sensationalize

the issue (Sacco 1995; Romer, Jamieson and Aday 2003; Bonney, Canes-Wrone and

Minozzi 2007). Such exposure primes voters’ concerns about insecurity (Beckett

1997; Chiricos, Eschholz and Gertz 1997; Chiricos, Padgett and Gertz 2000; Altheide

2002) and may affect their support for iron-fist policies (Krause 2014).

At the same time, crime and security are issues which political candidates, par-

ticularly those from right-wing parties, campaign (Marion and Farmer 2003; Hamai

and Ellis 2006; Smith 2010; Uang 2013). Tough-on-crime campaigns can also affect

the saliency of crime and subsequent electoral outcomes. In the 2010 presidential

election in Costa Rica, security was a permanent issue of debate during the cam-

paign period. Costa Rican President Laura Chichilla faced a strong challenge from

her right-wing rival, Otto Guevara, whose tougher position on crime—proposing to

declare a state of emergency and adopt a zero tolerance policy—moved him up in

opinion polls during the course of the campaign. During the 2011 presidential elec-

tion in Guatemala, Otto Pérez Molina ran on a law-and-order platform and won.

This phenomenon also occurs at the subnational level. In the 1999 gubernatorial

election in Buenos Aires province, Carlos Ruckauf appealed to voters through an

iron-fist electoral discourse that appears to have helped him to win office (Fuentes

2005).

In sum—taking into consideration the most basic state function, the tangible

consequences that criminal violence has for the quality of life, and the strategic use

of the issue of crime by politicians and the media alike—security stands as a rele-

vant noneconomic issue on which voters may base their electoral choices. However,

are elected officials held accountable for their perfomance in the control of violence?
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Evidence available from the American state politics literature has shown that crime

and security are relevant noneconomic issues for which governors are held account-

able (Cummins 2009). Likewise, House members’ voting records regarding crime

policy influence their vote shares (Bonney, Canes-Wrone and Minozzi 2007).1 The

following sections explore the extent to which Mexican elected officials have been

held accountable for their performance in the control of criminal violence.

4.3 Insecurity, Campaigns, and Elections in Mexico

President Calderón’s administration (2006-2012) saw both episodes of economic hard-

ship and of high levels of violence. Although the economy grew steadily through his

first two years in office, with 2009 came a deep recession that saw the economy

shrink by 6 percentage points (Wood 2012). While the economy was able to recover

by 2010, economic growth averaged only 1.8 percent per year. Regarding employ-

ment, during his campaign, Calderón promised the creation of one million jobs every

year. However, by the end of his term, the unemployment rate had increased by over

30 percent (Murillo 2012).

On the security front, just a few days after being sworn into office, the Mexican

president declared a war against drugs and began a militarized strategy to fight

crime. Violence quickly began to rise. By the end of his administration, more than

70,000 people had been killed and over 5,000 had disappeared. Also, more than

200 public officials (across different levels of government) and party members were

targets of lethal attacks by OCGs (CAPAM Dataset).

The combination of economic hardship with alarming crime rates make the study

of accountability in the midst of violence a lot more puzzling. Can voters hold

government accountable for its economic and security performance simultaneously?

1 Most of these studies use aggregate data, because surveys combining questions on victimization,
fear of crime, and voting preferences are scarce.
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Interestingly, despite the alarming levels of violence, crime and insecurity were

barely discussed in the presidential campaigns (Prados 2012; Putnam 2013). Security

strategies and public policies to deal with violence were vaguely defined by the four

presidential candidates in 2012. This adds to the puzzle. Are issues ignored by

candidates also dismissed by voters?

It must be noted, however, that crime and insecurity were topics present in

the majority of Calderón’s speeches (Norzagaray Lopez 2010; Bravo Regidor 2011),

as well as in local elections. Members and candidates of the president’s party

(PAN) repeatedly emphasized the get-tough-on-criminals approach (Reforma 2009a;

Hernández and Salazar 2010), particularly in local campaigns (Vazquez 2009; Beltrán

2010b; Minjares 2010; Garcia 2011b). Unlike the 2012 presidential campaign, the

2009 midterm electoral campaign was full of PAN advertising that emphasized the

president’s willingness to fight crime like no other party had done before and blamed

opposition parties for the prevailing violence.2 This way, the PAN began to “own”

the issue of crime. As noted by Petrocik, Benoit and Hansen (2003), issue ownership

is an asset used by candidates to persuade voters, “because mere association with a

party is an indicator of an ability to implement superior policies and programs for

dealing with the problems owned by the party.” I seek to understand whether issue

ownership on crime benefited or harmed the PAN’s electoral support.

As much as the Mexican right-wing party tried to simplify the issue of crime

and to dilute its responsibility for existing violence, discerning who was responsible

for prevailing insecurity was not an easy task for voters. Although violence may be

initially triggered by OCG competition, organized crime cannot operate without the

“cooperation” of some government officials and the armed forces. Furthermore, state

armed forces may generate violent processes that also directly and indirectly increase

2 Campaign spots are available at http://pautas.ife.org.mx/transparencia/proceso_2009/
index.html
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and radicalize violence, as may be the case of the militarized strategy against OCGs

led by President Calderón. Consequently, for the case at hand, the potential respon-

sible agents are numerous: OCGs, the military, the federal police, the local police,

the president, governors, and mayors. The process of responsibility attribution is

quite complex because the production of violence is dispersed among all these actors

and cognitive abilities vary from person to person (Javeline 2003).

As shown in Table 4.1, survey data reveal that only 45 percent of Mexicans

attributed responsibility to the government or authorities, broadly defined.3 More-

over, 20 percent attributed responsibility to organized crime. Out of the group of

respondents who considered the government responsible for the situation of security,

the vast majority, 71 percent, identified President Calderón as the main responsible

agent. The puzzle that this chapter seeks to solve is whether such a view translated

into an effective process of electoral accountability, either to reward or punish the

national governing party. As previously proposed, I argue that when the same party

holds power across various elected offices at the different levels of government, it

should be easier for voters to attribute responsibility and vote accordingly.

Taken together, all of the above described elements—the combination of economic

and insecurity crises, the absence of the issue of crime in the presidential campaign,

and the complex process of responsibility attribution—make the Mexican case par-

ticularly well tailored to explore the issue of electoral accountability in the midst of

violence.

3 Data from the original post-electoral survey described in the introductory chapter. Respondents
were first asked to evaluate the country’s situation of security retrospectively: “Thinking about
the last 12 months, would you say that the country’s security () has improved or worsened?”.
Next, they were asked a follow up question on responsibility attribution: “And who would you
say is responsible for the fact that the country’s security [INSERT ANSWER FROM PREVIOUS
QUESTION, improved, worsened]?” “All”, “None”, and “Other” were spontaneous answers by
respondents.
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Table 4.1: Responsibility Attribution for the Situation of National Security in Mexico

Political Actor
Response

Percentage
Government/Authorities 45%
Organized crime 20%
All (Spontaneous) 13%
The army 8%
Federal police 8%
Local police 5%
None/Other (Spontaneous) 1%

4.4 Aggregate-Level Analysis

To accurately assess and differentiate the impact of criminal violence on electoral

accountability, we need a comparative test of elections at both the local and federal

levels. First, I analyze aggregate turnout data in local elections in Mexico. Given

that President Calderón began the militarized strategy against organized crime in

2006 and that violence began to reach its highest levels by 2009 (Guerrero 2011), I

rely on the mayoral elections that occurred during the second half of the Calderón ad-

ministration, 2009-2012.4 Next, I test the relationship between violence and electoral

preferences in the 2012 presidential election, also at the municipal level.

4.4.1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is measured in two ways. For both local and presidential

elections I calculate the PAN’s vote share. In addition, for the case of mayoral

elections, I also use the local incumbent’s vote share. These measures are derived

from the electoral statistics collected by the state electoral institutes and the national

electoral authority (IFE).

4 Mexican mayors remain in power for three years. Therefore, my dataset includes one election
cycle per municipality. As in previous analyses, I excluded the municipalities that elect their local
authorities according to local traditional laws.
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4.4.2 Independent Variables

To analyze the impact of violence on electoral support, I rely on three different mea-

sures derived from the CVM and CAPAM datasets. First, I use the homicide rate

per 1,000 inhabitants. Second, I incorporate the measure of criminal-electoral vio-

lence introduced in the previous chapter. In addition, given the detailed information

from which the CAPAM Dataset is derived, I also include the number of aggressions

directed exclusively against PAN members.

I argue that the impact of violence on the level of electoral support for candidates

of the national in-party at the subnational level is conditional on the local incum-

bent’s shared partisanship (H2.d.). Therefore, I incorporate a dichotomous variable

to identify PAN incumbent governments.

4.4.3 Controls

Given the importance of economic voting in the explanation of electoral results, I

include measures on unemployment and GDP percent change as a way to control

for economic performance.5 I also control for the incumbent party’s previous vote

share.6 Sociodemographic control variables include: logged population size, level of

urbanization, and poverty.

4.4.4 Analytical Strategy

For the analysis of the above-described aggregate data, I estimate a simple ordinary

least squares regression with clustered standard errors:

V oteSharei = α + βV IOLENCEi + δPOLITICALi + γECONOMYi

+ ϕSOCIOECOi + εi,

(4.1)

5 Data obtained from INEGI’s Banco de Información Económica.

6 The main results hold if I average the incumbent party’s vote over the past 3 elections.
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where i = (1,...,N) refers to the i-th municipality. All models include a set of vectors of

variables that measure local violence, as well as political, economic and socioeconomic

features of the municipality. Analyses of local elections also include year dummies.

4.4.5 Statistical Results

Local Elections

Table 4.2 reports the results for two different specifications of the basic model of

mayoral elections. The first set of models uses the PAN’s vote share as the depen-

dent variable. Two findings stand out here. First, the level of electoral support for

candidates of the national in-party (PAN) at the subnational level varies inversely

only with the level of drug-related violence at the local level, as measured by the

CVM Dataset. Recall that turnout varied inversely with both drug-related violence

(CVM Dataset) and general violence (INEGI census data). However, in this case, vi-

olence that is not exclusively related to organized crime does not have a statistically

significant effect on the PAN’s electoral support. Overall, I find that for every one

unit increase in the yearly homicide rate, resulting from OCG activity, translates into

a 1.6 percentage point decrease in the PAN’s vote share in mayoral elections There-

fore, in municipalities with the highest homicide rates (12 per 1,000 inhabitants), the

PAN exhibits, on average, vote shares that are almost 20 percentage points lower

than in municipalities with no incidence of drug-related violence.

Second, lethal attacks directed against politicians have a larger negative effect on

voters’ support for the national incumbent party’s candidates than the homicide rate.

This finding confirms the relevance of organized crime activity for the explanation

of electoral support in Mexico. As mentioned before, events of criminal-electoral

violence receive great media attention and may, therefore, play a greater role in

voters’ electoral decisions. In this case, for every violent event perpetrated against

political figures over the course of the electoral process in a given municipality, the
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Table 4.2: Electoral Support and Violence in Local Elections, 2009-2012

DV: PAN Vote DV: Incumbent Vote
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Homicide rate, CVM -1.652*** -0.123
[0.525] [0.702]

Homicide rate, INEGI -0.388 0.472
[0.787] [0.429]

Criminal-electoral violence -3.634*** -3.803*** 3.016*** 2.855***
[1.310] [1.265] [0.715] [0.680]

PAN mayor -1.25 -1.241 -2.151* -2.137*
[3.070] [3.074] [1.124] [1.129]

PAN governor -3.468 -3.334 -4.615*** -4.584***
[3.745] [3.758] [1.431] [1.417]

Violence * PAN mayor -6.855*** -6.870***
[2.356] [2.338]

Unemployment, % change -0.173* -0.178* 0.013 0.016
[0.097] [0.097] [0.054] [0.054]

GDP, % change 0.71 0.697 0.664*** 0.677***
[0.668] [0.679] [0.197] [0.200]

Prev. PAN vote 0.470*** 0.470***
[0.125] [0.125]

Prev. Incumbent vote 0.626*** 0.623***
[0.044] [0.044]

Population (Log.) -1.434 -1.33 -0.393 -0.325
[1.643] [1.644] [0.856] [0.837]

% Urban -0.203 -0.201 -0.208** -0.204**
[0.135] [0.134] [0.092] [0.092]

Poverty -0.242 -0.235 -0.122* -0.117
[0.167] [0.165] [0.069] [0.069]

Constant 64.607** 63.901** 46.968*** 46.383***
[26.917] [26.683] [13.160] [13.138]

Observations 1,993 1,993 1,985 1,985

R-squared 0.304 0.303 0.369 0.369

Robust standard errors in brackets

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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PAN’s vote share decreases by 3.6 percentage points.

The second set of models uses the vote share for the incumbent mayor’s party

as the dependent variable. Violence measured through the homicide rate has no

impact on the incumbent party’s electoral support. Compared with the former set

of models, this initially suggests that violence did not affect the non-PAN mayors.

In order to test whether violence has a differentiated impact for PAN mayors, I in-

clude an interaction term between criminal-electoral violence and the mayors’ party

identification. The count on aggressions against politicians has a positive coefficient,

which indicates that violence has a positive impact on the vote share of the local

incumbent party, only when the PAN is not in office. The negative coefficient for

PAN mayors implies that, overall, even in the absence of criminal-electoral violence,

PAN candidates in PAN-ruled municipalities performed significantly worse in elec-

tions than their non-PAN counterparts. The negative and statistically significant

interaction term shows that rising levels of criminal-electoral violence under a PAN

incumbent translate into considerably lower vote shares for his or her party. These

findings support the hypothesis that the level of electoral support for candidates

of the national in-party at the subnational level varies inversely with the level of

violence at the local level, only when subnational authorities share the president’s

partisanship (H2.d.).

A review on how the issue of crime evolved in local elections can help explain why

PAN mayors and candidates were negatively affected by prevailing levels of violence,

while the issue of insecurity appears to have benefited non-PAN incumbent parties.

First of all, it is important to note that, in contrast with the 2012 presidential

election, crime and violence were main topics in local campaigns (Beltrán 2010b;

Cabrera 2010; Cota Luque 2010b,a; Meza and Ramirez 2010; Garcia, Garcia and

Paniagua 2011; Sepúlveda, Mart́ınez and Cruz 2011; Meza Carranza 2012). PAN

candidates tended to emphasize their support for the president’s policies on security.
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Such was the case of the PAN candidate for mayor in Altamira, Tamaulipas, José Luis

Vargas. He proposed to work closely with President Calderón, arguing that “with his

help, we will be able to fight one of the electorate’s main concerns” (Azuara 2010).

Similarly, the PAN candidate for mayor in Sinaloa proposed the implementation of

a security strategy similar to what President Calderón had done in Ciudad Juárez,

Chihuahua (Beltrán 2010b). By aligning themselves with the federal security policy,

PAN incumbents and candidates made the issue of insecurity a prominent one in

voters’ minds and also made the federal strategy against organized crime an issue on

which they would be evaluated.

At the same time, non-PAN members emphasized the lack of results from the

president’s militarized strategy (Álvarez 2010; Beltrán 2010a). This was most evi-

dent in the case of Tamaulipas, where local elections in 2011 were clouded by the

assassination of PRI gubernatorial candidate Rodolfo Torre Cantú. Immediately,

the PRI asserted that such act was the response of organized crime to the federal

government’s declaration of war (Álvarez 2010; Romero 2010). These kind of state-

ments are likely to raise the awareness of the national security policy and polarize

the electorate’s views.

We must also keep in mind that OCGs were very active and explicit about their

preferences in some of these local races. The federal government actively and force-

fully deployed military forces to assist governors and mayors in co-partisan PAN-

dominated states (Guerrero 2011; Dell 2012). Therefore, for some groups, a PAN

government may be the least desired political option. This may be particularly true

at the local level, which is the most relevant level of operation for organized crime

(Varese 2011; Trejo and Ley 2013, 2014). The case that stands out in this regard is

Michoacán. In the 2011 local elections, an unsigned message appeared in the news-

paper AM in the municipality of La Piedad, on election day, advising voters not to

vote for the PAN: “To all the people, we want to say that we do not want the PAN
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at any level of government, as it has pacts with groups that steal, extort, rape, and

kidnap innocent people.” (Reforma 2011a). Voters living under such circumstances

are in some way forced to adapt their political preferences in detriment to the PAN

candidates.

It is likely that these three circumstances—PAN candidates’ emphasis on the

federal military strategy, non-PAN candidates’ blaming the president’s war on drugs,

and OCGs’ explicit rejection of PAN governments in some regions—made it easier

for voters to attribute responsibility for declining security to PAN authorities.

Federal Elections

Table 4.3 shows the results for the 2012 Mexican presidential election. Contrary to

the previous set of findings, neither the homicide rate, nor the measure for criminal-

electoral violence has a statistically significant effect on the PAN’s vote share. Recall

that the issue of insecurity was not a relevant topic in presidential elections. Was

insecurity not an issue voters took into consideration when deciding to vote or not

for the national incumbent party?

There are three possible explanations for these results. One is that criminal

violence only has an effect on the PAN’s electoral performance when directed against

its members, i.e., only when organized crime has a clear preference against the PAN—

such as the case of Michoacán described above—voters’ preferences were affected to

the detriment of that party. Models 3 and 4 introduce a measure on the number

of aggressions directed only against PAN politicians, either candidates or elected

public officials. Results indicate that for every violent event by organized crime

against Panistas, the PAN’s vote share decreased by 3 percentage points (p<0.10).

Yet another possibility is that voters simply did not hold the national government

accountable for the local situation of insecurity. After all, there are many other agents

at the local level to blame. Finally, it is also important to consider that perceptions
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Table 4.3: Electoral Support and Violence in the 2012 Mexican Presidential Election

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Homicide rate, CVM 0.337 0.332

[0.384] [0.401]
Homicide rate, INEGI -0.063 -0.066

[0.577] [0.584]

Criminal-electoral violence -0.206 -0.168
[0.562] [0.565]

Violence vs. PAN members -3.254* -3.277*
[1.671] [1.624]

PAN mayor 2.188** 2.084** 2.199** 2.096**
[0.923] [0.916] [0.927] [0.919]

PAN governor -0.742 -0.899 -0.752 -0.909
[1.794] [1.787] [1.788] [1.782]

Unemployment, % change -0.028 -0.024 -0.028 -0.023
[0.030] [0.030] [0.030] [0.030]

GDP, % change -0.444 -0.372 -0.445 -0.373
[0.528] [0.528] [0.529] [0.529]

Prev. PAN vote 0.659*** 0.660*** 0.659*** 0.660***
[0.051] [0.048] [0.052] [0.049]

Population (Log.) -0.630* -0.537 -0.624* -0.53
[0.340] [0.378] [0.339] [0.377]

% Urban -0.031 -0.024 -0.031 -0.023
[0.042] [0.039] [0.042] [0.039]

Poverty 0.086 0.091 0.086 0.091
[0.067] [0.065] [0.067] [0.065]

Constant 15.221* 13.024 15.140* 12.945
[8.038] [8.055] [8.035] [8.050]

Observations 2,311 2,411 2,311 2,411

R-squared 0.526 0.533 0.526 0.534

Robust clustered standard errors by state in brackets

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

of violence do not always match with objective conditions of insecurity (Covington

and Taylor 1991; Ferraro 1995; Dammert and Malone 2003; Villarreal and Silva 2006;

Vilalta Perdomo 2010). Therefore, in the following section, I also examine the role

that individual perceptions of crime and insecurity had on electoral preferences in

the 2012 election, as well as on presidential approval.
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4.5 Individual-Level Analysis

To test the set of individual-level hypotheses, I rely on survey data. I use two different

sources. The questionnaire I designed included detailed batteries on: presidential ap-

proval, security evaluations, responsibility attribution, views on mano dura policies,

and fear, among others. This set of questions allows for a richer and more rigorous

analysis of the impact of violence on presidential approval and voting behavior. The

timing of this original survey was ideal for the analysis of the relationship between

electoral participation and violence. However, as has been documented by several

studies, the tendency in post-electoral surveys is for respondents to underestimate

their support for the losing candidates in favor of the winning party (Wright 1993;

Atkeson 1999). This survey was not the exception. According to the official elec-

toral results, Enrique Peña Nieto (PRI) won with 39 percent of the vote, followed by

Andrés Manuel López Obrador (PRD), with 32 percent. The PAN candidate, Jose-

fina Vázquez Mota, had 26 percent support. However, according to this survey data,

only 15 percent of respondents reported having voted for the PAN. The substantial

underestimation of the PAN vote makes it difficult to test the proposed hypotheses,

as it leads to biased results in favor of the null hypothesis (Atkeson 1999).

Given these difficulties, for the examination of individual vote choice, I also use

the 2012 Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES).7 According to this survey,

43 percent of respondents reported voting for the PRI; 24 percent voted for the PRD;

and 22 percent reported voting for the PAN. Therefore, CSES is a more reliable

data source to explore the linkage between individual perceptions of government

7 This was a national representative survey with a sample of 2,400 adults, age 18 and older. It
followed a stratified sampling in 234 electoral sections. The country was divided in four strata: 1)
states governed by the PAN, 2) northern states governed by the PRI, 3) southern states governed
by the PRI, and 4) states governed by the PRD. Each stratum was then divided into strata of
political competition according to the 2009 results. Within each stratum, electoral sections were
selected conducting a systematic sampling with probability proportional to its size (PPS). For more
details, visit: http://biiacs-dspace.cide.edu/.
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performance and electoral choice. I use my own survey for the analysis of presidential

approval.

4.5.1 Dependent Variable

I use two different dependent variables to measure voter support for the national

incumbent party: 1) reported vote choice in the 2012 presidential election, and 2)

presidential approval. In addition to being an approximation of accountability, the

use of approval ratings is a way to partially correct for the underestimation of PAN

votes.

Vote choice is coded as a dichotomous measure equal to 1 if the respondent

reported voting for the candidate or party of the current president. Therefore, I

use a multilevel logistic regression. Presidential approval is measured through a 4-

point scale reflecting different levels of support for the president’s performance in

government.8 For ease of interpretation, this question was recoded to a dichotomous

variable where individuals who responded they approve (either strongly or somewhat)

of the president’s performance are given a value of 1, while those that disapprove of

the president are given a value of zero. However, I also estimate a multilevel ordered

logit model, using the original question coding. The main effects hold regardless of

the specification used.

4.5.2 Independent Variables

In order to examine how the importance an individual attaches to crime and in-

security affects electoral accountability, both sets of analysis include evaluations of

national security, as well as measures of victimization experience and fear of crime.

Given the difficulty of attributing responsibility for an issue as complex as violence,

8 The question was the following: In general, do you approve or disapprove the way in which
President Felipe Calderón does his job? Answer options were: 1) Strongly disapprove, 2) somewhat
disapprove, 3) somewhat approve, and 4) strongly approve.
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I consider the possibility that only voters who attribute responsibility for prevailing

violence to the federal government will in fact hold the president and his party ac-

countable on the issue. Both surveys included responsibility attribution questions.

Those individuals who considered the federal government responsible are given a

value of 1, otherwise they were assigned a value of zero. I interact this variable with

the measure on individual evaluations of national security. The expectation is that

if a voter attributes responsibility for national security to the federal government,

as her evaluations of security worsen, she should be less likely to vote for PAN or

approve of the president’s job.

To test the contextual effect of violence on vote choice and presidential approval,

I match each respondent with the corresponding data on his or her particular context

of violence, at the municipal level.

4.5.3 Controls

Taking into account that media exposure tends to prime voters’ concern about inse-

curity, I included questions on TV consumption, which has been shown to have the

most impact on crime perceptions (Beckett 1997; Chiricos, Eschholz and Gertz 1997;

Chiricos, Padgett and Gertz 2000; Altheide 2002; Krause 2014).

In addition, all models include the following control variables: evaluations of the

national economy, party identification, education level, age, and gender. Models us-

ing vote choice as a dependent variable incorporate a measure of presidential approval

as a control.

For the analysis of presidential approval, my original post-electoral survey allows

me to include measures on preference for iron-fist or mano dura policies.9

9 I mainly rely on the individual level of agreement with the following statement: “The situation
of security in our country is becoming so complicated that an iron-fist government that makes use
of all its power is justified, if this helps eliminate those that cause disorder.”
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4.5.4 Analytical Strategy

Given that I propose to examine the contextual effects of violence on voting behavior,

I estimate a series of multilevel models, with vote choice or presidential approval

modeled at level-1, nested within municipalities.

The level-1 equation is:

Log[pij/(1 − pij)] = β0j + β1j(EvaluationofNationalSecurity)ij + β2j(V ictim)ij

+ β3j(ResponsibilityAttribution)ij

+ β4j(Evaluation ∗ Attribution)ij

+ β5j(IronFist)ij + β6j(Fear)ij

+ β7j(EvaluationofNationalEconomy)ij

+ β8j(PANId.)ij + β9j(TV ) + β10j(Education)ij

+ β11j(Age)ij + β12j(Gender)ij (4.2)

The level-2 model is:

β0j = γ00+γ01(MunicipalHomicideRate)+γ02(Criminal−ElectoralV iolence)+u0j

(4.3)

4.5.5 Statistical Results

Vote Choice

The results of the multilevel analysis on vote choice in the 2012 Mexican presidential

election are presented in Table 4.4.10 The negative and statistically significant coef-

ficient (p<0.05) for the variable on evaluations of national security indicates that as

individual perceptions of the country’s insecurity worsened, the probability of voting

10 Estimations show zero variance at the municipal level. However, according to Chung et al. (2013)
a zero likelihood ratio test statistic should not necessarily lead us to accept the null hypothesis and
proceed as if the true variance is zero.
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for the PAN diminished. Holding all other predictors at their median values,11 a

voter who considered that the situation of violence in the country worsened over the

preceding year was 8 percent less likely to vote for the PAN candidate than a voter

who thought the violence had improved.

Notice that the impact of the evaluations of the national economy on vote choice

is smaller than that of the evaluations of national security. Again, holding all other

variables at their median values, simulations estimate that a voter who considered

that the country’s economic situation improved over the previous twelve months was

3 percent more likely to vote for the PAN candidate than a voter who thought the

economy had worsened. Therefore, consistent with other studies, these results also

suggest that the Mexican governance crisis related to violence diverted attention

away from economic issues. Security evaluations had a greater effect on individual

vote choice than evaluations of the economy.

Contrary to expectations (H2.c.), both models reveal that being a victim of a

crime does not affect the probability of voting for the incumbent party. This does

not imply that the victimization experience has no effect on voting behavior. As

shown in the previous chapter, victims are generally less likely to participate in

elections. It is possible that victims express their rejection or disapproval of the

incumbent party’s performance by not participating in the election.

According to Models 2 and 3, contextual violence does not appear to impact indi-

vidual vote choice. However, recall that the previous models on the 2012 presidential

election revealed that only violence specifically directed against PAN members was

associated with diminished voter support for that party. Unfortunately, I am unable

to include such a measure in this individual level analysis. The CSES sample did not

11 These values would represent a 55-year-old woman who completed secondary school; is not
a victim of crime; attributes responsibility for security to the federal government; considers the
economy to be doing better than the year before; approves of the president, but does not identify
with PAN, and watches a few TV news programs.
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Table 4.4: Individual Vote Choice in the 2012 Mexican Presidential Election

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Fixed Effects
Level-2 predictors
Intercept -3.214*** -3.225*** -3.243***

[0.505] [0.509] [0.514]
Homicide rate, CVM -0.002

[0.009]
Homicide rate, INEGI 0.001

[0.003]

Criminal-electoral violence 0.084 0.06
[0.242] [0.237]

Level-1 predictors
Evaluation of national security -0.395** -0.398** -0.396**

[0.175] [0.175] [0.175]

Victim -0.096 -0.092 -0.096
[0.313] [0.313] [0.313]

Responsibility attribution -0.506 -0.512 -0.506
[0.356] [0.356] [0.356]

Evaluation*Attribution 0.234 0.238 0.233
[0.159] [0.159] [0.159]

Evaluation of national economy -0.208* -0.208* -0.205*
[0.108] [0.109] [0.109]

Presidential approval 1.125*** 1.124*** 1.124***
[0.189] [0.189] [0.189]

PAN Identification 3.886*** 3.888*** 3.888***
[0.191] [0.191] [0.191]

TV consumption 0.154* 0.155* 0.155*
[0.083] [0.083] [0.083]

Education 0.067 0.068 0.067
[0.044] [0.045] [0.044]

Age -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
[0.006] [0.006] [0.006]

Female 0.598*** 0.597*** 0.600***
[0.172] [0.173] [0.172]

Random Effects Variance Components
Municipal-level effect (variance) 0.000 0.000 0.000
Observations 1,897 1,897 1,897
Number of groups 108 108 108

Standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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include municipalities that experienced events of criminal-electoral violence targeted

against PAN members or public officials.

Finally, individuals who watched more TV news were more likely to approve of

the president. As discussed before, even if campaigns ignored the topic of insecurity,

in every public appearance and speech, President Calderón emphasized his adminis-

tration’s efforts to combat crime. Furthermore, each time the federal forces captured

crime bosses and drug lords—and long before the suspects were put on trial—the

federal government would hold a news conference where the suspects were shown

handcuffed, along with the alleged incriminating evidence, such as weapons and

money. These images were played over and over again during the Calderón admnis-

tration, on all the TV networks. More detailed analysis is needed to fully understand

the role of media consumption on voters’ perceptions. For the moment, this prelimi-

nary finding suggests that, as other works have shown, exposure to crime news may

increase support for iron-fist policies (Merolla and Zechmeister 2009; Krause 2014).

Presidential Approval

Table 4.5 presents the multilevel models on presidential approval in Mexico. Consis-

tent with the previous set of results on vote choice, evaluations of national security

have a negative and statistically significant effect on presidential approval. Based on

Model 2 (multilevel logistic regression), simulation results indicate that an individual

who considered the situation of security had “improved a lot” was 40 percent more

likely to (strongly or somewhat) approve of the president’s job performance than an

individual who thought the country’s security had “worsened a lot.”12

12 As in the preceding section, I hold all other variables at their median values. These values
represent a 39-year-old woman who completed secondary school; is not a victim of crime; does not
attribute responsibility for security to the federal government; “somewhat agrees” with having an
iron-fist government; has a value of 5 in the scale of fear; evaluates her personal security as having
stayed the same in the past 12 months; does not identify with the PAN; and watches TV news on
a daily basis.
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For a more detailed examination of how presidential approval varies with evalu-

ations of security, Figure 4.1 graphs the predicted probabilities for Model 4, which

uses the four ordered categories of the approval question and estimates a multilevel

ordered logistic regression. The probability of “strongly disapproving” of the pres-

ident was 10 percent higher for an individual who thought national security had

“worsened a lot” than one who considered it had “improved a lot”.

Figure 4.1: Impact of Evaluations of National Security on Presidential Approval

Victimization does not affect approval ratings. This does not appear to be an

issue of measurement, either related to misreporting of victimization or a flawed ques-

tion wording. Previous works, using distinct survey instruments, have found similar

results (Romero, Magaloni and Dı̈az-Cayeros 2013; Romero 2013). The absence of

a significant effect of victimization on approval does not imply that experience with

crime is irrelevant for the prospects of survival of the executive. A violent context

and resulting fear do affect approval ratings.
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Table 4.5: Individual Presidential Approval in Mexico, 2012

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
ML Logit ML Logit ML Logit ML Ologit

Fixed Effects
Level-2 predictors
Intercept 3.348*** 3.619*** 3.615***

[0.721] [0.736] [0.741]
Homicide rate, CVM -0.026** -0.033***

[0.012] [0.010]
Homicide rate, INEGI -0.007* 0.306

[0.004] [0.289]

Criminal-electoral violence 0.453 0.341
[0.355] [0.348]

Level-1 predictors
Evaluation of national security -0.431*** -0.445*** -0.432*** -0.379***

[0.103] [0.104] [0.104] [0.082]

Victim 0.08 0.078 0.073 -0.017
[0.206] [0.207] [0.206] [0.160]

Responsibility attribution 0.069 -0.019 0.028 -0.084
[0.556] [0.560] [0.558] [0.427]

Evaluation*Attribution -0.037 -0.002 -0.017 -0.011
[0.163] [0.165] [0.164] [0.126]

Support for iron fist policy 0.141 0.126 0.133 0.116
[0.097] [0.098] [0.097] [0.077]

Fear -0.086 -0.089* -0.095* -0.070*
[0.053] [0.053] [0.053] [0.041]

Evaluation of national economy -0.578*** -0.570*** -0.578*** -0.682***
[0.095] [0.096] [0.096] [0.079]

PAN Identification 1.285*** 1.298*** 1.335*** 1.307***
[0.306] [0.308] [0.310] [0.228]

TV consumption 0.219** 0.193* 0.201* 0.074
[0.102] [0.105] [0.105] [0.082]

Education -0.155*** -0.158*** -0.156*** -0.082*
[0.053] [0.054] [0.054] [0.042]

Age -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 0.003
[0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.005]

Female -0.048 -0.06 -0.05 0.079
[0.169] [0.170] [0.169] [0.131]

Random Effects Variance Components

Municipal level effect (variance) 1.799 1.838 1.810 0.983

Observations 932 932 932 932
Number of groups 63 63 63 63
Standard errors in brackets. Cuts for multilevel ordered logistic regression in Model 4
are omitted in this table
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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As shown in Models 2-4, the more fearful voters feel and the more violent their

surroundings are, the less likely they are to approve of the president. In particular,

as violence rises in a given municipality, there is a significant decline in the approval

rating. On average, voters in non-violent municipalities, i.e., where no homicides

occur in the year prior to the election, have a 0.55 probability of approving of the

president. However, as violence rises, the average probability of approving of the

president begins to drop. Voters in municipalities with homicide rates one standard

deviation above the mean are expected to have an average probability of approving

of the presidential administration of 0.42. This probability drops to 0.35 in munici-

palities with homicide rates two standard deviations above the mean.

4.6 Conclusions

Economic voting models have predominated in the literature on voting behavior.

However, noneconomic issues often play an important role in elections and some-

times can define electoral outcomes. This chapter examined the extent to which

elected authorities are held accountable for rising crime and insecurity. The re-

sults presented here clearly indicate that, despite the depressing effect of violence on

turnout, electoral accountability can be exerted even in the face of violence.

This chapter provides quantitative evidence showing that, when deciding whom to

vote for, voters take into account their elected authorities’ performance in the control

of violence. As a voter’s evaluation of national security worsened, her likelihood of

supporting the incumbent national party and government diminished. In the context

of a governance crisis, characterized by extreme levels of violence, voters shifted

attention away from the economy and gave greater weight to their evaluations of

national security when deciding whom to vote for. Moreover, citizens living in violent

regions were less likely to support the incumbent government than those in relatively

peaceful areas.
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Aggregate-level data further revealed that as parties develop issue ownership over

noneconomic issues, they are inevitably evaluated on those terms. By emphasizing

their efforts to fight crime in their public appearances and electoral campaigns, Pres-

ident Calderón and his co-partisans at the subnational level made the issue of insecu-

rity the basis of voters’ decisions to support the PAN. Rising violence—particularly

that directed against politicians—resulted in diminished electoral support only for

PAN candidates, especially in municipalities governed by that party. Party align-

ment across levels of government made it easier for voters to attribute responsibility

and punish the national incumbent party accordingly.

The evidence presented here contributes to the issue-voting literature. Crime and

insecurity stand as highly salient political issues that can compete with economic

performance variables in the individual voting decision. Results emphasize that

perceptions of government performance are not the only relevant variables in the

study of electoral accountability. The context in which citizens vote also affects

politicians’ electoral fortunes and approval ratings.
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5

Participation in High-Risk Activism: Protesting
Amid Violence

Why do citizens decide to take to the streets to demand their rights, despite the

high costs and minimal expected benefits that such actions may entail? This is a

question that economists, sociologists, and political scientists alike have attempted

to answer from different perspectives. A particularly puzzling issue is the occurrence

of high-risk collective action. The literature on contentious politics has mainly fo-

cused on how violent state repression shapes protest and rebellion. What the precise

relationship is remains a debate, because government coercion produces mixed ef-

fects on popular mobilization. Repression may either increase or decrease dissent

by opposition groups, according to different circumstances (Lichbach 1987; Rasler

1996; Fearon and Laitin 2003; Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach 2006; Sambanis

and Zinn 2006). Much less is known about how violence produced by criminal or-

ganizations affects collective action. This chapter seeks to understand the role that

criminal violence plays in non-electoral forms of participation.

Over the past decade, citizens in Colombia, Guatemala, Mexico, and Venezuela

have poured into the streets demanding an end to criminal violence. In countries
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where homicide rates are comparable to those in regions facing civil wars,1 citi-

zens have engaged in marches, blockades, and hunger strikes, among other forms

of protest, to denounce cases of civilian victimization, expose violence and demand

peace and justice. Such actions are not without risk. In some instances, protesters

have been threatened or have even put their lives at risk. In addition, the chances of

affecting security policies and achieving justice are likely to be minimal. Since crimi-

nal violence is often the result of the collusion between organized criminal groups and

state agents (Arias 2006a; Eaton 2006; Bailey and Taylor 2009; Snyder and Durán-

Mart́ınez 2009; Cruz 2012; Acemoglu, Robinson and Santos 2013), authorities do not

have incentives to resolve cases and administer justice effectively. If that is the case,

when and why do civilians act collectively to demand peace and justice, regardless

of the risks that protesting in such a context may involve?

The grievance school would suggest that the experience of victimization pushes

individuals to protest. However, if that was the case, countries facing security crises,

such as the ones mentioned above, should exhibit frequent and sustained protest

cycles. Yet, that does not occur. Instead, marches for peace are occasional events.

As the structuralist school argues (Tarrow 1994; McAdam, Zald and McCarthy 2004;

McAdam 2010), for collective action to occur, grievances must be accompanied by

political opportunities, mobilizing resources, and frames.

This paper argues that while violence and victimization experiences provide an

initial motivation for the organization of protests against insecurity, social networks

are also important for overcoming the risks associated with participation in the midst

of violence. Networks help participants reach a common understanding of the issue

of crime and shape the perceptions of the dangers they face.

To test this argument, I rely on the Mexican case and examine participation

1 According to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), in 2011, Colombia had
a homicide rate of 33.2, Guatemala 38.5, Mexico 23.7, and Venezuela 45.1.
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in protest activity related to issues of violence and insecurity in Mexico during the

2006-2012 period, when the federal government began an open confrontation with

criminal organizations. By combining original survey data, an original dataset on

protest events in reaction to violent crime from 2006 to 2012 across Mexican states,

as well as in-depth interviews with participants of such protests, this chapter helps

understand the logic of non-electoral participation in the midst of violence both at

the micro and macro level.

After discussing the literature on victimization and participation, I provide an

overview of citizen mobilization in reaction to violence in Mexico, as well as the

challenges that participants have been confronted with. I then present aggregate-

level evidence which shows that violence and a vibrant civil society stimulate citizen

mobilization. In addition, individual survey data reveals that citizens who have

been victims of crime and those connected to mobilizing networks are more likely

to participate in protests against insecurity than non-victims and “socially discon-

nected” individuals. To understand the process through which networks reshape the

understanding of the dangers associated with activism in the midst of violence, I

complement quantitative evidence with qualitative interviews with participants of

such events.

5.1 Violence, Victimization, and Non-Electoral Forms of Participa-
tion

Recent works on the legacies of violence have found a positive relationship between

the experience of victimization and non-electoral forms of participation (Bellows and

Miguel 2009; Blattman 2009; Bateson 2012; Rojo-Mendoza 2013). Under these views,

the image of disengaged and alienated victims has little support. On the contrary,

victims are conceptualized as social and political activists.

Two different explanations have been provided to explain the positive relation-
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ship between violent victimization and participation. First, according to the post-

traumatic growth theory, individuals who go through a traumatic experience tend

to have a greater sense of personal strength (Tedeschi and Calhoun 2004); it is ar-

gued that this pushes victims to participate in politics (Blattman 2009). A second

explanation suggests that emotions play influential roles in political behavior, par-

ticularly in political participation (Marcus and Micha 1993; Jasper 1998; Jennings

1999; Marcus, Neuman and MacKuen 2000). In this case, increased participation is

a way for victims to express their feelings of anger and frustration, and mitigate the

emotional consequences of victimization (Bateson 2012).

The relationship between a victim’s emotions and subsequent behavior is not

straightforward, however. One must differentiate between emotions. While some

victims may experience anger and be drawn to participate as a result of such a

feeling, some others may experience fear. Fear is a response to an external threat

over which the individual has little control. Do feelings of fear push victims to

participate? Fear has been associated with heightened vigilance, increased sensitivity

to threat, and behavior avoidance (Huddy, Feldman and Cassese 2007). Moreover,

psychologists suggest that violent victimization undermines perceptions of individual

agency, and victims see themselves as weak and out of control (Janoff-Bulman and

Frieze 1983; Lisa, Sakheim and Abrahamson 1988; Macmillan 2001). This translates

into a decreased sense of efficacy, which is a fundamental element for the individual

decision to participate in politics. How victims overcome fear, sometimes transform

it into anger, and decide to take action are issues that prevailing literature has failed

to address.

We must also consider that not all victims take action. Furthermore, non-victims

also take action. The victimization argument could, therefore, overestimate collective

action as well as levels of participation. This strand of the literature fails to explain

where, how, why, and which individuals are most likely to participate in non-electoral
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forms of collective action in reaction to crime.

While victims are likely to seek participation opportunities as a way to “construc-

tively express their anger and frustration” (Bateson 2012:572), we must consider that

some forms of participation may provide a greater level of expressive benefit than

others. Victims are likely to be more interested in political activities that not only

allow them to express themselves but, most importantly, allow them to pursue and

achieve justice for their own cases.

Finally, the existing studies on victimization and participation fail to consider

the context in which the latter takes place. What we know about the relation-

ship between collective action and violence is derived from studies on state repres-

sion directed against protest (Lichbach 1987; Rasler 1996; Fearon and Laitin 2003;

Davenport, Armstrong and Lichbach 2006; Sambanis and Zinn 2006). Much less

is known about how violence produced by criminal organizations may affect non-

electoral forms of participation.

In regions permeated by high levels of criminal violence, citizen efforts to de-

nounce and control violence, either through protest or lobbying, face many risks

(Arias 2006a). In fact, violence shapes the limits and possibilities of associative

action (Pearce 2007). First, participants of such actions may be threatened or co-

opted by criminals and their allies into not pressing for reforms. Second, mobilization

against violence is unlikely because residents are too afraid of organized crime groups.

In addition, if these groups are active in the provision of services that the state fails

to provide, mobilization efforts jeopardize such provision (Arias 2006b). As a result,

in some highly violent areas in Colombia and Guatemala, civil society organizations

have had to operate semi-clandestinely (Pearce 2007).

To understand the logic of participation in the midst of violence, I focus on protest

events in reaction to crime. Not only are these expressive acts, but they are directly

related to issues of security that those affected by violence may be more inclined to
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participate in. I also look beyond the individual experience with crime and seek to

understand who participates, as well as why such participation occurs. I argue that

increasing levels of insecurity provide incentives for mobilization. However, given

the risks associated with protest against crime, it is also important to develop a

vibrant civil society and strong social embeddedness. Social networks help potential

participants build a common identity and modify their perceptions of the associated

costs and benefits.

5.2 Violence, Victims, and Protest against Insecurity in Mexico:
History, Risks, and Challenges

In the face of rising violence, Mexican citizens have made an effort to keep govern-

ment authorities accountable for the issue of insecurity through diverse non-electoral

mechanisms. Responses have been varied and associated risks have been evident.

This section provides an overview of citizen mobilization in reaction to violence in

Mexico, as well as the challenges that such efforts have been confronted with.

Some of the first citizen mobilization efforts occurred in the northern state of

Chihuahua, where drug-trafficking organizations’ attempts to gain access to smug-

gling routes and the American market have expanded. This phenomenon has been

combined with cultural, economic, and political changes in the region and resulted

in increased violence, particularly that directed against women. Femicides have mo-

bilized hundreds of mothers who untiringly demand justice for the unsolved murders

of their daughters and search for the many more who have been abducted (Bejarano

2002). In fact, some of them have founded nongovernmental organizations to provide

psychological and legal help to other mothers and relatives of victims of femicides.

Such is the case of Nuestras Hijas de Regreso a Casa in Juárez, Chihuahua and

Justicia para Nuestras Hijas in Chihuahua, Chihuahua. Not only have they orga-

nized marches, sit-ins, and demonstrations, but they have also taken an active role in
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the investigation of their daughters’ disappearances and murders, ultimately pushing

authorities to conduct a thorough investigation for the resolution of their cases.

Such activism has taken its toll. In December 2011, Norma Andrade, founder of

the organization Nuestras Hijas de Regreso a Casa and mother of Lilia Alejandra

(murdered in 2001), was attacked by gunmen. Threats continued and Andrade was

forced to leave Juárez (Mart́ınez 2012). Other activists were not able to leave in time

and became direct victims of violence. That was the case of Marisela Escobedo. After

a month of intense protest against the release of the main suspect in her daughter’s

killing and denouncing the corruption of the Chihuahua judicial system, Escobedo

was shot dead in front of the governor’s office building (Ellingwood 2010).

The state of Chihuahua, particularly the municipality of Juárez, was greatly

shaken by violence. With over 2,000 murders in 2009 and more than 3,000 in 2010, it

became one of the world’s most violent cities. From extortion to massacres, violence

reached the civilian population. Most notably, when fifteen people (including 11

youths) were killed on January 31, 2010, in the neighborhood of Villas Salvárcar,

people poured into the streets in protest. At the same time, the deployment of federal

forces in the city generated discontent among some civil society groups and marches

against militarization were organized on a weekly basis. A student participating in

one of such marches, José Daŕıo Álvarez Orrantia, was shot and injured by federal

police (Bricker 2010). The police argued that since a couple of demonstrators had

their faces covered, the authorities were forced to shoot warning shots into the air.

However, Daŕıo was severely wounded.

Outside of Chihuahua, violence also pushed citizens out to the streets. Two

critical points stand out. First, in June 2008, Fernando Mart́ı, son of the entrepreneur

Alejandro Mart́ı, was kidnapped in Mexico City. On August 1, 2008, his body was

found in the trunk of an abandoned car. The public exposure of the case right when

the federal government was trying to convince public opinion of the effectiveness

98



of its strategy against organized crime, despite rising levels of violence, outraged

citizens across the country—particularly middle class citizens who were often the

targets of kidnappings. On August 30, 2008, hundreds of thousands of citizens in

eighty-eight cities participated in the national march Iluminemos Mexico2 that the

Mart́ı family and civil society groups organized. Participants demanded an end to

violence, insecurity, and impunity.

Alejandro Mart́ı founded his own nongovernmental organization, Mexico SOS,

and has become one of the main activists on the issue of insecurity. However, this

has not translated into effective results for the resolution of his son’s case. It took

two years for the authorities to track down the alleged perpetrators. Five years

after his son’s murder, only one of the twenty-four people believed involved in his

assassination had been convicted (Universal 2014).

Three years after this national mobilization, the son of renowned poet Javier Si-

cilia, Juan Francisco Sicilia, was slain together with six friends in Temixco, Morelos

by members of the Paćıfico Sur Cartel. Sicilia made a call for massive mobilization

against crime. Quickly, marches for peace multiplied throughout the country. This

marked the beginning of a national victims’ movement, the Movement for Peace

with Justice and Dignity (MPJD). The movement’s Caravans for Peace drew me-

dia attention at the national and international level and exposed cases of civilian

victimization—ranging from extortion to massacres—that the government had man-

aged to keep quiet or had indicated might have involved collusion with criminal

groups.

The first caravan took place in June 2011 and traveled across nine states that

included highly violent cities in northern Mexico such as Torreón, Monterrey, Chi-

huahua, and Ciudad Juárez. A second caravan traveled south in September 2011

and visited eighteen cities including Xalapa and Acapulco, two of the most violent

2 Translates to: “Let’s Illuminate Mexico.”
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cities at the time. Hundreds of cases were documented during these caravans and

new citizen-led groups emerged to attend victims and to advocate against violence,

corruption, and impunity. In each of these events, victims and their relatives, who

had not even dared to report the crimes they had been subjected to in the past few

years, came out to speak aloud in public plazas.

One of those cases was that of Nepomuceno Moreno, who publicly accused local

police officers in Obregón, Sonora in the abduction of his teenage son, Jorge, in

collusion with an organized crime group (Quintero and Castillo 2011). In October

2011, Moreno participated in the Dialogue for Peace organized by the MPJD and

pleaded his case directly to President Calderón. He told the president that he feared

for his own safety and that of his family. A month later, Nepomuceno Moreno was

shot to death in an armed attack, right outside of his house. He was one of the nine

political activists against insecurity who were killed in 2011 in Mexico. Jorge is still

missing.

The interviews I conducted with participants of marches for peace3 reveal in-

dividual awareness of the risk associated with actions against crime. One of the

organizers of a march for peace in Acapulco acknowledged that they were concerned

about the infiltration of state agents or crime groups in the march and the possibility

of a violent attack. An activist from Juárez emphasized that civic associations had to

limit the scope of their acts of protest, because their activities in response to violence

were demobilizing potential recruits for organized crime and they knew there could

3 To better understand the role of networks and violence in participation, I conducted in-depth
interviews with 20 participants and 10 nonparticipants of protests against crime. Interviews were
conducted in the year 2012 throughout four cities with relatively high homicide rates: Acapulco
(Guerrero), Chihuahua (Chihuahua), Juárez (Chihuahua), and Monterrey (Nuevo León). Interviews
began with questions on experience with crime and perceptions of insecurity. Next, respondents
were asked about their participation in protest events, their views on those types of actions, their
reasons for participating or not, as well as their involvement with different community groups.
While qualitative evidence is limited in scope, interesting patterns emerge from these interviews.
For security reasons, the respondents’ names and stories have been omitted.
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be retaliation. Others recognized feeling fearful after seeing fellow participants being

threatened or even murdered. Three of them had actually received threatening calls

as a result of their activism.

In general, this overview of citizen-led protest against crime and insecurity shows

the challenges that its participants face. Due to corruption and impunity in the

judicial system, as well as the collusion between government authorities and crim-

inals, the probability of resolving cases of victimization is low. Most importantly,

citizens who take part in these efforts are further exposed to violence and retaliation

by criminals and officials who colluded with lawbreakers.

5.3 Aggregate-Level Analysis

5.3.1 Dependent Variable

When analyzing protest against insecurity, I focus exclusively on mobilization events

organized by citizens as a means of expressing their opposition to a particular violent

event or general insecurity, as well as a way to demand specific changes to security

policies. This implies that protest events organized by criminal organizations against

a particular branch of government, a security policy, the police, or the army are not

considered in this analysis. For example, protests organized by the criminal group

La Familia in 2010 against the military’s presence in the state of Michoacán were

not considered in this analysis (In Sight Crime 2010). Likewise, public forms of

protests by police forces demanding greater security for their working conditions are

not included either (Reyes 2011).

The statistical analysis of citizen protest against violence is based on the Mexican

Protest against Crime (MPC) Dataset. The MPC includes 1,014 protest events

organized by citizens against insecurity across thirty-one Mexican states between

2006 and 2012. The information is derived from a systematic review of fifty local
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newspapers and one national newspaper.4 Through the use of multiple local sources,

event coverage is maximized while at the same time minimizing the geographical and

temporal biases of newspaper-generated data (Davenport 2007:5).

Based on the information from the MPC Dataset, I analyze the annual number

of protest events organized by Mexican citizens throughout thirty-one states, during

the most violent time period in recent Mexican history.5 Due to data limitations,

described in Appendix C, I am unable to use the municipality as my unit of analysis.

However, as will be shown next, state-level data provides significant variation in the

occurrence of citizen mobilization. I seek to explain such variance.

Acts of protest include: marches, demonstrations, road blockages, community

meetings with authorities, labor strikes, collective public prayers, sit-ins, collective

press conferences and releases, hunger strikes, distribution of flyers, collection of

signatures, and occupation of government buildings. Marches and demonstrations

are the most common form of collective action. Together, they make up 86 percent

of the total number of recorded events.

Figure 5.1 shows the yearly frequency of protests against insecurity from 2006

to 2012. As described before, national mobilization efforts in 2008 and 2011 greatly

increased the number of such events. Putting the Illuminemos Mexico marches (2008)

to the side, the intensity of protests seems to have increased with the rising violence

seen throughout the 2006-2012 period. Most activity took place in 2011 due to the

emergence of the Movement for Peace. Mobilizations dropped significantly in 2012

when presidential elections took place.

As shown in Figure 5.2, the intensity of protest against violence varied widely

across states. Chihuahua exhibits the highest levels of protest: 224 events (22 per-

cent) were organized between 2006 and 2012. Citizens in Guerrero organized 9.6

4 See Appendix C for more information on the MPC Dataset.

5 N= 31 states x 7 years = 217 observations.
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Figure 5.1: Protest Events against Crime, 2006-2012

percent (97 events) of the protests occurring during that period. Sixty-six demon-

strations took place in Nuevo León (6.5 percent). It must be noted that these three

states exhibited the highest levels of violence during the Calderón administration.

Baja California, Sinaloa, and Veracruz registered moderate levels of protest, with

over fifty events in each. The remaining states exhibited much lower levels of protest.

5.3.2 Independent Variables

Violence

In addition to homicide rate reported by the national census (INEGI) and CVM

data, I incorporate a measure of human rights violations by the army. Information

is derived from the Justice in Mexico Project’s dataset on human rights abuses by

the military, as recorded by Mexico’s National Human Rights Commission (CNDH).

I also use the count of violent attacks against journalists, as measured by the

Special Attorney’s Office for Crimes against Freedom of Expression (FEADLE). Vi-
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Figure 5.2: Geographical Distribution of Protest against Crime, 2006-2012

olence directed against reporters has altered the way and the extent to which media

outlets inform the public about crime and insecurity (Ramı́rez Siller 2011). If this is

the case, citizens may become less informed about cases of victimization that would

otherwise motivate them to participate in protests against crime. However, at the

same time, given that this kind of violence is likely to receive greater media attention,

it could also stimulate mobilization.

Social Networks

The MPC Dataset allows us to examine who was behind the protests organized

in Mexico. Table 5.1 shows that more than a third of protests against insecurity

in Mexico were organized by civil society organizations. Victims and their rela-

tives organized 11 percent of these events. Together, community groups in schools,

neighborhoods, and churches promoted a third of the protests occurring during the

Calderón administration. Close to 17 percent of demonstrations were organized by
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professionals and workers from various sectors: media, health services, transporta-

tion, and education, among others. This initial examination of the data suggests not

only that networks play an important role in the successful organization of protests

against crime and insecurity, but that there are certain types of networks that are

particularly helpful in the promotion of such events.

Table 5.1: Organizers of Protests against Insecurity, 2006-2012

Organizer Frequency Percent
Civil society organizations 373 36.79
Victims and relatives 112 11.05
Universities/colleges 104 10.26
Neighborhood associations 102 10.06
Churches 118 11.64
Journalists 49 4.83
Physicians 30 2.96
Taxi and bus drivers 30 2.96
Merchants/vendors 24 2.37
Teachers 18 1.78
Entrepreneurs 17 1.68
Political parties 16 1.58
Local government authorities 16 1.58
Peasants 5 0.49

Total 1014 100

Given this preliminary evidence, I measure the presence of social networks through

various indicators. First, I use the Interior Ministry’s register of civil associations

and calculate the number of associations per 100,000 inhabitants. Second, based on

data from the Public Education Ministry, I use the percentage of college students as

a proxy of the density of networks among the education sector. Finally, relying on

census data, I estimate the number of labor unions and professional associations, as

well as the number of religious associations per 100,000. For purposes of analysis,

these variables were lagged one time period.
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5.3.3 Controls

Regression models control for the state’s economic development as measured by

the marginality index generated by the National Population Council (CONAPO).

I also control for the number of recommendations directed to state authorities by

the National Human Rights Commission (CNDH). Finally, I include the number of

prosecutor offices per 100,000 population, as a proxy of state capacity.

5.3.4 Analytical Strategy

I test for random effects (RE) and fixed effects (FE) negative binomial (NB) regres-

sion models. NB models are the most appropriate estimation technique for studying

protest against crime because, like other protest cycles, this phenomenon exhibits

overdispersion (variance greater than the mean) and the events are not independent.

Given that some of the independent variables change slowly over time, the use of FE

is less appropriate. For this reason, as well as the short time period, I emphasize

cross-sectional variation over temporal change and rely on RE models.

5.3.5 Statistical Results

As Table 5.2 shows, the coefficients for the variables of interest, violence and presence

of civic organizations are positive and statistically significant.

Results across models show that violence, measured through the homicide rate, is

a strong predictor of citizen mobilization against crime, regardless of the source used

for the estimation of this variable. Model 1 uses census data on homicides. It shows

that, all else being equal, for every one unit increase in the homicide rate, protest

increased 1 percent. Model 2, which focuses exclusively on inter-cartel violence,

shows that for every one unit increase in the homicide rate, protest increased 2.8

percent. To illustrate this effect, compare the situation of a peaceful state, where

no confrontations have occurred between OCGs (homicide rate = 0), with that of

106



states with an average level of inter-cartel violence (homicide rate = 3.6). A shift

from 0 to 3.6 in the homicide rate would imply a 10 percent increase in the intensity

of protest. These results suggest that criminal violence was an important motivating

force behind citizen mobilization.

Also, Models 1 and 2 show a large negative effect for the measure of violent

attacks against journalists. For every additional attack, protest increased by 15

percent (IRR=1.156). Human rights violations by the army only show statistical

significance in Model 1. The level of statistical significance of the latter variable

drops in Models 2. This is likely to be explained by the higher correlation between

the measure of criminal violence and human rights abuses.

Statistical results across models also show that social networks, measured through

the presence of civic associations, were strong promoters of citizen protests against

violence. All else being equal, for every additional association per 100,000 inhabitants

in a given state, protests increased by 6 percent.

Education networks, measured through the percentage of college students, also

stimulate protest. A 1 percent increase in the college population is predicted to

translate in a 70 percent rise in the intensity of protest. Recall that, as shown in

Table 5.1, schools and colleges organized 10 percent of protests throughout the period

under study. Why is there such a strong effect for this particular type of network?

Nie, Verba and Kim (1974) argue that at the beginning of life cycle, participation

rates are lower because youths are usually less engaged with their communities and

their associated concerns. However, when violence is mainly directed against the

younger population, as occurred in Mexico,6 and such an affected group is able to

socialize in an open setting like a college environment, incentives to participate and

opportunities for action are likely to multiply.

6 Two-fifths of victims of violent homicides in Mexico between 2006 and 2012 were young people,
ages 20 to 24.
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Model 3 tests for an interactive effect between violence and social networks. In-

teraction terms are not statistically significant. This suggests that networks are

equally important in violent and non-violent contexts, perhaps for different reasons.

As argued in Chapter 2, in a violent environment, networks’ shaping function is fun-

damental for overcoming the risks associated with collective action. In contrast, in

relatively less violent regions, networks may be particularly helpful for socialization

purposes and the construction of common understandings and identities around the

issue of crime. Individual-level analysis examines this issue further.

In sum, results show that increasing violence, together with a vibrant civil society,

are strong predictors of citizen mobilization against crime.

5.4 Individual-Level Data

In order to analyze the individual decision to participate in protest against insecurity

amid violence, I rely on original survey data. The post-electoral survey I designed

also included questions on non-electoral forms of participation. In the following

sections, I describe the questions and variables used for the individual-level analysis.

5.4.1 Dependent Variables

Most survey instruments that include questions on general participation in protest

events and community meetings fail to specify the issue these actions were related to.

Therefore, this survey incorporated a specific question on individual participation in

protest events against violence and insecurity. Respondents were asked the following

question: “During the last 12 months, have you participated in a protest, march,

walk, sit-in, or demonstration against violence and insecurity?” A total of 84 re-

spondents reported having participated in such kind of events. A follow-up question

asked participants of protest how many times they had participated. Therefore, I

use two different dependent variables. First, I create a binary variable that takes a
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value of 1 for participants, zero otherwise. Second, I generate a count of the number

of protests the respondent participated in. Fifty-five respondents declared having

participated in 1 to 2 events, 23 participated in 3 to 4 protests, and only 6 said they

participated in 5 or more events.

5.4.2 Independent Variables

Experience with Violence

To understand the role that experiences with violence and perceptions of insecurity

play in the individual decision to participate in protests against crime, I include

individual-level variables on victimization, fear, and evaluations of security. First, I

use a measure of victimization, which is derived from a question that asks respondents

if they had been victims of a crime in the last 12 months. Second, I incorporated

the additive index of fear used in the previous chapters. Third, I include evaluations

of personal security.7

Social Networks

In order to assess the impact of networks on individual participation in protest events

against insecurity, I use questions on attendance at meetings of different types of as-

sociations: student associations, neighborhood associations, religious organizations,

school parent/teacher groups, labor unions, and associations of professionals, trades-

people, businesspeople, or farmers. Respondents were asked how frequently they

attended meetings of such groups.8

I also created an ordinal variable that attempts to capture the interaction between

victims and non-victims. The survey’s battery on victimization, included a question

on whether the respondent had a relative or close friend who had been a victim of

7 The question was the following: “Considering the last 12 months, would you say that your and
your family’s security improved or worsened?”

8 Answer options were: Never, once or twice a year, once or twice a month, and one or more times
a week.
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crime in the last year. I generated a variable equal to a value of 3 if the respondent

was a victim and knew another victim; equal to 2 if the respondent had been a victim,

but did not know another victim in its immediate social network; equal to 1 if the

respondent was not a victim of crime, but did have friends or relatives to had been

victims of criminal violence; and equal to 0 if the respondent did not experiment any

cases of victimization, either personally or through friends and family. This variable

is not only an attempt to measure an individual’s experiences with violence. It is

also an approximation of the socialization process that LeJeune and Alex (1973)

suggests occurs when victims and non-victims interact, and which ultimately results

in a heightened awareness of crime, as well as an increased sense of empathy and

group solidarity.

5.4.3 Controls

Following Javeline’s (2003) work on blame attribution and collective action, I include

a control on perceptions of attribution of responsibility for personal security. Being

able to attribute specific blame lowers information costs because individuals are able

to focus their assessments of the risk and rewards of protest on a single target, which

makes the scope of collective action more limited (Javeline 2003).

I also control for other forms of participation, such as electoral turnout and

writing petitions to local officials. Similarly, I incorporate the additive index on

media consumption,9 a measure on sense of efficacy,10 perceptions of the efficacy of

the judicial system,11 party identification, and presidential approval. Socioeconomic

9 Respondents were asked how frequently they watched TV, listened to the radio, and read news-
papers. Based on the answers to these questions, I created an additive index on media consumption.

10 This was measured with the reported level of agreement with the following phrase: “The main
way one can influence politics and make things change is to participate in protest movements and
demand change directly.”

11 The wording was the following: “If you were a victim of crime, how much faith do you have that
the judicial system would punish the guilty?”
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controls include gender, age, and education.

5.4.4 Analytical Strategy

For the analysis of the binary variable on participation, I estimate a logistic regression

for rare events (King and Zeng 2001). Given that only 8 percent of respondents in the

sample participated in protests against crime, using a maximum likelihood estimation

of the logistic model is inappropriate as it is well known to suffer from small-sample

bias. For this reason, I am also unable to test contextual effects using a multilevel

approach.

As in the previous statistical analysis, for the individual protest count, I use a

negative binomial model.

5.5 Individual-Level Evidence

Table 5.3 shows the set of rare events logit models for the binary dependent variable

on participation.12 Table 5.4 shows the results for the negative binomial models

using the count of protest events.

Results indicate that victims of crime were more likely to participate in protests

against insecurity. The predicted probability13 that an average woman who was not

a victim of crime attended a protest in the last year was 0.032. However, if that

same woman were to have a direct experience with crime, her predicted probability

of participation increases to 0.055. This is a 71 percent increase. This result contrasts

with the evidence shown in Chapter 3. While victims and individuals living in the

midst of violence are less likely to participate in elections, non-electoral forms of

participation are still an attractive option for them. This indicates that experience

12 Unlike ordinary logit, relogit is an unbiased estimator. While the likelihood is computed as one
of the steps in calculating relogit estimators, it is not a likelihood technique. Therefore, there is no
value that corresponds to the maximum of the likelihood under relogit.

13 I use Clarify to predict probabilities (King, Tomz and Wittenberg 2000).
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Table 5.3: Participation in Protest against Crime in Mexico, 2012 (Relogit)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Victim 0.581** 0.775**

[0.258] [0.343]

Victims network 0.232**
[0.104]

Fear index -0.018 -0.021 -0.017
[0.020] [0.020] [0.020]

Evaluation of personal security 0.456* 0.437* 0.437*
[0.261] [0.263] [0.260]

Student association 0.298* 0.222 0.296*
[0.153] [0.180] [0.154]

Victim * Student 0.193
[0.303]

Neighborhood association 0.385** 0.557** 0.361*
[0.185] [0.227] [0.187]

Victim * Neighborhood -0.411
[0.316]

Religious association -0.308** -0.301** -0.300**
[0.129] [0.129] [0.127]

Parent/teacher association -0.256 -0.261 -0.221
[0.198] [0.201] [0.198]

Professionals’ association 0.102 0.119 0.099
[0.213] [0.214] [0.213]

Labor union 0.052 0.04 0.049
[0.227] [0.235] [0.228]

Prev. Petitions to government 0.604*** 0.608*** 0.595***
[0.127] [0.128] [0.127]

Efficacy 0.406 0.366 0.393
[0.298] [0.294] [0.298]

Responsibility attribution 0.236 0.275 0.194
[0.248] [0.250] [0.249]

Perception of justice system 0.179 0.183 0.2
[0.152] [0.153] [0.152]

PRD identification 0.529** 0.560** 0.507*
[0.267] [0.263] [0.268]

Presidential approval -0.292 -0.303 -0.366
[0.253] [0.254] [0.255]

Media consumption 0.074 0.076 0.079
[0.047] [0.047] [0.048]

Age -0.024*** -0.023** -0.023**
[0.009] [0.009] [0.009]

Female 0.115 0.088 0.076
[0.247] [0.250] [0.248]

Education -0.065 -0.064 -0.074
[0.079] [0.079] [0.078]

Constant -2.237** -2.318** -2.340**
[0.985] [0.993] [0.989]

Observations 891 891 870

Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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with violence has differentiated effects on forms of participation.

Being inserted in neighborhood or student associations has a positive effect on

participation. These results are consistent with the aggregate-level evidence. Recall

that, as shown in Table 5.1, universities and neighborhood associations organized

20 percent of protest events during 2006-2012. Overall, individuals who were not

members of neighborhood associations have a probability of 0.032 of participating

in protests, compared with a 0.092 probability for individuals who were active mem-

bers of such networks. Similarly, respondents who attended meetings of student

associations one or more times a week were twice more likely to take part of citizen

mobilizations against crime.

Member of religious associations appear to be less likely to participate in protests.

This seems to contradict the evidence presented in Table 5.1. However, looking

further into other survey questions, it is clear that respondents equated attendance

at meetings of a religious organization to attendance at religious services. Therefore,

this is likely to be a flawed measure for membership in religious networks. Instead,

it is a measure of religiousness. Other types of networks do not have a statistically

significant effect on the individual decision to participate in protest events.

Model 2 incorporates interactions between variables on victimization and fre-

quency of attendance to student and neighborhood associations. As in the aggregate

level analysis, interaction terms are not statistically significant.14 As previously ar-

gued, this suggests that networks are relevant for both groups, for different reasons.

The participation of non-victims in social networks raises their awareness of crime

and offers them opportunities to take action. An interviewee from Acapulco, who

had not been a direct victim of crime, but who is part of a community group, af-

firmed that getting to know victims and their relatives pushed her to “get out and

14 See Appendix F for a graph illustrating how the effect of victimization does not change across
the entire observed range of values of attendance.
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find a way to change the situation of violence.”

At the same time, victims rely on networks as a coping mechanism. Interviews

with a group of mothers of missing women in Chihuahua help illustrate this point.

One mother said that writing what she feels and sharing it with her group helps her

“keep going.” Another mother emphasized that although she had already found the

body of her daughter, she attends the marches that other mothers organize for their

missing daughters because “support among us is very important and as long as the

others still have hope of finding their daughters, we all have to fight together.”

In order to understand how the socialization between victims and non-victims

may shape participation, Model 3 includes a variable that measures the interaction

between these groups. I find that non-victims who know victims are 31 percent more

likely to participate in protests against insecurity than non-victims who do not have

any friends or relatives who are victims of crime. Also, victims of crime who are

connected with other victims are 14 percent more likely to participate than those

who do not know other victims.

Two examples I collected through in-depth interviews help explain the importance

of being connected with other victims. The first case is that of a parent of two

missing men in Chihuahua, Chihuahua. He said he did not participate in the national

march in May 2011 because, he says, “Back then my sons were here and I did not

imagine something like that would happen to me.” However, even after his sons’

disappearances in October 2011, he was still unwilling to participate because he

thinks “public denunciation and protests can result in retaliation.” By the time of

the interview,15 he had not joined any kind of victims’ support group.

Similarly, a doctor in Juárez said he did not participate in the marches that local

physicians organized in the city because he had heard that some had been kidnapped

after having participated in the protests. It is important to note that he was not

15 The interview took place in March 2012.
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Figure 5.3: Predicted Probabilities of Level of Interaction in Victims’ Networks

close to the group of doctors that organized the first march against violence in the

city back in 2009. He is a private practice doctor and remained relatively isolated

from the doctors working in public hospitals and who were being targeted by criminal

organizations.

These examples point to the importance of networks’ reshaping function. This

process is particularly important for overcoming fear associated with protest in the

midst of violence that the above cases also refer to. An activist in Juárez emphasized

that, while she was aware of the risks she was exposed to, “the key is to know when

to stop [taking part in protests], ask for help, and have a network that takes you

in, takes care of you, and worries about you.” Furthermore, she acknowledged that

her networks have protected her from threats she has received. Several others stated

that even if someone was planning an attack in the middle of a protest, the fact that

they are not alone raises the costs for the government and therefore it is best for

authorities to protect them.
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Networks’ reshaping function also modifies the understanding of benefits derived

from collective action. Interviews in Monterrey, Nuevo León were conducted a few

days after a group of victims attended a meeting with local government officials.

Participants stated that although authorities had not made much progress in their

investigations, they knew that they had to be thankful because they had “overcome

fear” and the government could “no longer fool them.” Most of the interviewed

participants of protests in the four cities emphasized that even if the situation of

violence had not changed, protests had definitely influenced the political agenda and

made it harder for politicians to deny rising insecurity.

To further understand the role of violence and networks in the individual decision

to participate, Table 5.4 uses the count of protests respondents participated in as

a dependent variable. As in the previous model, victimization and involvement in

victims, student, and neighborhood networks have a positive impact on the intensity

of individual protest.

Everything else being equal, victimization experiences increase the expected count

of protest by 110 percent. Also, a shift from a monthly to a weekly attendance at

student associations increases the expected count of protest by 30 percent. This

effect is 12 points larger in the case of neighborhood associations. As in the previous

case, interactions between victimization and participation in these social networks

are not statistically significant (Model 2).

Model 3 confirms the importance of socialization processes between victims and

non-victims. Knowing a victim, among both groups, increases the intensity of protest

by 35 percent.

Overall, micro- and macro-level results are consistent. Experience with violence

and insertion in social networks greatly increase the individual probability of partic-

ipation in protests against crime and insecurity.
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Table 5.4: Count of Participation in Protest against Crime in Mexico, 2012 (NB)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Victim 0.750*** 0.889**

[0.244] [0.347]

Victims network 0.302***
[0.096]

Fear index -0.015 -0.016 -0.015
[0.022] [0.022] [0.022]

Evaluation of personal security 0.618** 0.606** 0.626**
[0.274] [0.274] [0.277]

Student association 0.268* 0.258 0.284*
[0.160] [0.197] [0.164]

Victim * Student 0.000
[0.296]

Neighborhood association 0.351** 0.428** 0.348**
[0.169] [0.203] [0.171]

Victim * Neighborhood -0.203
[0.301]

Religious association -0.348*** -0.348*** -0.345***
[0.125] [0.125] [0.126]

Parent/teacher association -0.115 -0.112 -0.103
[0.175] [0.175] [0.177]

Professionals’ association -0.035 -0.02 -0.047
[0.234] [0.234] [0.235]

Labor union 0.173 0.165 0.171
[0.231] [0.232] [0.232]

Prev. Petitions to government 0.591*** 0.593*** 0.583***
[0.145] [0.145] [0.146]

Efficacy 0.437 0.423 0.417
[0.282] [0.282] [0.283]

Responsibility attribution 0.308 0.319 0.275
[0.249] [0.249] [0.250]

Perception of justice system 0.230* 0.230* 0.250*
[0.138] [0.138] [0.139]

PRD identification 0.397 0.418 0.392
[0.273] [0.274] [0.277]

Presidential approval -0.275 -0.279 -0.334
[0.264] [0.264] [0.269]

Media consumption 0.113** 0.112** 0.112**
[0.050] [0.050] [0.051]

Age -0.021** -0.020** -0.019**
[0.009] [0.009] [0.009]

Female 0.065 0.058 0.052
[0.245] [0.245] [0.247]

Education -0.086 -0.086 -0.087
[0.070] [0.069] [0.070]

Constant -2.988*** -3.021*** -3.080***
[0.969] [0.969] [0.981]

Observations 891 891 870
Log-likelihod -311.063 -310.833 -307.330

Standard errors in brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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5.6 The Effectiveness of Protest amid Violence

Even if network participants feel more safe and have a more positive perception of the

benefits derived from collective action, that does not mean they do not run any risks

or that they achieve their individual goals related to justice and security. Between

2009 and 2011, just in the state of Chihuahua, seventeen human rights activists were

killed (Villalpando 2011). Many more have been threatened and murdered in the

rest of the country.

One of the greatest achievements of the victims’ movement in Mexico is the

creation of the General Law of Victims, published in January 2013. Its aim is to

protect victims of violent crime and human rights abuses in Mexico. For this purpose,

it establishes three main goals: 1) a national registry of victims, which would be the

first formal list naming the people who have been killed or who have disappeared as a

result of the drug war; 2) a fund for the attention and reparation of victims in which

federal and local governments will assume the costs of paying mental and material

damages, lost opportunities, and assistance; 3) legal advice services for victims, which

will help victims and their relatives navigate through the judicial system as they push

for the resolution of their cases. These accomplishments have not been fulfilled yet.

None of the three goals have been met with an effective response in terms of financial

or institutional resources.

As noted by others, one of the victims’ movements’ most important achievements

is “dispelling the myth of complicity that underpins the victimization.” (Villagrán

2013). Protests and marches have exposed the targeting of innocent civilians by

both organized crime and armed forces colluded with criminal groups. As civilian

victimization has become undeniable, authorities have been forced to change their

speech and language. In January 2010, a few hours after the announcement of

the Villas Salvárcar massacre of eleven youths and four adults in Juárez, President
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Calderón openly associated them with a criminal group (Villalpando 2010). The

major wave of protests that the president had to face after such a declaration and

the persistent work of many other human rights organizations forced Calderón and

other federal and local level authorities to change their language and be more careful

about the direct associations they often made between victims and their relationship

with organized crime.

In fact, this change was reflected in the creation of ProVı́ctima. Established un-

der the Calderón administration, this agency is in charge of serving victims’ legal,

social, medical, and psychological needs. Unfortunately, it lacks the financial and

human resources to attend the thousands of victims throughout the Mexican terri-

tory (Camacho Serv́ın 2012). In general, prosecutors’ offices and other government

services have not been able to keep up with the level of violence and resulting needs.

Thousands of families are still looking for their relatives and pressing the authorities

to find the culprits.

This section is not intended to provide an exhaustive analysis of the effect of

protests against crime. It does illustrate, however, the continuous challenges that

collective action in the midst of criminal violence faces. This fact, together with the

well-established finding that experience with violence depressed democratic values

and attitudes (Bateson 2010; Fernandez and Kuenzi 2010), should keep us from being

too optimistic about the implications of the findings presented in this chapter. While

victimization and violence promotes certain forms of citizen engagement in politics,

such experiences still imply high costs and minimal benefits. As these actions are

met with negative or null responses by the state, its participants are likely to become

disenchanted with political institutions, and their support for democracy may suffer

even more.
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5.7 Conclusions

As shown in Chapter 3, violence depresses voter participation in elections. As a

result, citizens’ ability to hold government accountable for rising insecurity is di-

minished. However, focusing exclusively on elections to understand democracy and

accountability in the midst of violence would be incorrect. As put by Peruzzotti

and Smulovitz (2000), “societal accountability”—defined as a “non-electoral, vertical

mechanism of control that rests on the actions of multiple array of citizen associa-

tions, movements, and the media, aimed at exposing governmental wrongdoing”—

can in fact bring new issues onto the public agenda, or activate the operation of

horizontal agencies. As shown here, Mexican citizens have taken part in protests to

demand a change in security policies, access to justice, and resolutions of victimiza-

tion cases.

The aggregate level evidence shows that citizens mobilized intensely as violence

was rising in Mexico. Civil associations contributed to this process. When violence

prevails, societal accountability faces great challenges. While violent experiences

provide an initial push for individuals to take action, they still face multiple risks.

This research suggests that civil society networks can help citizens overcome fear

associated with increased violence and pull them to act effectively in favor of security

and justice. In non-violent contexts, these networks also help connect individuals,

raise their awareness of crime, and find opportunities for action.

Survey data, together with in-depth interviews, show that focusing exclusively on

victimization experiences to explain political participation dismisses an important

element of the process through which citizens are motivated to take action. Non-

victims also participate in collective actions against crime, while some victims never

take part in such events. Findings indicate that these differentiated responses, both

of victims and non-victims, is in part related to their level of “social embeddedness.”
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Consistent with structuralist school arguments (Tarrow 1994; McAdam, Zald and

McCarthy 2004; McAdam 2010), in addition to grievances (violence and victimiza-

tion), the occurrence of protest in the midst of violence requires mobilizing resources

(networks). The work presented here contributes, therefore, to the literature on col-

lective action. By pointing to an important mechanism that transforms emotions

into action, it also makes a contribution to the increasing works on emotions and

politics.

This is not entirely good news for democracy. The engagement of citizens in

collective action amid violence involves many risks. Their goals are also hard to

reach. This combination could in fact further dilute support for democratic politics.
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6

Conclusion

This dissertation examined the behavioral consequences of criminal violence by look-

ing closely at the Mexican case, a country where criminal activity has risen dramati-

cally in the last decade. It identified the characteristics of organized crime that shape

citizens’ decisions to vote, hold government accountable, and become politically ac-

tive. The study has also sought to know how individual victimization experiences

and a violent context impact political participation and voting behavior. The re-

search presented here suggests that violence has differentiated effects on political

participation. While it can stimulate non-electoral forms of mobilization, it discour-

ages citizens’ engagement in electoral politics. It also finds that poor government

performance in the control of crime can affect an incumbent’s electoral fortune.

6.1 Summary of Argument and Main Findings

Because organized crime depends on protection networks made up of various govern-

ment officials and police forces in order to operate, it has an interest in influencing

politics. Corruption and violence stand as the main tools available to organized

crime groups to set up and keep their protectors in place. As the use of violence by
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OCGs increases, citizens living in such context invariably see their individual lives

profoundly affected. This includes their individual decision to vote and participate

in politics. How does criminal violence impact participation and voting behavior?

I argue that electoral participation is negatively affected by a violent context. As

violence rises and voters and political candidates become targets of criminal groups,

the cost of voting increases. Active voters, however, will take into consideration their

evaluations of government in the control of insecurity when deciding how to vote.

Those who decide to depart from elections still have other options to take action.

Non-electoral forms of participation in reaction to crime—like protests, marches, or

sit-ins—may be particularly attractive to those most affected by violence. Never-

theless, given that such actions seek to expose criminals and their protectors, these

forms of participation involve high risks. I contend that social networks play an

important role here, as they can shape the perception of those risks, as well as con-

nect individuals to reach a common understanding of the issue of crime and mobilize

accordingly.

I test this argument on the Mexican case. Mexico is the sixth-most violent country

in Latin America. Violence spiked as a result of the war against drugs under President

Calderón, but it varies considerably across time and space. This recent wave of

criminal activity took place in parallel with the global economic crisis. Mexico stands,

therefore, as an excellent case on which to examine the relationship between violence

and political behavior.

For each of the three behavioral outcomes I explore—turnout, vote choice, and

non-electoral participation—I rely on aggregate and individual level data. Unique

newspaper-based datasets on inter-cartel violence and protest events, together with

original survey data, allow me to carefully examine the impact of criminal activity

on political behavior.

I find that violence depresses electoral participation (Chapter 3). In particular, as
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candidates and politicians become targets of OCGs, voters’ incentives to participate

in elections diminish. Also, victims of crime are significantly less likely to turn out

to vote. I show that the depressing effect of violence on turnout is the result of the

reduced sense of efficacy and support for democracy that also results from exposure

to crime and rising insecurity.

Violence also affects parties’ electoral fortunes (Chapter 4). As insecurity rises,

national in-party vote shares diminish and government approval ratings decline. Vot-

ers take into consideration their perceptions of security when deciding for whom to

vote and whether to support the incumbent government or not. Also, issue owner-

ship and control of government across subnational units have negative consequences

for the incumbent party’s electoral outcomes.

I also find that, although violence depresses turnout, a violent context provides

incentives for non-electoral participation (Chapter 5). Regions most affected by crim-

inal activity exhibited a higher number of protests against crime. Consistently, at

the individual level, I show that victims are more likely to participate in mobiliza-

tions in reaction to rising insecurity. However, social networks—particularly civic,

student, victim, and neighborhood associations—are fundamental for the occurrence

of such protests. Qualitative interviews with participants and non-participants of

marches for peace suggest that networks shape perceptions about crime, as well of

risks and benefits associated with citizen mobilization. Unfortunately, changes in

perceptions of risk and benefits do not necessarily translate to increased safety or

greater accomplishments.

6.2 Theoretical Implications

This dissertation makes several contributions. First, by focusing on criminal violence,

it underlines the importance of characterizing the nature of armed groups as well as

of differentiating between ongoing and past experiences with violence. Most of our
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understanding of the relationship between violence and political behavior is derived

from the literature on the legacies of civil war. However, this research makes it

clear that when violence is ongoing, incentives for participating in politics are quite

different from those occurring in a post-conflict period.

Second, by incorporating contextual variables on violence, this study improves

our understanding of the conditions under which an individual’s social context in-

fluences political behavior, as well as enhance our knowledge as to how violence

affects the exercise of democratic citizenship. It shows that focusing only on crime

victimization does not fully capture the relationship between crime and political par-

ticipation. Non-victims are also affected by a violent environment and they consider

their context in their political decisions.

Third, by examining both electoral and non-electoral forms of participation, the

analysis demonstrates that violence has differentiated effects on citizen involvement

in politics. It highlights the importance of distinguishing between types of partic-

ipation and understanding the distinct impacts of violent experiences on political

behavior. While criminal violence and victimization depresses turnout, it also stim-

ulates protest participation.

Fourth, by including highly salient political issues like crime and violence, this

research shows the conditions under which noneconomic issues shape voter choice

and participation. The extensive voting behavior literature, both on the advanced

industrial democracies and Latin America, has focused on the analysis of economic

voting. However, as the evidence presented here indicates, a security crisis can have

political consequences that are as profound as an economic one.

Finally, by looking into electoral and societal accountability mechanisms, the

dissertation identifies the conditions under which citizens living amid violence are

able to hold government accountable for the issue of crime. Partisan control across

levels of government and social networks are important factors that facilitate citizens’
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ability to demand security, both at the polling station and on the streets.

6.3 Policy Implications

The clearly depressing effect of violence on electoral participation indicates the im-

portance of identifying the regions where citizens cannot vote freely and develop

effective solutions, before the election. Political parties must inform electoral author-

ities about the security challenges they face during their electoral campaigns. Such

information is fundamental for the generation of an accurate diagnosis of violence,

as well as for the assessment and prevention of its potential electoral consequences.

Societal accountability mechanisms can bring new issues onto the public agenda.

This research suggests that the key to make societal accountability work effectively,

despite ongoing violence, is to develop a strong and vibrant civil society that connects

citizens, helps them build a common identity, and potentially raises the cost of the

use of violence for both organized crime and state forces. Exchanges within such

networks can, in the short run, build trust and facilitate communication among

individuals, both of which are fundamental for activating alerts in case any of the

networks’ members face risk or danger.

6.4 Future Research

The evidence presented here opens new avenues of research. First, while the results

deliver good news in terms of accountability in the midst of violence, it is necessary

to make a more accurate assessment of the mechanisms of accountability. We need

to develop a better understanding of how attributions of responsibility are made

regarding the issues of crime and insecurity. We also need to assess the extent to

which either electoral or societal accountability mechanisms are successful and able

to bring about changes in security policies.
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Given that perceptions of insecurity were found to deeply shape voting behav-

ior, it is fundamental to understand how such perceptions and feelings of insecurity

are formed. From both a theoretical and public policy perspective, it is necessary

to develop a deeper analysis of how evaluations of crime and insecurity are con-

structed. Criminologists, sociologists, and psychologists have developed this agenda

to a greater extent. However, this literature has failed to look at its implications

in the political domain. The results presented here definitely indicate that these

elements must be studied altogether.

Subsequent research must also explore the conditions under which social networks

are built and activated in the midst of violence. Furthermore, we need to develop

a better understanding of how and why different networks encourage political par-

ticipation. Not only would this add to our theoretical knowledge about high-risk

participation, but it would also help sponsors channel funds more effectively among

grassroots organizations and their different activities. Moreover, extensions of this

research must also address the extent to which citizen mobilization can effectively

generate changes in security policies and resolution of cases.

In future work, I plan to extend this research to other Latin American countries

currently facing a security crisis. In Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, and Brazil

organized crime groups have played important roles in local electoral processes. It is

urgent to assess the consequences that violence has had in these countries.

Overall, addressing these issues will advance our understanding of the conditions

under which violence influences political behavior, as well as enhance our knowledge

of how violence affects the exercise of democratic citizenship.

6.5 Final Remarks

By analyzing the recent wave of wave of violence in Mexico, this dissertation has

tried to show the diverse behavioral and political consequences of crime. Instead of
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assuming a direct linear and unique relationship between crime victimization and

political participation, it shows the differentiated effects of victimization experiences

on citizen involvement in politics. It demonstrates the conditions and characteristics

of criminal violence that shape voter behavior. It also examines the role that violence

and individual perceptions of it have on voters’ political preferences.

Many new democracies in the Latin American and African regions are currently

being challenged by organized crime groups. This dissertation has attempted to offer

an assessment of the effects that violence perpetrated by these organizations can have

for democratic development. If violence demobilizes voters while at the same time

pushing them to the streets and risking their lives while doing so, in the long run,

support for democracy may even collapse in these regions.
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Appendix A

Survey Methodology Report

Collector

Buend́ıa&Laredo, S.C.

Interviewing mode

Face-to face interviews with structured paper-and-pencil questionnaires administered

by trained interviewers. The sampling frame was based on electoral section data from

the Instituto Federal Electoral.

Population sampled

Mexican adults 18 years of age or older that reside in housing units within national

territory.

Sample size

National sample size of 10001

1 See Response Rate Calculation below
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Dates of data collection

Interviews conducted from July 5 to July 8, 2012.

Sampling Frame

The sampling frame is an area frame based on a listing of geographical units called

electoral sections (secciones electorales), our primary sampling units or PSUs. All

land area in the county is divided into electoral sections, which constitute the basic

territorial unit of single-member electoral districts for the registering of citizens

to enroll as voters (padrón electoral).

The sampling frame is based on electoral sections since the padrón electoral is

the most updated and complete data readily available. The most recent release date

was May 2012, and according to official figures2, the padrón electoral represented

roughly 95.4% of the population 18 years of age or older in the entire country.

Information from the Geoelectoral Information Catalog, acquired in May

2012 from the Federal Electoral Institute, augmented with the following sources was

assembled to create the sampling frame:

• Catálogo de claves de entidades federativas, municipios y localidates (INEGl,

2010).

• Catálogo de información Geoelectoral (IFE, May 2012).

• Padrón electoral y lista nominal por sexo, rango de edad y sección (IFE, May

2012).

• Catálogo de Manzanas (IFE, May 2012).

• Planos por Sección Individual, (IFE, May 2012).

2 http://www.ife.org.mx/portal/site/ifev2/Verificacion Nacional Muestral al Padron Electoral/
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Sampling Method

In order to achieve a representative sample of approximately 1,000 adults and 18

and older, Buend́ıa & Laredo conducted a multistage area probability sample

design. The selection of each respondent requires a four step sampling process

described below.

First stage: selection of PSUs

Each PSU in the sampling frame is assigned to a non-overlapping sample stratum

based on regions defined by their level of violence and urban/rural status.

Region

Strata based on region encompass four categories ranked from 1 to 4, in which 1

represents regions with the lowest level of violence and 4 represents regions with the

highest level of violence.

Table A.1: Geographical Region

Geographical
region States

Level 1
Yucatán, Tlaxcala, Campeche, Querétaro, Guanajuato, Puebla,
Oaxaca, Hidalgo, Baja California Sur, Aguascalientes

Level 2
Tabasco, D.F., Chiapas, Estado de México, Quintana Roo,
Veracruz, Baja California, Sonora, San Luis Potośı

Level 3
Michoacán, Morelos, Jalisco, Zacatecas, Nayarit, Tamaulipas,
Colima, Coahuila

Level 4 Nuevo León, Guerrero, Sinaloa, Chihuahua, Durango

Urbanity

Strata are also defined according to the state of urbanity (Urban/Rural and mixed)

of the electoral sections:
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Figure A.1: Geographical Region

a) Urban section: It is located in an urban locality and it is formed by well de-

fined blocks. Urban sections have street names and count with a series of public

services such as tap water and electricity. Usually both street names and public ser-

vices are officially recognized by the local authorities. These sections are graphically

represented on the sectional urban map.

b) Rural section: A rural electoral section is constituted by one or many rural

localities that on their own cannot form an electoral section. These sections are char-

acterized by the preeminence of open places that are dedicated to primary economic

sectors. The public services in these localities are either limited or inexistent.

c) Mixed section: These sections are geographical areas that are divided by a

series of blocks that form part of an urban locality; however, one or many rural

localities are also present. Due to the fact that these sections are a combination of

the characteristics described in urban and rural sections, it is common to witness an
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interaction of spaces dedicated to primary economic sectors and housing units.

Hence, altogether, stratification comprises the sub-populations shown in Table

r̃eftab:sampleallocation:

Table A.2: Sample Allocation

Region Urbanity PSUs Size PSUs in
Sample

Level 1 Rural/Mixed 6,717 7,775,926 9
Urban 7,070 10,694,445 13

Level 2 Rural/Mixed 7,627 9,280,419 11
Urban 18,029 27,031,843 32

Level 3 Rural/Mixed 5,538 5,542,355 7
Urban 8,294 12,099,616 14

Level 4 Rural/Mixed 5,394 3,243,028 4
Urban 8,071 8,797,081 10

Total 66,740 84,464,713 100

Within each stratum, electoral sections are selected conducting a systematic sam-

pling with probability proportional to its size (PPS). The size of electoral sections

is the number of registered voters (padrón electoral). As the number of registered

voters varies from one electoral section to other, PPS enables selecting housing units

with equal chances controlling the sample size so it is the same across repeated hy-

pothetical samples. This is done by changing the first and further selection chances

in such a way that when multiplied together, the probability is similar for every

element.

Number of selected clusters

One hundred sections were selected and ten interviews were conducted in each of

them. Sampling size in each stratum was allocated in a proportional way.
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Table A.3: Sampling Size per Stratum

Region Urbanity % padrón
electoral

PSUs in
sample

% in
sample

Level 1 Rural/Mixed 9.2 9 9.0%
Urban 12.7 13 13.0%

Level 2 Rural/Mixed 11 11 11.0%
Urban 32 32 32.0%

Level 3 Rural/Mixed 6.6 7 7.0%
Urban 14.3 14 14.0%

Level 4 Rural/Mixed 3.8 4 4.0%
Urban 10.4 10 10.0%

Total 100 100 100

Geographical distribution of the sample

Selected electoral sections were proportionally distributed into geographical strata.

Figure A.2 shows the scattered projected sample.

Second stage: Area segments sampling

In urban electoral sections, blocks are our second-stage sampling units (SSUs). A

block is defined as a geographic space delimited by streets or avenues. Within each

sampled PSU, two blocks are selected drawing a simple random sample without

replacement through a second stage of selection from the Catálogo de Manzanas

(IFE). Then, SSUs are identified and assigned to interviewers through cartographic

maps extracted from the Planos por Sección Individual (IFE). Figure A.3 shows an

example of these maps.

In rural PSUs, the human settlement is divided into quadrants using boundaries

such as roads, railroad tracks, rivers, or other reference relatively fixed and easily

identified. Then, two quadrants (often upper-right and lower-left) are selected.

Human settlements in selected areas (SSUs) are identified and assigned to inter-
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Figure A.2: Selected PSUs

viewers through the “Ubica tu casilla” Google-IFE app3, which offers a map/satellite/terrain

view of all electoral sections in the country, as shown in Figure A.4. Housing units

that are widely separated from others may be left out of the eligible units.

Third stage: Sampling of housing units

A housing unit is defined as a house, apartment, mobile home, group of rooms, or

single room that is occupied (or, if vacant, is intended for occupancy) as separate

living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants live

and eat separately from any other persons in the building and which have direct

access from the outside of the building or through a common hall.

Housing units may not be easily seen when walls or other barriers are present. For

example, housing units in multi-units structures are difficult to identify. The presence

of mail boxes, utility meters (water, gas or electricity) and multiple entrances are used

3 http://ubicatucasilla.appspot.com/
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Figure A.3: Example of Urban Map

as observational clues on the presence of multiple units. However, hidden entrances,

gated communities, or locked buildings may be missed.

Once selected blocks in urban electoral sections are identified, housing units per

block were selected using a systematic method by means of a spiral method and

clockwise walking. Eight interviews are conducted in each electoral section (four per

SSU).

Each block is covered starting by the northeast corner using a sampling interval

of 3 housing units, while the blocks are walked clockwise. Once a questionnaire was

completed, the interviewer moves to the next side of the block; therefore only one

interview is conducted on each side of the block. In multi-story buildings the selection

process of households was conducted in the same way as in regular households.

The maximum number of interviews to be applied inside the same building is four.

However, this is only when the building occupies a whole block. When the building
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Figure A.4: Terrain View of all Electoral Sections

is located on one side of the block, the maximum number of interviews to be applied

inside the building is one. After getting the interview, the interviewer will not only

have to move from the building but from that side of the block as well.

If in the household selected no one opened the door or if the family members

refused to attend the interviewer, the household had to be replaced by the one next

to it. If again no member of the family was available to attend the interviewer, he

had to move to the next house and so on.

Fourth stage: Respondent selection

Each sample housing unit is then contacted in person by an interviewer. Within each

cooperating sample household, the interviewer conducts a short screening interview

with a knowledgeable adult to determine if household members meet the study eli-

gibility criteria. A household includes all the persons who occupy a housing unit.

The occupants may be a single family, one person living alone, two or more families
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living together, or any other group of related or unrelated persons who share living

arrangements.

If the informant reports that one or more eligible adults live at the household,

the interviewer prepares a complete listing of household members and proceeds to

randomly select a respondent. The respondent is selected by listing all eligible re-

spondents in the household (starting from the youngest one) and then matching the

number of eligible persons (row) with the last digit of the questionnaire number (col-

umn) using a table of random numbers. For instance, if a household with 4 eligible

persons was selected and the questionnaire number was 578, the chosen respondent

would be Jim (see below). The last digit of the questionnaire number is 8 (column)

while the row number is 4. The combination of Row 4 and Column 8 gives the cell

with the value of 1, which is the number of Jim in the list of eligible respondents.

If the questionnaire number had been 872, the selected respondent would have been

Meredith.

Table A.4: Example of Respondent Selection

Number Name Age Gender
Last digit of

questionnaire number

H M 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
1 Jim 23 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 John 25 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
3 Meredith 53 1 2 2 1 3 2 1 3 2 1 3 2
4 James 55 1 2 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3
5 1 2 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
6 1 2 4 2 1 3 5 6 4 2 1 3
7 1 2 6 7 4 5 2 4 5 7 1 3
8 1 2 7 8 6 4 1 2 3 8 5 4

When the person selected for the survey was not available (either because he or

she refused to answer or because he or she was not at home), the interviewer had
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to find another person of the same gender and age group as the person originally

selected.

Data entry

Once the fieldwork was finished, closed ended questions were coded using the question

codes provided by the original questionnaire. All open-ended questions were coded

by a group of experts in grasping and summarizing the basic ideas of open-ended

questions. The team was guided by a coding coordinator in order to allow us to

maintain control of code lists.

Data entry was conducted by our own personnel. We used entry programs

that verify that all data entered is consistent and complete. The data input process

included a validation routine that verified once again the accuracy of the data.

Weighting procedure

The final analysis weights are the product of the sampling selection weight and a

post stratification factor:

wf = ws × wp

The sample selection weight factor is the reciprocal of the probability that a

population element was chosen to the sample.

ws =
1∏J

j=1 fj

Where fj is the probability of selection in stage j = 1, , J . Then, the sampling

weights ws were adjusted to reproduce the total number of electors per region.
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Table A.5: Sampling Weight

Region Urbanity
Sampling

weight
(1/f )

Level 1 Rural/Mixed 7,775,926

Urban 10,694,445

Level 2 Rural/Mixed 9,280,419

Urban 27,031,843

Level 3 Rural/Mixed 5,542,355

Urban 12,099,616

Level 4 Rural/Mixed 3,243,028

Urban 8,797,081

Total 84,464,713

We also use a post stratification factor to improve the quality of the survey esti-

mates incorporating known information on the full survey population. Post stratifi-

cation forms several poststrata of respondent cases. Formally,

wp =
Nl∑nl

i=1wm,i

where Nl is the number of cases in poststrata l=1,L.

The variables selected for forming post-strata are the latest age and gender elec-

toral register figures available per sample region, as displayed in Table A.6.

Margin of error and confidence intervals

Each proportion has its own associated margin of error. To calculate the margin of

error we used the question “Do you approve or disapprove of the way Felipe Calderón

is handling his job as president?”. Margins of error and confidence intervals are shown

in Table A.7.
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Table A.6: Post-Stratification Factor

Region Sex Age Postweight

Level 1 M 18-29 2,645,830

F 18-29 2,820,398

M 30-39 2,162,634

F 30-39 2,312,939

M 40-49 1,624,327

F 40-49 1,790,226

M 50-59 1,100,189

F 50-59 1,222,249

M 60+ 1,289,984

F 60+ 1,501,595

Level 2 M 18-29 5,066,521

F 18-29 5,204,019

M 30-39 4,193,522

F 30-39 4,384,123

M 40-49 3,442,192

F 40-49 3,674,841

M 50-59 2,338,245

F 50-59 2,557,337

M 60+ 2,495,893

F 60+ 2,955,569

Level 3 M 18-29 2,413,198

F 18-29 2,465,445

M 30-39 2,094,590

F 30-39 2,166,308

M 40-49 1,636,563

F 40-49 1,749,268

M 50-59 1,102,939

F 50-59 1,195,370

M 60+ 1,325,533

F 60+ 1,492,757

Level 4 M 18-29 1,645,996

F 18-29 1,664,816

M 30-39 1,438,319

F 30-39 1,442,031

M 40-49 1,160,793

F 40-49 1,196,648

M 50-59 767,138

F 50-59 816,514

M 60+ 903,776

F 60+ 1,004,078
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Table A.7: Margin of Error and Confidence Intervals for Question on Presidential
Approval

Prop Std.
Error

Lower
limit

Upper
limit Error Deff

Approve a lot 13.2 1.8 9.6 16.8 +/-3.6% 2.9
Approve somewhat 36.6 2.3 32 41.2 +/-4.6% 2.3

Disapprove somewhat 31.4 2.6 26.2 36.6 +/-5.2% 3.2
Disapprove a lot 17 2.1 12.8 21.2 +/-4.2% 3.2

DK/NA 1.8 0.5 0.8 2.9 +/-1.1% 1.6

Figure A.5 presents a graphic with the margin of error for several proportions

and design effects (deff), while sample size remains constant at 1,000 cases.

Figure A.5: Margin of Error for Different Proportions and Design Effects
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Response rate calculation

The AAPOR Standard Definitions distinguish four results of interview attempts: (1)

interview, (2) eligible cases that are not interviewed (unit nonresponse), (3) unknown

eligibility, noninterview, (4) and not eligible.

1) Interview

Interviews can be either complete interviews (I) or partial (P)

Interviews Number of cases
Complete (I) 1,000
Partial (P) 0

Total 1,000

2) Unit non-response

Unit nonresponse consists of three situations. The first is refusals (R), the second is

noncontacts (NC), and finally, the other (O) category.

Unit response Number of cases
Refusals (R)

Household Refusal 187
Known Respondent Refusal 39
Respondent Away 99
Non-contacts (NC)

No one at residence 186
Vacant housing units 4
Unable to enter building /reach housing unit 0
Other (O) 14

Total 529

3) Unknown eligibility

Unknown eligibility includes two subcategories. One is when it is unknown if the

household is eligible (UH). The second is broad “unknown, other”.

144



Unknown eligibility Number of cases
Unknown if the household is eligible (UH) 0
Unable to reach 2
Unsafe area 0
Unknown, other (UO) 0
Total 2

Response rate

The response rate is the proportion of eligible reporting units that led to interviews4.

RR1 =
I

1 + 2 + 3
=

1000

1000 + 529 + 2
= 0.65

Contact rate

The contact rate is the proportion of cases in which some members of the household

unit were reached5.

CON1 =
1 +R +O

1 + 2 + 3
=

1000 + 325 + 14

1000 + 529 + 2
= 0.87

Cooperation rate

The cooperation rate is the proportion of all eligible units ever contacted that were

interviewed6.

COOP1 =
I

1 +R +O
=

1000

1000 + 325 + 14
= 0.75

4 We use the conservative versions of these formulas.

5 We use the conservative versions of these formulas.

6 We use the conservative versions of these formulas.
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Refusal rate

Finally, the refusal rate is the proportion of all potentially eligible cases in which the

respondent refuses to be interviewed, including break offs7.

REF3 =
R

1 + 2 + 3
=

325

1000 + 529 + 2
= 0.21

7 We use the conservative versions of these formulas.
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Appendix B

Survey Questionnaire

Residential Tenure

P1. How long have you been living in this neighborhood?

1) Less than a year

2) 1-3 years

3) 4-5 years

4) 6-10 years

5) 10 or more years

98) DK

99) NA

Discussion of politics

P2. Do you discuss politics with (. . . )?

(. . . ) Never Rarely Ocassionally Frecuently Daily DK NA

a) Co-workers 1 2 3 4 5 98 99
b) Friends and
Family 1 2 3 4 5 98 99

c) Neighbors 1 2 3 4 5 98 99
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Vote 2012

P3. Sometimes, people don’t go out to vote because they don’t have a valid voter

ID, they are sick, they work and don’t have time to go to the polling station, or

they simply want to express their discontent against political parties. Please tell me

which of the following statements best describes you.

1) I didn’t vote in the past presidential elections on July 1, 2012

2) I considered voting in the past presidential elections on July 1, 2012, but I didn’t

3) I usually vote, but I didn’t vote this time

4) I am sure I voted in the past presidential elections on July 1, 2012

98) DK

99) NA

Vote intention

FAKE BALLOT

P4. On July 1, presidential elections took place. I have just given you a sheet of

paper with the names of the parties and candidates that ran for the presidents office.

Please mark in this paper the answer to the question I am going to ask you and then

deposit it in this box. This way, your answer will be anonymous and confidential.

The question is the following. For which candidate and party did you vote for in the

past presidential elections on July 1st?

1) Josefina Eugenia Vázquez Mota del PAN

2) Enrique Peña Nieto del PRI

3) Andrés Manuel López Obrador del PRD

4) Enrique Peña Nieto del PVEM

5) Andrés Manuel López Obrador del PT

6) Andrés Manuel López Obrador de Movimiento Ciudadano

7) Gabriel Ricardo Quadri de la Torre de Nueva Alianza
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96) I didn’t vote / I never vote (Spontaneous)

97) Null vole

98) DK

99) NA

Social disapproval

P5. In the case that you didnt vote in a given election, how would your friends and

family react?

1) They would disagree/disapprove

2) They wouldn’t care or we wouldn’t even talk about it

98) DK

99) NA

Group turnout rate

P6. How many of your personal friends and co-workers do you think voted in the

past presidential elections on July 1st?

1) Almost everyone

2) More than half

3) About half

4) Less than half

5) Almost no one

98) DK

99) NA

Party identification

P7. Regardless of whom you have voted for in the past, which party do you identify

with the most?(If a party is mentioned, ask if “strongly” or “somewhat”) 1) PAN
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strongly

2) PAN somewhat

3) PRI strongly

4) PRI somewhat

5) PRD strongly

6) PRD somewhat

7) Other

8) None (Spontaneous)

98) DK

99) NA

Democratic values

P8A. Which of the following statements do you agree the most with?

1) Democracy is preferable over any other form of government, OR

2) In some circumstances, an authoritarian government can be preferable to a demo-

cratic one, OR

3) For people like me, it’s the same to have a democratic or a non-democratic gov-

ernment

98) DK

99) NA

P8B. For each of she following statements, please tell me how strongly you agree or

disagree (. . . )
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(. . . ) Strongly
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
disagree

Strongly
disagree DK NA

a) Instead of more
freedoms, what our
country really needs is
public order

1 2 3 4 98 99

b) It is great that
people can protest
against the things
they dislike and act
freely

1 2 3 4 98 99

c) The situation of
security in our
country is becoming
so complicated that
an iron fist
government that
makes use of all its
power is justified, if
this helps eliminate
those who cause
disorder

1 2 3 4 98 99

Candidate evaluations

P9. What kind of opinion do you have about(. . . ): Very good, good, bad, very

bad?

(. . . ) Very good Good Bad Very bad DK NA
a) Enrique Peña Nieto 1 2 3 4 98 99
b) Josefina Vázquez
Mota

1 2 3 4 98 99

c) Andrés Manuel
López Obrador 1 2 3 4 98 99

d) Gabriel Quadri de
la Torre

1 2 3 4 98 99

P10. Approximately, how frequently do you do the following activity(. . . )?
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(. . . ) Never/
almost never

Once or
twice a
month

Once
a

week
2+ times per

week DK NA

a) Go out to the
movies

1 2 3 4 98 99

b) Go out to eat
or get a coffee 1 2 3 4 98 99

t) Go out to a
bar or a club

1 2 3 4 98 99

d) Go to a mall 1 2 3 4 98 99
e) Do outdoor
activities

1 2 3 4 98 99

P11. In general, do you approve or disapprove the way in which (. . . ) does his/her

job?

(. . . ) Strongly
approves

Somewhat
approves

Somewhat
disapproves

Strongly
disapproves DK NA

a) President
Felipe
Calderón

1 2 3 4 98 99

b) Your
governor 1 2 3 4 98 99

c) Your
mayor 1 2 3 4 98 99

Economic evaluations

P12. Thinking about the last 12 months, would you say that the economic situation

of (. . . ) has improved or worsened?

(. . . ) Improved
a lot

Improved
somewhat

Same
(Spon.)

Worsened
somewhat

Worsened
a lot DK NA

a) the
country 1 2 3 4 5 98 99

b) your state 1 2 3 4 5 98 99
c) your
municipality 1 2 3 4 5 98 99

P13. Thinking about the last 12 months, would you say your personal economic

situation has improved or worsened?

1) Improved a lot

152



2) Improved somewhat

3) Stayed the same (Sp.)

4) Worsened somewhat

5) Worsened a lot

98) DK

99) NA

Perceptions on insecurity

P14. At some point, most of us has experienced fear of becoming victims of crime.

Some crimes probably make us feel more fearful than others. We are interested in

learning about the fear that people feel towards different types of crimes. Please tell

me if you have a lot, some, little or no fear of:

A lot Somewhat Little None DK NA
i) Being assaulted 1 2 3 4 98 99
b) Being extorted 1 2 3 4 98 99
c) Being a victims
of fraud

1 2 3 4 98 99

d) Being wounded
with a gun 1 2 3 4 98 99

e) Being
kidnapped 1 2 3 4 98 99

f) Being a victim
of sexual abuse

1 2 3 4 98 99

g) Being killed 1 2 3 4 98 99

Evaluations of national security and responsibility attribution

P15. Thinking about the last 12 months, would you say that the country’s security

(. . . ) has improved or worsened?

1) Improved a lot

2) Improved somewhat

3) Stayed the same (Sp.)

4) Worsened somewhat
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5) Worsened a lot

98) DK

99) NA

P16. And who would you say is responsible for the fact that the country’s security

[ANSWER FROM P15, improved, worsened. . . ]

1) The government/authorities [GO TO P17]

2) The army

3) The federal police

4) The local police [GO TO P18]

5) Organized crime

6) [DD NOT READ] All

7) [DO NOT READ] None

8) [DO NOT READ] Other

98) DK

99) NA

P17. Out of all government authorities, who do you think is the most responsi-

ble for the fact that the countrys security [ANSWER FROM P15, improved,

worsened. . . ]

1) President Felipe Calderón

2) Your state governor

3) Your municipality’s mayor

4) [DO NOT READ] All

5) [DO NOT READ] None

6) [DO NOT READ] Other

98) DK
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99) NA

P18. Out of the different local police, who do you think is the most responsible for

the fact that the countrys security [ANSWER FROM P15, improved, wors-

ened. . . ]

1) State police

2) Municipal police

3) (DO NOT READ) All

8) (DO NOT READ) None

9) (DO NOT READ) Other

Interest in politics

P19. How interested are you in politics?

1) A lot

2) Somewhat

3) A little

4) Not at all

98) DK

99) NA

Evaluation of local security

P20. Now I am going to ask you about your evaluation of the security in your state,

municipality, and neighborhood. Thinking about the last 12 months, would you say

that the security in your (. . . ) has improved or worsened?
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(. . . ) Improved
a lot

Improved
somewhat

Same
(Sp.)

Worsened
somewhat

Worsened
a lot DK NA

a) State 1 2 3 4 5 98 99
b)
Municipality 1 2 3 4 5 98 99

c) Neighbor-
hood

1 2 3 4 5 98 99

Social networks

P21. If you were sick or needed help with a personal issue, who would you go to in

the first place?

1) A relative [GO TO A P22]

2) A close friend [GO TO A P23]

3) A neighbor [GO TO A P23]

4) Other [GO TO A P23]

5) No one [GO TO A P23]

98) DK

99) NA

P22. Which of your family members would you go to in the first place? (Mom, dad,

siblings, children, uncle, aunt, cousin, etc.)

Evaluations of personal security and responsibility attribution

P23. Thinking about the last 12 months, would you say that your personal security

has improved or worsened?

1) Improved a lot

2) Improved somewhat

3) Stayed the same (Sp.)
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4) Worsened somewhat

5) Worsened a lot

98) DK

99) NA

P24. And who would you say is responsible for the fact that your personal security

[ANSWER FROM P23, improved, worsened. . . ]

1) The government/authorities [GO TO P25]

2) The army

3) The federal police

4) The local police [GO TO P26]

5) Organized crime

6) [DO NOT READ] All

7) [DO NOT READ] None

8) [DO NOT READ] Other

98) DK

99) NA

P25. Out of the government authorities, who do you think is the most responsi-

ble for the fact that your personal security [ANSWER FROM P24, improved,

worsened. . . ]

1) President Felipe Calderón

2) Your state governor

3) Your municipality’s mayor

4) [DO NOT READ] All

5) [DO NOT READ] None

6) [DO NOT READ] Other
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98) DK

99) NA

P26. Out of the different local police, which do you think is the most responsible

for the fact that the your personal security [ANSWER FROM P24, improved,

worsened. . . ]

1) State police

2) Municipal police

3) (DO NOT READ) All

8) (DO NOT READ) None

9) (DO NOT READ) Other

Victimization

P27. If you were a victim of a crime in which your life was at risk, whom would

you notify in the first place? Second? Third?

The police or the attorney
general’s office
The church or religious
community
An NGO or social leader in
your community
A relative
A neighbor

A friend
Other

4) None, I would rather not share it with anyone

98) DK

99) NA

P28. If you were a victim of a crime, how much faith would you have that the guilty

would be punished?
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1) A lot

2) Some

3) Little

4) None

98) DK

99) NA

P29. Now, I am going to read to you a list of crimes. Please tell me if you have

been a victim of any of these crimes in the last 12 months. You don’t need to tell

me which crime you were a victim of, just let me know if you have been a victim of

any of them. [CARD D]

1) Yes [GO TO P30]

2) No [GO TO P32]

98) DK

99) NA

P30. And did you report the crime to any authority?

1) Yes [GO TO P32]

2) No [GO TO P31]

98) DK

99) NA

P31. Why did you not report the crime?

1) You don’t trust the authorities

2) You were afraid of the attacker

3) You were afraid you would be extorted

4) It was a minor crime
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5) It’s a loss of time

6) The process is long and difficult

7) You didn’t have proof

8) The authority has a hostile attitude

98) DK

99) NA

P32. If you were a victim of a crime at some other time, would you report it to the

authorities?

1) Yes [GO TO P34]

2) No [GO TO P33]

98) DK

99) NA

P33. Why not?

1) You don’t trust the authorities

2) You were afraid of the attacker

3) You were afraid you would be extorted

4) It was a minor crime

5) It’s a loss of time

6) The process is long and difficult

7) You didn’t have proof

8) The authority has a hostile attitude

98) DK

99) NA

P34. Has a relative or close friend been a victim of a crime in the last 12 months?
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1) Yes

2) No

98) DK

99) NA

P35. In the last 12 month, has a relative or close friend been forced to abandon

his/her house due to the violence caused by organized crime?

1) Yes

2) No

98) DK

99) NA

Media

P36. Please tell me how frequently you get information through:

(. . . )
Never/
Almost
never

Once or
twice a
month

Once or
twice a week Daily DK NA

a) Radio 1 2 3 4 98 99
b) Television 1 2 3 4 98 99
c) Newspaper 1 2 3 4 98 99
d) Twitter or
Facebook

1 2 3 4 98 99

Political efficacy

P37. Which of the following statements do you agree the most with?

1) Protests against insecurity and violence help us face the current security situation

2) Protests against insecurity and violence are useless

98) DK

99) NA
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P38. Which is the main way in which you think you could have the most influence

to make a change?

1) Vote to choose parties or candidates that defend your position

2) Participate in protest movements and demand changes directly

3) Influence in other ways

4) It is not possible influence change, it doesn’t matter what you do

98) DK

99) NA

P39. Please tell me how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements (. . . )

(. . . ) Strongly
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
disagree

Strongly
disagree DK NA

a) Government
authorities are not
interested in what
people like you think

1 2 3 4 98 99

b) Politics can be so
complicated
sometimes that people
like you do not
understand what is
going on

1 2 3 4 98 99

c) Voting is the only
way people like you
have to express an
opinion about the
government’s
performance

1 2 3 4 98 99

Electoral participation

P40. Please tell me which of the following statements best describes you?

1) I always vote

2) Most of the times I go out to vote

3) Sometimes I vote, most times I don’t
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4) I rarely go out to vote

98) DK

99) NA

Non-electoral participation

P41. Thinking about the last 12 months, have you (. . . )?

(. . . ) Yes No DK NA
a) Organized petitions to
government to improve your
neighborhood’s security?

1 2 98 99

b) Participated in a committee to
improve the security of your
community?

1 2 98 99

c) Participated in a protest,
march, walks, or blockade against
violence and insecurity?

1
[GO TO

P42]

2
GO
TO
P46]

98
GO
TO
P46]

GO
TO
P46]

P42. In how many protests, marches, walks, or blockades against violence and

insecurity have you participated in the last 12 months?

1) 1 to 2

2) 3 to 4

3) 5 or more

98) DK

99) NA

P43. Before participating, did you already know someone who had participated in

a similar act?

1) Yes

2) No

98) DK
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99) NA

P44. Did someone invite you directly to participate in these events or did you get

information through the media outlets and decided to participate?

1) Someone invited me directly to participate in these events

2) I only got information from the media outlets

3) Other

98) DK

99) NA

P45. Generally, does someone go with you these events or do you go on your own?

1) Someone else goes with me

2) I go on my own

98) DK

99) NA

P46. Have you heard about the Movement for Peace with Justice and Dignity led

by the poet Javier Sicilia?

1) Yes [GO TO P47]

2) No [GO TO P49]

98) DK

99) NA

P47. What kind of opinion do you have about the Movement for Peace with Justice

and Dignity?

1) Very good

2) Good

164



3) Bad

4) Very bad

98) DK

99) NA

P48. Did you participate in any of the following marches organized by the Movement

for Peace with Justice and Dignity led by the poet Javier Sicilia?

Yes No DK NA
a) March for Peace on May 8,
2011 (either in your locality or
in Mexico City)

1 2 98 99

b) Caravan for Peace 1 2 98 99

P49. How afraid would you be of becoming a victim of organized crime if you (. . . )

(. . . ) A lot Somewhat A Little Not at all DK NA
a) Participated
in the solution of
problems of
insecurity in your
neighborhood?

1 2 3 4 98 99

b) Went out to
vote in a given
election?

1 2 3 4 98 99

c) Participated
in a protest
against violence
and insecurity?

1 2 3 4 98 99

P50. Sometimes people and communities have problems that they cannot solve on

their own, and so in order to find a solution, they request help form a government

official or agency. In order to solve your problems, have you ever requested help or

cooperation from . . . ?
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Yes No DK NA
a) A member of Congress? 1 2 98 99
b) A local public official (e.l, a
mayor, municipal council
person, provincial official)

1 2 98 99

c) Any ministry, public
institution or state agency? 1 2 98 99

Vote verification

P51. During the past presidential election, a new kind of ink was used to mark your

finger after voting. We would like to know about its duration. Could you let me see

if you still have the mark on your thumb, please?

1) Yes, the respondent has a mark

2) No, the respondent does not have d mark

3) The respondent didn’t vote

4) The respondent didn’t want to show his/her mark

98) DK

99) NA

P52. In the polling stations of some states, voter IDs were marked with a “12,”

while other states marked a small circle or a “V” to indicate that person had

already voted. What do you have: a “12”, a small circle, or a “V”? Could you

please let me see your voter ID to see what you have? (Numerator, please pay

attention if the respondent has any kind of mark on the square for

federal elections 2012)

1) Yes, it has a mark on “FEDERALES 2012”

2) No, it does not hove a mark on “FEDERALES 2012”

3) The respondent didn’t vote

4) The respondent didn’t want to show his/her voter ID

98) DK

166



99) NA

Networks

P53. I am going to read a list of groups and organizations. Please tell me how

frequently do you attend meeting of these organizations: once or more times a week,

once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never. How frequently do you attend

meetings of (. . . )?

(. . . ) Never Once or
twice a year

Once or twice
month

1+ times
per week DK NA

a) A religious
organization 1 2 3 4 98 99

b) A students’
association

1 2 3 4 98 99

s) A parents’
association at
school?

1 2 3 4 98 99

g) A neighborhood
association?

1 2 3 4 98 99

e) An association of
professionals,
traders or farmers?

1 2 3 4 98 99

f) A labor union 1 2 3 4 98 99
g) A political party
or political
movement

1 2 3 4 98 99

h) A human rights
NGO

1 2 3 4 98 99

Political sophistication

Now, we would like to know how much information about politics and about the

country is transmitted to citizens.

P56A. What is the name of the president of the United States of America?

P56B. How many states does Mexico have?

P56C. How long does the Mexican president stay in office?

P56D. What is the name of the president of Venezuela?
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Sociodemographics

S1. Age

S2. Gender

S3. Marital Status

1) Married

2) Single

3) Divorced

4) Domestic Partnership

5) Widow

98) DK

99) NA

S4. What was the highest level of education you completed?

1) None

2) Incomplete elementary school

3) Complete elementary school

4) Incomplete middle school

5) Complete middle school

6) Technical training

7) High school

8) College or more

98) DK

99) NA
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S5. Adding up the income of all the people that live with you in your house,

approximately what is the monthly income in your household?

1) 0 - 1,680 pesos

2) 1,681 - 3,360 pesos

3) 3,360 - 5,040 pesos

4) 5,041 - 6,720 pesos

5) 6,721 - 8,400 pesos

6) 8,401 - 10,080 pesos

7) 10,081 - 11,760 pesos

8) 11,761 - 13,440 pesos

9) 13,441 - 16,800 pesos

10) 16,801 - 50,400 pesos

11) 50,400 or more pesos

98) DK

99) NA

S6. What is your religion?

1) Catholic

2) Protestant

3) Muslim

4) Jewish

5) None (GO TO S8)

6) Other

98) DK

99) NA
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S7. Different people practice their religion in different ways. How frequently do you

pray on your own, outside of religious services?

1) More than once a day

2) Once a day

3) Once to twice a week

4) Once a week

5) Never

98) DK

99) NA

S8. What is your main occupation or type of work?

1) Worker in government

2) Worker in the private sector

3) Independent professional

4) Freelance worker

5) Student

6) Merchant

7) Entrepreneur

8) Housewife

9) Unemployed

10) Retiree

11) Farmer

12) Other

98) DK

99) NA

S9. Do you consider yourself white, mestizo, indigenous, black, mulatto, or other?
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1) White

2) Mestizo

3) Indigenous

4) Black or African-Mexican

5) Mulatto

7) Other

98) DK

99) NA

S10. Do you have children?

1) Yes (GO TO S11)

2) No

98) DK

99) NA

S11. Do your children go to school?

1) Yes

2) No

98) DK

99) NA
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CARD D

Burglary
Business robbery

Theft of vehicle
Theft in public transportation

Gunshot wound
Extortion
Fraud
Kidnapping

Sexual abuse
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Appendix C

Mexican Protest Against Crime Database

General description

The Mexican Protest Against Crime (MPC) Database provides detailed information

on 1,014 protest events against crime and insecurity that occurred during the 2006-

2012 period, across the 31 Mexican states. MPC collects data on the organizers of

the protests, their claims, actors involved and types of mobilization efforts. Acts

of protest include: marches, demonstrations, road blockages, community meetings

with authorities, labor strikes, collective public prayers, sit-ins, collective press con-

ferences and releases, hunger strikes, distribution of flyers, collection of signatures

and occupation of government buildings.

This appendix describes the sources I used to build the MPC database, the se-

lection criteria of the news sources and limitations of the data.

Sources

As shown in Table C.1, MPC uses multiple sources for data collection: fifty local

newspapers and one national newspaper.
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Table C.1: News Sources Used in the Mexican Protest against Crime Database

State Newspaper Years
Aguascalientes El Sol de Aguascalientes 2008-2012
Baja California Frontera 2006-2008

Crónica 2009
El Viǵıa 2010-2012

Baja California Sur El Sudcaliforniano 2006-2012
Coahuila El Siglo de Torreón 2006-2012

El Zócalo de Saltillo 2006-2012
Colima Diario de Colima 2006-2012

Chihuahua The Chihuahua News Database (INPRO) 2006-2012
Durango El Siglo de Durango 2006-2012

El Sol de Durango 2008-2012
Guanajuato AM 2006-2012

Milenio León 2006-2012
Guerrero El Sur 2006-2012

El Sol de Acapulco 2008-2012
Hidalgo El Sol de Hidalgo 2006-2012

Milenio Pachuca 2006-2012
Jalisco El Mural 2006-2012

El Informador 2006-2012
México Milenio Estado de Mexico 2006-2012

Michoacán El Sol de Morelia 2008-2012
Cambio 2009-2012

Morelos El Sol de Cuernavaca 2008-2012
La Unión 2007-2012

Nuevo León El Norte 2006-2012
El Porvenir 2006-2012

Puebla El Sol de Puebla 2006-2012
Milenio Puebla 2006-2012

Querétaro Diario de Querétaro 2006-2012
San Luis Potośı El Sol de San Luis 2006-2012

La Jornada de San Luis 2006-2012
Sinaloa El Sol de Sinaloa 2008-2012

Noroeste 2008-2012
Sonora El Imparcial 2006-2012
Tabasco Milenio Villahermosa 2006-2012

Tamaulipas El Sol de Tamaulipas 2008-2012
El Mañana 2009-2012

Milenio Tampico 2006-2012
Tlaxcala El Sol de Tlaxcala 2008-2012
Veracruz El Sol de Orizaba 2008-2012

El Sol de Cordoba 2008-2012
Milenio Xalapa 2006-2012

Liberal 2008-2012
La Jornada Veracruz 2011-2012

Yucatán Diario de Yucatán 2006-2012
Zacatecas El Sol de Zacatecas 2008-2012

Imagen 2006-2007
NTR 2008-2012

National newspaper Reforma 2006-2012

174



The national daily Reforma—founded as a branch of El Norte, a noted Monterrey-

based daily—has developed an extensive coverage of northern Mexico, one of the

regions most affected by violence. Most importantly, it has covered news on marches

for peace as early as 1999. Ever since, it has continued to report this type of events,

particularly after the national mobilizations and caravans organized by the Movement

for Peace (MPJD) in 2011. Therefore, the first newspaper I personally collected data

from was Reforma (2006-2012). The initial daily revision of this news source provided

a preliminary count of protest events, as well as a list of keywords that I used to

complement information from local dailies.

In order to select newspapers at the subnational level, I first consulted local aca-

demics and activists to get information on what they perceived to be the newspapers

with the highest circulation and the best news coverage on protest events. When

the suggested newspapers were not available for public access, either entirely or for a

portion of the period of interest, I complemented the data collection with additional

local news sources.

The sample of fifty local dailies includes two newspapers for twelve states, one

newspaper in nine states and three newspapers in five states. I was unable to have

access to news sources in the states of Campeche, Chiapas, Nayarit, Oaxaca, and

Quintana Roo. However, this limitation was partially overcome through the use

of multiple sources. For example, El Diario de Yucatán covers news for the entire

Yucatán peninsula, which includes the states of Campeche and Quintana Roo. Re-

forma’s regional partner in Jalisco state, El Mural, gives wide coverage of events

occurring in the Pacific Coast. Milenio, a newspaper owned by Grupo Multimedios,

has regional publications in ten cities1 that, in addition to reporting news for the

locality, include news from neighboring states.

1 Monterrey, Nuevo León; Guadalajara, Jalisco; León, Guanajuato; Pachuca, Hidalgo; Puebla,
Puebla; Villahermosa, Tabasco; Tampico, Tamaulipas; Torreón, Coahuila; Toluca, México state;
and Xalapa, Veracruz.
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The use of multiple newspapers allowed me to complement and verify information

of protest events. When the newspaper information was insufficient, I used activity

reports from human rights NGOs.

Data collection

All newspapers used for the data collection were available via the Internet, either

directly through their webpages or through newspaper search engines, such as Latin

American Newsstand or ISI Emerging Markets. Except for a few cases, each of the

sources listed in Table C.1 had the option of reading their daily printed editions

online. Together with a team of three research assistants, I read thousands of dailies,

searching for news on protests events against crime. When this option was not avail-

able, we conducted online searches based on the list of keywords I had previously

developed from the initial review of Reforma. The list of Spanish keywords—used in

combination with references to “violence,” “security,” and “peace”—was the follow-

ing:

1. Marcha(n)

2. Protesta(n)

3. Bloqueo(an)

4. Paro laboral

5. Caminata

6. Plantón

7. Contra inseguridad

8. Rezan

9. Caravana

10. Convocan

11. Se manifiestan

12. Manifestación

13. Ayuno

14. Piden

15. Reunión en procuraduŕıa

16. Exigen

17. Denuncian

18. Demandan
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After collecting the series of news reports that resulted from the daily review

or the keyword search, we carefully read each of the articles in order to gather

information on the following characteristics of the event: a) type of protest, b)

organizers, c) number of participants, d) claims made by protesters, and e) state and

municipality of occurrence.

Events occurring in the Federal District2 were only included in the dataset when:

a) protests were organized by actors outside of Mexico City, and b) participants

were making a claim on the issues of crime and insecurity in regard to the situation

of violence in one of the 31 Mexican states. The event was then assigned to the

participants’ place of residence.

Sources of bias and limitations

While MPC cannot provide an official count of protests against crime occurring in

Mexico during the Calderón administration, it is possible to say that this dataset’s

reporting of events is not systematically biased in favor of or against any state. The

use of multiple sources significantly reduces sources of geographical or temporal bias.

There are other limitations, however, that I must acknowledge.

The data collection process included the specific location of the protest event.

Nevertheless, I am unable to provide a count of protests at the municipal level.

Reporting on this kind of events has an inherent urban bias. When protests against

crime in rural areas are covered by media, this is often the result of a massacre that

caught public attention or of a sustained series of mobilizations. I tried to reduce

this spatial bias through the use of multiple local sources that I described in the

previous section. Still, for more than 90 percent of the reports, journalists failed to

provide information about the place of residence of participants. This is an additional

characteristic of the news reports that made me unable to develop a municipal count

2 Reforma gave wide coverage on protests against crime occurring in Mexico City.
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of protests.

Another problem when building a protest dataset based on newspapers is that

news reports are not consistent and each emphasize different characteristics of the

protest event. For instance, in 60 percent of the news reports we collected, journalists

did not provide any information about the number of participants. Therefore, I am

also unable to provide an analysis of the levels of participation or weigh protests

according to their levels of turnout.
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Appendix D

Criminal Violence in Mexico Database

General description

One of the difficulties in the study of crime in the developing world is the scarcity of

reliable sources of data. When available, data quality is often poor (Bergman 2006).

In addition, as discussed in Chapter 1, official data on crime is often too aggregated,

either over time or space.

In order to overcome such data limitations, Guillermo Trejo and I created a

dataset on Criminal Violence in Mexico (CVM). We collected data on drug-related

violent events and government counter narcotics actions in the Mexican states re-

ported in three daily national newspapers. The dataset covers the administrations

of Ernesto Zedillo, Vicente Fox, and Felipe Calderón (December 1994-June 2012).

The information was derived from Reforma (1995-2006), El Universal (1995-2006)

and El Financiero (1997-2006). Reforma is the most specialized source of media

information on drug trafficking and organized crime in Mexico. El Universal offers

a good coverage of central Mexico and the Pacific and Gulf coasts. El Financiero

covers the central region. The three newspapers provide a fair coverage of the south.
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While CVM does not provide a census of drug-related violence, through the use of

multiple sources it minimizes any significant source of geographic bias.

Overall, the CVM Dataset gathered detailed information on 17,368 organized

crime-related events, including the names of the organizations involved, the type of

violent actions, the identity of victims and their affiliation, by state and municipality.

Unlike other sources, we do not focus exclusively on assassinations and counts of

deaths. The criminal enterprise is multidimensional and it is important to analyze

the phenomenon of criminal violence as a whole. CVM includes information on

kidnappings, armed attacks, threats, and acts of torture. This collection of events

yielded a total of 34,202 executions; 6,392 wounded combatants; and 4,567 cases of

forced disappearances and torture.

Figure D.1 shows the evolution of inter-cartel violence. There is a first rise in

violence in 1996 and 1997, and then a subsequent major increase from 2006 to 2012.

Figure D.1: Evolution of Inter-cartel Violence in Mexico (CVM), 1995-2012
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As shown in Figure D.2, violence also became more widespread in the latter time

period.

Figure D.2: Maps of Inter-cartel Violence in Mexico (CVM), 1995-2012

Classification criteria

When the newspaper report does not clearly attribute responsibility of a violent

event to a specific criminal organization, we used the following criteria in order to

collect information on that event:

1. Characteristics of death:

(a) Multiple gunshot wounds
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(b) Coup de grâce

(c) Signs of torture

(d) Decapitation or other signs of mutilation

(e) Message left on or next to the body

2. Use of high-caliber firearms
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Appendix E

Criminal Aggression against Political Actors in
Mexico Database

The Criminal Aggression against Political Actors in Mexico Dataset is an original

newspaper-based data bank which Guillermo Trejo and I constructed. We examine

369 lethal criminal attacks against government authorities, political candidates, and

party activists from 1995 to 2012. Information from CAPAM is drawn from seven

national newspapers, eighteen subnational newspapers and two weekly magazines

specialized in drug trafficking and organized crime, listed in Table E.1.

Unlike other datasets on political violence that focus exclusively on lethal attacks

against executive leaders (Ŕıos 2012), we focus on executive authorities, political

candidates, and party activists. Also, unlike most datasets on political violence

against public authorities, which focus exclusively on murders, we assess a wide

range of possible coercive actions, from kidnapping, death threats, and assassination

attempts to murder and execution. An exclusive focus on murders would yield two

sources of bias: 1) It assumes that murders are the only means of coercion available

to DTOs and organized crime, and 2) it underreports cases in which criminal groups
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try but fail to murder their targets.

As in the case of CVM, we followed a strict set of criteria that allowed us to verify

the involvement of DTOs in such events. In the case of assassinations, when news

reports did not include the name of the cartels involved, we relied on three indicators

to include the event in the dataset: the use of assault weapons for killing; signs of

torture and brutal violence (e.g., bodies wrapped in a rug or mutilated); and written

messages left on the bodies. The type of assault weapons used was also a crucial

variable for the inclusion of armed attacks in our dataset.

Regarding threats, these were only included under the following circumstances:

a) when candidates were forced to leave the electoral competition; b) when parties

explicitly recognized they had been unable to place candidates for a specific posi-

tion; c) when threats were explicitly accompanied by a message signed by a specific

criminal group; or d) when public authorities were subsequently forced to resign or

move out of their municipality. When aggressions did not meet these criteria, we did

not consider them in our dataset.

Beyond this criteria, in order to confirm that aggressions in fact had the above

described characteristics, the construction of CAPAM implied a detailed data gen-

eration process. First, the revision of national newspapers allowed us to have an

initial count of lethal attacks directed against politicians. When these reports did

not provide enough information, we used local newspapers, which often followed up

on the cases of local politicians a few months after the aggression and sometimes

published information on state prosecutors’ investigations. When we found incon-

sistencies between two sources, we looked for further information that allowed us to

clearly determine the involvement of DTOs. If we still did not find enough details to

make a decision, we excluded the case. Overall, the use of multiple sources of infor-

mation maximizes the precision of our measure of criminal violence directed against

political actors, while at the same time minimizes sources of geographic bias.
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Finally, CAPAM also collects data about the identity of the victims in each of

these violent events. We gathered specific information about the party affiliation,

public office, and level of government associated with each of the politicians attacked

by DTOs.
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Table E.1: News Sources Used in the Criminal Aggression against Political Actors
in Mexico Database

Type State Source
National Reforma**

El Universal
La Jornada
Proceso *
Milenio
Excélsior
Crónica
El Economista
El Sol

Local Baja California Zeta de Tijuana *
Campeche La Tribuna de Campeche

Coahuila El Siglo de Torreón

El Zócalo
Vanguardia

Chihuahua El Heraldo de Chihuahua
Norte de Ciudad Juárez
El Diario

Durango La Voz de Durango
El Siglo de Durango

Guerrero La Jornada Guerrero
El Sur de Acapulco

Jalisco La Jornada Jalisco
Michoacán Cambio de Michoacán

La Jornada de Michoacán
Sinaloa Noroeste
Sonora El Imparcial

Tabasco Tabasco Hoy

Diario Avance de Tabasco
* Weekly magazines specializing in reporting on drug
trafficking and organized crime
** Main source
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Appendix F

Additional Statistical Results

Chapter 5

Figure F.1: Predicted Probabilities of Victimization Status across Levels of Atten-
dance to Student Associations
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Figure F.2: Predicted Probabilities of Victimization Status across Levels of Atten-
dance to Neighborhood Associations
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Organizado y la Violencia de Alto Perfil, pp. 275–308.

Robbins, Joseph, Lance Hunter and Gregg R. Murray. 2013. “Voters versus Terror-
ists: Analyzing the Effect of Terrorist Events on Voter Turnout.” Journal of Peace
Research 50(3):1–14.

Robles, Gustavo, Beatriz Magaloni and Gabriela Calderon. 2013. “The Economic
Costs of Drug-Trafficking Violence in Mexico.” Working Paper. Program on
Poverty and Governance. Stanford University.

Rojo-Mendoza, Reynaldo. 2013. “From Victims to Activists: Social Influence and
Prosocial Behavior in Mexicos Violent Drug War.” Paper prepared for presentation
at Centro de Investigación y Docencia Económicas. May 22, 2013, Mexico City.
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