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Figure 2.1 Mexico: Level of Democracy and the Size of Legislative Budgets,
1989 to 1999
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Sources: Hernández Valdez (2000); Beer (2003).
Notes: N = 20, correlation coefficient rho = .45.

that generate more law on their own are more independent (and more
powerful) than legislatures that only debate bills presented by the gov-
ernor.
Beer’s two measures and Hernández Valdez’s CILD scores are corre-

lated, though only weakly so. Figures 2.1 and 2.2 present graphical rep-
resentations of the same data that we list in table 2.2. In Figure 2.1, we
can see that the states scoring lowest on the CILD index also tend to
have small legislative budgets (the correlation coefficient is 0.45, p =
0.048). The three least democratic states in the graph are Chiapas,
Oaxaca, and Guerrero; all three have legislative budgets that are well
below average. The most democratic states have larger legislative bud-
gets. Similarly, figure 2.2 shows that the least democratic states tend to
have less independent legislatures, according to Beer’s measure. Legis-
latures in states such as Guerrero and Puebla are among the least ac-
tive, whereas those in Sonora, Jalisco, and Nuevo León are among the
most active. The relationship, however, is only weakly significant (the
correlation coefficient is 0.42, p = 0.096).
Beer’s indicators are far from perfect for our purposes: they are mea-
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Figure 2.2 Mexico: Level of Democracy and Legislative Bill Generation
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sures taken with error, and at only one point in time. The measure of
legislative bill generation draws from a survey of legislators, and hence
reflects the legislators’ own estimates of their productivity. Further-
more, we have shown bivariate correlations that do not account for
possible confounding factors, such as the wealth (and potential tax
base) of each state. We therefore might be less confident in our assess-
ment of state-level democracy if these two indicators were the only
information available. Yet Beer’s and Hernández Valdez’s measures re-
inforce one another and also match the qualitatively driven intuitions
of most Mexicanists about which states in Mexico are the most and the
least democratic.

Public Opinion About Democracy

One final dimension on which democracy is thought to vary is with
regard to mass attitudes toward democratic forms of government. For
example, in the context of consolidation, Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan
write that
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Figure 2.3 Map of Mexico

Source: Generated by the authors using ArcGIS 8.0.

can political culture has changed over the past forty years, many Mexi-
cans are still ambivalent about their democracy and some have authori-
tarian leanings. There is also wide regional variation in what Linz and
Stepan would call the attitudinal dimension of democracy.

Democracy in Four Mexican States

The measures introduced so far offer a consistent and intuitive way to
think about variation in the level of democracy among the Mexican
states. A closer look at four cases offers a more detailed understanding
of how politics differs between the more democratic and less demo-
cratic states. A dozen states held elections in 2001. Among these, we
carried out in-depth research and conducted surveys in two where de-
mocracy was relatively well established, and in two where politics was
relatively undemocratic.14 Here we describe the quality of democracy
in each: Baja California, Chihuahua, Michoacán, and Puebla (see figure
2.3 for the location of these states).

Baja California Norte

Baja California Norte occupies the northern half of the Baja California
peninsula, in the northwest corner of Mexico. Its northern border abuts
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Table 2.1 Party Alternation in the Mexican States, 1989 to 2003

Year of First Number of Year PRI First
Gubernatorial Gubernatorial Lost Majority

State Alternation Alternations in State Legislature

Baja California 1989 1 1989
Guanajuato 1991 1 1997
Chihuahua 1992 2 1992
Jalisco 1995 1 1995
Nuevo León 1997 2 1997
Querétaro 1997 1 1997
Aguascalientes 1998 1 1995
Zacatecas 1998 1 1998
Baja California Sur 1999 1 1999
Tlaxcala 1999 1 2001
Nayarit 1999 1 1999
Chiapas 2000 1 never
Morelos 2000 1 1997
Michoacán 2001 1 2001a

Yucatán 2001 1 2001
San Luis Potosı́ 2003 1 2003b

México none 0 1996
Sonora none 0 1997
Guerrero none 0 2002c

Tabasco none 0 2003
Coahuila none 0 neverd

Colima none 0 nevere

Campeche none 0 never
Durango none 0 never
Hidalgo none 0 never
Oaxaca none 0 never
Puebla none 0 never
Quintana Roo none 0 never
Sinaloa none 0 never
Tamaulipas none 0 never
Veracruz none 0 never

Sources: Banamex (2001); Lujambio (2000); Keesing’s Record of World Events (various).
aThe PRI held 50 percent of the seats in the 1989 to 1992 legislature, then regained a clear
majority until 2001.
bThe PRI lost a majority in 2003 but retains a plurality.
cThe PRI lost a majority in 2002 but retains a plurality.
dThe PRI held 50 percent of the seats in the 1997 to 1999 legislature, then regained a clear
majority until 2002.
eThe PRI held 50 percent of the seats in the 1997 to 2000 legislature, but maintained a
clear majority after that.
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Table 2.2 Mexico: Indicators of State-Level Democracy and
Legislative Independence

Comparative Legislative
Index of Budget Percent of Bills

Local Democracy (Pesos per Proposed by
State (CILD) Capita) State Legislators

Baja California Sur 1.33 10.77 13
Nuevo León 1.21 55
Querétaro 1.20
Baja California 1.15 5.26
Aguascalientes 1.01 5.85
Zacatecas 0.89
Guanajuato 0.81 38
Chihuahua 0.73 3.54
Jalisco 0.59 1.62 47
Tlaxcala 0.58 6.30 12
Durango 0.48 6.33
Colima 0.44 5.93 39
Yucatán 0.29 2.88
Coahuila 0.24
Sonora 0.19 4.47 50
Sinaloa 0.09 2.74 45
Nayarit −0.04 5.10 13
Morelos −0.09 6.09 55
Campeche −0.10 10.07
San Luis Potosı́ −0.10 3.30 25
Quintana Roo −0.10 5
Tamaulipas −0.10 49
Hidalgo −0.29 1.99 15
Michoacán −0.40 15
Mexico −0.41 3.08
Tabasco −0.69
Veracruz −0.99
Puebla −1.14 11
Guerrero −1.51 0.71 6
Oaxaca −1.87 2.85
Chiapas −3.27 3.18

Sources: CILD indicator from Hernández Valdez (2000, 120, table 3); legislative data from
Beer (2003); population data from INEGI (2000).
Notes: CILD: Comparative Index of Local Democracy (principal components index),
1989–1999.
Budget: 1996 legislative budget divided by 2000 population, except Jalisco and Chiapas
use 1995 budget data.
Empty cells are missing data.
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Table 2.3 Mexico: Winning Party in Municipal Elections in Baja California,
1986 to 2004

Playas de
Ensenada Mexicali Tecate Tijuana Rosaritoa

1986 PAN PRI PRI PRI —
1989 PAN PRI PRI PAN —
1992 PAN PRI PAN PAN —
1995 PRI PAN PRI PAN —
1998 PRI PAN PRI PAN PAN
2001 PAN PAN PRI PAN PAN
2004 PAN PAN PRIb PRI PAN

Sources: Banamex (2001); Keesing’s Record of World Events (various).
aPlayas de Rosarito was created in 1995 and held its first elections in 1998.
bIn a coalition (PRI-PEBC-PT-PVEM).

needed to win not just the vote but also the count, and both victories
require explanation. His winning of the vote is easier to explain: the
PAN had a strong social base in the state, the previous PRI administra-
tions had lackluster performances and were dogged by corruption
charges, and Ruffo himself was a popular and charismatic politician.
His winning the count is more difficult to explain. The PAN’s widely
publicized protests following the 1986 elections in Chihuahua and its
willingness to cooperate with the PRI in the federal legislature (where
the PRI, no longer a supermajority, sometimes needed the PAN’s help)
gave the party a good deal of negotiating power. Some scholars also
highlight President Carlos Salinas’s personal motives for recognizing
the victory. In light of widespread doubts about the legitimacy of his
own election in 1988, Salinas was under pressure to allow a democratic
opening in the country. Salinas also seems to have thought that the
pressure for opposition representation could be contained, and may
have been attempting to limit opposition wins to PAN victories in the
periphery (see Espinoza Valle 1998; Rodrı́guez and Ward 1994, 32–39;
Guillén López 1993).

All elections in the state became much more competitive after 1989.
The PAN won the governorship in the three consecutive elections of
1989, 1995, and 2001. Yet a closer look at recent elections shows that
Baja California did not simply switch from PRI to PAN dominance.
Elections in the state’s five municipalities allowed the opposition to
take power on several occasions, and at least once in each municipality
(see table 2.3). Even in Tijuana, where the PAN won five consecutive
mayoral elections from 1989 to 2001, contests were hard fought and had
close finishes. The PAN won most of these elections by small margins,
including a 48 to 46 percent margin in 1992. The PRI, even after having
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Table 2.4 Mexico: Elections in Chihuahua, 1992 to 2004

Party
Type of

Year Election PAN PRI PRD Others Total

1992 Governor 51.2% 44.3% 1.4% 3.1% 100.0%
(756,292)

1994 President 28.3 60.4 6.2 5.1 100.0
(1,089,006)

1994 Federal 27.5 58.0 5.7 8.8 100.0
deputies (1,114,877)

1995 State 40.1 47.5 6.2 6.2 100.0
deputies (822,919)

1997 Federal 41.2 42.1 10.3 6.3 100.0
deputies (889,826)

1998 State 41.9 47.4 7.3 3.5 100.0
deputies (979,954)

1998 Governor 42.2 50.3 5.5 2.0 100.0
(988,199)

2000 Federal 47.1 41.2 7.4 4.3 100.0
deputies (1,119,844)

2000 President 48.7 40.9 6.8 3.6 100.0
(1,128,099)

2001 State 41.4 46.0 5.1 7.5 100.0
deputies (867,647)

2003 Federal 37.5 47.4 6.2 8.9 100.0
deputies (757,095)

2004a State 44.0 53.2 — 2.8 100.0
deputies (988,674)

2004a Governor 41.4 56.5 — 2.1 100.0
(993,511)

Sources: Banamex (2001); Instituto Estatal Electoral de Chihuahua, data accessed at http://
www.ieechihuahua.org.mx on April 1, 2005.
Notes: Winning party’s vote proportion noted in boldface; total votes cast in parentheses.
aIn 2004 state elections the six registered parties formed two coalitions, PAN-PRD-PC
and PRI-PT-PVEM.

to conclude that Chihuahua was in the vanguard of democratic consoli-
dation in Mexico.

Although we largely agree with this assessment, we disagree with
the literature’s exclusive focus on Barrio’s win, which remains anoma-
lous.23 With the exception of the federal elections in 2000, the PAN
never won another statewide election (see table 2.4). In the 1994 federal
election the PRI won all of the state’s federal congressional districts,
and its presidential candidate (Ernesto Zedillo) won over 60 percent of
the vote in Chihuahua. In 1995 the PRI regained the majority in the
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Figure 3.1 Argentina: Provinces by Gross Provincial Product
and Population
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Figure 3.2 Argentina: Political Behaviors by Region
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voters in the heartland, though just as Peronist as voters in the periph-
ery, are less hemmed in by clientelist relations with the Peronists.

Notice also that the smaller the Peronist vote share in 1991, the more
volatile the party’s vote share in 1995 with regard to 1991. The variable
Lagged PJ is the share of the vote going to the Peronist Party (PJ) in
the 1991 election. The negative and significant coefficient relating this
variable to change in the Peronist vote tells us that less strongly Peron-
ist municipalities were also ones where people shifted more freely to-
ward and away from the Peronists. The same was true in 1999 with
regard to 1995 (not shown). If one is willing to accept the assumption
that stability of the vote indicates clientelism, then this result indicates
greater clientelism in Peronist enclaves.

Varying levels of democracy also appear in the contrasting political
behavior and modes of participation of voters across Argentina’s prov-
inces. Figure 3.2 draws from our surveys (which we discuss later) in
the district of Mar del Plata, in the rest of Buenos Aires province, and
in the provinces of Córdoba and Misiones. (Figure 3.3 is a map indicat-
ing the location of these four regions.) It shows a monotonic increase
in the proportion of survey respondents who supported the Peronist
Party across the four regions. It also shows a monotonic increase in the
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Figure 3.3 Map of Argentina

Source: Generated by the authors using ArcGIS 8.0.

percentages of people in the regions who said they never split their
tickets and always voted for the same party, from a low of 39 percent
in Mar del Plata to a high of 65 percent in Misiones. People who never
split their ticket tend to be more enmeshed in clientelistic ties to a party
and are less likely to use their votes to hold incumbents to account. The
figure also shows the number in each region who described themselves
as politically uninformed, a subjective measure of political sophistica-
tion. Here the trend as we move across the four regions is not mono-
tonic. The number of uninformed citizens increases from Mar del Plata
to the rest of Buenos Aires province to Córdoba, but then drops
abruptly in Misiones. The numbers of respondents who report getting
their political information from newspapers, another sign of political
sophistication, declines sharply over the regions, with a drop of 23 per-
cent between Mar del Plata and Misiones (though here again the de-
cline is not strictly monotonic: a somewhat larger number of people in
Misiones than in Córdoba reported reading the papers). Finally, the
figure shows the percentage of people who refused to reveal their elec-
toral choice in the 1999 presidential race. We follow Almond and Verba
(1963, 115–18) in using this as an indicator of how safe people felt in
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Table 3.1 Argentina: Provinces by Economic Competitiveness and
Human Development

Economic Human
Provinces Competitiveness Development

City of Buenos Aires Urban service economy High
Buenos Aires, Córdoba, Large diversified eco- Intermediate
Mendoza, Santa Fe nomic structure

Chubut, Neuquén, Santa Productive structure Intermediate
Cruz, Tierra del Fuego based on intensive use of

nonrenewable resources
Entre Rı́os, La Pampa, Rı́o Intermediate development Low and interme-

Negro, Salta, Tucumán based on agriculture diate
Jujuy, Misiones, San Juan Intermediate development Low

with severe rigidities
Corrientes, Chaco, For- Backward productive and Low
mosa, La Rioja, Santiago business environment
del Estero

Source: UNDP (2002).
Note: The provinces of San Luis and Catamarca were not classified by UNDP.

represented, explains variation in levels of patronage spending by
provincial governments. Provinces with small populations use their
disproportionate congressional representation to extract large central
government transfers. These provinces therefore rely little on internal
sources of revenue, are harder to wean from patronage, and resist fiscal
adjustments by the central government.

In their analysis of cross-regional differences in fiscal performance,
Remmer and Wibbels (2000) distinguish between the “low-density
provinces”—Chubut, La Pampa, Neuquén, Rı́o Negro, Santa Cruz, and
Tierra del Fuego—and “the four largest and most developed prov-
inces”—Buenos Aires, Córdoba, Mendoza, and Santa Fe (435). The for-
mer provinces’ over-representation in the national legislature gives it
the leverage to demand heavy transfers from the central government.
Remmer and Wibbels note that the low-density provinces were net re-
cipients of transfers from the others, receiving $1,158 of federal trans-
fers per capita in 1995, versus the $277 per capita the industrialized
provinces received. These relatively large transfers to the low-density
provinces offer “extensive patronage opportunities created by bloated
public sectors,” which provide “politicians and their clienteles with mo-
tives for resisting national pressures for economic reform” (435–36).
Remmer and Wibbels operationalize patronage as a province’s expendi-
tures on public-sector wages as a proportion of revenues. They find
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Table 3.2 Argentina: Provincial Public Employees per Thousand Residents,
1987 to 2000

Robust
Coefficient Standard Error t-statistic p-value

GPP per cap, 000s 0.003 0.007 0.49 0.623
Population (log) −31.79 5.23 −6.08 0.000
Malapportionment 2.408 3.953 0.61 0.543

index
Constant 477.428 67.442 7.08 0.000

Sources: INDEC (2001); authors’ compilations.
Notes:
Pooled Time-Series, Fixed-Effects Model, 23 Provinces, 227 Annual Observations
GPP per cap is gross provincial product per capita, in thousands of 1993 pesos.
Population (log) is the natural log of each province’s population, interpolated from 1991
and 2001 censuses.
Malapportionment index scores higher the greater the province’s overrepresentation in
parliament. We are grateful to David Samuels for providing this information.
F(3,201) = 23.19
Prob > F = 0.0000

links particularistic, targeted spending to voter poverty rather than to
legislative over-representation (see, for example, Dixit and Londregan
1996). We therefore would like to further explore the effect of poverty,
malapportionment, and population size on levels of provincial public
employment.

Multivariate analysis shows that, controlling for each province’s
logged population, parliamentary over-representation has no effect on
the number of employees per capita that a province employed. We ana-
lyze provincial data collected by Stokes, Valeria Brusco, and Marcelo
Nazareno, which include annual data for the twenty-three provinces
spanning the period from 1987 to 2000. The estimation is reported in
table 3.2, a fixed-effects GLS model using cross-sectional time-series
data. The only factor influencing the size of the provincial public sector
per capita was the province’s population: the fewer the residents of a
province, the larger the number of employees per capita. The explana-
tion may be that provincial governments must employ some minimum
threshold number of workers, so that provinces with small populations
will automatically have relatively large public sectors. Our findings cast
doubt on the standard account by which over-representation leads to
fiscal indiscipline.

Just as the fiscal performance of provincial governments varies
across regions, so does the budgetary performance of municipal gov-
ernments. Table 3.3 draws on a database with expenditures on per-
sonnel by municipalities in six provinces: Buenos Aires, Córdoba,
Misiones, La Pampa, Santa Fe, and Chubut.6 Most municipalities are
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Table 3.3 Argentina: Spending on Personnel as Proportion of Municipal
Budgets, 1995 and 1999

Robust
Standard

Coefficient Error t-statistic p-value

Buenos Aires −11.095 1.705 −6.51 0.000
Córdoba −13.606 1.650 −8.25 0.000
Chubut −17.208 2.387 −7.21 0.000
La Pampa −12.071 2.124 −5.68 0.000
Santa Fe −13.949 1.485 −9.39 0.000
1995 1.555 0.652 2.39 0.017
Peronist −0.235 1.141 −0.21 0.837
Radical −0.420 1.149 −0.37 0.715
Margin of −0.021 0.017 −1.22 0.221

victory (lag)
Casa B −0.057 0.034 −1.70 0.089
Poverty NBI −0.421 1.149 −0.37 0.715
Total −0.0003 0.0004 −0.71 0.477

expenditures
Population (log) 1.531 0.266 5.769 0.000
Constant 45.081 3.558 12.67 0.000

Sources: INDEC (2001); authors’ compilations.
Notes:
1,414 observations.
Buenos Aires, Córdoba, Chubut, La Pampa, and Santa Fe are dummy variables indicat-
ing the location of each municipality (data were taken from Misiones as well; this is the
base category).
1995 is a dummy for observations for that year (as opposed to 1999).
Peronist is a dummy for municipalities in which the incumbent mayor was a Peronist,
Radical for ones in which the incumbent was a Radical.
Margin of victory is the difference in the vote share between the winner and second-
place challenger in the previous municipal elections.
Casa B is the proportion of the city or town’s population that lived in substandard
housing, from the 1991 census.
NBI is the proportion of the population with “unsatisfied basic needs,” a measure of
poverty.
Total expenditures were expenditures per capita by the municipality.
Population is the natural log of the population of the municipality, according to the 2001
census.

observed twice, in 1995 and in 1999, both election years. The database
also contains information that we use as control variables, again mea-
sured at the municipal level, such as whether the mayor was a Peronist
or a Radical, the margin of victory of the mayor in the previous elec-
tion, and municipal poverty rates.7 The total number of observations is
1,414. In table 3.3 we report an OLS regression model of the proportion
of the budget spent on personnel.8 In contrast to our findings at the
provincial level, in this sample of municipalities, the higher the poverty
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Table 3.4 Argentina: Peronist and Radical Mayors, 1991 and 1995, by
Region

Peronist Mayors Radical Mayors

1991 1995 1991 1995

Buenos Aires 62% (78) 67% (91) 33% (41) 27% (37)
Córdoba 27% (65) 43% (139) 67% (161) 50% (162)
Santa Fe 60% (180) 53% (173) 40% (119) 47% (156)
Average metropolitan 48% (323) 51% (403) 48% (321) 45% (355)

La Pampa 62% (49) 56% (44) 29% (23) 28% (22)
Misiones 55% (41) 62% (37) 45% (34) 38% (23)
Chubut 38% (10) 38% (10) 38% (10) 38% (10)
Catamarca 50% (17) 50% (17)
Average peripheral 56% (100) 54% (108) 37% (67) 36% (72)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Numbers in parentheses are absolute numbers of mayors from given party in given
province.

among low-income voters, those who reported sympathizing with the
Peronist Party were more likely than those sympathizing with other
parties to have received minor particularistic rewards, such as bags of
food or clothing, during an election campaign. Among those sampled
who said that a party had distributed such goods in their neighbor-
hood, nearly ten times as many said that the Peronists had done so.

Table 3.4 reports party strength across Argentina’s provinces, this
time focusing on the local level. It tells us how many local elections
produced Peronist rather than Radical mayors in more than eleven
hundred municipalities in 1991 and 1995, in seven provinces, three in
the industrial heartland (Buenos Aires, Córdoba, and Santa Fe) and
four on the periphery (La Pampa, Misiones, Chubut, and Catamarca).9

The table shows the fallacy of assuming that the bastions of strength of
the Peronist Party—the most clientelistic and patronage-prone in the
country—lie outside the industrial heartland. In 1995, two-thirds of the
mayors elected in Buenos Aires province were Peronists, a higher per-
centage than in any of the other provinces considered. La Pampa and
Misiones also had high percentages of Peronist mayors.

Yet we are interested not only in which party won local elections,
but also in regional differences in the volatility of the vote. Volatility
sheds light on styles of political mobilization by parties and on the
voting calculi of citizens. When voters are relatively free of clientelist
ties to parties, we expect their vote to shift more freely from one party
to another, from one election to the next.10 And we shall see that though
Peronists occupied more mayors’ offices in the province of Buenos
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Table 3.5 Absolute Change in Peronist Vote Share, in 1995 to 1991 Elections

Robust
Standard

Coefficient Error t-statistic p-value

Buenos Aires 5.980 1.800 3.321 0.001
Córdoba 5.301 1.619 3.274 0.001
La Pampa 3.753 1.804 2.080 0.038
PJ 1.990 0.946 2.103 0.036
Lagged PJ vote −0.147 0.035 −4.219 0.000
Casa B 0.092 0.028 3.254 0.001
NBI 0.051 0.011 4.696 0.000
Constant 5.979 2.446 2.445 0.015

Sources: INDEC (2001); authors’ compilations.
Notes:
Buenos Aires, Córdoba, and La Pampa are province dummies indicating municipalities
located in the corresponding province.
PJ is a dummy for municipalities in which the incumbent mayor at the time of the 1995
election was a Peronist.
Lagged PJ vote is the Peronist vote share in the 1991 election.
Casa B is the percentage of low-quality dwellings in the municipality, as measured in the
1991 census.
NBI is the percentage of residents living under the poverty line.
F(7, 455) = 9.21
Probability > F = 0.0000
R-squared = 0.1241

Aires, the Peronist vote share was also more volatile in the cities of
Buenos Aires province and in Córdoba, the other province of the indus-
trial heartland for which we have data. It was least volatile in the pe-
ripheral province of Misiones.

Table 3.5 is a model of volatility of the Peronist vote in local elections
in 1995 across the provinces of Buenos Aires, Córdoba, La Pampa, and
Misiones. The dependent variable in this OLS estimation is the absolute
change in the Peronist vote share in 1995 with regard to 1991. The
model includes dummy variables for municipalities in three of the four
provinces, with Misiones as the base category; hence the coefficients on
the other province dummies indicate the volatility of the vote in that
province in comparison to Misiones. Indeed, this volatility was signifi-
cantly greater in Buenos Aires, Córdoba, and La Pampa than in Misi-
ones, as indicated by the positive and statistically significant coeffi-
cients on dummy variables corresponding to the first three provinces.
The province effects hold up in the presence of controls for poverty
(Casa B and NBI), the percentage of the Peronist vote in the earlier
election (Lagged PJ), and the presence of a Peronist incumbent mayor
(PJ). The same was true of the change in the Peronist vote share from
1995 to 1999 elections (not shown). This greater volatility suggests that
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Figure 4.1 Argentina: Simulated Expected Probabilities of Answer,
Governments Provide Good Services When They Are Monitored,
by Region
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Note: Clarify simulations, see note 6. Figure reports 95 percent confidence intervals.

performance. Respondents from Misiones were the least likely to say
that governments provide services when they are under the watch of
the courts, the congress, and the press, and most likely to say that good
public services come from good politicians. Our Misiones sample was
significantly less likely than that from the rest of the province of Buenos
Aires, and somewhat less likely than those from Mar del Plata and
Córdoba to believe that efficient governments are ones that fear losing
office. The Misiones sample was also significantly more likely than the
Mar del Plata one to say that when politicians pay attention, they do
so because they are good people, not simply because they want to be
reelected.
For a sense of how much of a difference region makes in institutional

trust, consider a typical respondent in our sample, one with a median
household income, education level, and quality of housing, and who
lived in a city of median size. Simulations in figure 4.1 show that if she
lived in Mar del Plata, this typical respondent had a 62-percent chance
of saying that governments provide good services “because they are
monitored” rather than because “they are good people.” But if she lived
in Misiones the chance dropped to 36 percent.6 This is roughly the dif-
ference in the bivariate analysis, suggesting that variation in responses
is driven by region and not income, education, or partisanship.
We have seen that, in our high-quality regional democracy, one is
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Figure 4.2 Mexico: Personal Trust in Politicians, by State
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Note: Clarify simulations. All other independent variables are held at their sample medians.

in our Baja California and Chihuahua samples were less likely to be-
lieve that unmonitored politicians were trustworthy. Only 20 percent
of those surveyed in Baja California thought that “all” or “a majority”
of officeholders were personally trustworthy. Nearly twice as many re-
spondents in Michoacán (37 percent) and Puebla (36 percent) thought
so. In the presence of statistical controls, respondents in Michoacán and
Puebla were significantly more personally trusting of politicians than
were respondents in Baja California (see table 4A.2).11 The ranking of
states in ascending order of personal trust in politicians was Baja Cali-
fornia, Chihuahua, Puebla, and Michoacán.
Figure 4.2 shows simulated predicted probabilities that a respondent

would believe that all or a majority of politicians are trustworthy, de-
pending on the state in which he or she lived. A hypothetical median
citizen, a forty-year-old middle-class woman, was less likely to trust
most politicians if she lived Baja California (22 percent) than if she lived
in Michoacán or Puebla (36 percent and 33 percent, respectively). The
figure also illustrates the effect of partisanship. Compared to our hypo-
thetical citizen (whom we assume to be a nonpartisan), a PRI supporter
was about 12 percent more likely to trust most politicians. Partisans of
the three main parties were all more trusting of politicians than were
nonpartisans.
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Figure 4.3 Mexico: State-Level Democracy and Clean Elections
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Data from the Mexico 2000 Panel Study (Lawson and colleagues
2002) allow another test of the hypothesis that people in more demo-
cratic regions display more institutional trust. A consortium of scholars
designed this panel survey and implemented it in four phases before
and after the 2000 Mexican federal elections, collecting responses from
a national sample of twenty-four hundred citizens. The researchers de-
signed the survey to study political behavior, vote choice, and media
effects. But they asked one question that sheds light on Mexicans’ levels
of institutional trust. In February of 2000 they asked how clean respon-
dents expected the upcoming national elections to be.12 Fifty-five per-
cent of Mexicans believed the upcoming elections would be “totally”
or “more or less” clean, and 36 percent that they would be “not very”
or “not at all” clean.
Our hypothesis about institutional trust leads us to predict that peo-

ple in Mexico’s more democratic states have more confidence that elec-
tions are clean. And we find that trust in elections is indeed more wide-
spread in states that are more democratic. For each state, we calculated
the percentage of respondents who thought that the upcoming national
election would be “totally” or “more or less” clean.13 Figure 4.3 plots
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Figure 4.4 Argentina: Probability of Response, “No Officeholders Are
Trustworthy,” by Region
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officeholders are trustworthy if unmonitored.” In all cases, we assume
a female Peronist supporter who is in every other way at the median
for the sample. The two bars on the left represent expected responses
for people who live in Misiones, those on the right for people who live
in Mar del Plata. In both regions, a person whose vote was influenced
by a gift was more likely to trust politicians than a person who received
no gift. At the same time, those influenced by gifts were more trusting if
they lived in Misiones than in Mar del Plata, and those who received no
gift in Misiones were more trusting than their counterparts in Mar del
Plata. Hence clientelism is one source of personal trust. But other features
of less democratic regions also foster personal trust in politicians.20

Mexico

By some measures, clientelism appears less prevalent in our Mexican
samples than in Argentina. For example, fewer Mexicans (28 percent)
than Argentines (36 percent) said they would turn to a party represen-
tative for help if the head of household lost his or her job (see table
4.6). By other measures, clientelism was more widespread in Mexico.
Twice the number of Mexicans as Argentines said they had received a
handout during the previous campaign (14 percent versus 7 percent).
Paradoxically, more Argentines (44 percent) than Mexicans (26 percent)
said that parties gave things out in their neighborhoods during the
campaign. The difference was partly that more Mexicans said that par-
ties did not give out goods in their neighborhoods (56 percent versus
50 percent). But it was also partly that Mexicans were simply more
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Figure 4.5 Mexico: Proceduralist Responses, by State
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Argentina

In Argentina, people from the most democratic region were more likely
to evince proceduralism in only a limited sense. They were less likely
to believe that breaking laws was always justified. But instead of being
unambiguously committed to the rule of law, they were often more
likely to embrace a conditional perspective, believing that one is some-
times justified in breaking the law.
Consider, for instance, the matter of paying taxes. Our evaluation of

democratic performance in Argentina in chapter 3 focused on the fiscal
behavior of provincial governments and on one district’s remarkable
story of self-taxation. But the reader will recall that the epilogue to the
story of local democracy in Mar del Plata was not a happy one. With
the growing national economic crisis, the city’s residents started evad-
ing taxes more and more, the municipality’s revenues fell, and its debt
rose. The mayor who had gotten residents to raise their own taxes left
office before the end of his term. Levi (1988, 1997) has linked fairness
in the structure and application of tax codes to citizens’ contingent con-
sent to pay taxes, and to a broader democratization of some Western
societies. We might then expect our region of relatively healthy democ-
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Figure 4.6 Argentina: Simulated Expected Probabilities of Responses on
Justifiability of Evading Taxes, by Region
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ure 4.7 illustrate regional effects. A Misiones resident is more likely
than a Mar del Plata resident to say that avoiding service is never justi-
fied, but less likely to say it is sometimes justified.33 In this sense, our
Argentine results are the opposite of the Mexican: in Mexico, people
from the most consolidated region were law abiders, but in Argentina,
with regard to military service, they were law flouters.

Figure 4.7 Argentina: Simulated Expected Probabilities of Responses on
Justifiability of Avoiding Military Service, by Region
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Figure 4.6 Argentina: Simulated Expected Probabilities of Responses on
Justifiability of Evading Taxes, by Region
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ure 4.7 illustrate regional effects. A Misiones resident is more likely
than a Mar del Plata resident to say that avoiding service is never justi-
fied, but less likely to say it is sometimes justified.33 In this sense, our
Argentine results are the opposite of the Mexican: in Mexico, people
from the most consolidated region were law abiders, but in Argentina,
with regard to military service, they were law flouters.

Figure 4.7 Argentina: Simulated Expected Probabilities of Responses on
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Table 4.1 Argentina: Responses to Questions About Political Trust by Region

Mar
del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Services
When governments provide good services to the people, is this because
They are under the watch of the courts, congress, or the press 65% 56% 48% 40% 52%

(311) (268) (232) (192) (1003)
They are good, committed people 30% 40% 40% 53% 41%

(142) (192) (194) (256) (784)
No answer 6% 4% 11% 7% 7%

(27) (20) (54) (32) (133)

Efficient
When governments function efficiently, is this because
They know if they don’t, people won’t vote for them in the next election 71% 75% 68% 67% 70%

(340) (362) (326) (321) (1349)
The people governing are good, committed people 24% 22% 26% 29% 25%

(116) (106) (125) (140) (487)
No answer 5% 3% 6% 4% 4%

(24) (12) (29) (19) (84)

Attention
When politicians really pay attention to people like you, is this because
They want to be reelected 85% 80% 78% 78% 81%

(410) (386) (375) (375) (1546)
They really care 11% 17% 16% 18% 16%

(55) (83) (76) (87) (301)
No answer 3% 2% 6% 4% 4%

(15) (11) (29) (18) (73)



Trustpol
Of the people who hold public office, how many are trustworthy without
being watched?
All or a majority 2% 6% 10% 9% 7%

(11) (29) (50) (45) (135)
A minority 59% 59% 47% 68% 58%

(284) (281) (224) (325) (1114)
None 38% 35% 37% 20% 32%

(183) (166) (177) (96) (622)
No answer 0.4% 1% 6% 3% 3%

(2) (4) (29) (14) (49)

Bribe
When a politician takes a bribe, how likely is it that he’ll get caught?
Very likely 24% 33% 22% 30% 27%

(115) (156) (107) (142) (520)
Not likely 55% 47% 43% 41% 46%

(262) (227) (205) (195) (889)
Impossible (nada probable) 20% 19% 33% 24% 24%

(97) (93) (160) (115) (465)
No answer 1% 1% 2% 6% 2%

(6) (4) (8) (28) (46)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.



Table 4.2 Mexico: Responses to Questions About Political Trust, by State

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Services
Some governments provide good services to the people, others do
not. In your opinion, for those that provide good services, why do they
do it?

Because they are under the watch of the courts, congress, or the 57% 47% 44% 40% 47%
press (227) (189) (174) (158) (748)

Because they are honorable people 30% 40% 30% 40% 35%
(121) (158) (120) (157) (556)

No answer 13% 13% 27% 21% 18%
(52) (51) (106) (85) (294)

Efficient
When municipal governments function efficiently, is this because

They know if they don’t work hard the people won’t vote for them 63% 50% 45% 49% 52%
(253) (200) (180) (197) (830)

The people governing are committed people 28% 39% 30% 28% 31%
(113) (155) (118) (112) (498)

No answer 9% 11% 26% 23% 17%
(34) (43) (102) (91) (270)

Attention
When politicians really pay attention to people like you, is this be-
cause

They want to be reelected 73% 71% 49% 62% 63%
(290) (282) (195) (247) (1014)



They really care 19% 23% 36% 19% 24%
(76) (92) (144) (76) (388)

No answer 9% 6% 15% 19% 12%
(34) (24) (61) (77) (196)

Trustpol
Of the people who hold public office, how many are trustworthy
without being watched?

All or the majority 20% 29% 37% 36% 31%
(80) (116) (149) (143) (488)

A minority 60% 47% 27% 37% 43%
(238) (189) (108) (148) (683)

None 17% 17% 20% 15% 17%
(68) (66) (81) (60) (275)

No answer 4% 7% 16% 12% 10%
(14) (27) (62) (49) (152)

Bribe
When a politician takes a bribe, how likely is it that he’ll get caught?

Very likely 20% 19% 26% 25% 23%
(79) (77) (105) (100) (361)

Not likely 52% 37% 43% 47% 45%
(206) (149) (171) (189) (715)

Impossible (nada probable) 23% 38% 18% 22% 25%
(91) (152) (71) (86) (400)

No answer 6% 5% 13% 6% 8%
(24) (20) (53) (25) (122)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.
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Table 4.3 Argentina: Responses to Questions About Voting, by Region

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Handout
Do people in your neigh-
borhood support the [lo-
cally most important
party] because
It gave out favors dur- 10% 36% 28% 40% 28%
ing the campaign (46) (171) (136) (191) (544)
It has the best program 67% 49% 52% 43% 53%

(323) (234) (248) (205) (1010)
No answer 23% 16% 20% 18% 19%

(111) (75) (96) (84) (366)

Favor
Do people support this
party because
It has done them some 16% 45% 36% 35% 33%
favor (77) (215) (175) (166) (663)
It is concerned for 52% 42% 43% 45% 45%
everyone (250) (200) (204) (217) (871)
No answer 32% 14% 21% 20% 22%

(153) (65) (101) (97) (416)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.

economic or demographic factors, explained variation in expectations
of accountability.

Mexico

In Mexico we also found substantial cross-state differences in expecta-
tions of accountability. Table 4.4 shows the Mexican responses to these
same two questions (Handout and Favor). The results are consistent
with what we found in Argentina, although the magnitude of the cross-
state differences was smaller. Baja Californians were less likely than
respondents from other states to see popular support for parties as a
response to personal favors or campaign handouts.15

The only anomaly is that our Chihuahua and Michoacán samples
were more likely than our Baja California sample to link a party’s sup-
port to its “concern for people.” But in fact responses to this question
support our hypothesized link between weak trust and democracy:
given a forced choice between “favors” and a “concern for people,”
Baja Californians were more likely to reject both possibilities. Baja Cali-
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Table 4.4 Mexico: Responses to Questions About Voting, by State

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Handout
Thinking about the
most important polit-
ical party in this
area, would you say
that people support
it because
It gave out things
during the cam- 17% 34% 36% 21% 27%
paign (66) (134) (144) (85) (429)
It has a better pro- 53% 50% 39% 45% 47%
gram (211) (200) (157) (181) (749)
No answer 31% 16% 25% 34% 26%

(123) (64) (99) (134) (420)

Favor
Do people support
the party because
It has done them a 20% 33% 29% 36% 29%
favor (78) (130) (114) (143) (465)
It is concerned for 47% 56% 51% 36% 47%
people (188) (222) (203) (145) (758)
No answer 34% 12% 21% 28% 23%

(134) (46) (83) (112) (375)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.

fornians rejected both answers and refused to respond to the question
at a much higher rate (34 percent) than was true in the three other
states. This was one of the few questions for which Baja Californians
had the highest rate of nonresponse.16

Multivariate analysis shows that these results are robust to statistical
controls: respondents in the other three states were more likely than
Baja Californians to believe that favors and campaign handouts drive
popular support (see table 4A.3).17

bThe results do not match our expectations perfectly; multivariate
models do not show that expectations of accountability declined mono-
tonically across the states, from the most to the least democratic. What
the results do show is that the most democratic state (Baja California)
was also the one in which institutional-trust responses were the most
widespread. Thus, as in Argentina, in high-quality democratic regions,



Table 4.5 Argentina: Responses to Questions About Clientelism, by Region

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Patron
In recent years, have you turned to [most important local political per-
son] to resolve some problem?

Yes 5% 9% 13% 20% 12%
(23) (44) (64) (95) (226)

No 94% 90% 86% 80% 88%
(352) (280) (150) (222) (1004)

No answer 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
(4) (4) (2) (3) (13)

Know party
Do you know a representative of a political party in your neighbor-
hood?

Yes 14% 36% 30% 37% 29%
(66) (175) (144) (179) (564)

No 86% 63% 68% 61% 69%
(412) (301) (325) (292) (1330)

No answer 0.5% 1% 2% 2% 1%
(2) (4) (11) (9) (26)

Party help
In recent years, have you turned to the representative of a political
party for help with a problem?

Yes 5% 10% 8% 13% 9%
(23) (46) (38) (62) (169)

(Table continues on p. 102.)



Table 4.5 Continued

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

No 94% 90% 90% 85% 90%
(453) (430) (430) (408) (1721)

No answer 1% 1% 3% 2% 2%
(4) (4) (12) (10) (30)

Job
If the head of your family lost his/her job and the family needed help,
would you turn to the representative of a political party?

Yes 24% 37% 40% 41% 36%
(117) (177) (191) (198) (683)

No 74% 62% 55% 54% 61%
(354) (297) (262) (260) (1173)

No answer 2% 1% 6% 5% 3%
(9) (6) (27) (22) (64)

Party give
During the campaign, did a candidate or party distribute things to
people?

Yes 40% 36% 47% 52% 44%
(194) (173) (224) (248) (839)

No 52% 60% 48% 39% 50%
(250) (288) (230) (189) (957)

No answer 8% 4% 5% 9% 6%
(36) (19) (26) (43) (124)



Gift
Did you receive something from a party or candidate?

Yes 4% 5% 10% 9% 7%
(20) (26) (50) (45) (141)

No 94% 94% 88% 90% 92%
(453) (450) (423) (432) (1758)

No answer 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
(7) (4) (7) (3) (21)

Influence
Did receiving this good influence your vote?

Yes 0.2% 1% 3% 2% 2%
(1) (3) (14) (10) (28)

No 3% 7% 11% 10% 7%
(12) (33) (51) (47) (143)

Didn’t receive anything or no answer 97% 92% 86% 88% 91%
(467) (444) (415) (423) (1749)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Patron and Party Help were follow-up questions; respondents were first asked whether they knew the most important local politician and
a party representative (respectively), and those who answered “yes” were then asked if they had gone to this person for help. Here we include
those who reported no knowledge of the politician or party representative as having said “no” to the follow-up questions. Total number of
responses in parentheses.



Table 4.6 Mexico: Responses to Questions About Clientelism, by State

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Patron
In recent years, have you turned to [most important local political person] to
resolve some problem?

Yes 7% 11% 9% 8% 8%
(26) (44) (34) (30) (134)

No 93% 89% 90% 91% 90%
(181) (214) (129) (119) (643)

No answer 1% 0% 2% 2% 12%
(4) (1) (7) (6) (18)

Know party
Do you know a representative of a political party in your neighborhood?

Yes 17% 26% 23% 27% 23%
(69) (102) (93) (107) (371)

No 81% 72% 70% 67% 73%
(322) (287) (281) (269) (1159)

No answer 2% 2% 7% 6% 4%
(9) (9) (26) (24) (68)

Party help
In recent years, have you turned to the representative of a political party for
help with a problem?

Yes 5% 8% 9% 8% 8%
(20) (31) (37) (32) (120)

No 92% 89% 83% 84% 87%
(368) (356) (332) (335) (1391)

No answer 3% 3% 8% 8% 5%
(12) (11) (31) (33) (87)

Job
If the head of your family lost his/her job and the family needed help,
would you turn to the representative of a political party?

Yes 17% 45% 28% 21% 28%
(68) (180) (113) (82) (443)

No 73% 49% 56% 67% 61%
(292) (196) (223) (267) (978)

No answer 10% 6% 16% 13% 11%
(40) (22) (64) (51) (177)



Party give
During the campaign, did a candidate or party distribute things to people?

Yes 22% 25% 30% 26% 26%
(87) (101) (120) (102) (410)

No 65% 62% 47% 52% 56%
(260) (245) (188) (207) (900)

No answer 13% 13% 23% 23% 18%
(53) (52) (92) (91) (288)

Gift
Did you receive something from a party or candidate?

Yes 9% 14% 15% 19% 14%
(37) (56) (60) (75) (228)

No 85% 83% 72% 69% 77%
(338) (329) (288) (274) (1229)

No answer 6% 3% 13% 13% 9%
(25) (13) (52) (51) (141)

Does obligate
Do families that receive help from the representative of a political party feel
obligated to vote for that party?

Yes 33% 38% 38% 39% 37%
(133) (153) (150) (154) (590)

No 63% 60% 52% 50% 56%
(252) (239) (207) (198) (896)

No answer 4% 2% 11% 12% 7%
(15) (6) (43) (48) (112)

Should obligate
Should families that receive help from the representative of a political party
feel obligated to vote for that party?

Yes 11% 22% 19% 21% 18%
(44) (88) (77) (84) (293)

No 86% 74% 67% 60% 72%
(342) (294) (269) (239) (1144)

No answer 4% 4% 14% 19% 10%
(14) (16) (54) (77) (161)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.



Table 4.7 Mexico: Responses to Questions About Proceduralism, by State

Percentage Saying “Never Justified”

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Question: Is it always, sometimes, or never justified . . .
To avoid paying taxes that one owes (Taxes) 65% 52% 33% 33% 45%

(258) (206) (131) (130) (725)
If many people didn’t pay taxes, is it justified? Percentage 88% 68% 56% 60% 68%
answering “no” (Taxes Many) (351) (272) (222) (238) (1083)

To claim public goods or services that one does not deserve 52% 53% 36% 34% 43%
(Claim) (208) (210) (142) (135) (695)

If many people claim goods or services they don’t deserve, is it 75% 62% 62% 57% 64%
justified? Percentage answering “no” (Claim Many) (301) (245) (247) (228) (1021)

To avoid military service (Military) 61% 56% 37% 34% 47%
(242) (224) (147) (135) (748)

To avoid service if many others avoided it (Military Many) 84% 66% 64% 60% 68%
(337) (261) (255) (238) (1091)

To buy stolen goods (Stolen) 72% 67% 56% 50% 61%
(286) (268) (224) (201) (979)

For a functionary to accept a bribe (Corrupt) 88% 69% 58% 56% 68%
(351) (274) (233) (224) (1082)

To not pay the fare for public transportation (Fare) 67% 62% 53% 40% 56%
(268) (246) (212) (161) (887)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.



Table 4.8 Argentina: Responses to Questions About Proceduralism, by Region

Percentage Saying “Never Justified”

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Question: Is it always, sometimes, or never justified . . .
To avoid paying taxes that one owes (Taxes) 40% 41% 48% 49% 45%

(191) (199) (231) (236) (857)
If many people didn’t pay taxes (and knowing that this would reduce 75% 75% 70% 75% 74%
services), is it justified (percentage “no”) (Taxes Many) (359) (362) (338) (360) (1419)

To claim public goods or services that one does not deserve (Claim) 73% 72% 67% 63% 69%
(349) (345) (321) (304) (1319)

If many people claim goods or services they don’t deserve, is it justified? 88% 83% 79% 73% 81%
(percentage “no”) (Claim Many) (423) (399) (380) (352) (1554)

To avoid military service (Military) 14% 13% 15% 18% 15%
(68) (64) (74) (85) (291)

If many people avoided military service, was it justified? (percentage 75% 86% 70% 81% 78%
“no”) (Military Many) (359) (411) (338) (387) (1495)

To buy stolen goods (Stolen) 87% 87% 86% 80% 85%
(418) (416) (412) (386) (1632)

For a functionary to accept a bribe (Corrupt) 97% 98% 94% 94% 96%
(466) (468) (449) (451) (1834)

To not pay admission to a public event (Admission) 75% 86% 74% 77% 78%
(358) (415) (356) (371) (1500)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.
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Table 4.9 Argentina: Prevalence of Contingent Consent, Law-Flouting, and
Law-Abiding Postures, by Region

Compared to
Mar del Plata: Taxation Gate-Crashing Military Service

Buenos Aires No difference More law-abiding More law-flouting
Córdoba Less contingent consent No difference No difference
Misiones Less contingent consent More law-abiding More law-abiding

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes:
Taxation: “Do you believe that not paying taxes is always, sometimes, or never justified?”
Gate-crashing: “Do you believe that not paying admission to a public event is always, some-
times, or never justified?”
Military service: “Until recently obligatory military service existed. Do you believe that not
complying with military service in that era was always, sometimes, or never justified?”

We summarize in table 4.9 the effect of region on proceduralism in
Argentina. The table reveals that contingent consent in Mar del Plata is
centered on taxation. Comparing our Mar del Plata and our Misiones
samples, people in Misiones were simply more law abiding when it
came to paying admission to a public event and to military service. But
on taxation, the difference between our Misiones and our Mar del Plata
samples was that the latter contained more contingent consenters, people
who said that one was sometimes justified in not paying taxes. There
were also more contingent consenters on taxes in Mar del Plata than in
Córdoba. On military service, people in Misiones were more law abiding
than those in Mar del Plata and Buenos Aires, where people were prone
to believe that one was always justified in evading military service.
We can only speculate about why regional democratization in Mex-

ico brings with it an unambiguous proceduralism, whereas in Argen-
tina it brings a more nuanced contingent consent. One explanation is
that Argentines lived fairly recently under an abusive military dictator-
ship that followed its own rules and laws. By contrast, the legal struc-
ture was sound in the long era of Mexican soft authoritarianism, but
the authorities broke the laws. In Argentina, the rule of law meant the
rule of bad laws. In Mexico, it meant forcing the authorities to submit
to the rule of good laws.
To summarize, in Argentina and Mexico the deepening of democ-

racy entailed a shift from personal trust in politicians to institutional
trust in government. It also involved a heightened proceduralism or
contingent consent. These shifts did not always go in the predicted di-
rection. People in more democratized regions of Mexico, for instance,
were less trusting of institutions to catch venal politicians. Still, the dis-
tinctiveness of regional political cultures of democracy is striking. In
both countries, democratic deepening encouraged the belief that gov-
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ernments provide good services when they are under the watch of
other agents. It deepened the belief that municipal governments are
efficient when they fear losing office in the next election. In both coun-
tries, citizens in the less democratic regions believed governments pro-
vide good services and are efficient when they are staffed by good peo-
ple. In both countries, respondents from the least democratic regions
believed that you can trust politicians even when you cannot monitor
them. People in these less consolidated regions were more enmeshed
in clientelism and in personalistic politics. And clientelism increased
people’s personal trust in politicians.

Appendix
Table 4A.1 Argentina: Models of Institutional Trust Responses

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variable Service Efficient Attention Trustpol Bribe

Model Logit Logit Logit Ordered Ordered
logit logit

Income −0.057 0.005 −0.105 0.097 0.005
(0.043) (0.038) (0.054) (0.034) (0.033)

Education 0.041 −0.073 −0.060 0.016 −0.042
(0.037) (0.038) (0.043) (0.029) (0.027)

Housing −0.006 −0.065 0.018 −0.082 0.067
(0.076) (0.089) (0.094) (0.068) (0.074)

Gender −0.318 −0.014 −0.062 0.095 0.189
(0.102) (0.103) (0.119) (0.095) (0.094)

Age −0.013 −0.017 −0.006 0.004 0.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)

Peronist −0.230 0.049 −0.420 0.520 0.357
supporter (0.116) (0.127) (0.150) (0.128) (0.108)
Radical −0.058 −0.036 0.045 0.360 0.180
supporter (0.144) (0.142) (0.226) (0.159) (0.102)
Interpersonal 0.544
trust (0.088)
Bribe 0.346

(0.075)
Log population 0.006 0.040 0.031 −0.123 −0.059

(0.037) (0.046) (0.046) (0.037) (0.034)
Buenos Aires −0.408 0.081 −0.438 −0.014 0.143

(0.184) (0.190) (0.214) (0.166) (0.142)
Córdoba −0.618 −0.115 −0.313 −0.113 −0.546

(0.187) (0.224) (0.255) (0.199) (0.176)
Misiones −1.080 −0.384 −0.517 0.495 −0.192

(0.229) (0.222) (0.247) (0.190) (0.199)
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Table 4A.1 Continued

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variable Service Efficient Attention Trustpol Bribe

Constant 1.605 1.881 2.664
(0.528) (0.697) (0.742)

Cut 1 0.337 −1.715
(0.606) (0.553)

Cut 2 3.838 0.402
(0.623) (0.555)

Cut 3 5.102
(0.656)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
We coded answers to Services, Efficient, and Attention questions as dummy variables
for “institutional-trust” answers. For example, if a person answered “when municipal
governments are efficient, this is because otherwise people won’t vote for them in the
next election,” we scored this person 1 on the dummy variable Efficient. We then esti-
mated logit regression models of these institutional-trust answers.
These and all subsequent regressions draw on five datasets with imputed values for
missing data. To generate the imputed datasets we used the Amelia program described
in King et al. (2001) and implemented in Honaker et al. (2001).
We report robust standard errors designed to account for the possibility of correlated
errors, due to the clustered sample design of the survey.
Explanation of variables:
Service: Dummy for response, “Governments provide good services when they’re under
the watch of the courts, congress, and the press.”
Efficient: Dummy for response, “When municipal governments are efficient, this is be-
cause they know otherwise people won’t vote for them.”
Attention: Dummy for response, “When politicians pay attention to people like me, this
is because they want to be reelected.”
Trustpol: “Thinking about people who hold public office, how many of them do you
think are trustworthy (confiables) and will behave well without being watched? (1) None,
(2) a minority, (3) a majority, or (4) all.”
Bribe: “When a politician takes a bribe, is it not at all likely (scored 1), somewhat likely
(2), or very likely (3) that he’ll get caught.”
Income: Self-reported by respondent, 9-level scale of family income.
Education: 9-level scale, from no formal education to university.
Housing: Assessed by interviewer, 5-level scale (1 = poorest quality, 5 = highest quality),
based on assessment of building materials, flooring, and presence or absence of consumer
durables.
Gender: male = 0, female = 1.
Peronist supporter: coded 1 for respondents who said, independent of how they voted,
that they liked the Peronist Party more than others, 0 otherwise.
Radical supporter: coded 1 for respondents who said, independent of how they voted,
that they liked the Radical Party more than others, 0 otherwise.
Interpersonal trust: responses no one (coded 1), a minority (2), or a majority (3) of people
can be trusted.
Log population: natural log of the number of inhabitants, according to 2001 census, resid-
ing in the municipality where the respondent lived.
Buenos Aires: Dummy variable for respondents who live in Buenos Aires.
Córdoba: Dummy variable for respondents who live in Córdoba.
Misiones: Dummy variable for respondents who live in Misiones.
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Table 4A.2 Mexico: Models of Institutional Trust Responses

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variable Services Efficient Attention Trustpol Bribe

Model Logit Logit Logit Ordered Ordered
logit logit

Income 0.076 0.028 0.119 0.075 0.047
(0.070) (0.053) (0.070) (0.057) (0.056)

Education −0.018 −0.023 −0.058 −0.001 −0.116
(0.057) (0.066) (0.059) (0.053) (0.051)

Class −0.092 −0.349 −0.558 0.249 0.494
(0.091) (0.129) (0.124) (0.096) (0.091)

Gender −0.120 −0.135 −0.180 0.097 −0.060
(0.122) (0.114) (0.126) (0.108) (0.093)

Age 0.040 −0.064 −0.043 0.071 −0.105
(0.046) (0.057) (0.052) (0.037) (0.040)

PRI supporter −0.412 −0.450 −0.945 0.518 0.535
(0.176) (0.178) (0.222) (0.148) (0.151)

PAN supporter −0.038 −0.290 −0.671 0.344 0.543
(0.186) (0.177) (0.205) (0.154) (0.159)

PRD supporter −0.208 0.405 −0.171 0.281 0.484
(0.263) (0.276) (0.297) (0.265) (0.199)

Interpersonal trust 0.618
(0.080)

Bribe 0.365
(0.088)

Rural −0.150 0.094 0.046 −0.003 0.047
(0.102) (0.109) (0.109) (0.096) (0.121)

Chihuahua −0.298 −0.466 −0.111 0.228 −0.524
(0.214) (0.206) (0.228) (0.152) (0.228)

Michoacán −0.171 −0.500 −1.098 0.626 0.406
(0.199) (0.204) (0.251) (0.210) (0.206)

Puebla −0.457 −0.195 −0.097 0.493 0.226
(0.205) (0.188) (0.258) (0.176) (0.240)

Constant 0.881 1.607 2.869
(0.416) (0.441) (0.462)

Cut 1 1.928 −0.203
(0.418) (0.366)

Cut 2 4.234 2.035
(0.446) (0.372)

Cut 3 6.170
(0.472)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses (see 4A.1). Boldface indicates coefficient is statisti-
cally significant at p < .05. N = 1,598.
In each model, the dependent variable is coded 1 for the response that invokes account-
ability mechanisms, and 0 otherwise. The models draw on five datasets with imputed
values for missing data; see note to Table 4A.1.
Explanation of variables: For Service, Efficient, and Attention, see note to Table 4A.1.
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Table 4A.2 Continued

Income: self-reported family income on a six-point scale.
Education: self-reported level of education on a six-point scale.
Class: self-reported social class, 1 = lower, 2 = middle, 3 = upper.
Gender: 1 = male, 2 = female.
Age: self-reported age, on a five-point scale.
Rural: surveyor’s coding of whether the neighborhood was urban (0), mixed (1), or rural
(2).
PRI supporter, PAN supporter, and PRD supporter are dummy variables for people who
report supporting each respective party. Chihuahua, Michoacán, and Puebla are dummy
variables for people living in each state, respectively.

Table 4A.3 Models of Institutional Responses to Questions About Voting

Argentina (N = 1,920) Mexico (N = 1,598)

Dependent (1) (2) Dependent (3) (4)
Variable Handout Favor Variable Handout Favor

Model Logit Logit Model Logit Logit

Income −0.056 −0.051 Income −0.064 0.084
(0.038) (0.040) (0.065) (0.057)

Education 0.039 0.017 Education −0.016 0.143
(0.041) (0.034) (0.062) (0.060)

Housing −0.009 0.059 Class 0.202 −0.200
(0.102) (0.086) (0.106) (0.113)

Gender 0.013 0.032 Gender 0.131 −0.094
(0.107) (0.102) (0.107) (0.115)

Age −0.001 −0.014 Age −0.023 0.075
(0.004) (0.004) (0.045) (0.047)

Peronist −0.557 −0.782 PRI supporter −0.118 −0.769
(0.156) (0.149) (0.202) (0.199)

Radical −0.671 −0.122 PAN supporter −0.313 −0.758
(0.186) (0.177) (0.179) (0.214)

PRD supporter 0.325 −0.612
(0.225) (0.318)

Log population −0.030 0.122 Rural −0.260 −0.157
(0.041) (0.043) (0.102) (0.124)

Buenos Aires 1.387 1.239 Chihuahua 0.458 0.299
(0.216) (0.195) (0.228) (0.197)

Córdoba 1.100 1.124 Michoacán 0.637 0.152
(0.257) (0.197) (0.220) (0.222)

Misiones 1.746 1.343 Puebla 0.263 0.588
(0.258) (0.237) (0.191) (0.206)

Constant −0.975 −1.908 Constant −0.562 −0.391
(0.595) (0.623) (0.427) (0.384)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant
at p < .05.
Handout: coded 1 for “it gave out favors during the campaign,” 0 for “it has the best program.”
Favor: coded 1 for “it has done them some favor,” 0 for “it is concerned for everyone.”
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Table 4A.4 Argentina: Regression Models of Responses to Questions About
Clientelism

(2) (5)
Dependent (1) Party (3) (4) Does
Variable Job Give Gift Influence Obligate

Model Logit Logit Logit Ordered logit Logit

Income −0.068 −0.002 −0.211 −0.206 0.028
(0.037) (0.038) (0.060) (0.060) (0.036)

Education −0.198 0.015 −0.179 −0.220 0.031
(0.033) (0.035) (0.080) (0.076) (0.031)

Housing −0.151 0.180 −0.297 −0.358 0.037
(0.087) (0.088) (0.127) (0.126) (0.083)

Gender 0.209 −0.076 −0.091 0.118 −0.011
(0.099) (0.089) (0.170) (0.160) (0.087)

Age −0.022 −0.006 −0.014 −0.017 0.009
(0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003)

Peronist 0.715 −0.077 0.875 0.782 −0.296
(0.126) (0.125) (0.213) (0.208) (0.113)

Radical 0.149 −0.033 −0.190 0.167 0.039
(0.169) (0.173) (0.361) (0.304) (0.153)

Log population −0.007 −0.252 −0.071 −0.055 0.081
(0.037) (0.049) (0.058) (0.066) (0.032)

Buenos Aires 0.326 −0.416 −0.194 0.562 0.217
(0.177) (0.195) (0.359) (0.380) (0.182)

Córdoba 0.543 −0.229 0.495 1.224 −0.217
(0.203) (0.244) (0.343) (0.436) (0.176)

Misiones 0.113 0.029 −0.281 0.369 −0.490
(0.226) (0.237) (0.388) (0.462) (0.210)

Received goods −0.564
(0.208)

Constant 1.395 2.818 0.782 −1.371
(0.534) (0.727) (0.873) (0.517)

Cut 1 −0.498
(1.050)

Cut 2 1.501
(1.006)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
Job: coded 1 if respondent would go to party representative for help with a job.
Party Give: coded 1 if the respondent reported that parties “distributed things” during
the campaign.
Gift: coded 1 if the respondent reported receiving something personally.
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Table 4A.5 Argentina: Model of Responses to Question, “How Many
Politicians Can You Trust Without Their Being Monitored”

(1)
Dependent Variable Trustpol

Model Ordered logit

Income 0.116
(0.033)

Education 0.035
(0.028)

Housing −0.079
(0.068)

Gender 0.078
(0.095)

Age 0.005
(0.004)

Peronist 0.566
(0.126)

Radical 0.404
(0.154)

Log population −0.127
(0.035)

Buenos Aires 0.049
(0.165)

Córdoba −0.216
(0.194)

Misiones 0.428
(0.187)

Clientelist influence 0.384
(0.168)

Cut 1 −0.829
(0.586)

Cut 2 2.581
(0.599)

Cut 3 3.833
(0.632)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically
significant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
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Table 4A.6 Mexico: Models of Responses to Clientelism Questions

(1) (2) (4) (6) (7)
Dependent Know Party (3) Party (5) Does Should
Variable Party Help Job Give Gift Obligate Obligate

Model Logit Logit Logit Logit Logit Logit Logit

Income 0.059 0.031 −0.110 −0.036 −0.122 −0.082 −0.069
(0.074) (0.121) (0.058) (0.064) (0.079) (0.070) (0.072)

Education −0.062 −0.015 0.043 0.105 0.126 0.079 −0.059
(0.081) (0.148) (0.073) (0.064) (0.083) (0.058) (0.062)

Class 0.415 0.834 0.434 0.011 0.172 0.175 0.339
(0.111) (0.171) (0.108) (0.111) (0.154) (0.107) (0.124)

Gender −0.109 0.210 −0.163 −0.055 −0.126 0.078 0.156
(0.122) (0.195) (0.122) (0.122) (0.165) (0.123) (0.129)

Age 0.027 0.132 0.063 −0.007 0.072 0.034 0.019
(0.048) (0.084) (0.049) (0.049) (0.060) (0.043) (0.057)

PRI supporter 0.884 1.122 0.727 0.175 0.499 0.404 0.260
(0.193) (0.374) (0.204) (0.183) (0.254) (0.198) (0.220)

PAN supporter 0.412 0.806 0.743 0.024 0.400 0.296 0.208
(0.210) (0.366) (0.220) (0.190) (0.277) (0.200) (0.203)

PRD supporter 0.314 0.663 −0.180 −0.805 −0.716 0.499 0.610
(0.290) (0.474) (0.304) (0.294) (0.390) (0.271) (0.294)

Rural −0.041 0.059 0.041 −0.204 −0.117 0.052 0.159
(0.138) (0.202) (0.121) (0.120) (0.160) (0.115) (0.108)

Chihuahua 0.402 0.362 1.256 0.175 0.401 0.128 0.765
(0.234) (0.351) (0.254) (0.242) (0.285) (0.214) (0.259)

Michoacán 0.548 0.841 0.942 0.672 0.762 0.254 0.680
(0.275) (0.383) (0.245) (0.237) (0.307) (0.220) (0.263)

Puebla 0.614 0.605 0.271 0.328 0.821 0.287 0.915
(0.240) (0.383) (0.278) (0.243) (0.336) (0.188) (0.235)

Received goods 0.551 0.829
(0.166) (0.194)

Constant −2.714 −5.852 −2.682 −1.051 −2.808 −1.474 −2.944
(0.479) (0.725) (0.531) (0.363) (0.574) (0.395) (0.504)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant at
p < .05. N = 1,598.
The dependent variables are coded 1 for affirmative answers that suggest personalism and clien-
telism, and 0 for negative answers.
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Table 4A.7 Mexico: Models of Proceduralism Responses

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Variable Taxes Claim Military Stolen Corrupt Fare

Model Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered
logit logit logit logit logit logit

Income 0.056 0.070 0.085 0.208 0.204 0.185
(0.058) (0.065) (0.070) (0.061) (0.068) (0.074)

Education 0.026 −0.019 −0.013 −0.069 −0.064 −0.101
(0.054) (0.051) (0.057) (0.062) (0.064) (0.057)

Class −0.294 −0.247 −0.367 −0.582 −0.860 −0.543
(0.101) (0.105) (0.117) (0.122) (0.122) (0.127)

Gender −0.031 0.110 −0.048 −0.056 0.062 0.060
(0.108) (0.105) (0.115) (0.100) (0.114) (0.103)

Age 0.072 0.004 0.021 −0.038 0.016 0.084
(0.041) (0.039) (0.046) (0.052) (0.052) (0.051)

PRI supporter −0.326 −0.342 −0.237 −0.069 −0.443 −0.124
(0.161) (0.149) (0.170) (0.175) (0.216) (0.180)

PAN supporter −0.217 −0.287 −0.189 −0.209 −0.338 −0.173
(0.158) (0.137) (0.153) (0.179) (0.226) (0.191)

PRD supporter −0.118 −0.205 −0.157 0.122 −0.264 −0.034
(0.221) (0.219) (0.248) (0.236) (0.280) (0.231)

Rural 0.018 0.103 −0.001 −0.025 −0.050 −0.019
(0.107) (0.090) (0.098) (0.143) (0.170) (0.143)

Chihuahua −0.433 0.133 −0.173 −0.065 −0.967 −0.127
(0.220) (0.217) (0.196) (0.257) (0.282) (0.252)

Michoacán −1.058 −0.469 −0.753 −0.642 −1.520 −0.420
(0.208) (0.213) (0.186) (0.285) (0.294) (0.273)

Puebla −1.121 −0.572 −0.902 −0.853 −1.745 −0.914
(0.198) (0.210) (0.191) (0.264) (0.273) (0.232)

Cut 1 −2.921 −2.359 −2.958 −4.209 −5.228 −3.537
(0.451) (0.421) (0.383) (0.545) (0.591) (0.522)

Cut 2 −0.895 −0.442 −1.110 −1.975 −3.423 −1.432
(0.435) (0.429) (0.376) (0.579) (0.597) (0.523)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant
at p < .05. N = 1,598.
Each dependent variable is coded on a 3-point ordinal scale according to whether the person
responded that a violation was “always,” “sometimes,” or “never” justified. Thus, increasing
values on the dependent variables indicate greater proceduralism.



Political Culture and the Quality of Democracy 127

Table 4A.8 Argentina: Models of Proceduralism Responses

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Variable Taxes Claim Military Stolen Corrupt Admission

Model Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered
logit logit logit logit logit logit

Income 0.089 0.110 −0.031 0.083 0.041 0.049
(0.036) (0.040) (0.030) (0.054) (0.092) (0.046)

Education 0.017 0.050 0.039 0.019 0.113 0.013
(0.031) (0.035) (0.031) (0.046) (0.078) (0.041)

Housing −0.034 0.017 0.198 0.001 0.382 0.033
(0.086) (0.086) (0.076) (0.098) (0.181) (0.104)

Gender −0.043 −0.003 0.148 0.512 0.110 0.084
(0.092) (0.109) (0.090) (0.135) (0.249) (0.108)

Age 0.015 0.018 −0.012 0.043 0.034 0.027
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.009) (0.005)

Peronist supporter −0.172 −0.369 −0.131 −0.293 −0.512 −0.227
(0.121) (0.132) (0.120) (0.174) (0.330) (0.131)

Radical supporter 0.130 −0.281 −0.144 −0.071 −0.128 0.333
(0.168) (0.158) (0.162) (0.223) (0.442) (0.227)

Log population −0.071 −0.117 0.022 −0.072 0.000 −0.018
(0.036) (0.041) (0.046) (0.050) (0.072) (0.050)

Buenos Aires 0.056 0.033 −0.240 0.057 0.429 0.921
(0.174) (0.188) (0.150) (0.246) (0.471) (0.215)

Córdoba 0.205 −0.295 −0.002 0.157 −0.385 0.162
(0.204) (0.190) (0.173) (0.285) (0.427) (0.221)

Misiones 0.354 −0.269 0.170 −0.176 −0.003 0.429
(0.231) (0.204) (0.238) (0.270) (0.474) (0.251)

Cut 1 −2.115 −2.856 0.404 −2.337 −1.784 −2.108
(0.530) 0.636 (0.681) (0.753) (1.149) (0.749)

Cut 2 20.474 −1.079 2.019 −0.431 −0.412 0.281
(0.530) (0.639) (0.686) (0.755) (1.170) (0.698)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant at
p < .05. N = 1,920.
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Table 4A.9 Argentina: Multinomial Logit Models of Responses on Taxes,
Gate-Crashing, and Military Service

(1) (2) (3)
Is It Justified To Enter an Event To Avoid [Compulsory]
to Evade Taxes? Without Paying? Military Service?
(Compared with (Compared with (Compared
“Sometimes”) “Sometimes”) with “Sometimes”)

Dependent
Variable Always Never Always Never Always Never

Income −0.091 0.075 0.080 0.063 0.017 −0.031
(0.065) (0.039) (0.127) (0.051) (0.039) (0.051)

Education −0.073 −0.007 −0.101 −0.001 −0.071 −0.046
(0.060) (0.032) (0.113) (0.044) (0.036) (0.048)

Housing −0.227 −0.111 −0.270 −0.012 −0.163 0.096
(0.134) (0.091) (0.241) (0.104) (0.085) (0.129)

Gender −0.489 −0.201 0.091 0.111 −0.282 −0.212
(0.171) (0.098) (0.313) (0.113) (0.121) (0.158)

Age −0.000 0.016 −0.014 0.026 0.014 0.003
(0.006) (0.003) (0.016) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)

Peronist supporter 0.159 −0.130 0.130 −0.214 0.171 0.049
(0.228) (0.126) (0.354) (0.142) (0.142) (0.188)

Radical supporter 0.111 0.172 0.208 0.354 0.178 0.034
(0.269) (0.177) (0.593) (0.222) (0.181) (0.226)

Log population 0.190 −0.013 −0.077 −0.028 0.019 0.077
(0.056) (0.039) (0.097) (0.049) (0.041) (0.080)

Buenos Aires 0.177 0.127 −0.139 0.915 0.368 0.208
(0.315) (0.194) (0.598) (0.222) (0.167) (0.239)

Córdoba 0.681 0.480 0.101 0.180 0.219 0.392
(0.296) (0.223) (0.564) (0.226) (0.204) (0.289)

Misiones 0.720 0.631 0.625 0.557 0.200 0.686
(0.349) (0.239) (0.502) (0.256) (0.240) (0.350)

Constant −2.929 −0.757 −0.164 0.100 0.187 −1.887
(0.901) (0.593) (1.431) (0.686) (0.619) (1.136)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant
at p < .05. N = 1,920.
The coefficients relate the probabilities of “always” and “never” responses to the baseline cate-
gory of “sometimes,” conditional on values of the independent variables. When both “always”
and “never” responses are statistically significant and carry the same sign, this indicates that
a change in the explanatory variable either increases or decreases the probability of a person
being a contingent consenter, relative to being either a law flouter or a law abider.
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Figure 5.1 Argentina: Simulated Expected Effect of Civic Participation on
Institutional Trust
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when they are under the watch of the courts, congress, or the press.” Clarify simulations,
holding other explanatory variables at their sample means. “None” means lowest score
on Belong and Comprob variables; “High” means highest score on each.

institutional trust. The only evidence that it does is that participants in
civic associations were significantly less likely to believe that their fel-
low voters are swayed by campaign handouts (analysis not shown).
But those who collaborated with neighbors were less likely to offer an
institutional trust answer to the questions about service provision and
government efficiency and more likely to say the politicians were per-
sonally trustworthy (see table 5.6). Thus the balance of the evidence
contradicts the hypothesis that social capital encourages institutional
trust in Mexico.

Civic Associations and the Rule of Law

Perhaps, as Boix and Posner (1998) have explained, social capital helps
democracy work better by giving participants more optimistic expecta-
tions about others’ compliance with burdensome rules and laws. Our
questions about proceduralism do not allow us to test this proposition
directly. But they do allow us to answer the question, “Are people who
are especially active in civic associations themselves more likely to sup-
port compliance?”
The short answer is, no. People who belonged to associations or at

least met with others to solve problems were not more likely to express
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Figure 5.2 Simulated Expected Probability of an Institutional Explanation
for Why Governments Provide Good Services, by Income and
Region
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dent’s municipality at the sample median.

ploring how the income level of individuals shaped their links to politi-
cal parties. Poorer and less educated people had stronger ties to parties.
People who lived in low-quality housing were more likely than were
their better-housed fellow citizens to have turned to a party representa-
tive for help in the past year, and they were more likely to imagine
doing so if they lost their job. People with low incomes, little education,
and low-quality housing were especially likely to have accepted a
handout during the previous campaign and to have allowed the hand-
out to influence their vote (see table 4A.4). Our interpretation is that,
given diminishing marginal utility of income—the lower a person’s in-
come, the more he or she values a political “gift” of the same value—
clientelist parties get more bang for their buck by targeting poor people
(see Dixit and Londregan 1996; Calvo and Murillo 2004; Stokes 2005).
In chapter 4 we studied people’s postures toward the rule of law.

Economic development may encourage a democratic culture by instill-
ing among citizens a respect for the rule of law. These citizens might
themselves become more law abiding and might expect the same of
their fellow citizens and of their leaders. Indeed we find some tendency
toward proceduralism among wealthier Argentines. People with higher
incomes were more in favor of paying taxes and of claiming govern-
ment goods and services only when one truly deserves them (see table
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Figure 5.3 Mexico: Simulated Expected Vote Share for PRI

1

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0
Low Literacy 

and Wealth
High Literacy

and Wealth
Small

Population
Large

Population

V
ot

e 
Sh

ar
e

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Low and high literacy and wealth, and small and large populations, refer to the
10th and 90th percentile scores in the sample for those two variables. Clarify simulations
draw on Table 5.9 Model 2, and hold all other explanatory variables at their sample
means.

of law, and that community economic development encourages democ-
ratization of the political culture.
We indeed find an impact of social class on people’s responses to

questions such as whether having good, committed people staffing
government, or having mechanisms of accountability, is a better expla-
nation for responsive government17 (see table 4A.2). The direction of
the effect, however, is not what modernization theory predicts. As in
Argentina, the higher the respondent’s social class, the less attuned she
was to institutional mechanisms of accountability, and the more at-
tuned she was to the role of individual character traits in inducing gov-
ernments to act in constituents’ interests.
Socioeconomic development might also encourage democratization

by reducing clientelism and personalistic citizen-party linkages. We
saw in chapter 4 that respondents from Baja California (our most demo-
cratic state) were far less likely than respondents from the other three
states to have personal ties to political parties. Because Baja California
is also the wealthiest state of the four, we might surmise that economic
development in that state has produced a relatively large middle class
and reduced the effectiveness of clientelism.
Yet differences in wealth among individuals do not drive these re-

gional differences. Nor does education. Indeed, a respondent’s income
and level of education were not significant predictors of his propensity
to go to a party for help in solving a problem, to consider going to one
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Figure 5.4 Argentina: Simulated Expected Probability of Believing Neighbors
Support Parties Because of Clientelist Inducements, by Region
and Poverty Rate (NBI)
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Notes: Clarify simulations. We hold household income, education level, quality of hous-
ing, and size of respondent’s municipality at the sample median.

the greater affluence of a district like Mar del Plata, is that regional politi-
cal leaderships also adopt policy stances that then become a part of the
regional political culture. Our case study of Mar del Plata in chapter 3
offered evidence for just such regional strategic choices and the way they
led constituents to think differently about politics.
To summarize, we find no effect of municipal economic develop-

ment on political culture or perceptions of clientelism in Mexico. In
Argentina as well, individual and community economic development
did not influence political culture. But we found one crucial exception:
income equality reduced perceptions of clientelism, and when clientel-
ism eroded, so did a personalistic political culture more generally.
Hence, in Argentina, economic development and the greater income
equality that it generated helped instill a political culture of skepticism
and accountability via the mechanism of reduced clientelism. To some



Table 5.1 Argentina: Responses to Questions About Participation, by Region

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Meet
During the past twelve months, did you attend a meeting about a problem in
your community or school?
Yes 16% 19% 20% 21% 20%

(76) (91) (95) (391) (391)
No 83% 80% 79% 73% 79%

(400) (382) (377) (350) (1509)
No answer 1% 2% 2% 0.2% 1%

(4) (7) (8) (1) (20)

Belong
How many organizations do you belong to?
None 75% 81% 71% 77% 76%

(358) (387) (339) (371) (1455)
One 19% 14% 22% 17% 18%

(92) (66) (103) (79) (340)
Two to three 5% 4% 7% 6% 6%

(25) (21) (31) (28) (105)
More than three 1% 1% 1% 0.4% 1%

(5) (6) (6) (2) (19)
No answer 0% 0% 0.2% 0% 0.1%

(0) (0) (1) (0) (1)

(Table continues on p. 132.)



Table 5.1 Continued

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Time
During the past twelve months, how much time did you dedicate to these
organizations?
One day 7% 8% 4% 3% 6%

(9) (8) (6) (3) (26)
One week 19% 9% 11% 7% 12%

(23) (9) (16) (8) (56)
Two to three weeks 14% 10% 20% 23% 17%

(17) (10) (28) (25) (80)
One to two months 15% 13% 15% 10% 13%

(19) (12) (21) (11) (63)
Three or more months 38% 55% 47% 54% 48%

(47) (53) (67) (59) (226)
No answer 7% 4% 4% 3% 5%

(9) (4) (5) (3) (21)

Comprob
During the past twelve months, have you collaborated with a nonrelative to
solve a problem that your community faces?
Yes 36% 40% 45% 51% 43%

(171) (194) (215) (244) (824)
No 64% 59% 55% 47% 56%

(306) (283) (262) (227) (1078)
No answer 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%

(3) (3) (3) (9) (124)



Workprob
During the past twelve months, have you collaborated with someone from
work to solve a common problem?
Yes 34% 36% 42% 29% 35%

(164) (171) (202) (141) (678)
No 65% 62% 54% 70% 63%

(312) (298) (261) (336) (1207)
No answer 1% 2% 4% 1% 2%

(4) (11) (17) (3) (35)

Religion
How many times per month do you attend mass or other religious services?

None 53% 58% 47% 24% 45%
(255) (277) (224) (115) (871)

One or two 29% 27% 31% 42% 32%
(140) (128) (150) (199) (617)

Three or four 7% 8% 13% 17% 11%
(32) (37) (61) (82) (212)

More than four 10% 8% 9% 17% 11%
(47) (38) (42) (82) (207)

No answer 1% 0% 1% 1% 1%
(6) (0) (3) (4) (13)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.



Table 5.2 Mexico: Responses to Questions About Participation, by Region

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Meet
During the last twelve months, have you attended an assembly or
meeting about a problem in your community or school?
Yes 15% 31% 26% 22% 23%

(60) (122) (105) (86) (373)
No 81% 65% 64% 73% 71%

(324) (259) (257) (290) (1130)
No answer 4% 4% 10% 6% 6%

(16) (17) (38) (24) (95)

Belong
At this moment, to how many organizations do you belong?
None 85% 82% 73% 79% 80%

(340) (326) (293) (315) (1274)
One 11% 14% 15% 11% 13%

(44) (54) (61) (43) (202)
Two 2% 3% 4% 2% 2%

(6) (11) (14) (8) (39)
Three or more 1% 1% 2% 1% 1%

(4) (2) (7) (2) (15)
No answer 2% 1% 6% 8% 4%

(6) (5) (25) (32) (68)



Time
During the last twelve months, about how many hours per week on
average have you dedicated to activities of these organizations?
One to two 45% 42% 36% 27% 36%

(27) (30) (37) (23) (117)
Three to five 13% 31% 17% 29% 23%

(8) (22) (18) (25) (73)
Six to eight 18% 11% 7% 0% 8%

(11) (8) (8) (0) (27)
More than eight 12% 11% 15% 5% 11%

(7) (8) (16) (4) (35)

No answer 12% 6% 26% 39% 22%
(7) (4) (28) (33) (72)

Comprob
During the last twelve months, have you collaborated with other peo-
ple who are not your relatives to try to resolve some problem in your
community?
Yes 25% 29% 25% 21% 25%

(100) (116) (100) (85) (401)
No 73% 66% 69% 71% 70%

(292) (263) (274) (284) (1113)
No answer 2% 5% 7% 8% 5%

(8) (19) (26) (31) (84)

(Table continues on p. 136.)



Table 5.2 Continued

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Workprob
Other than work duties, during the past twelve months have you col-
laborated with people you work with to try to resolve a common
problem?
Yes 28% 27% 24% 29% 27%

(111) (109) (97) (117) (434)
No 71% 67% 68% 62% 67%

(284) (268) (271) (248) (1071)
No answer 1% 5% 8% 9% 6%

(5) (21) (32) (35) (93)

Religion
About how many times per month do you attend mass or another
religious service?
None 33% 25% 18% 19% 23%

(130) (100) (71) (74) (375)
One to two 37% 42% 38% 37% 38%

(146) (166) (151) (146) (609)
Three to four 18% 26% 32% 29% 26%

(71) (103) (127) (115) (416)
More than four 13% 7% 13% 13% 11%

(53) (27) (50) (51) (181)
No answer 0% 1% 0% 4% 1%

(0) (2) (1) (14) (17)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Total number of responses in parentheses.
“Belong” was asked as a follow-up to a question that listed several associations and civic organizations, asking the respondent if she belonged to
any of these.
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Table 5.3 Argentina: Responses to Questions About Interpersonal Trust, by
Region

Mar del Buenos
Plata Aires Córdoba Misiones Total

Neighbor
If you go away on a trip, do
you have a neighbor whom
you could trust to care for
your house?
Yes 75% 80% 75% 68% 75%

(360) (383) (359) (328) (1430)
No 25% 20% 24% 30% 25%

(113) (97) (117) (146) (473)
No answer 2% 0% 1% 1% 1%

(7) (0) (4) (6) (17)

Advantage
Do you believe most people
would take advantage of you
if they had the chance?
Yes 55% 53% 50% 57% 54%

(263) (254) (241) (272) (1030)
No 42% 45% 45% 37% 42%

(203) (215) (214) (178) (810)
No answer 3% 2% 5% 6% 4%

(14) (11) (25) (30) (80)

Trust
Which is closest to your way
of thinking?
You can trust a majority of 20% 26% 23% 18% 22%
people (96) (123) (111) (84) (414)
You can only trust a 61% 61% 56% 59% 59%
minority (294) (291) (271) (284) (1140)
I don’t trust anyone 18% 13% 20% 22% 18%

(87) (64) (95) (105) (351)
No answer 1% 0.4% 1% 2% 1%

(3) (2) (3) (7) (15)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.

interpersonal trust; if our evidence speaks to a relationship, it is that
less democratic regions are less interpersonally trusting.
Do people who participate in civic associations trust others more?

We find some evidence that they do. Multivariate analysis (see table
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Table 5.4 Mexico: Responses to Questions About Interpersonal Trust, by State

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Neighbor
If you were to go away on
a trip, do you have a neigh-
bor whom you could trust
to care for your house?
Yes 54% 55% 42% 43% 49%

(216) (220) (166) (173) (775)
No 41% 41% 43% 44% 42%

(165) (162) (170) (177) (674)
No answer 5% 4% 16% 13% 9%

(19) (16) (64) (50) (149)

Advantage
Do you believe most people
would take advantage of
you if they had the chance?
Yes 45% 53% 39% 36% 43%

(180) (210) (157) (142) (689)
No 43% 42% 41% 44% 42%

(171) (167) (164) (176) (678)
No answer 12% 5% 20% 21% 14%

(49) (21) (79) (82) (231)

Trust
Which is closest to your
way of thinking?
You can trust a majority 24% 29% 24% 30% 27%
of people (94) (115) (96) (119) (424)
You can only trust a 48% 54% 35% 38% 43%
minority (193) (213) (139) (150) (695)
I don’t trust anyone 24% 13% 24% 21% 21%

(94) (52) (97) (85) (328)
No answer 5% 5% 17% 12% 9%

(19) (18) (68) (46) (151)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Total number of responses in parentheses.

that others are doing their part to monitor the government. Did
Argentine and Mexican respondents who were active in civic asso-
ciations trust other voters and third parties to monitor the govern-
ment?
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Table 5.5 Argentina: The Impact of Social Capital on Political Trust

(1) (2) (3)
Dependent Variable Services Efficient Trustpol

Model Logit Logit Ordered logit

Income −0.043 0.018 0.099
(0.044) (0.039) (0.034)

Education 0.069 −0.048 0.011
(0.038) (0.038) (0.029)

Housing 0.004 −0.050 −0.100
(0.075) (0.089) (0.069)

Gender −0.350 −0.037 0.102
(0.103) (0.104) (0.094)

Age −0.012 −0.016 0.004
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Peronist −0.204 0.068 0.585
(0.116) (0.126) (0.125)

Radical −0.053 −0.046 0.402
(0.144) (0.143) (0.155)

Log population 0.000 0.033 −0.125
(0.037) (0.047) (0.036)

Buenos Aires −0.404 0.101 0.055
(0.183) (0.187) (0.161)

Córdoba −0.594 −0.080 −0.201
(0.185) (0.221) (0.192)

Misiones −1.029 −0.298 0.389
(0.180) (0.221) (0.183)

Belong −0.230 −0.129 0.191
(0.088) (0.089) (0.092)

Comprob −0.275 −0.411 0.171
(0.112) (0.119) (0.115)

Constant 1.610 1.917
(0.538) (0.700)

Cut 1 −1.368
(0.568)

Cut 2 2.044
(0.579)

Cut 3 3.294
(0.621)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
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Table 5.6 Mexico: The Impact of Social Capital on Political Trust

(1) (2) (3)
Dependent Variable Services Efficient Trustpol

Model Logit Logit Ordered logit

Income 0.073 0.031 0.059
(0.070) (0.053) (0.055)

Education −0.015 0.042 0.001
(0.058) (0.066) (0.052)

Class −0.064 −0.297 0.288
(0.090) (0.128) (0.098)

Gender −0.122 −0.155 0.053
(0.122) (0.118) (0.104)

Age 0.045 −0.055 0.055
(0.046) (0.057) (0.035)

PRI supporter −0.390 −0.406 0.562
(0.180) (0.181) (0.148)

PAN supporter −0.020 −0.258 0.469
(0.189) (0.179) (0.158)

PRD supporter −0.217 0.397 0.414
(0.265) (0.279) (0.250)

Rural −0.154 0.100 −0.006
(0.101) (0.109) (0.097)

Chihuahua −0.282 −0.432 0.226
(0.215) (0.201) (0.152)

Michoacán −0.166 −0.455 0.659
(0.198) (0.201) (0.224)

Puebla −0.467 −0.201 0.577
(0.203) (0.185) (0.188)

Belong 0.061 −0.188 −0.081
(0.114) (0.124) (0.115)

Comprob −0.367 −0.540 0.642
(0.144) (0.129) (0.123)

Constant 0.898 1.581
(0.415) (0.441)

Cut 1 0.211
(0.389)

Cut 2 2.423
(0.406)

Cut 3 4.302
(0.421)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,598.
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Table 5.7 Argentina: Self-Reported Family Income, by Region

Mar del Plata Buenos Aires Córdoba Misiones

Low income 27% 33% 34% 57%
Middle income 59 51 53 39
High income 14 16 12 5

Total 101% 100% 99% 101%

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Notes: Low: up to 300 pesos per month.
Middle: 301 to 1,000 pesos per month.
High: More than 1,001 pesos per month.
Columns do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Given the correlation of regional income and consolidation, we must
consider the possibility that the beliefs we have studied are unrelated
to democratic consolidation and are instead related to wealth.
In fact, wealthier Argentines tended to personally trust politicians

more than poor ones did.9 We can only speculate about why this is
true. As in most democracies, in Argentina the political class is drawn
from among lawyers, professionals, and business elites. Citizens with
higher incomes may simply be more likely to know some officeholders
personally or to feel that these are people like themselves and hence can
be trusted. For whatever reason, far from personal wealth predicting
institutional trust, it had the opposite effect.
Furthermore, in the presence of controls for income, regional differ-

ences remain. Simulations show that regional effects are stronger than
income effects. We compare the simulated expected probabilities that
wealthy versus poor people, and that people from Mar del Plata versus
Misiones, would believe that “governments provides good services”
when they are “under the watch of the courts, the congress, or the
press,” and not because they are staffed by “good, committed people.”
Assume first a man from Mar del Plata with a reported household in-
come of zero (that is, all adult family members were unemployed). His
probability of the institutional answer is 78 percent. If his household
income were to rise to more than 1,000 pesos per month, the probability
of an institutional answer would fall to 70 percent. Then take the same
man and set his income at the median for the sample. If he resides in
Mar del Plata, his probability of offering an institutional answer is 74
percent. If he resides in Misiones, it falls to 49 percent (see figure 5.2).
Both income and region make a difference, but region makes the larger
difference. And economic development, as reflected in higher incomes,
did not cause a democratization of people’s political beliefs.
In another way, however, increasing wealth did favor the consolida-

tion of democracy: it undermined clientelism. We can see this by ex-
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Table 5.8 Argentina: Effect of Municipal Economic
Development on Clientelism

(1)
Dependent Variable Favor

Model Logit

Income −0.046
(0.041)

Education 0.013
(0.034)

Housing 0.081
(0.087)

Gender 0.019
(0.102)

Age −0.014
(0.004)

Peronist −0.823
(0.153)

Radical −0.139
(0.173)

Log population 0.086
(0.043)

Municipal expenditures per capita −0.002
(0.001)

Buenos Aires 0.909
(0.214)

Córdoba 0.996
(0.203)

Misiones 0.732
(0.300)

Constant −0.578
(0.741)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is
statistically significant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
Favor: dummy for response, “people support the most important party
in this neighborhood because it does favors for people.”

Mexico Our findings in Mexico generally match our Argentine find-
ings. We find a clear link between economic development and democ-
racy, but our survey results lend less than overwhelming support to
hypotheses linking development and democratization to the forging of
a democratic political culture. As explained earlier, in Mexico there
were strong regional gradients in the pace and level of democratization.
Hence in Mexico we are able to test the development hypothesis with
electoral and socioeconomic data collected at the municipal level (see
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Table 5.9 Causes of Municipal-Level Democratization in Mexico

(1) (2)
PRI PRI (3) (4)

Dependent Variable Vote Share Vote Share Alternation Alternation

Model Log-Odds OLS Log-Odds OLS Logit Logit

Turnout −1.662 −1.520 3.709 5.029
(average 1990s) (0.218) (0.243) (0.481) (0.597)
Poverty rate 0.984 0.503 −2.949 −2.549
(1990) (0.297) (0.325) (0.642) (0.777)
Literacy rate −0.241 −1.014 −0.234 2.343
(1990) (0.276) (0.334) (0.588) (0.781)
Log population −0.300 −0.283 0.346 0.482
(1990) (0.024) (0.027) (0.053) (0.067)
Population growth −0.171 −0.455 0.106 1.011
(percentage, 1990 (0.116) (0.123) (0.245) (0.305)
to 2000)
Indigenous 0.167 0.040 −0.454 −0.007
population (0.112) (0.129) (0.241) (0.300)
(1990)
PRONASOL 0.111 0.082 −0.313 −0.211
(total per capita, (0.024) (0.025) (0.076) (0.083)
in thousands)
State dummy (excluded) (included) (excluded) (included)
variablesa

Constant 4.216 4.990 −4.046 −9.012
(0.378) (0.571) (0.830) (1.273)

N 1953 1953 1953 1953
R-squared 0.172 0.250
Percentage correctly 65.8 68.6
predicted

Sources: Authors’ analysis based on Banamex (2001); INEGI (2000).
Notes: Bold coefficients significant at p < .05; standard errors in parentheses.
aModel 2 includes a dummy variable for each state, save one. Model 4 includes the same
dummy variables, except that three were dropped because of perfect collinearity with the
dependent variable. Coefficients were not reported simply for presentational reasons.
PRI vote share: The vote share for the PRI in municipal elections, averaged for every election
held in the 1990s.
Alternation: Dummy indicating whether the municipality had ever had party alternation in
the mayor’s office prior to the year 2000.
Turnout: average participation rate in municipal election held between 1990 and 1999.
Poverty rate: percentage of economically active population earning less than the official min-
imum wage, 1990.
Literacy rate: percentage of adult population literate, 1990.
Population: Natural log of the total municipal population, 1990.
Population growth: percentage increase in total municipal population, 1990 to 2000.
Indigenous: percentage of municipal population that speaks an indigenous language, 1990.
PRONASOL: Total PRONASOL spending per capita in the municipality, 1989 to 1994.



Trust and Democratization 155

Table 5.10 Mexico: Opposition to Law-Breaking

Baja California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Class
Lower 66.5% 73.7% 58.0% 51.0% 62.0%
Middle 70.5 73.8 56.0 48.2 63.0
Upper 76.7 30.2 26.2 32.2 39.0

Total 69.7% 66.7% 53.7% 47.3%

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Each cell reports the percentage of valid responses stating that breaking a rule or law
was “never justified,” averaged across the six primary questions presented in table 4.7.

swer this way. Also, the higher a person’s self-declared social class, the
more he or she was willing to evade taxes and claim undeserved public
services.
Differences in political culture across Mexico’s regions persist even

when we control for wealth and education. Indeed, region was the most
powerful predictor of proceduralism. Hence, for example, holding all
other variables at their median values, a respondent from Baja Califor-
nia has an 89 percent probability of saying that taking a bribe is “never
justified.” If we move this median respondent to Puebla, the probability
of the proceduralist response falls to 61 percent, a 28-point drop.
A closer look at the survey results gives us a better sense of how to

interpret the findings for social class. In table 5.10, the number in each
cell is the percentage of respondents, broken down by social class and
state, who said that breaking the law (avoiding military service, evad-
ing taxes) was “never justified,” averaged across the six questions in-
troduced in chapter 4. This table shows that respondents from Baja
California were much more likely to disapprove of rule-breaking than
respondents from Puebla. But the class pattern in Baja California was
strikingly different than in the other three states. In Chihuahua, Mi-
choacán, and Puebla, people who identified themselves as upper class
were far more likely to approve of rule-breaking. But in Baja California,
the pattern was reversed. This supports the proposition that economic
development alters the mindset of the upper class, making it more sup-
portive of democracy (see Lipset 1959). Generalizing from these ques-
tions about the rule of law to a democratic culture more broadly, this
evidence supports the hypothesis that development encourages a pro-
democratic political culture.
Yet note that the lower and middle classes in Baja California and

Chihuahua are more legalistic than their counterparts in Michoacán
and Puebla. In fact, the lower class in Baja California is more legalis-
tic than any social class in Michoacán and Puebla. Thus procedural-
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Table 5.11 Argentina: Models of Beliefs that Neighbors Supported Party
Because of Campaign Handouts

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variable Handout Handout Handout Handout Handout

Model Logit Logit Logit Logit Logit

Income −0.056 −0.050 −0.042 −0.051 −0.049
(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.044) (0.037)

Education 0.039 0.034 0.036 0.035 0.034
(0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041)

Housing −0.009 −0.007 −0.001 0.013 0.011
(0.102) (0.103) (0.004) (0.104) (0.104)

Gender 0.013 0.021 0.029 −0.001 0.004
(0.107) (0.107) (0.107) (0.106) (0.105)

Age −0.001 −0.001 −0.001 −0.001 −0.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Peronist −0.557 −0.563 −0.583 −0.597 −0.594
(0.156) (0.156) (0.156) (0.155) (0.155)

Radical −0.671 −0.705 −0.690 −0.695 −0.705
(0.186) (0.185) (0.186) (0.185) (0.185)

Log population −0.030 0.008 −0.007 −0.065 −0.047
(0.041) (0.043) (0.040) (0.045) (0.053)

Buenos Aires 1.387 1.319 1.233 1.067 1.080
(0.216) (0.220) (0.227) (0.268) (0.271)

Córdoba 1.100 1.127 1.115 0.972 0.997
(0.257) (0.255) (0.256) (0.270) (0.271)

Misiones 1.746 1.428 1.305 1.163 1.117
(0.258) (0.318) (0.315) (0.380) (0.381)

Casa B 0.014 0.005
(0.008) (0.009)

NBI 0.045
(0.017)

Municipal expenditures −0.002 −0.002
per capita (0.001) (0.001)
Constant −0.975 −1.582 −1.858 0.296 −0.080

(0.595) (0.645) (0.645) (0.798) (1.041)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,920. For variable definitions see tables 4A.1 and 5A.10.

nomic development undermines clientelism. Model 5 is a specification
that simultaneously controls for municipal development and poverty
(inequality). Comparing models 2 and 5, we see that controlling for
municipal wealth reduces the magnitude of the inequality effect by
two-thirds.21 This result is consistent with our interpretation that devel-
opment in Argentina undermines clientelism by reducing inequality.
Recall that without controls for municipal poverty, region strongly
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ity—we have not been able to completely efface the independent effects
of region. Especially when we compare our extremes with Mar del
Plata and Baja California at one end, and Misiones and Puebla at the
other, differences of many sorts remain irreducible to structural factors
or to the underlying characteristics of regional citizenries. These differ-
ences show up in how skeptical people are about politicians, how sensi-
tive they are to the constraining effects of institutions, including elec-
tions, whether they trust their fellow citizens to hold political leaders
accountable and not be swayed by minor blandishments, and in their
commitment to legal rules and norms. We now turn to some more gen-
eral reflections, emerging from the Mexican and Argentine experiences,
about trust and the nature of democratic culture.

Appendix
Table 5A.1 Argentina: Model of Church Attendance

Dependent (1)
Variable Religion

Model Ordered logit

Income −0.014
(0.034)

Education −0.038
(0.029)

Housing 0.037
(0.072)

Gender 0.646
(0.092)

Age 0.020
(0.003)

Peronist 0.005
(0.120)

Radical 0.056
(0.135)

Log population 0.026
(0.037)

Buenos Aires −0.144
(0.152)

Córdoba 0.393
(0.160)

Misiones 1.271
(0.174)

Cut 1 1.558
(0.538)

(Table continues on p. 166.)
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Table 5A.1 Continued

Dependent (1)
Variable Religion

Cut 2 3.161
(0.545)

Cut 3 4.059
(0.556)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is
statistically significant at p < .05. N = 1,920.

Table 5A.2 Mexico: Models of Civic Participation

(1) (2) (3)
Dependent Variable Meet Comprob Belong

Model Logit Logit Ordered logit

Income 0.097 −0.027 0.116
(0.064) (0.062) (0.074)

Education 0.066 0.085 0.241
(0.069) (0.072) (0.074)

Class 0.501 0.434 0.222
(0.116) (0.127) (0.122)

Gender 0.164 −0.072 −0.295
(0.133) (0.120) (0.135)

Age 0.100 0.077 0.043
(0.049) (0.053) (0.058)

PRI supporter 0.896 0.384 0.210
(0.239) (0.187) (0.230)

PAN supporter 0.809 0.277 0.222
(0.238) (0.193) (0.225)

PRD supporter 0.798 −0.146 0.032
(0.325) (0.289) (0.385)

Rural 0.025 −0.024 0.102
(0.148) (0.147) (0.123)

Chihuahua 0.946 0.276 0.369
(0.246) (0.231) (0.265)

Michoacán 0.943 0.201 0.777
(0.286) (0.245) (0.250)

Puebla 0.542 −0.091 0.236
(0.266) (0.229) (0.285)

Constant −4.180 −2.394
(0.563) (0.502)

Cut 1 3.339
(0.535)

Cut 2 5.481
(0.557)

Cut 3 6.809
(0.596)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: See table 5.2 for a description of the dependent variables. Standard errors in paren-
theses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant at p < .05. N = 1,598.
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Table 5A.3 Argentina: Models of Interpersonal Trust

(1) (2) (3)
Dependent Variable Neighbor Advantage Trust

Model Logit Logit Ordered logit

Income 0.115 0.085 0.071
(0.041) (0.036) (0.034)

Education −0.044 0.054 0.088
(0.039) (0.029) (0.030)

Housing 0.172 0.100 −0.193
(0.081) (0.082) (0.080)

Gender −0.262 0.106 −0.217
(0.118) (0.101) (0.092)

Age −0.001 0.012 0.007
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Peronist 0.038 0.041 0.337
(0.138) (0.121) (0.119)

Radical 0.094 0.212 0.194
(0.162) (0.161) (0.144)

Log population −0.084 −0.038 −0.000
(0.035) (0.035) (0.042)

Buenos Aires 0.211 0.139 0.296
(0.209) (0.142) (0.159)

Córdoba −0.188 0.084 −0.090
(0.206) (0.177) (0.218)

Misiones −0.442 −0.007 −0.365
(0.225) (0.202) (0.232)

Belong 0.188 0.105 0.301
(0.113) (0.086) (0.073)

Comprob 0.545 0.048 0.434
(0.116) (0.104) (0.126)

Constant 1.381 −1.380
(0.556) (0.538)

Cut 1 −0.825
(0.613)

Cut 2 2.086
(0.595)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
Neighbor: Dummy for response, “I would leave my home in the care of a neighbor.”
Advantage: Dummy for response, “The majority of people would not take advantage of
you if they could.”
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Table 5A.4 Mexico: Models of Interpersonal Trust

(1) (2) (3)
Dependent Variable Neighbor Advantage Trust

Model Logit Logit Ordered logit

Income −0.037 −0.200 −0.133
(0.052) (0.064) (0.045)

Education 0.210 0.080 0.086
(0.059) (0.056) (0.050)

Class 0.205 −0.074 0.165
(0.101) (0.113) (0.094)

Gender −0.253 −0.018 −0.128
(0.113) (0.128) (0.102)

Age 0.026 0.000 0.042
(0.042) (0.044) (0.042)

PRI supporter 0.343 0.081 0.133
(0.179) (0.173) (0.186)

PAN supporter 0.394 −0.006 0.419
(0.183) (0.167) (0.147)

PRD supporter −0.136 0.393 0.329
(0.224) (0.272) (0.213)

Rural 0.100 0.177 −0.050
(0.098) (0.094) (0.099)

Chihuahua 0.052 −0.243 0.403
(0.186) (0.185) (0.155)

Michoacán −0.210 −0.138 0.014
(0.200) (0.207) (0.227)

Puebla −0.260 0.179 0.238
(0.180) (0.214) (0.185)

Belong 0.154 −0.144 0.187
(0.127) (0.119) (0.106)

Comprob 0.288 0.014 0.348
(0.132) (0.130) (0.156)

Constant −1.090 −0.065
(0.350) (0.384)

Cut 1 −0.612
(0.403)

Cut 2 1.575
(0.400)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05. N = 1,598.
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Table 5A.5 Argentina: (Non-) Impact of Social Capital on Compliance

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Variable Handout Favor Taxes Claim Military Stolen Corrupt Admission

Model Logit Logit Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered
logit logit logit logit logit logit

Income −0.057 −0.052 0.090 0.110 −0.031 0.084 0.041 0.049
(0.038) (0.040) (0.036) (0.040) (0.030) (0.054) (0.091) (0.047)

Education 0.036 0.019 0.023 0.046 0.039 0.007 0.112 0.019
(0.041) (0.035) (0.031) (0.036) (0.032) (0.046) (0.080) (0.041)

Housing −0.008 0.058 −0.036 0.019 0.198 0.004 0.382 0.033
(0.102) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.076) (0.099) (0.181) (0.104)

Gender 0.016 0.030 −0.047 0.000 0.148 0.523 0.110 0.079
(0.107) (0.101) (0.093) (0.109) (0.090) (0.134) (0.247) (0.109)

Age −0.001 −0.014 0.015 0.018 −0.012 0.042 0.034 0.028
(0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.009) (0.005)

Peronist −0.562 −0.778 −0.164 −0.376 −0.130 −0.315 −0.513 −0.217
supporter (0.156) (0.148) (0.121) (0.132) (0.120) (0.175) (0.330) (0.131)
Radical −0.672 −0.121 0.132 −0.285 −0.143 −0.081 −0.128 0.338
supporter (0.187) (0.177) (0.168) (0.159) (0.162) (0.223) (0.440) (0.227)
Log Pop −0.028 0.120 −0.075 −0.115 0.022 −0.063 0.000 −0.023

(0.041) (0.042) (0.036) (0.041) (0.046) (0.050) (0.072) (0.049)
Buenos 1.385 1.241 0.059 −0.037 −0.239 0.044 0.428 0.928
Aires (0.216) (0.195) (0.173) (0.187) (0.150) (0.246) (0.469) (0.216)
Córdoba 1.101 1.124 0.204 −0.295 −0.002 0.153 −0.385 0.163

(0.258) (0.196) (0.204) (0.191) (0.174) (0.284) (0.427) (0.222)
Misiones 1.741 1.347 0.365 −0.278 0.171 −0.211 −0.003 0.445

(0.257) (0.237) (0.230) (0.204) (0.240) (0.268) (0.474) (0.252)
Meet 0.097 −0.084 −0.173 0.140 −0.016 0.489 0.006 −0.221

(0.131) (0.138) (0.108) (0.127) (0.116) (0.181) (0.282) (0.146)
Constant −1.005 −1.880

(0.593) (0.625)
Cut 1 −2.171 −2.811 0.400 −2.200 −1.783 −2.176

(0.531) (0.641) (0.677) (0.752) (1.151) (0.746)
Cut 2 0.421 −1.033 2.014 −0.289 −0.411 0.215

(0.529) (0.644) (0.682) (0.753) (1.172) (0.694)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant at
p < .05. N = 1,920.
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Table 5A.6 Mexico: (Non-) Impact of Social Capital on Compliance

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Variable Handout Favor Taxes Claim Military Stolen Corrupt Fare

Model Logit Logit Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered
logit logit logit logit logit logit

Income −0.069 0.087 0.062 0.080 0.090 0.214 0.213 0.192
(0.064) (0.057) (0.058) (0.064) (0.069) (0.061) (0.068) (0.073)

Education −0.018 0.146 0.029 −0.017 −0.011 −0.065 −0.060 −0.097
(0.062) (0.060) (0.054) (0.051) (0.057) (0.062) (0.064) (0.060)

Class 0.179 −0.184 −0.273 −0.204 −0.349 −0.559 −0.821 −0.513
(0.106) (0.116) (0.098) (0.103) (0.115) (0.118) (0.118) (0.125)

Gender 0.125 −0.089 −0.026 0.126 −0.045 −0.050 0.066 0.069
(0.108) (0.114) (0.109) (0.106) (0.115) (0.100) (0.115) (0.103)

Age −0.028 0.079 0.076 0.011 0.025 −0.033 0.024 0.090
(0.045) (0.047) (0.041) (0.039) (0.046) (0.052) (0.052) (0.050)

PRI −0.153 −0.745 −0.290 −0.284 −0.208 −0.033 −0.388 −0.072
supporter (0.205) (0.199) (0.162) (0.145) (0.167) (0.171) (0.213) (0.179)
PAN −0.343 −0.738 −0.186 −0.238 −0.164 −0.177 −0.290 −0.131
supporter (0.180) (0.212) (0.156) (0.135) (0.154) (0.177) (0.222) (0.186)
PRD 0.297 −0.591 −0.087 −0.155 −0.136 0.152 −0.220 0.010
supporter (0.229) (0.316) (0.222) (0.214) (0.248) (0.233) (0.281) (0.235)
Rural −0.261 −0.157 0.019 0.104 −0.001 −0.025 0.053 −0.018

(0.101) (0.123) (0.107) (0.092) (0.099) (0.143) (0.170) (0.145)
Chihuahua 0.421 0.326 −0.394 0.216 −0.137 −0.016 −0.896 −0.066

(0.226) (0.199) (0.220) (0.221) (0.195) (0.259) (0.279) (0.254)
Michoacán 0.600 0.180 −1.021 −0.398 −0.718 −0.601 −1.457 −0.370

(0.221) (0.221) (0.205) (0.208) (0.183) (0.279) (0.284) (0.261)
Puebla 0.245 0.604 −1.101 −0.537 −0.883 −0.832 −1.718 −0.886

(0.192) (0.208) (0.198) (0.210) (0.191) (0.263) (0.272) (0.232)
Meet 0.237 −0.180 −0.238 −0.461 −0.215 −0.266 −0.369 −0.357

(0.154) (0.151) (0.142) (0.146) (0.162) (0.159) (0.158) (0.169)
Constant −0.499 −0.438

(0.423) (0.384)
Cut 1 −2.860 −2.261 −2.910 −4.142 −5.117 −3.457

(0.448) (0.416) (0.378) (0.536) (0.576) (0.518)
Cut 2 −0.829 −0.329 −1.058 −1.904 −3.304 −1.345

(0.430) (0.421) (0.370) (0.567) (0.579) (0.515)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically significant at
p < .05. N = 1,598.
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Table 5A.7 Mexico: Effect of Municipal Economic Development on
Institutional Trust

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Dependent Variable Attention Attention Favor Favor

Model Logit Logit Logit Logit

Income 0.125 0.114 0.086 0.078
(0.071) (0.071) (0.058) (0.057)

Education −0.062 −0.066 0.137 0.136
(0.059) (0.059) (0.060) (0.061)

Class −0.563 −0.554 −0.206 −0.192
(0.122) (0.125) (0.114) (0.112)

Gender −0.185 −0.189 −0.098 −0.100
(0.127) (0.127) (0.115) (0.115)

Age −0.050 −0.046 0.075 0.073
(0.052) (0.052) (0.047) (0.047)

PRI supporter −0.939 −0.946 −0.773 −0.766
(0.223) (0.222) (0.200) (0.200)

PAN supporter −0.660 −0.677 −0.764 −0.759
(0.205) (0.206) (0.216) (0.215)

PRD supporter −0.172 −0.176 −0.611 −0.617
(0.298) (0.297) (0.319) (0.318)

Rural 0.043 0.128 −0.112 −0.089
(0.132) (0.137) (0.134) (0.132)

Chihuahua −0.120 −0.057 0.298 0.337
(0.242) (0.234) (0.200) (0.199)

Michoacán −1.125 −0.916 0.240 0.301
(0.406) (0.284) (0.300) (0.250)

Puebla −0.128 0.144 0.684 0.775
(0.386) (0.309) (0.285) (0.260)

Municipal own revenue −0.000 0.001
(0.002) (0.001)

Municipal poverty rate −1.780 −1.463
(1.273) (1.143)

Constant 2.936 2.858 −0.565 −0.407
(0.666) (0.463) (0.501) (0.386)

N 1588 1598 1588 1598

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05.
Favor: dummy for response, “people support the most important party in this neighbor-
hood because it is concerned for everyone” (rather than because it does favors for
people).
Attention: dummy for response, “when politicians pay attention to people like me, it is
because they want to be reelected.”
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Table 5A.8 Mexico: Effect of Municipal Economic Development on
Proceduralism

Dependent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Variable Taxes Taxes Claim Claim Fare Fare

Model Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered Ordered
logit logit logit logit logit logit

Income 0.062 0.076 0.082 0.085 0.188 0.206
(0.058) (0.057) (0.067) (0.065) (0.074) (0.072)

Education 0.032 0.028 −0.009 −0.012 −0.097 −0.094
(0.054) (0.054) (0.050) (0.051) (0.059) (0.058)

Class −0.300 −0.271 −0.256 −0.221 −0.547 −0.526
(0.100) (0.099) (0.104) (0.103) (0.127) (0.120)

Gender 0.027 −0.039 0.118 0.125 0.064 0.052
(0.108) (0.109) (0.105) (0.106) (0.103) (0.104)

Age 0.074 0.077 0.009 0.008 0.085 0.087
(0.041) (0.042) (0.039) (0.039) (0.051) (0.051)

PRI supporter −0.334 −0.352 −0.351 −0.376 −0.127 −0.156
(0.161) (0.162) (0.147) (0.149) (0.180) (0.179)

PAN supporter −0.217 −0.217 −0.285 −0.301 −0.173 −0.182
(0.158) (0.159) (0.137) (0.135) (0.191) (0.188)

PRD supporter −0.119 −0.129 −0.200 −0.218 −0.033 0.031
(0.220) (0.219) (0.218) (0.219) (0.232) (0.230)

Rural −0.043 −0.107 0.000 −0.021 −0.050 −0.182
(0.130) (0.118) (0.108) (0.104) (0.162) (0.150)

Chihuahua −0.473 −0.510 0.064 0.053 −0.147 −0.217
(0.226) (0.227) (0.221) (0.226) (0.260) (0.255)

Michoacán −1.196 −1.560 −0.721 −0.990 −0.495 −1.093
(0.255) (0.306) (0.237) (0.356) (0.338) (0.347)

Puebla −1.294 −1.640 −0.882 −1.101 −1.007 −1.607
(0.261) (0.307) (0.275) (0.336) (0.306) (0.318)

Municipal poverty 1.319 2.428 0.712
rate (1.216) (1.298) (1.652)
Municipal own −0.004 −0.004 −0.005
revenue (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Cut 1 −2.943 −3.737 −2.376 −3.179 −3.544 −4.653

(0.455) (0.585) (0.421) (0.572) (0.522) (0.632)
Cut 2 −0.915 −1.693 −0.451 −1.251 −1.437 −2.524

(0.437) (0.567) (0.427) (0.574) (0.522) (0.626)
N 1598 1588 1598 1588 1598 1588

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is statistically signifi-
cant at p < .05.
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Table 5A.9 Mexico: Self-Reported Social Class and Family Income, by State

Baja
California Chihuahua Michoacán Puebla Total

Social class
Lower 28% 36% 41% 37% 35%

(111) (142) (163) (147) (563)
Middle 64% 45% 42% 50% 50%

(254) (180) (166) (200) (800)
Upper 6% 12% 9% 7% 9%

(25) (49) (37) (29) (140)
No answer 3% 7% 9% 6% 6%

(10) (27) (34) (24) (95)

Family monthly
income
Low 33% 36% 36% 33% 34%

(131) (145) (144) (130) (550)
Middle 41% 38% 23% 40% 36%

(164) (153) (93) (158) (568)
High 18% 5% 5% 5% 8%

(69) (21) (20) (21) (131)
No answer 9% 20% 36% 23% 22%

(36) (79) (143) (91) (349)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Total number of responses in parentheses.
Low income: 0 to 2,400 pesos per month.
Middle income: 2,401 to 8,000 pesos per month.
High income: 8,001 or more pesos per month.

Table 5A.10 Argentina: Average Municipal Poverty Rates, by Region
(in Percentage)

Province Casa B NBI

Mar del Plata 6.4 10.9
Buenos Aires 13.4 14.8
Córdoba 8.8 11.4
Misiones 36.5 22.7

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Casa B: Percentage of households in the respondent’s municipality with one of the
following indicators of inadequate housing: No running water; no toilet facilities with
sewage connection; dirt floors.
NBI: Percentage of households in the respondent’s municipality with one of the following
indicators of poverty: three or more inhabitants per room; precarious house not owned
by residents; no indoor toilet facilities or toilets not connected to sewage system; one
school-age child who does not attend school; households with four or more persons per
employed member and in which the head of household has two years or less of school-
ing. See INDEC, Situación y Evolución Social (Sintesis N°4).
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Table 5A.11 Argentina: (Non-) Impact of Poverty on
Institutional Trust

(1)
Dependent Variable Service

Model Logit

Income −0.052
(0.043)

Education 0.037
(0.036)

Housing −0.006
(0.077)

Gender −0.313
(0.103)

Age −0.013
(0.004)

Peronist −0.234
(0.117)

Radical −0.082
(0.142)

Log population 0.041
(0.038)

Buenos Aires −0.470
(0.189)

Córdoba −0.595
(0.186)

Misiones −1.387
(0.303)

Casa B 0.013
(0.007)

Constant 1.054
(0.570)

Source: Authors’ compilations.
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. Boldface indicates coefficient is sta-
tistically significant at p < .05. N = 1,920.
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Table 6.1 Argentina: Interpersonal Trust and the Democratic Culture of
Skepticism

Level of
Interpersonal

Trust

Low High

Institutional trust
Percentage who say government provides good services 58 53
when it is monitored (Services)
Percentage who say governments are efficient because they 77 70
want to be reelected (Efficient)
Percentage who say “no” politicians can be trusted if they 51 29
are not monitored (Trustpol)

Clientelism
Percentage who know local party representative (Know Party) 24 36
Percentage who would go to a party rep. for employment 35 37
help (Job)
Percentage who received handouts during the campaign (Gift) 9 8

Proceduralism
Percentage saying it is “never justified” to avoid paying 44 47
taxes one owes (Taxes)
Percentage saying it is “never justified” to claim unde- 68 71
served services (Claim)
Percentage saying it is “never justified” to not pay admis- 80 81
sion to a public event (Admission)

Source: Authors’ compilations.

Yet our research has reminded us that politics is always personalized
to some degree. Although people in our more democratic regions had
a finer appreciation of institutional trust and were more skeptical about
the trustworthiness of politicians, still, like people everywhere, they
made inferences about what their elected leaders were like as people
and about how, for good or ill, leaders’ personal traits influenced their
capacity to govern and to govern well. In theory, there are some condi-
tions under which it is not unreasonable for constituents to trust their
representatives in a strong, personal sense (Fearon 1999). But beyond
whether it is rational or reasonable to do so, it is probably inevitable
that voters think about politicians as people who have inherent person-
ality traits, traits that matter for public affairs. Voters may be especially
prone to consider the personalities of politicians when they are electing
politicians to executive offices.
Given our predilections, we were surprised to find a personalizing
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Table 6.2 Mexico: Interpersonal Trust and the Democratic Culture of
Skepticism

Level of
Interpersonal

Trust

Low High

Institutional trust
Percentage who say government provides good services 63 51
when it is monitored (Services)
Percentage who say governments are efficient because they 74 52
want to be reelected (Efficient)
Percentage who say “no” politicians can be trusted if they 33 11
are not monitored (Trustpol)

Clientelism
Percentage who know local party representative (Know Party) 21 26
Percentage who would go to a party rep. for employment 27 33
help (Job)
Percentage who received handouts during the campaign (Gift) 17 15

Proceduralism
Percentage saying it is “never justified” to avoid paying 46 49
taxes one owes (Taxes)
Percentage saying it is “never justified” to claim unde- 47 49
served services (Claim)
Percentage saying it is “never justified” to avoid paying a 64 61
public transportation fare (Fare)

Source: Authors’ compilations.

of politics in our more democratic regions, even if that personalizing
was less pronounced than in our less democratic ones. We were sur-
prised by the evident importance of the force of personality of Ernesto
Ruffo, Baja California’s first PAN governor, and of Patricio Martı́nez,
the PRI leader who won Chihuahua back for the PRI after a period of
opposition control. We also learned a valuable lesson about personality,
trust, and democracy from leaders such as Elio Aprile, the Argentine
mayor. More people in his region (than in the others we studied) be-
lieved that, when politicians are trustworthy, it is simply because they
want to win more votes or because they fear reprisals. But Mayor
Aprile still knew that, at key moments, his constituents would be
swayed not by appeals to institutions or interests but by his personal
reputation. When he first ran for office, and had no political record to
appeal to, he courted voters by projecting an image of honesty. When
he sought a popular mandate for a major development project, he
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