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Executive Summary

The July 6, 1997, midterm elections, which were managed by the Federal Electoral Institute (IFE),
were held without major incidents. The IFE is to be commended for its commitment to navigating
México through the country’s ongoing democratization. The 1996 electoral reforms sponsored by
President Ernesto Zedillo leveled the playing field enough to allow opposition parties to be competitive
and fill political vacuums.

The average Mexican voter seemed more enthusiastic than in past elections about exercising his
or her right to vote and, more important, there was a sense among voters that their votes counted and
would make a difference in determining the outcome. This is the most meaningful attribute of these
past elections.

In spite of the tremendous progress achieved through these elections, there are still occasions
when one catches glimpses of the old Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI), and where the separation
between government and party is still undiscernible.

The results of the congressional elections dealt the PRI a severe blow. Although it retained its
majority in the Senate, the PRI lost its 68-year majority in the Chamber of Deputies. The outcome in
the congressional elections is part of a decades-long trend in which the PRI has been experiencing a
gradual decline in popularity. México’s steady democratization has therefore been principally electorate
driven. The second most significant, yet far from surprising, outcome was in Mexico City’s mayoral
race, where the Democratic Revolutionary Party’s (PRD) Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas won with 47.7 percent
of the vote in the first direct election to fill that position in modern history. Other significant outcomes
include the gubernatorial elections, where the National Action Party (PAN) won two of the six
governorships up for election, with the PRI retaining control over the remaining four states.

The pluralistic outcome should lead to an increase in the accountability and responsiveness of
Mexican elected officials to the needs of their respective constituencies.
The next pivotal step will be to undertake sweeping judicial reforms, creating a truly independent third
branch of government that completes the necessary checks-and-balances to ensure accountability.

In sum, these elections brought in a new era in Mexican politics as well as a new era in
México’s governability, which will consist of negotiations, coalitions, alliances, and agreements not
only within the legislative branch itself, but also between the legislative and executive branches. They
will also mark the threshold of a new era in U.S.-Mexican relations. The Mexican Congress no longer is
hewing to a single party line, which is likely to result in a chorus of discordant voices—some of which
undoubtedly will be critical of the United States. There will be times when México’s transition to
democracy will experience growing pains that are likely to unsettle the United States. Managing the
bilateral relationship in a context of congressional activism on both sides of the border will require a
greater emphasis on mutual respect and skillful diplomacy.

Introduction

On July 6, 1997, Mexican voters took to the polling stations to cast their ballots to elect 500 members
of the federal Chamber of Deputies and 32 members of the 128-seat Senate. In the states of Campeche,
Colima, Nuevo León, Querétaro, San Luis Potosí, and Sonora, voters elected their governors, state
Congresses, and municipal councils. In the state of Guanajuato, voters elected members of the state
Congress and municipal councils. Residents of Mexico City chose their legislative assembly and, for the
first time in modern history, the office of head of government (mayor)—a politically powerful office
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which has been filled by presidential appointment since 1929.
Soon after the Federal Electoral Institute’s (IFE) preliminary electoral results were made

public, it was clear that the 1997 Mexican midterm elections had marked the end of an era in Mexican
politics. The passing away of 97-year-old priista labor patriarch, Fidel Velázquez, 15 days before the
elections foreshadowed the major change that would ensue in Mexican political life.1 All the efforts
made to increase the credibility of the electoral process were beginning to pay off. The elections were
conducted in a largely fair fashion and were generally free of allegations of electoral fraud, and the
outcome testified to those facts.

The electoral reforms carried out over the last 10 years, particularly those of November 14,
1996, leveled the playing field enough to allow opposition parties to become more competitive. With
the IFE now a truly independent body, the electoral process was regarded as fraud-proof. Reforms in
the areas of campaign finance and access to the media narrowed the advantages long enjoyed by the
PRI, enabling the opposition to challenge the ruling party.

Voter turnout was 57.6 percent.2 Although not as high as the record-breaking 78 percent voter
turnout recorded in the 1994 presidential election, the rate was closer to the 65.4 percent voter turnout
in the 1991 midterm elections.3

                                               
1As head of the Confederation of Mexican Workers (CTM), Don Fidel had been a dominant figure in national

politics for over half a century and had come to symbolize the PRI’s hegemonic hold on the political landscape through
its corporatist structure of power.

2All the statistics in this report are official figures from either IFE or the corresponding State Electoral Institute.
These official results may be subject to minor modifications, upon final adjudication of disputed cases by the respective
Electoral Tribunals no later than August 23, 1997.

3M. Delal Baer, The 1991 Mexican Mid-Term Elections: Post-Election Report, CSIS Western Hemisphere
Election Study Series, Vol. IX, Study 1, (Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and International Studies, 1991).

The 1997 elections were newsworthy on several fronts. The PRI was dealt a severe blow with
the loss of its 68-year stronghold on the majority in the lower house of Congress (Chamber of
Deputies). Many in the opposition had considered the Chamber the last frontier, and dared only very
recently to dream of loosening the PRI’s grip on the legislative branch. Also considered inconceivable
was that the left-of-center Democratic Revolutionary Party (PRD) would come in second place in the
number of seats won in the Chamber of Deputies (125 seats out of 500), while placing third in the
percentage of the popular vote (25.7 percent). The PRD surpassed the right-of-center National Action
Party (PAN), which came in third in the number of seats in the Chamber of Deputies (122) and second
in the popular vote (26.6). The PAN traditionally has been thought of as the main alternative to the PRI.
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The second significant outcome was in Mexico City’s mayoral race.4 In the city’s first election
in modern history to fill that office, the PRD’s Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas swiftly turned it into a one-man
race, leading in the polls from the outset and never looking back. Cárdenas crossed the finish line with
47.7 percent of the vote, while his closest challenger, the PRI’s Alfredo del Mazo, garnered 25.5
percent of the vote and the PAN’s Carlos Castillo Peraza won only 15.9 percent. In addition to walking
away with the mayoral race, the PRD also captured 38 of the 66 seats in the city’s legislature, thus
giving it an overwhelming majority.

The third important outcome of the 1997 midterm elections emanated from the gubernatorial
elections. The PAN won two of the six governorships up for election, in the northern state of Nuevo
León and the central state of Querétaro. The PRI retained control over the remaining four states—
Campeche, Colima, San Luis Potosí, and Sonora. The PAN had been expected to win the governorship
in Nuevo León, but its victory in the state of Querétaro, traditionally a PRI stronghold, was a complete
surprise. The PAN now governs a total of six states—Baja California Norte, Chihuahua, Guanajuato,
Jalisco, Nuevo León, and Querétaro. By expanding the number of states it governs, the PAN is
illustrating its continuing maturity as a political party and its success at cultivating grassroots support
throughout the country—a necessary element if it is to seriously vie for the presidency in 2000.

These elections helped answer one of the long-standing questions regarding México’s
democratization process, i.e., whether México’s democratization could be peacefully accomplished or
if it would take a popular upheaval. But the elections also raise a number of critical questions
concerning México’s governability, its future relations with the United States, and its political-
economic prospects as México approaches the year 2000 presidential election.

Background

                                               
4That position had traditionally been known as Regente. Following the latest round of electoral reforms, it

became Jefe de Gobierno (Head of Government).

Cynics wonder why the PRI has suddenly conceded a political opening. Yet, in examining
congressional electoral outcomes over the last 36 years, it is apparent that the PRI has been
experiencing a gradual decline in popularity and that México’s steady democratization has been
electorate driven.

The PRI received 90.2 percent of the vote for the Chamber of Deputies in the 1961 Mexican
midterm elections. Nearly two decades later, in the 1979 midterm elections, the PRI’s share dropped to
69.7 percent. In the 1997 midterm elections, the PRI garnered only 39.1 percent of the vote. The PRI
has had a monopoly on the Mexican presidency since 1929 and has forced the opposition parties to play
by its electoral rules. A drop of 51.1 percentage points in electoral support over the span of 36 years,
therefore, is quite remarkable.
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The steady decline in electoral support for the PRI has also exhibited a rural-urban split.5 
While electoral support for the PRI has been predominantly rural based, the support for the opposition
has been predominantly urban based.  This continuing trend toward ubanization represents an
intensifying electoral threat to the PRI.

Mexican Midterm Elections (1961-1997)
National Percentages of Vote by Party for the Chamber of Deputies (Single-Member Districts)

PAN PRI PRD PVEM PT PC PDM PPS PARM PSUM PST PRT PMT Voter
Turnout

1961 7.6 90.2 1.0 .5 68.3

1967 12.4 83.3 2.8 1.3 62.3

1973 14.7 69.7 3.6 1.9 60.3

1979 10.8 69.7 2.1 2.6 1.8 4.9 2.7 49.3

1985 15.5 65.0 2.7 2.0 1.7 3.2 2.5 1.3 1.5 50.5

1991 17.7 61.4 8.3 1.1 1.8 2.1 0.6 65.4

1997 26.6 39.1 25.7 3.8 2.6 1.1 0.7 0.3 57.6

Sources: Federal Electoral Institute; and M. Delal Baer & John Bailey, México’s 1985 Mid-Term Elections: A Preliminary Assessment, LASA
Forum, Fall 1985.
Note: The PARM, PSUM, PST, PRT, and PMT  did not participate in the 1997 midterm elections.

                                               
5Juan Molinar Horcasitas, “The 1985 Federal Elections in México: The Product of a System,” Electoral

Patterns and Perspectives in México, Center for U.S.-Mexican Studies, University of California—San Diego.
Monograph Series 22, 1987, p 24.

The PAN was unable to capitalize on the PRI’s decline in the legislative branch. Although the
PAN has been México’s main opposition party since 1939, it has never been able to reach its full
potential. Between the 1961 and 1997 midterm elections, the PAN increased its electoral support by 19
percentage points, from 7.6 percent in 1961 to 26.6 percent in 1997; the PRI’s support, however,
declined by 51.1 percentage points over the same period. Some of the small opposition parties captured
part of the 32.1 percentage points of the PRI’s decline that was not captured by the PAN—it is
speculated that those parties were purposely created by the PRI to serve as political allies and drain
votes away from stronger opposition parties. Nevertheless, it raises questions about the PAN’s ability to
broaden its political base, despite the party’s success in gubernatorial elections.
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The PRD, founded by Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas in 1989, went from 8.3 percent of the votes in
1991 to 25.7 in 1997.6 The PRD’s relatively sudden emergence in México’s political landscape is
surprising when compared to the PAN—it took the PAN 36 years to increases its base by only 19
percentage points, while the PRD increased its base by 17.4 points in just eight years.

The 1996 Electoral Reforms

México’s transition toward full democracy has not occurred overnight. México has undergone
numerous electoral reforms in the last two decades. The first significant surgery on the electoral system
dates back to 1977, but by far the most important electoral reforms have been conducted since 1988
(see appendix for 1989-1990 and 1993-1994 electoral reforms).7

The 1996 reforms sponsored by President Zedillo were at first considered to have dealt a
setback to the opposition parties because the PRI-led Congress had initially agreed to a greater degree
of reform than was finally passed. Nevertheless, the 1996 reforms were the boldest thus far in leveling
the electoral playing field.

Under the reforms the IFE, the body responsible for administering the electoral process, was
made completely independent of the government. First, the secretary of the interior would no longer
serve as president of IFE’s General Council. The election of José Woldenberg—who has a well known
and impeccable reputation as an independent—as IFE president marked the end of yet another
government control.

Second, the citizen counselors who make up the General Council increased in number from six
to nine. Each counselor maintains status as a voting member of the General Council. To further
enhance the impartiality of the Council, the political party representatives, who had previously been
voting members, now sit only as observers.

                                               
6The PRD evolved from political backing that Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas had received from the leftist Authentic

Party of the Revolution (PARM), Party of the Cardenist Front of National Reconstruction (PFCRN), Popular Socialist
Party (PPS), and Mexican Socialist Party (PMS) in the 1988 Mexican presidential elections.

7The 1977 reforms, which were spearheaded by PRI reformer and then-Secretary of the Interior Jesús Reyes
Heroles, Sr., expanded the electoral system to the participation of additional political parties via greater use of
proportional representation.

Third, the IFE was required to spend approximately U.S.$12 million to include the photograph
of each voter in the registration list that is used at the polling place the day of the election. Although
some questioned the costs and benefits of this additional safeguard, it underscored the IFE’s
commitment to achieve credibility as the electoral body and, more important, regain the confidence of
the Mexican voter.
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Fourth, and perhaps most important, the reforms addressed campaign finance and access to the
media. For the first time, public funding was made available for election campaigns, with a total of
approximately U.S.$264 million appropriated for the 1997 campaign. This figure is five times the
amount the parties claim to have spent in 1994.8 The funds were distributed according to the “30/70
rule”: 30 percent distributed equally among the eight parties and 70 percent distributed according to the
share of the vote each party had won in the previous election.

The IFE provided 100 free hours of television time and 125 free hours of radio time to the
parties, also distributed according to the 30/70 rule. In addition, the IFE spent U.S.$15 million in 1997
to provide political parties 10,000 free radio spots and 400 free television spots—again distributed
under the 30/70 rule.9

The commitment to improving the transparency and credibility of the electoral process paid off.
In the days following the elections, the news headlines reported the outcome—rather than the
process—of the elections. There is a consensus among the political parties that these were the fairest
elections thus far. And, with the PRI’s loss of the majority in the Chamber of Deputies, additional
reforms may be considered as the 2000 presidential election approaches.

Congressional Elections

                                               
8John Murphy and Armand Peschard-Sverdrup, México Pre-Election Assessment Mission Report,

(Washington, D.C.: International Republican Institute, 1997), 12 .
9This new pluralism in the media took on even greater significance considering the boom that México has

experienced in the number of radio and television stations which disseminated the messages of all political parties.
According to the IFE, in the 1994 elections there were 17 radio and three television stations broadcasting the
“permanent programs” of the political parties, while in the 1997 midterm elections, that number had risen to 123 radio
stations and 60 television stations.
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Mexican voters cast their ballots to elect the 500-seat Chamber of Deputies and 32 of the 128 Senate
seats.10 Seats in the Chamber of Deputies are elected in two ways: (1) 300 deputies are elected in
single-member districts on a first past the post, or plurality, basis and (2) 200 deputies are elected on a
proportional representation basis. Mexican voters also cast ballots for the 32 Senate seats, which were
elected on a proportional representation basis.

The Mexican Congress

Chamber of Deputies Senate

Number of
Members

500 (3-year terms) 128 (6-year terms; 3-year terms for the 32 elected in 1997)

Electoral
Principle &
District

300: Plurality
        Electoral districts of equal population
200: Proportional representation from party lists
        5 regions of equal population

64: Plurality
      2 from each state
32: First minority
      1 from each state
32: Proportional representation from party lists
      Nationally

The congressional elections were conducted throughout México without major incidents. The
only untoward incident occurred in the state of Chiapas, where Zapatista sympathizers burned polling
stations in the northeastern districts of Ocosingo and Las Margaritas, thus preventing the elections from
taking place.11 The disturbance had been foreseen, given that the Zapatistas had previously denounced
the elections, along with México’s political parties, for failing to address the needs of indigenous
peoples. This incident, however, is symptomatic of the state’s incessant economic troubles, coupled
with low political efficacy—the state’s voter turnout, at 35.9 percent, was the lowest in the country.

The PRI

As the July 6 elections neared, the buzz in México’s political circles centered around whether the PRI
would lose its 68-year hold on the majority in the Congress. PRI party president Humberto Roque

                                               
10The number of Senate seats were increased from 64 to 128 in the electoral reforms of 1994. The reforms,

however, also stipulated that while only 32 Senate seats would be up for election in 1997, all 128 seats would be up for
election in 2000 and would then have six-year terms.

11According to electoral laws, if irregularities occur in at least 20 percent of a district’s polling stations, the
election results must be annulled and a new round of elections must be held. The Federal Electoral Tribunal has
nevertheless validated the federal elections in Ocosingo.
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Villanueva, who was assigned the task of ensuring that the PRI retain its majority in the congressional
elections, remained confident until the very end. Although México’s opposition parties sensed that it
was possible the PRI might lose its majority, they remained apprehensive because of the historic
unpredictability of Mexican politics. At 2:00 a.m. on July 7—approximately eight hours after the polls
had closed—the IFE issued preliminary results that indicated that the PRI had in fact lost its majority in
the Congress.

The final vote count showed that the PRI had obtained 39.1 percent of the vote, while the PAN
and the PRD had captured a combined 52.3 percent (PAN, 26.6 percent; PRD, 25.7). In other words,
of the 500 seats in the Chamber of Deputies, the PRI would now hold 238 seats, the PRD 125, and the
PAN 122. The PAN and PRD, combined, hold 247 seats to the PRI’s 238.

Considering the seat totals by method of election reveals the relative strength of the party
organizations. Of the 300 single-member district seats in the Chamber of Deputies, the PRI captured
164 seats, while the PAN took 65 seats and the PRD 70. Of the 200 seats selected through proportional
representation, a system designed to ensure that parties whose support is less concentrated are still
represented in the Chamber of Deputies, the PRI won 74 seats, while the PAN gained 57 seats and the
PRD 55.

Clearly, the PRI continues to be the single most powerful party in the country. It won more
seats than any other party through direct election and proportional representation. Moreover, it
captured the highest percentage of the vote in 23 of the 32 states, and the second highest percentage of
the vote in the remaining nine states (see appendix).12

The PRI’s continued dominance is not assured, however, and may be challenged in particular
states. In the state of Chiapas many expected a stronger showing by the PRD, but the PRD was
disproportionately hurt by the intervention by Zapatista sympathizers to discourage participation in the
electoral process and the continued presence of the Mexican military deployed to counter the Zapatista
threat.13 The PRI, which was better able to mobilize supporters through its well-established political
machine, captured 10 of the 12 seats in the state of Chiapas, ranking Chiapas an astonishing fifth

                                               
12México is comprised of 31 states, plus the federal district of Mexico City. For simplicity’s sake, Mexico City

is included when referring to México’s “32 states.”
13Although the military’s presence was generally not felt on election day because soldiers remained barracks-

bound (with the exception of the district of Ocosingo and Las Margaritas), their long-standing presence cast a shadow
over the electorate. 
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among 32 states in terms of the number of directly elected seats captured by the PRI. Chiapas,
however, had the lowest voter turnout in the country (35.9 percent), and it is apparent that the PRI
benefited the most from the level of participation in that state.14

                                               
14Of the 12 electoral districts in Chiapas, the lowest voter turnout (24.83 percent) was registered in the conflict

zone of Ocosingo and Las Margaritas (district 3), which the PRI won.  Interestingly enough, electoral district 12 (located
the farthest from the conflict zone), which registered the highest voter turnout in the state (48.59 percent), was one of
two districts which the PRD won. The other district that the PRD captured was Tuxtla Gutierrez (district 9), which
registered the third highest voter turnout (37.78 percent). District 11, which registered the second highest voter turnout
(41.44), was won by the PRI, but by the narrowest margin (9.13 percentage points) when compared to the 10 other
districts the PRI won.

The PRD

The results of the congressional elections thrust the PRD into the role of main opposition party in the
Chamber of Deputies—a position long held by the PAN.

Not surprisingly, the PRD, whose grassroots political support is concentrated in central México,
captured the highest percentage of the vote in Mexico City (45.3) and in the central states of Michoacán
(40.2) and Morelos (39.9). The PRD won key municipalities in the central state of México in
November 1996, and lost by less than one percentage point to the PRI in the same state in July 1997.
The gubernatorial race in the state of México scheduled for July 4, 1999, is likely to be another
watershed for PRD fortunes.

The PRD, however, also managed to capture the second highest percentage of the vote (behind
the PRI) in the southern states of Campeche (35.8), Chiapas (29.9), Guerrero (42.3), Oaxaca (30.9),
Quintana Roo (23.5), Tabasco (40.7), and Veracruz (26.9). We should expect to see the PRD develop
a southern strategy that focuses on these states in its future drive to expand its base. The PRD also
came in second in the central states of Hidalgo (26.7) and México (34.2), in the northern state of
Tamaulipas (26.9), and in the central state of Tlaxcala (23.9).

The central region was critically important to the PRD strategy. Fully 57 of the 70 seats that it
captured in the Chamber of Deputies through a plurality (single-member district seats) derive from
Mexico City (29), the state of México (15), Michoacán (10), and Morelos (3).

In addition, 31 of the 55 seats that the PRD captured in the Chamber of Deputies through
proportional representation derive from electoral district number 4, which encompasses the PRD
strongholds of Mexico City and Morelos; and electoral district number 5, which is comprised of
Michoacán, México, and Guerrero, all of which are strong states for the PRD. When the plurality and
the proportional representation seats are added together, 88 of the 125 seats that the PRD captured in
the Chamber of Deputies represent México’s central region.

There are four plausible reasons why the PRD was so successful. First, Cuauhtémoc
Cárdenas’s image makeover and sound electoral campaign, coupled with a media blitz that zeroed in
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on the Mexico City mayoral race, may have had a coat-tail effect in other parts of the country.
Second, voters may have been registering a protest vote. The much-publicized corruption

scandals involving the Salinas family resulted in dwindling support for the ruling party. As one Mexico
City taxi driver noted to me, “we don’t mind them serving themselves with a big spoon, as long as they
leave some for the rest.”

Third, the PRD’s success may have been ideological. Segments of the electorate may have been
drawn to the more populist and nationalist message of Cárdenas, believing that their own economic
woes are attributed to the country’s economic opening.
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Fourth, the vote may simply have been a strengthening of pre-existing regional alignments, in
which the PAN traditionally captures political support in the north and the PRD in the central and
southern regions.

These elections build momentum behind the PRD and position Cárdenas as a strong contender
for the presidency in the year 2000.

The PAN

The PAN, whose grassroots political support has its origins in the north, easily captured the highest
percentage of the vote in six states—in the northern states of Baja California Norte (43.3) and Nuevo
León (49.2); and in the central states of Colima (38.6), Guanajuato (43.1), Jalisco (44.6), and
Querétaro (45.3). The party captured the highest percentage of the vote in all states where there are
PAN governors, with the exception of Chihuahua, where the PRI won by a margin of less than one
percentage point. The PAN still made headway in Chihuahua, however, increasing its support from
28.5 percent in 1994 to 41.21 percent in 1997.

 The PAN also captured the second highest percentage of the vote (behind the PRI) in 12 other
states—Aguascalientes (36.3), Baja California Sur (19.1), Coahuila (30.2), Chihuahua (41.2), Durango
(24.3), Nayarit (23.4), Puebla (25.6), San Luis Potosí (38.2), Sinalóa (30.1), Sonora (30.9), Yucatán
(38.3), and Zacatecas (25.8).

Although the PAN’s electoral support traditionally stems from northern México, it is clear that
it is gaining support in states located throughout the country. The PAN, after all, was able to increase its
level of electoral support compared to the 1994 elections in 16 of México’s 32 states. The PAN’s more
dispersed electoral support may prove to be a disadvantage compared to the more concentrated
electoral support that the PRD commands in the densely populated states of central México.

Mexico City Mayoral Elections

July 6, 1997, marked the first elections in modern history for the office of Mexico City’s mayor—a
politically powerful office which has been filled by presidential appointment since 1929. PRD mayoral
candidate Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas squared off against the PRI’s Alfredo del Mazo and the PAN’s Carlos
Castillo Peraza. 

After two failed presidential bids, Cárdenas was a candidate whose time finally had come. His
defeats in the 1988 and 1994 presidential races helped him acquire an icon-like status for the leftist
PRD, making him a populist David struggling to defeat the Goliath PRI. Besides winning Mexico City’s
mayoral race with 47.7 percent of the vote—compared to the PRI’s 25.5 percent and the PAN’s 15.9
percent—the PRD also won 38 of the municipal legislature’s 66 seats. The PRD also won 29 out of the
30 federal congressional seats in Mexico City.

A number of factors contributed to Cárdenas’s electoral victory:
• The Mexico City electorate has a history of voting left-of-center.
• Cárdenas capitalized on the PAN’s faltering campaign, allowing him to capture the protest

vote.
• PRD president Andrés Manuel López Obrador moderated the image of the party since he

assumed the presidency in July 1996. He united the previously divided party and transformed
the PRD from a one-man movement to a more institutionalized political party.

• Cárdenas gained the upper hand when he colluded with the PRI’s Del Mazo against the PAN’s
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Castillo Peraza. This was most evident when Cárdenas decided to invite only for a May 25
televised debate—excluding Castillo Peraza. The irony is that Cárdenas, who had long
protested and fallen victim to the dirty tactics of the PRI, resorted to similar tactics when
presented with the opportunity.

The exclusion of Castillo Peraza from the debate was not only Cárdenas’s doing, however.
While the campaign managers from all three parties were still discussing the particulars of the future
debate, the PAN was notified by the ministry of the interior that Castillo Peraza would not be taking
part in the debate.

Concerns that the nationally televised debate would help the PRD gain electoral momentum
throughout México led the ministry of the interior to instruct at least one major network to block the
signal outside the metropolitan area. These two intrusions illustrate that there are still times when one
catches glimpses of the old PRI, and where the separation between government and party is still
undiscernible.

The PAN’s poor showing can partially be attributed to its candidate, former PAN president
Castillo Peraza—he was the wrong candidate, in the wrong place, at the wrong time. Based on the left-
of-center disposition of the Mexico City electorate, the PAN would have been better served by
selecting a more charismatic mayoral candidate with broader political appeal. In fact, the party did
try—unsuccessfully—to recruit former presidential candidate Diego Fernandez de Cevallos as the
mayoral candidate (this would have effectively been a rematch of the 1994 presidential election).
Castillo Peraza, who would have rather passed up this year’s mayoral candidacy to bid for his party’s
presidential candidacy in 2000, reluctantly accepted the nomination after the party implored him to do
so.

Many factors worked against Castillo Peraza. First, he misread the left-leaning electorate,
penning an editorial condemning condom use that turned Mexico City’s large university population
against him. Second, he thought that he automatically would attract protest votes simply because he
wasn’t from the PRI. Third, his confrontational style toward the media turned the press against him.
Fourth, the decision to engage in a negative campaign against his opponents, particularly against
Cárdenas, proved counter-productive in winning over an electorate that sought pragmatic solutions
rather than further scandal. Fifth, his campaign team, which was transplanted from the state of Yucatán
(Castillo Peraza’s home state), may have been out of its element and thus unable to read the electorate.
Sixth, although absent from the debate, Castillo Peraza was given air time by one of the networks
immediately following the debate and failed to capitalize on the opportunity. Finally, the party failed to
rally behind his campaign and present a unified front until it was too late. A rally attended by all panista
governors did not take place until June 15, just 21 days before the election.

Gubernatorial Elections

Nuevo León

Nuevo León, the industrial heartland and bastion of free enterprise in México, has long been a reservoir
of PAN strength. PAN candidate Fernando Canales Clariond had also run for governor in 1985, and
had made a strong showing amidst charges that the electoral process had been ridden with fraud.
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Canales Clariond’s victory in the 1997 gubernatorial race parallels the cases of Francisco Barrio in
Chihuahua and Vicente Fox in Guanajuato, both of whom made a comeback after having run and lost
in earlier, fraud-plagued gubernatorial contests. Canales Clariond is a well known member of
Monterrey’s business community and is a major stockholder and former (joint) director general of
Grupo IMSA, a steel, aluminum, and plastic manufacturing company.

Although the PAN originally was favored to win the governorship in Nuevo León hands down,
it turned out to be a see-saw battle. Canales Clariond saw an early 20-point lead in the polls evaporate
and found himself at one point even trailing in the polls. Nevertheless, he exhibited endurance during
the campaign and emerged as victor with 48.9 percent of the vote. The PRI’s Natividad González Paras
placed second with 39.8 percent of the vote. The PRD has practically no presence in the state and its
candidate, Luis Eugenio Todd Pérez, captured only 3.1 percent.

Querétaro

The gubernatorial race in Querétaro, billed as a brother’s feud, captured national media attention. The
race was among PRI candidate and former PRI president Fernando Ortiz Arana; his brother, Cárdenist
Party (PC) candidate José Ortiz Arana; PAN candidate Ignacio Loyola Vera; and PRD candidate Carlos
Saint-Martin Caballero.15

                                               
15Contrary to a Washington Post story (taken from a story in El Universal) claiming that PAN candidate

Ignacio Loyola Vera was a cousin of PRI candidate Fernando Ortiz Arana, there is no direct relation between the two.
Loyola’s wife is a second cousin of Fernando Ortiz Arana’s wife.

Fernando Ortiz Arana is a national figure and former PRI Senate leader who was widely
viewed as having presidential aspirations for the year 2000. The outcome of the gubernatorial election
in the state of Querétaro surprised the pundits. Although the PAN had become increasingly confident in
the days before the election and expected a good result, it did not expect to defeat a PRI candidate of
the stature of Ortiz Arana. In the end, however, the undecided vote handed PAN candidate Loyola Vera
a victory with 45.1 percent of the vote. The PRI placed second with 39.8 percent of the vote, the PRD
third with 7.3 percent, and the Cárdenist Party a distant fourth with 3.0 percent. The results of the
elections have effectively ended any hopes of Ortiz Arana becoming the PRI’s candidate for the
presidency.

Campeche
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The gubernatorial election in Campeche was interesting because the PRD candidate, Layda Sansores,
defected from the PRI just three months prior to the election, after having been denied the PRI’s
gubernatorial nomination.16 Sansores is the daughter of former PRI president Carlos Sansores Perez
(1976-1979). She has extensive political experience, having served as a federal deputy and senator. The
PRI candidate, José Antonio González Curi, a former mayor of Campeche, had strong local support
and was favored in public opinion polls heading into the election.

The PRI and the PRD are the only two parties with a major presence in the state. Tensions were
further heightened by PRD accusations one-and-one-half months before the elections that González
Curi’s campaign was distributing medicine belonging to the government’s Institute of Social Security
(IMSS) for political gain.17 The PRI acknowledged that it was distributing medicine, but denied that it
belonged to the government and claimed that it therefore did not violate any laws. The incident
illustrates that there are still factions within the PRI that are prepared to undertake veiled attempts to
buy political votes. The PRD and the PAN also alleged that the PRI had exceeded the campaign
spending limit of U.S.$607,542.18

The PRI’s González Curi won the gubernatorial election by capturing 48.0 percent of the vote,
with the PRD’s Sansores placing second with 41.2 percent and Labor Party (PT) candidate Guillermo
del Río Ortegón placing a distant third with 6.9 percent. Sansores contested the outcome and argued
that the elections had been fraudulent.

Campeche recorded the highest voter turnout (72.25 percent) among all six gubernatorial races
and Mexico City’s mayoral race. Campeche also recorded the highest voter turnout in the federal
elections (70.31 percent).

                                               
16Layda Sansores defected to the PRD in April 1997 over disagreements with the PRI’s platform in addition to

having been passed over as a candidate.
17According to IRI’s second assessment mission report, the bottles of medicine were distributed in small plastic

bags with labels that displayed the PRI’s colors and the name of PRI candidate Antonio González Curi.
18Gerardo Roman, “Acusan al PRI de rebasar topes,” Reforma, June 4, 1997.

Sonora

Sonora is a state where the PAN has historically maintained some presence. The gubernatorial election
in Sonora marked the end of the term of the prominent PRI governor, Manlio Fabio Beltrones. The PRI
candidate, Armando López Nogales, who had been dubbed “Armanlio” for having been the departing
governor’s choice candidate, won the governorship by capturing 45.8 percent of the vote. Three
months before the election, the PAN’s National Executive Committee claimed to have had reason to
suspect that three of the five contenders for the PAN’s candidacy may have been paid off by Governor
Beltrones. Among those suspected was local favorite Adalberto “El Pelon” Rosas, who led a strong
PAN campaign for governor in 1985. In a last minute move, PAN president Felipe Calderon traveled to
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Sonora and designated Enrique Salgado as the party’s gubernatorial candidate. Despite his late entry
into the campaign, Salgado placed second with a remarkable 38.5 percent of the vote, while the PRD/
Nava Political Party (NPP) candidate, Jesús Zambrano Gijalva, placed third with 10.9 percent of the
vote.

The PRD not only captured eight of the 21 municipalities, but went from one deputy in the state
Congress to six, matching the number of PAN deputies in the state Congress. This is surprising given
that the PRD has traditionally had only a minor presence in this northern state, but can be attributed in
part to the fact that supporters of the PAN’s El Pelon Rosas, whose grassroots support comes from the
southern part of the state, defected to the PRD.19

San Luis Potosí

The gubernatorial election in San Luis Potosí ended as expected, with the PRI candidate, Fernando
Silva Nieto, winning with 45.8 percent of the vote, and the PAN candidate, Marcelo de los Santos
Fraga, placing second with 38.5 percent of the vote. The PRD/NPP candidate, Salvador Nava Calvillo,
son of Salvador Nava Martinez, captured 6.4 percent of the vote.20

Except for a criss-cross of protests before the election over the tearing down of campaign
propaganda, the gubernatorial election was basically uneventful. Silva Nieto had led in the polls since
early in the race—at one point even by a two-to-one margin—and sustained his lead throughout the
campaign.

                                               
19For example, Alma Voucovich, who had been responsible for managing the finances of El Pelon Rosas’s

campaign and had been expelled from the PAN as a result of this internal scandal, joined the PRD and ran as a federal
deputy for the southern district of Guaymas.

20Salvador Nava Martinez was an independent gubernatorial candidate in San Luis Potosí in 1991. His
unyielding conviction for the cause of democracy gave him national recognition. This led to the creation of the Nava
Political Party (NPP).
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A series of post-electoral acts of civil disobedience followed allegations by a local civic group
(FCSNM) of lack of transparency in the elections, particularly those conducted in the city of
Tamazunchale.21 It illustrates a lingering tension that is likely to result in future electoral disputes in
certain parts of the state.

Colima

Colima is a traditional PRI bastion and home state of former president Miguel de la Madrid. It is a
tranquil state where the PRI has traditionally won without great difficulty, but where the PAN has
recently made unexpected inroads. The unanticipated nomination of Fernando Moreno Peña as the PRI
candidate divided the party and resulted in the defection of prominent local priistas to the PRD. The
PAN nominated businessman Enrique Michel Ruiz, and the PRD candidate was Gonzalo Castañeda
Basavilvazo, former national leader of El Barzon (a debtors’ organization).

Both the PAN and the PRD raised concerns about the impartiality of the State Electoral
Tribunal because its director, José Gilberto García Nava, had written a letter to the PRI candidate
expressing his loyalty. After months of opposition outcry, García Nava resigned.

The PRI’s Moreno Peña won with 41.5 percent of the vote, with the PAN’s Michel Ruiz
placing second with 37.2 percent of the vote. The PRD’s Castañeda Basavilvazo captured 15.9 percent
of the vote. The PAN won the congressional elections in Colima with 38.56 percent of the vote, and the
PRI came in second with 37.43 percent. Of the six states with gubernatorial elections, Colima was the
only one in which the party that won the federal elections failed to capture the gubernatorial race.
Nonetheless, the PAN seemed content to have gained substantially in terms of the percentage of the
vote won in the congressional elections when compared with 1994.

Prospects for Governability

The outcome of the midterm elections have sweeping implications for México’s political party system;
the dynamics between the executive and legislative branch, which dictate the country’s political and
economic future; and future relations with the United States.

Implications for México’s Party System

                                               
21The Frente Civico Salvador Nava Martinez (FCSNM) is the civic movement that has carried on Salvador

Nava’s ideological platform.

The implications for México’s party system are revolutionary. México has gone from being a virtual
one-party system to being a multi-party system. Today’s political reality in México is marked by three
major political parties (PRI, PAN, and PRD), each bidding to widen its political base. Each of the three
major parties is at a critical juncture, “re-defining” themselves to adapt to this new political reality. Of
the five small parties that contended in the 1997 elections, only two survived with enough votes to
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preserve their legal registration—the PT and the PVEM (Green Party). As a result there will be less
votes being drained from the major parties in future elections.

Since Zedillo assumed the presidency in 1994, the PRI has been in flux, oscillating between
embracing democracy and preserving its old authoritarian dogmas. The ruling party will have to come
to terms with itself and define its future course before it moves forward. President Zedillo, who has
been advancing the reform agenda and has lost many battles against the party’s establishment—the so-
called “dinosaurs”—now has an opportunity to assert himself further.22 The PRI’s losses in
undisputedly clean elections paradoxically boost Zedillo’s public opinion rating. This enhances his
leverage in advocating a reform platform. Offsetting Zedillo’s leverage, however, is the strong electoral
performance by anti-reform elements of the old-guard PRI in the states of Puebla, Tabasco, and
Oaxaca. This has in turn strengthened the position of governors Manuel Bartlett, Roberto Madrazo, and
Diódoro Carrasco Altamirano, as the debate over the future direction of the party continues. This will
play itself out between now and the party’s candidate selection for the 2000 presidential election.

A series of PRI defections are conceivable as the realignment unfolds. Such defections would
reinforce the hypothesis that the PRI has merely been a party of the state and an instrument of
governance, a party that might be organizationally disadvantaged in a more competitive electoral
environment.23

The conservative PAN is in the midst of an identity crisis. It has yet to determine whether it will
maintain its conservative ideological base or shift to the center toward a more moderate stand. Each
faction of the party has been playing tug-of-war with 35-year-old PAN president Felipe Calderon
Hinojosa in an attempt to sway him on the party’s future trajectory. Those from the conservative faction
of the party are concerned about watering-down the ideological base of the PAN, while those from the
moderate stream are interested in broadening the party’s electoral base. How this dilemma is resolved
will determine the direction the party takes.

                                               
22For example, the old guard dealt a setback to reform-minded technocrats at the PRI’s national convention

(held September 21-22, 1996) by altering the party’s candidacy criteria for president, governor, and Congress. Under
the new criteria, candidates must have held elective office and been active in the party for at least 10 years. Interestingly,
the last five Mexican presidents (Ernesto Zedillo, Carlos Salinas, Miguel de la Madrid, José Lopez Portillo, and Luis
Echeverria) would not have met those criteria.

23Jorge Dominguez and James McCann, Democratizing México: Public Opinion and Electoral Choices,
(Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), 95-96.
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The PRD is a step ahead of the other two parties in resolving its identity crisis, which consists
of struggles between the moderate and radical wings of the party. Its crisis was partially resolved when
Andrés Manuel López Obrador assumed the party’s presidency in July 1996.24 Cárdenas’s mayoral
victory sent a clear message to the party that the direction it had chosen was in fact correct. The PRD
appears to have reconciled and consolidated the two wings of the party for the meantime. The party’s
challenge now has less to do with its internal politics and more to do with its transformation from what
until now has been a one-man movement into an institutionalized political party. Should the outcome of
these elections trigger a rash of defections from the PRI, it will be interesting to see whether they
gravitate toward the PRD and, if so, what impact this could have on the PRD’s transformation.

The parties must soon focus on upcoming local elections, as well as the 17 gubernatorial
elections that are scheduled between now and the 2000 presidential election.25 How effective each party
is in resolving its problems will determine what the political landscape will look like as we approach
2000.

Executive/Legislative Branch Dynamics

Just as the midterm elections brought in a new era in Mexican politics, it also brought in a new era in
México’s governability. Up until now, Mexican presidents have merely issued instructions to the
Congress, which has in turn complied. Seldom did legislation originate in the Congress. The dust has
yet to settle as to how this new situation will play itself out.

Although the PRI retained its majority in the Senate, it did lose its long-held majority in the
Chamber of Deputies. Already the opposition parties have combined to deny the PRI control over the
leadership position and committee chairmanships in the Congress. This new era will consist of
negotiations, coalitions, alliances, and agreements. Not only will the various parties within the Chamber
of Deputies have to negotiate among themselves to pass legislation, they will also have to do so while
becoming acquainted with the functioning role of a true legislative body. Moreover, the Chamber will
have to negotiate, form alliances, and reach agreements with the executive branch. Three years shy of
México’s next presidential election, the dynamic within the legislative and executive branches will be
swayed by intensely partisan presidential politicking—thus making the challenge of governability more
                                               

24This outcome also triggered defections, most notably that of long-time Cárdenas adviser, Adolfo Aguilar
Zinser, who defected to the Green Party (PVEM) and will represent that party in the 1997-2000 Senate.

25In 1998, Chihuahua and Durango will hold gubernatorial elections in July; Aguascalientes, Oaxaca,
Veracruz, and Zacatecas in August; and Puebla, Sinalóa, Tamaulipas, and Tlaxcala in November. In 1999, Baja
California Sur, Guerrero, Hidalgo, and Quintana Roo will hold elections in February; México and Nayarit in July; and
Coahuila in September.

 The 2000 elections will include choosing the president, Congress, mayor of Mexico City, and the governors of
Chiapas, Morelos, and Tabasco.
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difficult.
The most immediate issues facing the new Congress are the budget, taxes, the highway rescue

package, afores (the pension system), and revenue sharing. President Zedillo has until November 15,
1997, to submit a budget to the Chamber of Deputies for its approval. The Chamber will then have to
agree on fiscal policy, particularly whether or not to lower México’s value added tax (IVA). The PAN
and the PRD have allied to advocate a reduction of the IVA, a move that is encountering resistance
from President Zedillo. The PAN and the PRD also are likely to ally to block passage of the Zedillo
administration’s proposed privatized highway bail-out of the construction companies. Cárdenas’s
recent criticisms of México’s afores, specifically that the commissions being charged by each private
afore carrier are excessive, might be addressed in the next Congress. The Congress may also have to
respond to the increasing pressures for decentralization and thus revenue-sharing between federal,
state, and municipal governments. This new era of co-governing could become extremely interesting if
the new Congress decides to exercise its oversight powers to investigate wrong-doing by previous
administrations.

Implications for U.S.-México Relations

The multiparty composition of the Congress may also affect México’s relations with the United States.
With Congress no longer hewing to a single party line, a chorus of discordant voices may be heard—
some of which undoubtedly will be critical of the United States. If the United States uses such Mexican
rhetoric to promote specific agendas—comparable to how some Mexican politicos have used Capitol
Hill rhetoric to advance their respective agendas—a new threshold of U.S.-Mexican relations will have
been reached. The March 1, 1998, U.S. drug certification process will undoubtedly be a preview of
what to expect.

Conclusion

The July 6, 1997, midterm elections were held without major incidents. IFE president José Woldenberg
and the other eight citizen counselors demonstrated their tireless commitment toward navigating
México through its still ongoing democratization process. The 1996 electoral reforms leveled the
playing field enough to allow opposition parties to be competitive and ultimately to be able to fill
various political vacuums.

The State Electoral Institutes, which were responsible for conducting the gubernatorial and
municipal elections, fall short of a similar endorsement. Although the IFE has given the state-level
institutes until 2000 to undertake reforms comparable to those of the IFE at the federal level, they still
lack autonomy and in some cases maintain too cozy a relationship with state governments.26 This will
be the last frontier of electoral reforms, for it is where México’s clientelism/caciquisimo still abounds.

The Federal Electoral Tribunal, which is the court responsible for ruling on all complaints filed
pertaining to federal elections, sought to answer criticism of its lack of impartiality.27 Although its
                                               

26In Chiapas, there were allegations that the chauffeur of the head of the State Electoral Institute, was on the
state government payroll; and in Colima it was revealed that the head of the State Electoral Tribunal wrote a letter to the
PRI candidate expressing his loyalties to him.

27The Federal Electoral Tribunal consists of an upper chamber comprised of seven magistrates. Its rulings
cannot be overturned by any other body, not even the Supreme Court. Each magistrate serves a 10-year term and may be
removed only through a laborious process. Magistrates are nominated by the Supreme Court and must be approved by
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rulings during these elections were generally balanced, there were a number of highly publicized
decisions interpreted to have favored the PRI, which renewed allegations of bias.28 It remains to be
seen whether it can win the confidence of those in México who consider the Tribunal guilty until
proven innocent.  

In sum, there is no question that these were watershed elections in México’s quest for
democracy. México has achieved alternancia at the congressional and gubernatorial level, and that in
itself is significant. A political transition, however, is an evolutionary process whereby a new political
culture is created. There have been noticeable changes since the 1994 federal elections that indicate that
changes in México’s political culture have indeed begun. During the 1997 midterm elections the
average Mexican voter seemed more enthusiastic about exercising his or her right to vote. More
important, there was a sense among voters that their vote actually counted and would make a difference
in determining the outcome. This is perhaps the most meaningful attribute of these elections. This,
however, must be the trigger of a still protracted process.

Three critical steps must now occur. First, the new Congress must effectively hold the
executive branch and all other Mexican government officials accountable for addressing the needs of
their respective constituencies. Second, in order to ensure that México advance further in its political
transition, the Congress must insist on sweeping judicial reform. The judiciary—as an independent third
branch of government—must provide additional checks-and-balances within the Mexican system of
governance. Third, México must develop a culture of compromise that will permit the nation’s business
to move forward and avoid gridlock under divided government. If these important objectives can be
achieved, future historians may consider the 1997 midterm elections to have truly been a turning point
in México’s democratization process.

                                                                                                                                                      
the Senate; prior to the 1996 reform, magistrates were nominated by the president and had to be approved by a two-
thirds majority of the Chamber of Deputies.

28For example, the Tribunal’s decision to validate the federal elections in Ocosingo.
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Table 1. Federal Deputies (Plurality/Percentages)

STATE PAN PRI PRD PC PT PVEM PPS PDM Eligible
Voters

Voter
Turnout

Aguascalientes 36.30 42.41 12.97 1.30 1.72 4.24 0.30 0.72 436,423 295,579

Baja California N. 43.32 35.79 13.49 0.82 1.76 3.99 0.35 0.37 1,231,657 630,818

Baja California S. 19.11 49.50 12.35 0.34 16.02 2.14 0.24 0.29 210,057 117,189

Campeche 8.35 47.49 35.77 0.38 6.46 0.88 0.23 0.36 336,936 234,437

Coahuila 30.20 48.71 14.02 2.55 2.05 1.92 0.28 0.27 1,240,254 569,819

Colima 38.56 37.43 19.81 0.82 0.79 1.17 0.44 0.97 293,384 98,569

Chiapas 13.16 50.56 29.90 1.06 3.30 1.27 0.23 0.23 1,845,745 669,246

Chihuahua 41.21 42.12 10.31 0.61 2.37 2.81 0.25 0.30 1,684,825 916,168

D.F. -Mexico City City) 16.04 23.62 45.35 1.81 1.64 8.62 0.35 0.55 5,889,965 3,951,291

Durango 24.31 38.20 10.76 0.59 23.60 1.69 0.45 0.30 787,213 407,627

Guanajuato 43.05 34.25 12.99 1.01 1.89 3.61 0.29 2.86 2,446,306 1,608,218

Guerrero 5.77 46.00 42.61 1.54 1.65 1.55 0.41 0.35 1,458,305 706,445

Hidalgo 16.16 50.16 26.74 0.93 2.71 2.63 0.28 0.35 1,165,278 651,639

Jalisco 44.64 35.58 11.75 0.87 1.26 4.23 0.24 1.19 3,356,279 2,145,3315

México 20.00 35.21 34.22 1.38 1.51 6.62 0.34 0.68 6,687,455 3,966,093

Michoacán 18.07 35.77 40.22 0.92 1.31 2.40 0.21 1.02 2,116,025 1,126,001

Morelos 18.07 36.27 39.91 1.06 1.91 3.98 0.28 0.44 880,671 454,927

Nayarit 23.37 50.90 20.70 0.53 2.09 1.50 0.54 0.35 520,491 280,659

Nuevo León 49.23 40.27 2.95 0.28 5.72 1.09 0.15 0.28 2,161,235 1,382,659

Oaxaca 12.72 50.03 30.88 1.38 1.78 2.04 0.58 0.40 1,684,838 845,527

Puebla 25.64 46.76 18.22 0.96 1.73 3.74 0.51 0.41 2,396,472 1,603,354

Querétaro 45.33 36.76 9.37 2.74 2.16 2.59 0.55 0.46 688,614 471,634

Quintana Roo 23.23 46.96 23.52 0.89 2.31 2.59 0.23 0.23 363,731 174,064

San Luis Potosí 38.23 43.86 10.78 0.30 3.61 1.81 0.43 0.89 1,177,256 726,680

Sinalóa 30.05 42.68 22.67 0.71 1.53 1.58 0.37 0.32 1,369,536 792,700

Sonora 30.90 37.63 27.80 0.64 1.92 0.82 0.14 0.30 1,223,111 749,252

Tabasco 4.55 51.67 40.73 0.39 1.18 1.05 0.14 0.17 956,733 559,702

Tamaulipas 18.54 47.95 26.89 0.84 3.99 1.36 0.20 0.39 1,529,412 835,900

Tlaxcala 19.56 43.39 23.86 1.05 5.50 4.22 0.33 2.06 496,549 250,245

Veracruz 21.48 43.71 26.96 1.61 2.96 2.19 0.62 0.38 3,910,316 2,136,613

Yucatán 38.29 51.17 7.43 0.29 0.86 1.52 0.12 0.18 855,719 512,294

Zacatecas 25.79 50.41 14.01 0.53 6.36 1.83 0.67 0.84 754,952 428,624

TOTAL 26.61 39.10 25.71 1.12 2.58 3.81 0.34 0.66 52,208,966 30,080,639

Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 2. Federal Deputies (Proportional Representation)
(percentages)

STATE PAN PRI PRD PC PT PVEM PPS PDM Eligible
Voters

Total
Votes

Aguascalientes 36.32 42.40 12.97 1.31 1.72 4.24 0.30 0.72 436,423 295,600

Baja California N. 43.29 35.81 13.51 0.82 1.75 3.98 O.35 0.37 1,231,667 636,813

Baja California S. 19.17 49.49 12.39 0.34 15.97
7777

2.15 0.24 0.29 210,057 117,907

Campeche 8.35 47.43 35.85 0.38 6.43 0.88 0.23 0.38 336,936 236,205

Coahuila 30.22 48.69 14.01 2.55 2.05 1.92 0.28 0.27 1,240,254 561,881

Colima 38.59 37.41 19.79 0.82 0.50 1.17 0.44 0.97 293,364 200,089

Chiapas 13.18 50.54 29.92 1.06 3.30 1.27 0.23 0.23 1,845,745 652,449

Chihuahua 41.22 42.12 10.31 0.61 2.36 2.81 0.25 0.30 1,684,825 919,956

D.F. -Mexico City
City)

18.03 23.64 45.36 1.61 1.64 8.61 0.35 0.55 5,889,985 3,965,3388

Durango 24.34 38.20 10.75 0.59 23.57 1.69 0.45 0.30 787,213 409,287

Guanajuato 43.04 34.25 13.00 1.01 1.90 3.61 0.29 2.86 2,446,308 1,511,430

Guerrero 5.78 45.95 42.66 1.53 1.65 1.55 0.41 0.35 1,458,395 710,381

Hidalgo 16.17 50.15 26.74 0.93 2.70 2.63 0.28 0.35 1,165,278 653,357

Jalisco 44.85 35.58 11.75 0.87 1.26 4.23 0.24 1.18 3,365,279 2,158,5206

México 19.99 35.23 34.21 1.38 1.51 6.62 0.34 0.68 6,687,455 3,975,560

Michoacán 18.07 35.77 40.20 0.92 1.31 2.41 0.21 1.02 2,116,025 1,130,053

Morelos 16.11 36.23 39.89 1.07 1.93 4.00 0.26 0.44 880,871 457,219

Nayarit 23.48 50.80 20.70 0.53 2.09 1.51 0.53 0.35 520,491 282,269

Nuevo León 49.22 40.26 2.96 0.28 5.72 1.09 0.15 0.26 2,161,235 1,385,371

Oaxaca 12.73 49.98 30.93 1.36 1.78 2.04 0.58 0.40 1,684,839 652,516

Puebla 25.54 48.74 18.24 0.96 1.73 3.75 0.51 0.41 2,398,472 1,309,594

Querétaro 45.33 36.76 9.38 2.74 2.18 2.59 0.56 0.46 688,614 472,390

Quintana Roo 23.31 46.87 23.58 0.89 2.29 2.57 0.23 0.23 363,731 175,925

San Luis Potosí 38.22 43.88 10.78 0.30 3.60 1.61 0.43 0.89 1,177,256 729,240

Sinalóa 30.07 42.67 22.67 0.71 1.53 1.58 0.37 0.32 1,369,536 796,917

Sonora 30.94 37.64 27.75 0.44 1.92 0.83 0.14 0.30 1,223,111 755,639

Tabasco 4.71 51.63 40.70 0.39 1.19 1.06 0.14 0.17 956,733 563,295

Tamaulipas 18.56 47.95 26.68 0.64 3.98 1.36 0.20 0.39 1,529,412 841,370

Tlaxcala 19.56 43.37 23.87 1.05 5.49 4.22 0.33 2.07 498,549 251,081

Veracruz 21.51 43.70 26.98 1.61 2.97 2.19 0.51 0.35 3,910,116 2,150,056

Yucatán 38.28 51.14 7.45 0.29 0.89 1.62 0.12 0.18 855,719 514,115

Zacatecas 25.81 50.37 14.05 0.54 5.38 1.64 0.67 0.34 754,952 430,806

TOTAL 26.61 39.10 25.72 1.12 2.58 3.81 0.34 0.66 52,208,966 30,214,419
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Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 3. Senators (Proportional Representation)
(percentages)

STATE PAN PRI PRD PC PT PVEM PPS PDM Eligible
Voters

Total
Votes

Aguascalientes 38.80 41.09 13.35 1.33 1.85 4.53 0.29 0.72 465,4233 295,912

Baja California 43.36 35.32 13.74 0.87 1.73 4.24 0.32 0.36 1,231,66777 533,039

Baja California S. 20.69 48.35 13.25 0.41 16.10 2.62 0.24 0.33 210,057 115,453

Campeche 6.34 46.38 35.85 0.38 6.67 1.01 0.16 0.16 336,906 232,750

Coahuila 30.73 47.27 14.80 2.55 1.92 2.19 0.25 0.26 1,240,2544 559,914

Colima 38.08 36.57 20.92 0.66 0.77 1.35 0.46 0.95 293,384 199,714

Chiapas 13.32 50.30 29.94 1.14 3.12 1.45 0.23 0.23 1,845,745 665,149

Chihuahua 41.50 41.41 10.51 0.63 2.40 3.00 0.25 0.29 1,684,825 919,711

Mexico City 18.08 23.18 45.50 1.83 1.64 8.87 0.32 0.54 5,889,985 3,962,275

Durango 25.43 38.28 10.65 0.63 22.24 1.98 0.43 0.31 787,213 406,764

Guanajuato 43.95 33.04 13.07 1.04 1.91 3.78 0.27 2.88 2,446,306 1,511,523

Guerrero 6.01 45.82 42.34 1.54 1.66 1.70 0.50 0.35 1,458,395 708,731

Hidalgo 16.31 49.30 27.10 0.99 2.63 2.89 0.28 0.39 1,165,278 652,092

Jalisco 44.87 35.42 11.72 0.81 1.29 4.44 0.23 1.17 3,355,279 2,157,819

México 20.04 34.62 34.40 1.44 1.54 6.91 0.32 0.68 6,687,455 3,952,707

Michoacán 18.32 35.39 40.15 0.90 1.26 2.66 0.20 1.04 2,116,025 1,128,551

Morelos 17.47 34.20 39.88 1.15 2.02 4.58 0.24 0.44 880,671 454,308

Nayarit 23.81 50.38 20.82 0.54 1.94 1.65 0.51 0.33 520,491 281,017

Nuevo León 49.53 39.32 2.87 0.30 6.54 1.06 0.14 0.23 2,161,235 1,381,182

Oaxaca 12.86 49.54 31.06 1.39 1.86 2.14 0.57 0.42 1,684,939 850,602

Puebla 25.83 48.18 18.40 1.01 1.69 3.93 0.52 0.42 2,395,472 1,306,434

Querétaro 45.62 36.46 9.34 2.77 2.20 2.53 0.54 0.44 688,614 474,429

Quintana Roo 23.93 45.92 23.89 0.95 1.96 2.86 0.22 0.23 363,731 174,267

San Luis Potosí 39.10 42.53 11.05 0.33 3.57 1.99 0.43 0.88 1,177,256 727,500

Sinalóa 30.48 41.63 22.92 0.70 1.54 1.77 0.36 0.33 1,369,536 793,139

Sonora 32.78 36.85 25.62 0.38 2.03 0.88 0.12 0.30 1,223,111 750,616

Tabasco 4.85 51.27 40.86 0.40 1.16 1.15 0.14 0.16 956,733 564,079

Tamaulipas 19.59 47.30 25.88 0.74 3.13 1.74 0.20 0.38 1,529,412 840,545

Tlaxcala 19.15 44.26 23.70 1.12 5.32 4.24 0.31 1.85 458,549 250,837

Veracruz 21.61 43.14 27.34 1.68 2.70 2.47 0.50 0.39 3,910,115 2,144,610

Yucatán 38.45 50.69 7.60 0.34 0.90 1.72 0.12 0.16 855,719 512,784

Zacatecas 25.14 49.63 14.28 0.56 6.32 2.05 0.66 0.35 754,952 429,713

TOTAL 26.92 38.48 25.83 1.15 2.55 4.03 0.33 0.66 52,208,9666 30,153,712
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Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)

Table 4. Federal Election Voter Turnout

State Voter Registry Votes Turnout (%)

Aguascalientes 486,423 296,600 60.98

Baja California Norte 1,231,667 635,813 51.62

Baja California Sur 210,057 117,907 56.13

Campeche 336,936 236,906 70.31

Coahuila 1,240,254 561,881 45.30

Colima 293,384 200,089 68.20

Chiapas 1,845,745 662,448 35.89

Chihuahua 1,684,825 919,956 54.60

Mexico City (D.F.) 5,889,985 3,965,338 67.32

Durango 787,213 409,287 51.99

Guanajuato 2,446,308 1,611,430 65.87

Guerrero 1,458,395 710,361 48,71

Hidalgo 1,165,278 653,357 56.07

Jalisco 3,355,279 2,158,626 64.34

México 6,687,455 3,975,550 59.45

Michoacán 2,116,025 1,130,053ü 53.40

Morelos 880,871 457,219 51.91

Nayarit 520,491 282,269 54.23

Nuevo León 2,161,235 1,385,371 64.10

Oaxaca 1,684,939 852,516 50,60

Puebla 2,398,472 1,309,594 54.60

Querétaro 688,614 472,390 68.60

Quintana Roo 363,731 176,925 48.64

San Luis Potosí 1,177,256 729,240 61.94

Sinalóa 1,369,536 796,917 58.19

Sonora 1,223,111 755,639 61.78

Tabasco 956,733 563,295 58.88

Tamaulipas 1,529,412 841,370 55.01

Tlaxcala 498,549 251,081 50.36

Veracruz 3,910,116 2,150,050 54,99

Yucatán 855,719 514,115 60.08

Zacatecas 754,952 430,806 57.06

TOTAL 52,208,966 30,214,419 57.87
Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 5. Distribution of Elected Positions After 1997 Elections

Position PAN PRI PRD Others TOTAL

Governors 6 25 1 0 32

Senators 33 77 13 5 128

Federal Deputies 122 239 125 14 500

State Deputies 244 541 143 63 991

Mayors 308 1,642 251 191 2,392
Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)



27

Table 6. Federal Deputies (Plurality) 1997-2000

State PAN PRI PRD PT Total

Aguascalientes 1 2 0 0 3
Baja California 5 1 0 0 6
Baja California Sur 0 2 0 0 2
Campeche 0 2 0 0 2
Coahuila 1 6 0 0 7
Colima 1 1 0 0 2
Chiapas 0 10 2 0 12

Chihuahua 4 5 0 0 9

Mexico City (D.F.) 1 0 29 0 30

Durango 0 4 0 1 5

Guanajuato 10 4 1 0 15

Guerrero 0 6 4 0 10

Hidalgo 1 6 0 0 7

Jalisco 15 4 0 0 19

México 5 16 15 0 36

Michoacán 0 3 10 0 13

Morelos 0 1 3 0 4

Nayarit 0 3 0 0 3

Nuevo León 8 3 0 0 11

Oaxaca 0 11 0 0 11

Puebla 0 15 0 0 15

Querétaro 3 1 0 0 4

Quintana Roo 0 2 0 0 2

San Luis Potosí 3 4 0 0 7

Sinalóa 1 6 1 0 8

Sonora 3 2 2 0 7

Tabasco 0 6 0 0 6

Tamaulipas 0 7 1 0 8

Tlaxcala 0 3 0 0 3

Veracruz 1 20 2 0 23

Yucatán 2 3 0 0 5

Zacatecas 0 5 0 0 5

TOTAL 65 164 70 1 300
Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 7. Federal Deputies (Proportional Representation) 1997-2000

Electoral Districts PAN PRI PRD PT PVEM Total

1 17 15 6 1 1 40

2 15 17 5 2 1 40

3 9 15 13 2 1 40

4 8 14 15 0 3 40

5 8 13 16 1 2 40

Total 57 74 55 6 8 200
             Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)

Table 8. Composition of Electoral Districts

1 2 3 4 5

Baja California Chihuahua Veracruz Hidalgo Guerrero

Baja California Sur Coahuila Oaxaca Tlaxcala Michoacán

Sonora Nuevo León Tabasco Puebla México

Sinalóa Tamaulipas Chiapas Morelos

Nayarit Durango Campeche Mexico City

Jalisco Zacatecas Yucatán

Guanajuato San Luis Potosí Quintana Roo

Colima Aguascalientes

Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 9. Composition of the Senate

Party Prior to July 6, 1997 Ending in 1997 Beginning in 1997 1997-2000

PAN 25 1 9 33

PRI 95 31 13 77

PRD 5 0 8 13

PT 0 0 1 1

PVEM 0 0 1 1

Independent 3 0 0 3

Total 128 32 32 128
     Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 10. Majorities in State Congresses

State PAN PRI PRD

Aguascalientes ü

Baja California Norte ü

Baja California Sur ü

Campeche ü

Coahuila ü

Colima ü

Chiapas ü

Chihuahua ü

Distrito Federal ü

Durango ü

Guanajuato ü

Guerrero ü

Hidalgo ü

Jalisco ü

México ü

Michoacán ü

Morelos ü

Nayarit ü

Nuevo León ü

Oaxaca ü

Puebla ü

Querétaro ü

Quintana Roo ü

San Luis Potosí ü

Sinalóa ü

Sonora ü

Tabasco ü

Tamaulipas ü

Tlaxcala ü

Veracruz ü

Yucatán ü

Zacatecas ü

TOTAL 6 25 1
    Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)
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Table 11. Elections Scheduled in 1997

State Date Governor State Congress Municipality

1 Tabasco Oct. 19 ü ü

2 Veracruz Oct. 19 ü

3 Jalisco Nov. 9 ü ü
    Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)

Table 12. Elections Scheduled in 1998

State Date Governor State Congress Municipality

1 Yucatán May 24 ü ü

2 Durango July 5 ü ü ü

3 Zacatecas July 5 ü ü ü

4 Chihuahua July 12 ü ü ü

5 Aguascalientes Aug. 2 ü ü ü

6 Baja California Aug. 2 ü ü

7 Veracruz Aug. 2 ü ü

8 Chiapas Oct. 4 ü ü

9 Oaxaca Oct 4. ü ü ü

10 Michoacán Nov. 8 ü ü

11 Puebla Nov. 8 ü ü ü

12 Sinalóa Nov. 8 ü ü ü

13 Tamaulipas Nov. 8 ü ü ü

14 Tlaxcala Nov. 8 ü ü ü
Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)

Table 13. Elections Scheduled in 1999
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State Date Governor State Congress Municipality

1 Baja California Sur Feb. 7 ü ü ü

2 Coahuila Sept. 26 ü ü ü

3 Guerrero Feb. 21
Oct. 3

ü
ü ü

4 Hidalgo Feb. 21
Nov.14

ü ü
ü

5 México July 4
Nov. 14

ü
ü ü

6 Nayarit July 4 ü ü ü

7 Quintana Roo Feb. 21 ü ü ü

      Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)

Table 14. Elections Scheduled in 2000

State Date Governor State Congress Municipality

1 Campeche July 2 ü ü

2 Colima Aug. 20 ü ü

3 Chiapas Aug. 20 ü

4 Mexico City July 2 ü ü

5 Morelos March 19 ü ü ü

6 Nuevo León Aug. 20 ü ü

7 Querétaro July 2 ü ü

8 San Luis Potosí July 2 ü ü

9 Sonora July 2 ü ü

10 Tabasco Nov. 19 ü ü

11 Tlaxcala Nov. 12 ü

12 Veracruz Nov. 12 ü
       Source: Federal Electoral Institute (IFE)



33

Appendix. Electoral Reforms

The “crash” of the Federal Electoral Commission’s computer system while tabulating the results of the
1988 presidential election was the low point of credibility in the modern history of México’s electoral
process. Despite the lack of transparency in the vote count and serious allegations of electoral fraud, the
victory of Carlos Salinas de Gortari was announced.

The electoral reforms carried out in 1989 and 1990 were in large part propelled by President
Salinas’s need to redeem himself following his questionable electoral victory in the 1988 presidential
elections. This round of reforms set a limit of 350 deputies (70 percent of total) as the maximum number
of seats that any one party could have in the Chamber of Deputies. The reforms also led to the founding of
a professionalized Federal Electoral Institute (IFE).

Although the creation of the semi-autonomous IFE was a step in the right direction, it was still
perceived as falling short of impartiality because the secretary of the interior served as president of the
IFE’s General Council. Additional reforms consisted of appointing non-partisan citizen counselors to be
members of the IFE’s General Council. The reforms mandated the creation of a new, cleaned up voter
registration list and a more sophisticated photo I.D. (The IFE did not have the resources to create the
photo I.D. until the 1994 elections.) These reforms also led to the creation of the Federal Electoral
Tribunal, an autonomous court to try electoral disputes.

The 1993-1994 Electoral Reforms

The electoral reforms carried out in 1993 guaranteed minority parties a level of representation in the
Senate by increasing the number of senators representing each state from two to four—three seats elected
by a plurality and one assigned to the largest minority. In addition, the reforms reduced the number of
deputies a majority can have in the Chamber of Deputies from 350 to 315 (63 percent). It also mandated
that the IFE regulate political party funding and campaign finance.

In 1994, with the August 21 presidential elections on the horizon and with the world attentive to
the electoral process, two separate sets of reforms were carried out. Perhaps most significant, the
composition of the IFE’s General Council was modified. In order to reduce the level of influence exerted
by the government and political parties, the General Council would be composed of 11 voting members:
the president of the IFE (still the secretary of the interior); six citizen counselors (who would have no party
affiliation, would be nominated by the political parties, and would be confirmed by two-thirds of the
Chamber of Deputies); and two members (one from the majority party and one from the largest minority
party) from each house of Congress.

New identification cards with nine fraud-proof safeguard features were required, and the Federal
Electorate Court was created.29 Campaign finance was also addressed; however, because the reforms
merely imposed spending limits which were too high to have any neutralizing effect on financial
advantages long enjoyed by the PRI, and which exceeded the fundraising abilities of the opposition parties,
the results were inconsequential. According to the newly imposed spending limits, the amount of money
that presidential and national legislative campaigns could spend would be determined by the size of the
area and the number of voters the candidate sought to represent. Presidential nominees, for example, could
spend no more than U.S.$42 million (134,460,156 new pesos).30

                                               
29The fraud-proof safeguards are: national folio number, elector’s code, photograph, visible screen, year and

number of issue, signature, hologram, magnetic strip, and fingerprint.
30George W. Grayson, A Guide to the 1994 Mexican Presidential Election, Western Hemisphere Election

Study Series, (Washington, D.C. : Center for Strategic & International Studies, 1994), 9.


