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Introduction

The Mexico’s federal elections held on July 2, 2000 has been considered
as “pivotal” in that there were two remarkable events that had a significant
impact on the development of democracy in the country (Dominguez and
Lawson 2004). First, the Institutional Revolutionary Party (Partido Revolu-
cionario Institucional , PRI), which had led the hegemonic party system
since 1929, lost control of the presidency. The presidential election was in
fact competed between three candidates. They were Vicente Fox Quesada
of the Alliance for Change (Alianza por Cambio, AC), a center-right coali-
tion of the National Action Party (Partido Accion Nacional, PAN) and the
Green Party (Partido Verde Ecoldgico de México, PVEM) ; Francisco La-
bastida of the PRI; and Cuautémoc Cirdenas of the Alliance for Mexico
(Alianza por México, AM), a center-left coalition of the Party of Democratic
Revolution (Partido de la Revolucién Democrdtica, PRD) and other small
leftist parties. The vote shares were 42.5% for Fox, 36.1% for Labastida, and
16.6% for Cardenas. Second, for the first time in the history of Mexico’s
presidential elections, the Mexicans cast their votes across party lines, lead-

ing to the formation of a divided government. For the election of the lower
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house, the vote share was 38.3% for the AC, 36.9% for the PRI, and 18.7%
for the AM. Since the AC did not have a majority in Congress, the newly
elected President had to negotiate with the opposition parties on legislation
(Klesner 2002 : 140). Thus, as a consequence of split-ticket voting, the 2000
elections marked not only the end of the PRI dominance but also the emer-
gence of a consensual type of policy making in the Mexican government.

What explains this unprecedented voting behavior in the 2000 federal
elections in Mexico? The previous works on this pivotal election have focused
exclusively on the following question: why did the pre-electoral opinion
polls that favored Labastida and the sound economic performance of the
Zedillo administration (1994-2000) not lead to the continued victory for the
PRI in the presidential election? (Lawson 2004 : 1-2). They claim that the
tangible impact of a campaign message rather than the incumbent perform-
ance was decisive to vote choice in 2000. More specifically, by employing a
skillful campaign strategy, Fox successfully gained the support of voters who
were disaffected from the long-term dominance of the PRI and were hoping
for a “change” ; thus, such strategies became more influential as the election
day approached (Grupo Financiero Banamex — Accival 2000 ; Dominguez
and Lawson 2004 ; Hellman 2000; Klesner 2002; Herndndez 2000 ;
Schedler 2000 ; Wallis 2001 ; Watanabe 2002). However, the most important
question remains unanswered : why did such massive support for “change”
not manifest itself by the increase in the PAN’s vote share in the legislative
election to the same extent as in the presidential election?? To address this
question, this paper attempts to explore why the progressive voters split
their tickets by voting for Fox in the presidential election and for another
party’s candidate in the legislative election.

Split-ticket voting refers to the behavior of voters who differentiate their

votes for candidates from different parties for different elective posts. While
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split-ticket voting occurred for the first time in Mexico in the 2000 elections
and has become more common since then, this voting pattern has prevailed
in democratic political systems, where free and fair elections are guaranteed
(McAllister and White 2000 : 564). The arguments on split-ticket voting,
which abound particularly in American politics, have primarily revoived
around whether split-ticket voting is a consequence of policy coordination
among voters who intend to divide the government for policy moderation®.
As argued below, in the Mexican context, it is less plausible that such policy
coordination was the cause of split-ticket voting in the 2000 elections. In-
stead, it is more likely that this new voting pattern was a consequence of
electoral coordination®. In other words, a segment of Mexican voters chose
candidates of different parties for the presidency and legislature, %ot with
the intention of dividing the government but to avoid “wasted votes” in the
presidential election (Cox 1997 : 70).

Why did such electoral coordination occur in the 2000 elections in Mex-
ico? In order to coordinate electoral choices, a voter should be aware of
other voters’ preferences in order to form an expectation on the electoral
outcome. Prior to the 2000 elections, a series of institutional and electoral re-
forms had been implemented and had reshaped the patterns of political par-
ticipation by lowering the degree of uncertainty that voters would attach to
the electoral outcome (Lawson 2004 : 15). Specifically, these reforms pro-
vided greater leeway to opposition parties and civil society actors such as the
mass media. These empowered actors provided voters with additional infor-
mation through news reporting, negative political advertising, and television
debates, based on which voters could decide their vote choice (Dominguez
2004 : 337-340). These enhanced opportunities reduced uncertainty and
thus induced voters to cast meaningful votes (Lawson and Klesner 2004 :

84 ; Magaloni and Poiré 2004 : 282). The incentive might be greater among
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the electorates who aimed to oust the PRI from presidency and were able to
process relevant information (Lupia and McCubbins 1998 : 6)%. It is plausi-
ble that these well-informed voters coordinated their electoral choice and
produced incongruent outcomes in the presidential and legislative elections.

On the other hand, the policy outcome was still highly unpredictable be-
cause there was no clear separation of powers or difference in the policy
platform between the candidates, as is commonly observed in new democra-
cies such as Mexico. This lack of information prevented voters from forecast-
ing future policy outcomes, which depended on different combinations of
party control between different branches of government. This unpredictabil-
ity discouraged voters to strategically split their tickets so as to divide the
government for policy moderation. Thus, it is less likely that policy coordina-
tion among voters was the factor underlying ticket splitting in 2000.

In the following, I will explain how electoral coordination in the presi-
dential elections resulted in split-ticket voting in the 2000 federal election in
Mexico. Survey data on split-ticket voters are required for empirical sup-
port ; however, this data was unavailable. As an alternative, this study uses
data aggregated at the district level to examine the effects of socioeconomic
attributes on the probability of split-ticket voting. In this manner, the voter’s
motivation behind split-ticket voting is approximately estimated.

The remainder of this paper is as follows. The first section briefly de-
scribes Mexico’s electoral system and the electoral reforms implemented
since 1994, which provided institutional foundations for electoral coordina-
tion. The second section discusses the logic of split-ticket voting and draws
testable hypotheses. In the third section, a research design and model speci-
fication is presented. The fourth section contains the results and their inter-
pretations. Section five concludes with the remaining questions and the fu-

ture research agenda.
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I Electoral System, Electoral Reforms, and the 2000 Federal Elections

in Mexico

1 Gradual Reform of Electoral Systems in Democratizing Mexico

The Mexican political system had been characterized as a hegemonic
party system since the National Revolutionary Party (Partido Revolucio-
nario Nacional )—the precursor of the PRI—was founded in 1929. Until the
1997 midterm elections, the PRI had dominated all elective offices at the na-
tional level, namely, the presidency, the Senate, and the lower house, which
characterized Mexico as “an usually unified national government” (Klesner
2002 : 140). However, in the 1997 elections, the PRI lost the majority status
in the lower house, leading to a divided government (Klesner 1997 : 567).
The emergence of a divided rule proved that Mexico was democratizing be-
cause the PRI-led hegemonic system had given way to a competitive political
system in which the opposition was accredited as a legitimate actor. Prior to
this monumental event, the gradual opening of the political system acceler-
ated since 1994 when the former presidential election was conducted under
great political unrest®.

In the Mexican electoral system, the elections of the president, deputies,
and senators follow different rules. The president is elected directly by the
relative majority rule every six years, and reelection is prohibited. There are
128 senators who are elected to 6-year terms. The Senate comprises two
seats allocated through the relative majority formula for each of the 32 fed-
eral entities, one for each state by the first minority formula, and one out of a
nationwide list by proportional representation (PR). Deputies serve a 3-year
term. In the lower chamber, 300 seats are allocated by the relative majority

to represent a single-member district, and 200 are selected by a modified PR



6 Explaining Split-Ticket Voting in the 2000 Federal Elections in Mexico

formula from five electoral regions. In order to win PR seats, the parties must
have candidates registered in 200 of the 300 single-member districts. Closed
lists are adopted, and parties can register up to 60 candidates in both the PR
and plurality race. In order to gain PR seats, parties should receive more
than 2% of the national vote. The elections for these offices are conducted
concurrently, but midterm elections are scheduled for the lower house and
half the Senate.?

A series of electoral reforms have been undertaken since 1994, and this
gradually opened the political space for opposition parties. In particular, the
reform of electoral law enacted in 1996 was crucial in that major opposition
parties—the PAN and the PRD—participated in the legislative process to at-
tain approval (Watanabe 2002 : 6). This reform primarily aimed at improving
the conditions of fair electoral competition, which is the defining feature of
democracy. First, equal access to the mass media, such as radio and televi-
sion, during electoral campaigns has been guaranteed to all political parties.
Second, rules for campaign financing were established. While the public fi-
nancing of elections was increased, private sources were limited to a maxi-
mum of 10% of the total campaign expenses. Third, and most importantly,
the Federal Electoral Institute (Instituto Federal Electoral, IFE) was re-
structured to be autonomously organized by citizen advisors in order to
eliminate political intervention and was delegated further authority in admin-
istering and monitoring the federal-level elections”. These new rules for fair
electoral contests have reduced the uncertainty regarding electoral out-
comes and, as discussed below, facilitated electoral coordination among vot-

ers in 20009,

2 Electoral Results in the 2000 Federal Elections

Under the new institutional setting, the federal elections were con-
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ducted on July 2, 2000. The distinctive features of this pivotal election are
summarized as follows?. First, although opinion polls had forecasted a tie in
the presidential election, Fox recorded an undisputed victory by defeating
Labastida by a margin of 6.4 percentage points (Klesner 2002 : 144). As
shown in Table 1, Fox won 42.5% of the votes; Labastida, 36.1% ; and

Table 1. Results of the 2000 Federal Elections

AC PRI AM PCD PARM PDS

Prosident | 15:989.636 | 13,579,718 | 6,256,780 | 206,589 | 156896 | 592,381
(425%) | (36.1%) | (16.6%) | (0.6%) (0.4%) (1.6%)

Deputies | 14212:032 | 13,722,188 | 6,042,844 | 427233 | 271781 | 698,904
» (38.3%) | (36.9%) | (18.7%) | (1.2%) 0.7%) (1.9%)
Senators | 14198073 | 13,694,008 | 7,024,374 | 518744 | 274352 | 669,724
(88.1%) | (36.8%) | (18.9%) | (1.4%) (0.7%) (1.8%)

Note : PCD represents the Democratic Center Party (Partido del Centro Democrdtico).
PARM denotes the Authentic Party of the Mexican Revolution (Partido Auténtico de la
Revolucion Mexicana). PDS refers to the Social Democratic Party (Partido por la Democ-
racia Social ). The results for deputies and Senators refer to the elections by the relative
majority rule.

Source : Instituto Federal Electoral.

Table 2. Changes in Vote Share by PAN, PRI, and PRD

in the Presidential Elections

1988 1994 2000
Votes % Votes % Votes %
PAN 328,584 17.0 9,146,841 25.9 15,989,636 425
PRI 9,687,926 51.2 17,181,651 48.7 13,579,718 36.1
PRD 5,843,679 30.9 5,852,134 16.6 6,256,780 16.6

Note : Because the PAN formed an electoral coalition with a smaller party in 2000, the
vote share of the PAN in 2000 corresponds to that of the AC. Likewise, the vote share of
the PRD in 2000 refers to that of the AM.

Source : Instituto Federal Electoral.
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Cérdenas, 16.6%'?. As compared with the presidential elections in 1988 and
1994, the PAN increased its total votes by about six million in each election,
whereas the PRI lost about four million votes in the past six years (Table 2).
With respect to the PRD, while its total votes remained unchanged, its vote
share declined by 13 percentage points between 1988 and 1994.

Second, no party or coalition gained the majority status in the lower
house. More specifically, in the legislative election for deputies, the vote
share of the three major parties was 38.3%, 36.9%, and 18.7% for the AC, AM,
and PRI, respectively. As compared with the presidential election, the vote
share of the PRI was almost the same, whereas the shares of the AC de-
creased by 4.2% and the PRD increased by 2.1%. This discrepancy suggests
that some voters differentiated their party preferences between the presi-
dential and legislative elections ; in other words, they split their tickets. As a
result, in the lower house, the AC won 223 seats (PAN 206 and PVEM 17) ;
the PRI, 211 seats ; and the AM, 66 seats (the PRD won 50 and its coalition
partners 16). Since the opposition’s share of seats exceeded that of the AC,
the 2000 elections led to a divided government.

Third, the AC won in the regions where it had traditionally been weak.
In 1994, at the state level, the PRI's presidential candidates triumphed in all
32 states in Mexico. However, in 2000, Fox won in 20 of the 32 states, Labas-
tida won in 11 states, and Cardenas in only one state. Remarkably, the AC
won in the states of Veracruz and Puebla, where the PRI was traditionally
strong (Klesner 2002 : 146). At the district level, the AC won in 142 districts,
the PRI in 131 districts, and the AM in 27 districts'V. Watanabe demon-
strates that the AC not only won in the districts where the PAN controlled
the state governments but also where the PRI won in the midterm election in
1997 (Watanabe 2002 : 13). Such evidence suggests that the AC success-

fully garnered new support.
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Finally, although the average turnout was 65%, the AC won in the states
with high participation rates such as Yucatan (72%), the Federal District
(71%), Queretaro (70%), Jalisco (68%), and the State of Mexico (68%).
Conversely, the PRI won in the states with low participation rates such as
Durango (658%), Baja California Sur (568%), Guerrero (54%), and Chiapas
(52%). Chappell Lawson notes the following in this regard : “whereas higher
turnout used to be correlated with higher level of PRI support, but the mid-
1990s, the reverse was true.....PAN voters participated more and PRI voters
less” (Lawson 2004 : 15). This high participation rate in the states where the
AC won might be a consequence of electoral reforms, which assured free and
fair elections, enhanced the participation of opposition parties, and offered a
greater number of viable candidates for voters (Lawson and Klesner 2004 :
73).

As stated thus far, relative to the past election results, the 2000 federal
elections exhibited distinctive voting patterns under the new institutional
setting. Most importantly, while Fox defeated Labastida by a margin of 6.4
percentage points in the presidential election, the AC won the legislative
election by only a bare majority with a margin of 1.4 percentage points. The
next section examines the theoretical frameworks used to explain the cause

of the unprecedented phenomenon of split-ticket voting.

I Split-Ticket Voting and Electoral Coordination in Democratizing Mexico

The aforementioned discrepancy in the vote shares of the three major
parties or coalitions between the presidential and legislative elections sug-
gests that the two million people who voted for the PRD candidates to the
legislative offices chose Fox as the president (Hellman 2000 : 4). This raises
the question as to why the same extent of shift in votes for the PAN or AC

did not occur in the legislative election. The PRD supporters had a strong de-
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sire for ousting the long-lasting PRI dominance. If they had considered Fox a
more reliable leader to bring about “change,” they could have voted for his
party or coalition candidate in the concurrent legislative election as well.
Why did this not happen in reality?

There is a great deal of literature on split-ticket voting in the United
States, and the debate has revolved around whether split-ticket voting is
generated by intentional and strategic voting. First, the traditional account
does not assume strategic voting and recognizes the increasing importance
of ticket splitting as the unintentional byproduct of exogenous factors (Bur-
den and Kimball 1998 : 533), such as the decline of partisanship and in-
creased attention to the personality of candidates (Maddox and Nimmo
1981), campaign strategies involving the mass media to a greater extent (De
Vries and Tarrance 1972), and simply the fact that presidential and congres-
sional elections are held separately (Mattei and Howes 2000). The second
perspective argues that voters intend to split their tickets for the purpose of
policy balancing to avoid the policy extremism of the Democratic and Repub-
lican parties (Fiorina 1996). The voters are assumed to be intentional, but a
divided government is not expected to be an outcome of strategic coordina-
tion. Third, the most recent studies claim that a divided government is in-
tentionally generated to achieve policy moderation through strategic coordi-
nation among voters (Alesina and Rosenthal 1996 ; Mebane 2000).

Thus, the previous works on split-ticket voting differ on the assumption
of intentional and strategic voting. As argued below, there are compelling
reasons to believe that while a segment of Mexican voters split their tickets
strategically, it is unlikely that they intended to divide the government for
policy moderation. Unlike the case of the United States, such policy coordi-
nation might not be a plausible inducement to split-ticket voting in Mexico.

According to Walter Mebane, policy coordination can occur when the
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following assumptions are met. First, a voter needs to be aware that “policy
outcomes are compromises between the position taken by the president and
Congress” and to believe that “the two political parties push for distinct pol-
icy alternatives.” Second, the voter is assumed to believe that a “different
combination of party control of the presidency and Congress will produce
different policy outcomes.” Some of the voters would “do best to split their
ticket to try to bring about ‘moderate’ policy outcome, that is, an outcome in
some sense between the parties’ positions” (Mebane 2000 : 37, emphasis in
original). However, these assumptions were not relevant to the 2000 elec-
tions in Mexico for the following reasons.

First, the separation of powers, which generates “checks and balances”
between different branches of government to achieve policy moderation
(Alesina and Rosenthal 1996 : 44), was not as clear as in the United States.
Despite the constitutional stipulation of the separation of powers, the PRI
and the strong leadership of the presidents elected from the PRI had estab-
lished a one-party dominant regime in Mexico for over 70 years, which gen-
erated the de facto fusion of the executive and legislative authorities. Fur-
thermore, the lack of experience of the opposition parties in government
would make it difficult for voters to predict the policy outcome in case the
opposition wins the election and controls either branch of the government
(Klesner 2004 : 113).

Second, a clear understanding of parties’ policy positions is a prerequi-
site for policy moderation ; however, this was not plausible in Mexico, at
least in 2000. The policy positions of the presidential candidates were par-
ticularly less distinguishable in the 2000 elections. All the three candidates
promised their commitment to economic growth, education, and public
safety (Klesner 2002 : 143 ; Wallis 2001 : 313-314)'?. This was because, as

indicated by a survey conducted four months prior to the election, these is-
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sues were the major concerns among voters (Table 3). Instead, a cleavage
was created over an issue concerning the regime, that is, the division be-
tween pro- and anti-regime camps (Hellman 2000 : 2 ; Klesner 2002 : 143).
More specifically, Fox and Cardenas made a strong commitment to “change”

from the PRI’s regime, which had monopolized political power for over 70

Table 3 : Survey on Voters’ Priority Issues in 2000

“What is the most important problem in the county today?”

Public security 21%
Economy 19%
Poverty 12%
Unemployment 9%
Corruption 8%

Source : Camp, 2004., p. 37.

Table 4. Reasons for Voting Decision

Respondents

Reason (%)
For change 43
For the candidate 9
By obligation 2
By custom 7
The least bad 4
For party loyalty 5
For his proposals 22
Other 6
Don’t know 2

100

Source : Reforma, July 3, 2000.
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years. As Table 4 shows, a large segment of the voters considered “change”
as a decisive factor in their voting decision in the absence of substantial pol-
icy debates.

Thus, the ambiguous separation of powers and the absence of policy de-
bates made it highly unlikely that the voters differentiated their vote choice
between the presidency and legislature for the purpose of policy coordina-
tion. What, then, explains split-ticket voting in Mexico? I argue that strategic
voting occurred in the 2000 elections not for policy coordination but for elec-
toral coordination. As stated earlier, the institutional and electoral reforms
made the electoral outcome more predictable and thus lowered the degree
of uncertainty attached to the electoral outcome, which in turn facilitated
electoral coordination. More specifically, the reform activated electoral cam-
paigns, opinion polls, and the mass media ; this had a substantial impact on
the voting decisions by influencing voters’ preferences for their candidates,
the beliefs on the preferences of other voters, and the expectations on the
likely outcome of the election.

On the one hand, the mass media and electoral campaigns influenced
vote choice in the following manner. As stated above, in the 2000 elections,
the debate among the presidential candidates converged on the regime issue,
and both the opposition candidates—Fox and Cardenas-made a strong com-
mitment to effect a “change” from the dominance of the PRI'®. However,
there was no coordination at the elite level because the PAN and PRD failed
to form an anti-regime coalition to win the election. Instead, strategic coordi-
nation occurred at the mass level (Magaloni and Poiré 2004). As mentioned
earlier, the two million people who voted for the PRD candidates for the leg--
islative offices chose Fox as president (Hellman 2000 : 4). This suggests that
a portion of the PRD supporters, who wanted to overthrow the PRI and were
able to process information to the effect that Cardenas had only a slight
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chance to win the presidency, voted for Fox in the presidential election. This
vote choice was affected by Fox’s skillful campaign involving the extensive
use of the media to impress voters with his strong commitment to
“change.”® In other words, Fox successfully coordinated the expectation
among the opposition supporters by convincing them that voting for him
would make a difference.

On the other hand, opinion polls played an increasingly important role in
helping voters form preferences for their candidates, beliefs on other voter’s
preferences, and expectations on each candidate’s performance on the elec-
tion day (Cox 1997 : 74). During the electoral process, various opinion poll
companies visualized how the contest would evolve and generated a percep-
tion of which candidates were performing well (Grupo Financiero Banamex -
Accival 2000 : 263)'. In the last month of the pre-election campaign, vari-
ous opinion polls suggested that the presidential contest would result in a tie
between Fox and Labastida (Klesner 2002 : 144). The information on the
close race generated an additional incentive to cast a useful vote because the
“tie” strengthened voters’ perceptions that “your vote will be decisive.”

Particularly, Fox succeeded in gaining support from “undecided” voters
by emphasizing the importance of their vote in order to break the tie in his
campaign messages. According to a post-electoral survey, 19% of the elec-
torate did not make their voting decision until the very last minute!®. To at-
tract these decisive “undecided” voters and break the “tie,” Fox repeatedly
displayed his firm confidence in victory to convince the Mexicans that their
vote would make a difference (Schedler 2000 : 11). According to Hellman,
an overwhelming portion of these “undecided” were former PRD voters and
millions of Mexicans affiliated with unions and associations that were tied to
the PRI (Hellman 2000 : 3). They included a number of high-profile intellec-
tuals of the left PRD supporters, who were supposedly disappointed with
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Cérdenas and therefore cast a “useful vote” for Fox. Consequently, among
the “undecided,” 47% voted for Fox, 34% for Labastida, and 17% for Carde-
nas (Grupo Financiero Banamex — Accival 2000 : 265).

In short, the institutional and electoral reforms enhanced the role of the
mass media, electoral campaign, and opinion polls to shape voters’ prefer-
ences, beliefs, and expectations on the electoral outcome, by reducing the
degree of uncertainty. This induced the anti-regime voters, particularly high-
profile PRD supporters, to split their tickets and strategically vote for Fox in
the presidential election. By contrast, they were not given the incentive to
cast another “useful vote” for the AC in the legislative elections. Fox could
solve the problem of coordinating those opposition voters’ expectations by
undertaking a skillful campaign for the presidential election. However, the
campaign promise for “change” narrowly focused on his personal leadership
skill and did not emphasize that his party and coalition would also be capable
of accomplishing the objective in the legislative arena. Accordingly, it failed
to mobilize support for the AC’s success in. the legislative election to the
same extent as in the presidential election. In other words, Fox induced a
portion of the PRD supporters to strategically vote for him in the presiden-
tial election, but the impetus was not sufficiently effective to change their
sincere preference, which could have led to a victory across the board for
the AC and the emergence of a PAN-led unified government in the coming
administration. Thus, split-ticket voting and a divided government are con-
sidered to be unintended consequences of electoral coordination in the
presidential election.

Drawing on the expectations outlined above, it is hypothesized that
plausible ticket splitters who enabled electoral coordination in the presiden-
tial election had an attachment to the PRD, a preference for change from the

PRI, and a relatively higher socioeconomic status. Thus, three testable hy-



16 Explaining Split-Ticket Voting in the 2000 Federal Elections in Mexico

potheses are presented as follows :

Hypothesis 1 : Ticket splitters were more likely to be traditional sup-
porters of the PRD.

Hypothesis 2 : The more the voters suffered from the unfavorable gov-
ernment performance, the more likely were they to split
their tickets because they had a greater incentive toward
change from the status quo and the more susceptible were
they to Fox’s campaign message.

Hypothesis 3 : The higher the voter’s socioeconomic status, the more
likely were they to split their tickets because they had the
ability to process the information required for electoral

coordination.

I Research Design and Model Specification

Testing the above hypotheses requires national survey data on ticket
splitters ; however, such data was unavailable for this research. Therefore,
this study analyzes cross-sectional data on electoral results and socioeco-
nomic attributes by district for the year 2000, to examine the effects of dis-
trict characteristics on the probability of split-ticket voting!™. This would be
an approximate estimation of the motivation behind ticket splitting. The unit
of analysis is the district. The data set includes 285 out of 300 observations
for which data are available, representing a good cross section within the
country.'® Since I use the cross-sectional data for 285 cases, heteroskedas-
ticity becomes an issue of concern. In order to determine if the estimates are
biased and inconsistent, I use two estimators-the ordinary least square
(OLS) and the weighted least square (WLS)-and then compare the coeffi-

cients and significance. A basic formulation of the regression models is pre-
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sented as follows :

(FOX;—AC:) /Vote total;
=oi+ B 1:PRDI7+ B 2:Crime+ B 3:Growth+ B sMarginality +
B 5PRDI97*Marginality + y: + &:

where (FOX:-AC:) / Vote totali is the dependent variable ; 31, B2, B3, B4,
and Bs, are the estimated parameters; ¢ refers to a district as a cross-
sectional unit ; 7y refers to state dummy variables that control for region-
specific effects for each of the 32 states in Mexico ; and &; is an error term.

The detailed variable descriptions are presented below.

1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable—(FOXi-AC:) / Vote totali—denotes a differ-
ence of the vote share between the presidential candidate of the AC, Fox,
and the candidate of the AC for the lower house election in district ¢. The
data are drawn from the electoral results published by the IFE. Conceptu-
ally, the variable to be explained is discrete because voters make a binary
choice among alternative candidates. Since this analysis uses the data aggre-
gated at the district level, I obtain the probability of ticket splitting, which
falls between zero and one, by dividing the vote difference between Fox and
the legislative candidates by the total votes of each district. For calculating
the ratio of split-ticket voting, Watanabe (2002) uses the total votes of Fox
as a denominator. However, since this includes the effects of the strength of
Fox in the district, this study uses the total votes in each district instead. In a
strict sense, the total votes in the presidential election are slightly larger
than that in the legislative election in each district. As the difference is suffi-

ciently small so as not to affect the estimates, the larger total votes in the
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presidential election is used as a denominator.

2 Independent Variables

To test the hypotheses, this study includes five independent variables.
In the previous section, plausible split-ticket voters are identified as those
who are traditional supporters of the PRD, hoping for a change from the PRI
government, and who enjoy a higher socioeconomic status. First, the voter’s
partisanship may be inferred from his or her past voting pattern in a district.
More specifically, the electoral results of the PRD in the 1997 midterm elec-
tion should be a good predictor for the party’s strength in each district. The
variable PRD 97 draws on the official electoral results published by the IFE
and is calculated by dividing the total votes of the PRD candidate by the total

votes in each district.

Second, the magnitude of voters’ preference for a change from the PRI
regime is measured by the current government performance. In particular,
given that the economy and public security are high priority issues as dem-
onstrated in Table 3, the effects of these variables on the probability of ticket
-splitting should be examined. Crime denotes the increase in the crime rate
and Growth denotes the GDP growth rate, drawing on the XII Censo Gen-
eral Poblacion y Vivienda 2000 published by the National Institute of Sta-
tistics, Geography, and Information (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Ge-
ografia e Informdtica, INEGD)'®. For these two variables, the average val-
ues during the period between 1997 and 2000 at the state level are used.
This is because in 1997, the midterm elections reshuffled the government
composition, and the voting decision would have been affected by the per-
formance of the administration during this period. With regard to the obser-
vation unit, state-level data are used because the data at the district level are

not available.
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Third, a higher socioeconomic status is an important predictor of elec-
toral coordination because it is associated with higher accessibility to infor-
mation from various sources and the capability to process it. For this vari-
able, this analysis uses the marginality index, represented as Marginality,
instead of employing multiple socioeconomic indicators such as the level of
education and housing conditions. The marginality index is a composite
measure calculated by the CONAPO (Consejo Nacional de Poblacion).
More specifically, it is constructed by using the method of principal compo-
nents based on the following seven variables : the share of (1) illiterate
population aged 15 or more, (2) dwellings without running water, (3) house-
hold dwellings without drainage, (4) household dwellings without electricity,
(5) dwellings with earthen floors, (6) the average number of occupants per
room, and (7) the percentage of labor force working in the agricultural sec-
tor. The merits of using this index are two-fold. First, this single measure can
capture both voter’s accessibility to information and their capacity to process
it, which would predict strategic voting. Second, it can avoid the problem of
multicollinearity, which arises with the use of highly correlated variables,
such as the education level and living conditions in Mexico. It should be
noted that a higher marginality index corresponds to a lower socioeconomic
status.

Finally, I also include the interaction term—~PRD 97*Marginality—in
order to observe how support for the PRD and higher socioeconomic status
jointly determine the probability of split-ticket voting. As argued in the previ-
ous section, [ hypothesize that the probability of split-ticket voting increases
if voters are PRD supporters, are unsatisfied with the unfavorable govern-
ment performance, and have a higher socioeconomic status. Thus, I expect
to see a positive and significant coefficient on PRD 97 and Crime and a

negative and significant coefficient on Growth, Marginality, and the inter-
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action term.

IV Results and Interpretation

Table 5 presents the OLS and WLS regression results. A comparison of
these results suggests that the OLS estimates are biased and inconsistent be-
cause the magnitude of the coefficients and standard errors differs between
these two estimators and some variables turn out to be statistically signifi-
cant in the WLS estimator. These differences are attributable to the het-
eroskedasticity in the OLS estimates. Thus, the WLS estimates are consid-
ered for this analysis. The major findings are presented as follows.

First, the coefficient for PRD 97 is positive and statistically significant at
the p < .01 level. This suggests that split-ticket voters are more likely to be
traditional supporters of the PRD, which supports Hypothesis 1. Second, the
effects of government performances depict mixed results. While the esti-
mated coefficient of Crime is positive and statistically significant at the p <
.05 level, that of Growth is negative but not statistically significant. As stated
above, the increase in crime rate and lower growth rate are expected to gen-
erate a greater incentive to vote for change and thus be more susceptible to
Fox’s campaign messages. In the light of this, the coefficients of these vari-
ables yield an expected sign, but the effect of crime is more discernible.
Given that the voters perceived that public security was the first priority fol-
lowed by the economy, as described in Table 3, these results might not be in-
consistent with the theoretical predictions, and thus, Hypothesis 2 cannot
be rejected. Third, the effect of Marginality is negative and not statistically
significant. This can be interpreted as the fact that the socioeconomic status
alone does not predict the probability of split-ticket voting. Nevertheless,
when this variable is interacted with PRD 97, it becomes statistically signifi-

cant at the p < .05 level, with a coefficient having a negative sign. This im-
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plies that in a district with a higher socioeconomic status (lower marginality
index), split-ticket voting was more likely to occur if it was a traditional sup-
port base of the PRD. Thus, Hypothesis 3 is conditionally supported.

In sum, all three hypotheses are supported by the results of the empiri-
cal estimation. The findings are summarized as follows. First, split-ticket vot-
ers had a partisan attachment to the PRD. Second, voters split their tickets
because they wished for a “change” from the PRI dominance, which exhib-

ited the unfavorable government performance, particularly the increasing

Table 5. OLS and WLS Regression Results for Split-Ticket Voting

Variables OLS WLS
15018% | 15559%
PRD 97 (02802) | (.02766)
Crime —.00033 | .00064*
(00024) | (.0003)
00124 — 0027
irgetl (00213) | (.00189)
. —.00603 | —.00403
Marginality (00521) | (.00612)
—.03277 | —.05264*
I
PRD 97*Marginality (.0201) (.02188)
Constant 04488% | 0629*x
(01995) | (.01712)
F 9.18% 10.62%*
Adjusted R 2 495 535
N 285 285

Note : Cell entries are regression coefficients with standard
errors in parentheses. * p < .05, * p < .01, two tailed test.
State dummy variables for 32 states were included in the mod-
els, but the coefficients are not reported here.



22 Explaining Split-Ticket Voting in the 2000 Federal Elections in Mexico

crime rates. Third, the socioeconomic status of voters matters on the condi-
tion that they were supporters of the PRD. These findings confirm that the
traditional PRD voters who had a higher socioeconomic status and hoped for
“change” cast a vote strategically for Fox in the presidential election and sin-
cerely for a candidate of the PRD in the lower house election. Thus, electoral
coordination that occurred in the presidential election explains the split-
ticket voting and the divided government in the 2000 federal elections in

Mexico.

Conclusion

This paper argues that split-ticket voting occurred as a result of elec-
toral coordination among a segment of the PRD supporters in the 2000 fed-
eral elections in Mexico, leading to a divided government. In the Mexican
case, it was not policy coordination but electoral coordination in the presi-
dential election that generated this unintended outcome. More specifically,
the unambiguous separation of powers and unclear policy platforms of the
candidates made policy coordination implausible. By contrast, a series of in-
stitutional and electoral reforms reduced the degree of uncertainty attached
to electoral outcomes and thus facilitated electoral coordination in the presi-
dential election. The empirical analysis using aggregate data demonstrates
that voters who had an attachment to the PRD, a preference for a “change”
from the PRI, and who enjoyed a higher socioeconomic status cast a “useful
vote” for Fox in the presidential election and sincerely voted for the PRD
candidate in the legislative election. This study is a modest effort to estimate
the motivation behind this unprecedented phenomenon. However, it also
clarifies a number of remaining questions that should be addressed in order
to improve the arguments.

First, in order to provide a clearer explanation of electoral coordination,
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the preferences, beliefs, and expectations regarding the electoral outcomes
of each split-ticket voter need to be investigated using individual-level data.
Otherwise, it is impossible to accurately examine how voters’ choices are co-
ordinated based on common knowledge and information regarding the out-
comes. For instance, a post-electoral survey for the 2003 midterm election
incorporated a questionnaire items directly inquiring about a preference for
a divided government?®. Additional survey researches of the presidential
elections will provide opportunities to analyze voters’ intention to split tick-
ets.

Second, despite the lack of micro-level data, there remains the possibil-
ity that voters divided the government for policy moderation. Given that the
2000 elections were a “pivotal democratic election” in Mexico’s political his-
tory and a departure from the authoritarian past, it would be reasonable to
assume that Mexican voters “brought a double insurance policy—against re-
newed authoritarian lordship and against wild policy implementation” (Do-
minguez 2004 : 341). Further evidence should be collected in order to exam-
ine whether this statement can be generalized.

Despite these questions, this study has important implications for split-
ticket voting and divided government in emerging democracies, which has
not been studied thus far. The importance should be emphasized given that
such differential voting prevailed to a greater extent in the 2006 federal elec-
tions in Mexico and seems to have become a normal practice among Mexican
voters. In this sense, an increased effort should be made to explain this

emerging phenomenon and to build a theory on it.

* This paper was presented at the 2004 Meeting of the Latin American Studies As-
sociation, Las Vegas, Nevada, October 7-9, 2004. I would like to thank the edi-

tor of this journal, two anonymous reviewers, Jorge I. Dominguez, Gretchen
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Helmke, Yoshiaki Hisamatsu, Walter Mebane, Kathleen O’Neill, and Jonas Pon-
tusson for helpful comments and encouragement. Any remaining mistakes are
my own responsibility

** Associate Professor, Graduate School of International Cooperation Studies, Kobe

University. E-mail : ytakahashi@people.kobe-u.ac.jp

Notes

1) An exception is Watanabe (2002). He regards split-ticket voting as a decisive
factor in Fox’s victory.

2) More technically, Mebane explains that “coordination occurs ‘if each voter’s
choice is in a strategic sense in equilibrium with every other voter’s choice’ ”
(Mebane 2000 : 37).

3) Specifically, electoral coordination assumes strategic voting with which vot-
ers “abandon their sincere choice — a trailing candidate — for one of the front-
runners in order not to waste their vote” (Magaloni and Poiré 2004 : 276).

4) According to Arthur Lupia and Matthew McCubbins, reasoned choice does
not require complete information but knowledge, defined as “the ability to pre-
dict the consequences of actions” (Lupia and McCubbins 1998 : 6).

5) In January 1994, an armed insurgence erupted in Chiapas, and the PRI’s
presidential candidate, Luis Donaldo Colosio, was assassinated during the elec-
toral campaign in March.

6) This brief summary of the electoral and party systems in Latin American
countries draws on Mainwaring and Shugart (1997) and Klesner (2002).

7) For the electoral reforms in 1996, see Becerra, Salazar, and Woldenberg
(1997) and Klesner (2002).

8) According to Klesner and Lawson, this effect is more salient among the oppo-
sition and unaffiliated voters because the reforms further convinced them that
their participation might be decisive to the electoral results (Klesner and Law-
son 2001). As evidence to this fact, they demonstrated a higher turnout among
these voters, who were more politically engaged than the traditional PRI sup-
porters.

9) This section on the election results relies largely on the election results pub-
lished by the IFE and Klesner (2002).

10) According to Klesner, the remaining votes were accounted for by three other
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candidates (Klesner 2002 : 144).

11) Mexico is divided into 300 electoral districts that serve as a base for the elec-
tion of the lower house by the relative majority formula.

12) However, these candidates differed with regard to the specific development
strategy to be implemented. According to Klesner, while Fox and Labastida in-
sisted on continuing the market-based strategy, Cardenas rejected the neo-
liberal economic strategy, which had been pursued in Mexico since the 1980s
(Klesner 2002 : 143).

13) The salience of a pro- versus anti-regime cleavage in the 2000 elections is ex-
tensively discussed in Klesner (2004).

14) In addition, Herndndez (2000), Wallis (2001), and Watanabe (2002) point out
the “Americanization” of the campaign, namely, the salience of negative cam-
paign, as one of the features of the 2000 elections.

15) In the month preceding the election, as many as thirteen companies pub-
lished the results of the national opinion polls separately (Grupo Financiero
Banamex - Accival 2000 : 264).

16) This survey draws on Reforma, July 3, 2000.

17) Although the use of aggregate data may lead to the problem of ecological fal-
lacy, Klesner emphasizes the merit that “aggregate-level data can tell us in
which kinds of places a particular party tends to perform well or poorly”
(Klesner 2004 : 102).

18) While Mexico City is divided into thirty districts, most of the other districts
consist of several municipalities. In order to compare the socioeconomic attrib-
utes of each district, I employ data on the municipality representing all the dis-
tricts, except Mexico City because socioeconomic data aggregated at the dis-
trict level are not available. Further elaboration of this measure is an agenda for
future research.

19) The data for crime rate only includes the reported cases. Given that many of
the incidences are not reported, it is likely that the effect of this variable is un-
derestimated.

20) This survey was conducted by Reforma, July 26, 2003.
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