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Abstract 

This work compares the ability of presidents in a single-party regime versus a multi-party 

regime to pass legislation regarding security issues in Mexico. To do so it compares how the 

Revolutionary Institutional Party (PRI) addressed security concerns in the country versus the 

National Action Party (PAN). I argue that the lack of partisan veto players in a single-party 

regime, with the support of influential informal veto players, will facilitate passing legislation 

regarding security issues in Mexico. The presence of partisan veto players in a multi-party 

regime, with the presence of influential informal veto players, makes the passing legislation 

regarding security issues in Mexico much more difficult. To make this argument, the paper turns 

to the role of formal versus informal veto players in the country. According to George Tsebelis, 

veto players are groups or individuals specified by the Constitution who are able to shift the 

status quo. The different levels of influence of formal and informal veto players in Mexico 

appears to affect how different presidents address drug policy. Findings suggest that strong 

informal veto players like the U.S. have a much greater influence in Mexican domestic policy 

than previously expected as compared to formal veto players like political parties.    
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Abstract 

This work compares the ability of presidents in a single-party regime versus a multi-party 

regime to pass legislation regarding security issues in Mexico. To do so it compares how the 

Revolutionary Institutional Party (PRI) addressed security concerns in the country versus the 

National Action Party (PAN). I argue that the lack of partisan veto players in a single-party 

regime, with the support of influential informal veto players, will facilitate passing legislation 

regarding security issues in Mexico. The presence of partisan veto players in a multi-party 

regime, with the presence of influential informal veto players, makes the passing legislation 

regarding security issues in Mexico much more difficult. To make this argument, the paper turns 

to the role of formal versus informal veto players in the country. According to George Tsebelis, 

veto players are groups or individuals specified by the Constitution who are able to shift the 

status quo. The different levels of influence of formal and informal veto players in Mexico 

appears to affect how different presidents address drug policy. Findings suggest that strong 

informal veto players like the U.S. have a much greater influence in Mexican domestic policy 

than previously expected as compared to formal veto players like political parties.    
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In 2000, the newly elected president of the National Action Party (PAN), Vicente Fox, 

had arguably won the most important chair in politics and made his party a key factor in the 

policy making process. However, his party did not receive majority votes in the Senate or the 

Chamber of Deputies putting him at a disadvantage when it came to passing legislation. In the 

Chamber of Deputies, the PAN received 206 chairs out of a possible 500, and in the Senate they 

acquired 46 chairs out of a possible 128 (Nacif, 2003). An important advantage of being the 

president of the Republic is having the ability to have the presidential veto. In order to have the 

authority to impose a presidential veto on any piece of legislation you much achieve at least 167 

chairs in the Chamber of Deputies and 43 in the Senate (Nacif, 2003). Fox clearly obtained more 

than the 1/3 required to uphold the presidential veto, thus enabling him to prevent changes to the 

status quo while simultaneously lacking the ability to enact policies. The inability to enact 

policies in a multi-party government meant that Fox would have to turn to opposing political 

parties for support. 

Prior to the historic 2000 election, Mexico had seen the presence of only one influential 

political party in government for more than 70 years (Reding, 1989).Although the Revolutionary 

Institutional Party (PRI) had lost the primary chair of power in 2000, it did not mean their 

influence had diminished with respect to politics and policies that were enacted. Historically, 

past PRI presidents were able to act in virtually unconstrained ways due to the lack of veto 

players. Very briefly defined, veto players are a group or individual whose agreement is required 

for a change in the status quo to occur (Tsebelis, 1995). This lack of veto players allowed the 

PRI to pass legislation with minimal constraints. Leading up to the 2000 election and on, there 

emerged many more veto players, both formal and informal, due to the existence of a multi-party 
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system. The added veto players made it more difficult for PAN Presidents Fox and Calderon to 

pass legislation as compared to previous PRI presidents, Salinas and Zedillo.  

I argue that the absence of formal veto players in the single-party system prior to 2000 

allowed presidents to pass legislation more freely, especially with regards to security issues. On 

the other hand, the emergence of veto players in the multi-party system post 2000 made it more 

difficult to pass legislation and address the growing security issues in the country. This argument 

is an important one to consider due to the high levels of violence seen in Mexico. It is estimated 

that between 120,000-125,000 deaths occurred in Calderon‟s administration alone due to 

exacerbated security issues (Beittel, 2013). These levels of violence had not been seen previously 

in Mexico and have lead many to question what can be done about it. This paper does not serve 

to provide any solutions to this problem but rather to further explore the possible reasons as to 

why this situation escaladed the way it did. My findings indicate that while partisan and 

Constitutional veto players are important in Mexico‟s government, U.S. influence appears to 

have more of an effect on their domestic and security policies due to their monetary and physical 

involvement within Mexico. This suggests that informal veto players can have a stronger 

influence than formal veto players when it comes to policy making decisions. 

Veto Players 

Before moving forward, it is important to differentiate between formal and informal veto 

players within Mexico. According to Tsebelis, a veto player is a group or individual whose 

agreement is required for a change in the status quo to occur (Tsebelis, 1995). However, Tsebelis 

points out that there is a distinction between institutional and partisan veto players. Institutional 

veto players are those that are specified by the constitution (Tsebelis, 1995). In the case of 

Mexico‟s bicameral legislature, the institutional veto players include Congress (the Chamber of 
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Deputies and the Senate) and the President. The second distinction that is made with regards to 

veto players are partisan veto players. Partisan veto players are found in multi-party systems and 

constitute as political parties in Congress (Gordin 9). To clarify, institutional veto players are 

defined by the Constitution of each specific country; whereas, partisan veto players are identified 

by the country‟s coalitional make-up in Congress. The partisan veto players in Mexico include 

the Revolutionary Institutional Party (PRI), the National Action Party (PAN), and the Party of 

Democratic Revolution (PRD). As I will discuss later in the paper, the PRI influenced politics 

much more than the other two political parties prior to 2000 which made it so that the influence 

of the remaining partisan veto players was almost non-existent.  

On the other hand, informal veto players are much harder to operationalize because they 

are, essentially, informal. Informal veto players are comprised of private and public societal 

actors not part of the formal institution in which they are exercising their influence (MacIntyre, 

2001). Examples of influential societal actors include businesses, unions, corporations, other 

countries, and etcetera. An informal veto player has the ability to stop policy change by using 

specific actions or using resistance (Zuvanic & Iacoviello, 2010). Similarly, they are able to play 

an active role in promoting a specific policy by stimulating and collaborating to improve it. For 

the purposes of this paper, an informal veto player will be defined as a group or individual that is 

not specifically stated in the Constitution; yet, has the strong ability to influence policy in that 

county. As I will explain further in the paper, the United States and drug trafficking 

organizations fall into this category. Even though these parties are not democratically elected 

institutions in Mexico and do not exercise direct veto power in Congress, they are nonetheless 

considered informal veto players because they have a pivotal role in the policies enacted.  
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It is important to clarify the relationship between the drug trafficking organizations and 

the Mexican government in order to understand their influence within Mexican politics as an 

informal veto player. As mentioned before, drug trafficking organizations are considered 

informal veto players like the United States. The difference is that drug trafficking organizations 

were also a part of a state-sponsored protection racket beginning in the 1940‟s. State-sponsored 

protection rackets are informal institutions through which public officials refrain from enforcing 

the law in exchange for a share of the profits generated by the organization (Snyder & Duran-

Martinez 254). Essentially it meant that the Mexican government protected drug trafficking 

organizations though police entities, like the Federal Security Directorate (DFS), in exchange for 

bribes. This suggests that the government would not implement new security policies that would 

affect the income generated by these organizations unless there was a disruption in the 

agreements that both parties had. As I will later discuss, the disruption of the balance between 

the Mexican government and drug trafficking organizations would be, in part, a result of the new 

multi-party system and the overshadowing influence of the United States as an informal veto 

player. In sum, both formal and informal veto players have the ability to influence policy slightly 

differently within the country.    

Now that I have provided a base in which to evaluate formal and informal actors within 

the Mexican government, I argue that after 2000, the transition from single-party to multi-party 

rule had some unintended consequences, especially in terms of security issues. I argue that 

single-party rule pre-2000 in Mexico allowed for fewer governing constraints due to the lack of 

influential formal veto players. This allowed the hegemonic party to act more freely with regards 

to passing legislation and addressing problems, like security issues. In contrast, after the 

emergence of multi-party rule following the 2000 elections, there was a higher amount of 



COMPARITIVE ANALYSIS OF PAN AND PRI SECURITY ISSUES 7 
 

influential formal veto players that made passing legislation more difficult. This implies an 

inability to address important security issues in the country. I hypothesize: H1: The lack of 

partisan veto players in a single-party regime, with the support of influential informal veto 

players, will facilitate passing legislation regarding security issues in Mexico. H2: The presence 

of partisan veto players in a multi-party regime, with the presence of influential informal veto 

players, will make the passing legislation regarding security issues in Mexico much more 

difficult. I will provide evidence for each hypothesis by doing a comparative analysis of PRI 

Presidents Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988-1994) and Ernesto Zedillo (1994-2000) versus PAN 

Presidents Vicente Fox (2000-2006) and Felipe Calderon (2006-2012). I will be assessing their 

ability to pass legislation and address security issues in a single-party system as opposed to a 

multi-party system.  

When continuing on with the analysis in this paper, it is important to discuss how the PRI 

came into power in order to understand the dynamics of such an influential party in Mexico. In 

addition, this paper will also present a brief history of the relationship between three Mexican 

presidents and drug trafficking organizations beginning from President Luis Echeverria (1970-

1976), followed by José Lopez Portillo (1976-1982), and Miguel de La Madrid (1982-1988). 

This will be done in order to serve as background information and highlight the relatively few 

constraints that PRI presidents faced. The paper will then discuss Carlos Salinas de Gortari‟s 

(1988-1994) ascension to power in a single party regime and how he handled the emerging 

security problems in Mexico by discussing the policies he put in place. Next I will discuss 

Ernesto Zedillo‟s (1994-2000) contributions in a single party regime and how he dealt with the 

security issues. I will then look at Vicente Fox (2000-2006) and Felipe Calderon‟s (2006-2012) 

ability to enact policies in a multi-party regime with regards to the security issues in Mexico. 
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Finally, the paper will conclude by comparing Carlos Salinas de Gortari and Ernesto Zedillo‟s 

ability to enact security policies in a single-party regime versus the policies enacted in a multi-

party regime by Vicente Fox and Felipe Calderon.  

The PRI in Power and Growing Security Issues in Mexico 

The Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) was founded in 1929 and was able to 

maintain power for over 70 years (Reding, 1989). Ideologically, the PRI base their motivation on 

being the party of the „revolution‟. They ride on the slogan of “social justice” to appeal to the 

masses (Rodriguez & Ward, 1994). Individuals identifying with PRI ideologies are known as 

priistas. PRI politics echo a center-left perspective just like their counter part the Party of 

Democratic Revolution (PRD), as opposed to the PAN who are center-right (Reding, 1989). 

According to Rodriguez and Ward, “while the PRI may have a disproportionately large political 

presence within the Mexican political system, it exercises no policy-making authority over the 

system” (Rodriguez & Ward, 1994). To compare, it is like saying that Democrats or Republicans 

do not have direct authority over policy‟s that get approved or rejected, Congress does. However, 

if either Democrats or Republicans have the majority in Congress then they are able to influence 

what happens greatly. This would be the case of PRI and policy enactments in Mexico. 

The question then becomes, „why had the PRI been so successful and unchallenged for 

the past 70 years?‟ The answer to that question comes from lack of opportunity. To be admitted 

into the PRI you had to request party membership (Langston, 2001). Once you were accepted 

into the PRI, you were placed into a sector of individuals which included the peasants, workers, 

or the popular sector. This was “the glue that held the system together” (Fidler, 1996). The 

loyalty to the president and those that surrounded him was the basis of success because he had 

the freedom to choose his successors. Loyalty was likely to be rewarded in the long run 
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(Langston, 2001). The PRI was a highly disciplined party that allowed for very little wiggle 

room in terms of how things worked within it and this was a problem for the emergence of veto 

players in the single-party system in Mexico. When referring to a highly disciplined party I am 

echoing what George Tsebelis defines as “…the ability of a party to control the votes of its 

members inside parliament” (Tsebelis, 1995). The ability to control its members would be 

essential to the party‟s success and ability to enact policies. 

The capacity to make political changes in a single-party government versus a multi-party 

government can largely depend on the presence of veto players. As mentioned before, a veto 

player can be defined as an individual or group of actors whose agreement is requirement for in 

order for a change in the status quo to occur (Tsebelis, 1995). For most of their reign, the PRI 

was able to acquire more than the majority of seats in Congress which is composed of the Senate 

and the Chamber of Deputies. The Chamber of Deputies consists of 500 chairs or votes and the 

Senate of 128 votes. Having the majority of the votes in all three bodies (Presidency and 

Congress) allows any party to have executive power and in turn becomes the single dominating 

actor in the policy making process (Nacif, 2003). In other words, the dominant party has the 

ability to change the status quo with regards to their ideology without having to consult or 

negotiate with other parties. Every year following their initiation in 1929, the PRI had held the 

majority of votes in Congress while simultaneously maintaining the presidency. This allowed the 

PRI to change the status quo in their favor with minimal constraints. The minimal constraints 

would hold true until 1994 when an electoral reform occurred and the PRI no longer had the 

majority in the Chamber of Deputies. 

The electoral reform of 1994 under President Zedillo limited the hegemonic party from 

obtaining more than 2/3 in the Chamber of Deputies. As of 1994 it is legally impossible to obtain 
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more than 300 seats in the Chamber of Deputies (Nacif, 2003). This was enacted in order to 

prevent a concentration of power directed towards the president and his party. Typically if a 

party obtains the constitutional majority of 334 votes in the Chamber of Deputies, then they have 

the ability to amend the Constitution (Nacif, 2003). Previously, this extreme concentration of 

power proved detrimental to the weak partisan veto players as they were essentially excluded 

from the decision making process. Similarly, the dominant party had no entity (besides president 

with the use of the presidential veto if he for some reason disagreed with his party) capable of 

blocking the adoption of new policies. Before this law was enacted, the weakening of the PRI‟s 

influence started becoming apparent when former president Salinas came in to power in 1988. 

During the Salinas administration there was acknowledgement of electoral defeat in the state of 

Baja California (Fidler, 1996). The lack of PRI influence in the state of Baja California would 

lead to the exacerbation of drug trafficking organization violence as I will further explain later in 

this paper. 

With respect to the security issues in Mexico, it is common knowledge that drug 

trafficking occurred much earlier than 1970, but it is important to begin with former President 

Luis Echeverria in order to provide some background information as to the relationships between 

the single-party government and the drug trafficking organizations before Salinas De Gortari. I 

will use the term “drug trafficking organizations” (DTO‟s), a term used by Esparza, Ugues, and 

Hernandez, to refer to the drug cartels in Mexico. Luis Echeverria‟s administration (1970-1976) 

signified a time when DTO‟s and government worked together under unspoken, informal 

agreements (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012)
1
. This was also a time where the PRI 

                                                           
1 Published information regarding drug trafficking organizations and the policies surrounding 

them appear to be very low. Therefore, I base much of my historical facts on the research done 

by Esparza, Ugues, and Hernandez to make my argument. 
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controlled more than the majority of Congress and the presidency and thus had the ability to act 

in relatively unconstrained ways. This was demonstrated with the enactment of the Dirección 

Federal de Seguridad (Federal Security Directorate, DFS). The DFS was responsible for internal 

security issues within Mexico and primarily responsible for protecting the DTO‟s internal 

structure (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). The question then becomes „why would a 

government not only allow but also protect DTO‟s?‟ As mentioned before, state-sponsored 

protection brackets are informal institutions through which public officials refrain from 

enforcing the law in exchange for a share of the profits generated by the organization (Snyder & 

Duran-Martinez 254). In exchange for protection the DTO‟s had to abide by three primary 

informal agreements. They include paying bribes to local, state, and national PRI officials, 

limiting their violence amongst themselves, and PRI and DTO‟s had to cooperate not compete in 

order to maintain a balance of power between them (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). These 

informal agreements allowed the PRI to be in control of the situation while simultaneously 

staying out of the loop to prevent speculation of involvement. 

Prior to this time and leading up to the Salinas administration, I argue that DTO‟s served 

as informal veto players in the policy making process regarding internal security issues due to 

the income they provided the government. As mentioned before, an informal veto player is a 

group or individual that is not specifically stated in the Constitution; yet, has the strong ability to 

influence policy in that country. DTO influence can be seen with the creation of the DFS. To 

reiterate, the DFS was created to serve as a type of mediator between the Mexican government 

and the DTO‟s. It ensured that the DTO‟s would not become overly violent and disrupt the way 

of life. Aside from the creation of this agency and the protection it provided them, the DTO‟s did 

not have direct influence over policies. However, the PRI had a vested interest in protecting the 
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DTO‟s though the state-sponsored protection bracket because they provided income. The PRI 

would turn a blind eye to their illegal activities and step in when violence would break out by 

using the DFS or military to control the situation (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). 

Essentially, the bribes they provided the PRI served as a “veto” to any policies that would be 

aimed at eliminating them. This obviously meant that, initially, the government would not enact 

policies that would harm them. Rather, they would control violent outbreaks for profits sake. 

Here we can see indirect DTO‟s influence on security policy without directly voting because; 

again, they are not a democratically elected organization stated in the Constitution. As I will 

further discuss, the relationship between DTO and government would soon deteriorate.   

Just as the Echeverria administration negotiated with DTO‟s rather than implement 

policies that combated them, the José Lopez Portillo administration (1976-1982) echoed past 

actions as well. During this time, however, there were growing concerns by their U.S. 

counterparts regarding drug trafficking (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). The initial 

involvement of the United States posed somewhat of a difficulty in maintaining the relationship 

the Mexican government had with the DTO‟s. However, it was not until Miguel de La Madrid‟s 

administration (1982-1988) that the agreements made between DTO‟s and Mexican government 

began to falter as Mexico saw a large scale economic crisis (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 

2012). During this time Mexico announced they could no longer make payments on foreign 

loans, the majority of which were to the United States. According to Esparza, Ugues, and 

Hernandez, this would lead Mexico to further cooperate with the U.S. in order to salvage their 

crippled economy, which in turn would lead the U.S. to have a much greater influence on 

Mexican domestic policy and security issues (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). This time 
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period signified a time when United States influence had started becoming apparent in Mexican 

security policy as compared to the previous administrations discussed.  

During Madrid‟s time, the PRI had again maintained the majority rule in Congress. The 

dominant party still had the ability to change the status quo without having to consult with other 

parties on any issue. However, as the United States began to have a vested interest in Mexico, the 

emergence of another informal veto player arose. Before continuing it is important to clarify and 

label the United States‟ important influence in Mexico. To reiterate, for the purposes of this 

paper, an informal veto player is a group or individual that is not specifically stated in the 

Constitution; yet, has the strong ability to influence policy in that country. The United States did 

not have direct access to veto any particular piece of Mexican legislation even though it was able 

to persuade them to conform to certain policies once Mexico was unable to make the payments 

on its loans which were primarily to U.S. banks. I argue the U.S. to be the second informal veto 

player that had direct influence in Mexico. This county‟s strong influence mimicked a veto 

power that allowed them to play a pivotal role in Mexico‟s politics. This can be demonstrated by 

the pressure placed on Mexico to adopt liberal economic policies, a privatization of government 

owned enterprises, and an increased liberalized trade with the United States (Esparza, Ugues, & 

Hernandez, 2012).  

In addition to the previous pressures placed by the United States, they started to increase 

the funding to combat drug trafficking in Mexico. In 1982, funding in the U.S. went from $8 

million to $15 million dollars, and in Mexico funding went from $16 million to $53 million 

dollars (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). The increased funding to combat DTO‟s further 

increased the pressure on the equilibrium between the Mexican government and DTO‟s. In the 

1980‟s, the U.S. sent a Special DEA agent named Enrique Camarena to carry out several 
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important drug combatant operations in Mexico (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). His 

murder in 1985 further solidified American interest in Mexico‟s DTO‟s as they aggressively 

pursued them with cooperation from the Mexican government. Two important drug cartel leader 

arrests occurred during this time as a result of the murder of Agent Camarena. They include Caro 

Quintero and Fonseca Carrillo (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). Prior to these arrests 

President Madrid tried to maintain relatively stable relations with the DTO‟s; however, the 

arrests of two key leaders disrupted the balance between government and DTO (Esparza, Ugues, 

& Hernandez, 2012). Further pressures from the U.S. lead Madrid to dismantle the DFS agency 

in 1985 consequently terminating the important mediator in the relationship between the 

Mexican government and DTO‟s.  

By the end of Miguel de La Madrid‟s term in 1988, the relationship between DTO‟s and 

government had deteriorated. This was due in part to the increased anti-drug efforts put in place 

by Mexico and the increased pressure from the United States to do so (Esparza, Ugues, & 

Hernandez, 2012). The emergence of the U.S. as an additional informal veto player within 

Mexico appeared to overshadow any benefits that the DTO‟s may have provided the government 

in the past. In other words, the bribes that the DTO‟s had provided PRI officials with did not 

seem to matter anymore. This suggests that highly influential informal veto players have the 

ability to alter previously established and beneficial relationships within a government. However, 

had there been a multi-party system in place, would the security situation been exacerbated in the 

same way or would the presence of a multi-party system not mattered since the United States‟ 

influence seemed to play a big factor? According to Benito Nacif, “Opposition parties can be 

veto players, if individually they have the ability to block policy change.” (Nacif, 2003). In some 

ways, Nacif‟s perspective clarifies that the presence of formal veto players in a multi-party 
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system would make it much harder to cooperate with the DTO‟s as they would have to negotiate 

with multiple parties but it does not provide sufficient information as to the relationship that 

informal veto players, such as the United States, would have on a single-party or multi-party 

regime. I will further elaborate on this question in the comparative analysis part of the paper. 

Prior to Salinas‟ administration, Mexico saw the emergence of two influential informal 

veto players that affected the policy making process in different ways. On the one hand, DTO‟s 

seemed to have the ability to prevent enactments of security policies that would be aimed against 

them by continuously bribing PRI officials. As mentioned before, this was part of the state-

sponsored protection bracket put in place by the Mexican government. The bribes allowed PRI 

officials to ignore illicit activities while simultaneously encouraging the DTO‟s to continue their 

actions through state-sponsored protection by the DFS. On the other hand, the United States had 

the ability to pressure policy changes regarding security issues due to the financial aid provided 

to Mexico. I argue that DTO influence was great within the Mexican government due to the 

income they provided but once the United States stepped in their influence began surpassing 

them. As I will explain further in the paper, influence disparities between the informal veto 

players would continue to grow with each passing presidency. 

Carlos Salinas De Gortari 1988-1994 

Now that I have discussed a brief overview of the relationships and actions taken by 

subsequent presidents regarding security issues prior to Salinas De Gortari, it is important to 

address how former president Salinas ascended into power in the single-party regime. This will 

serve as a basis for comparison in how enacting policies with regards to security issues was 

much less constrained in a single party regime than in a multi-party regime with former 

presidents Fox and Calderon. It is common knowledge that former president Carlos Salinas De 
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Gortari‟s rise to power was a highly publicized and controversial matter. As Andrew Reding 

points out, “… the ruling party (PRI) shut down the computerized vote tabulation system on 

election day…when early returns showed Cuauhtémoc Cardenas [the opposing Party of 

Democratic Revolution (PRD) presidential candidate]…leading in the race for 

precedency”(Reding, 1989). In addition, Salinas and his administration refused to disclose the 

actual amounts and percentages of how the citizens had voted. Statisticians conducted a poll by 

the Los Angeles Times in August of 1988 and found that less than a quarter of the population 

believed that Salinas won the election (Reding, 1989).  

One might speculate, how is a presidential candidate able to perform such actions without 

constraints? Returning to the concept of veto players, during this time the PRI had control of 

both Congress and the presidency making it difficult for any other political party to interfere 

(Reding, 1989). Even so, it would seem that such actions would be made public in order to 

prevent a fraud from becoming president. According to Beatriz Magaloni, “The PAN seemed to 

have cut an early deal with the incoming president…and the rest of the opposing parties that 

supported Cardenas refused to confront the results.” (Magaloni, 2006). This event suggests that 

the PRI had built a coalition of support with the PAN in order to prevent Congressional protests 

regarding the outcome of the election. I argue that coming together and forming an agreement 

with the PAN isolated and removed support from the PRD which left them with little choice but 

to face the outcome. In addition, controlling both the Senate with 60 votes, the Chamber of 

Deputies with 260 votes, and the previous presidency, allowed former president Madrid to hand 

pick his successor like others before him with minimal retaliation (Reding, 1989). This meant 

that, because the PRI was in control of the Executive branch, essentially, there was only one real 

formal veto in Congress. The lack of constitutional constraints allowed the PRI to manipulate 
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others and ultimately remain in power for six years more. Although their reign would continue, 

and as I will discuss later in the paper, the opposition‟s formal veto powers would be growing 

stronger.   

After the elections, Salinas was ready to take office and assume his position as the newly 

elected president of Mexico. Salinas was inaugurated at the nation‟s capital where his opponent 

Cardenas had won in a two-to-one margin (Reding, 1989). During Salinas‟ inaugural speech he 

acknowledged the growing transparency problem within the government. He made it a point that 

during his administration he would address this issue in future proceedings (Reding, 1989). 

During his speech neither opposing party acknowledged his victory; yet, as mentioned, neither 

did anything about it. The coalition of support that the PRI had created allowed for the 

elimination of a potential veto player (PAN) and the lack of strong veto players would further 

propel Salinas to make decisions with PRI political ideology. However, his administration would 

be a turning point for the opposition to win a state election. 

The Baja California gubernatorial race of 1989 marked the first time in Mexican history 

where the PRI had acknowledged the victory of the PAN (Fidler, 1996). As mentioned before, 

the PRI had control of Congress which makes this PAN victory all the more interesting. One 

could argue that the capacity for opposing parties to veto grew during the Salinas administration. 

Evidence for this claim comes from the initial negotiation the PRI and the PAN had to do in 

order to push the electoral fraud through. Even though the opposition had no formal veto, as they 

had no majority in Congress during the Salinas administration, the PRI still felt it necessary, 

according to Beatriz Magaloni, to strike a deal with them. If the PRI felt it necessary to negotiate 

with the opposition, did that mean that they were slowly losing their hegemonic power over 

politics in Mexico? Evidence to affirm this question comes with the aforementioned PRI defeat 
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of Baja California. Again, this was the first time in history where the PRI accepted defeat and 

conceded a victory to the PAN (Fidler, 1996). The relationship between the PRI and the PAN 

seemed to be growing stronger in the sense that the PRI needed to consult, negotiate, and accept 

their presence in their political realm. This would continue leading up to the 2000 election. 

As Mexico got further into the Salinas administration, it demonstrated that the previous 

unspoken agreements made with DTO‟s were further deteriorating. The sever of ties between the 

DTO‟s and government solidified when Salinas continuously worked with the United States on 

drug trafficking prevention (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). Salinas enacted several drug 

combating policies intended to combat the DTO‟s. First he increased the budget for drug 

trafficking prevention from about $344 million pesos to $354 million pesos (Chabat, 2001). The 

relationship between the United States and Mexico grew stronger with the implementation of 

Northern Border Defense Force and Northern Border Response Force 1990. This was considered 

to be the crown jewel of sorts for U.S.-Mexican drug relations (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 

2012). In addition to border prevention, Salinas added pressure on the DTO‟s by arresting 12 

cartel bosses and implementing the National Institution for Combating Drugs. This institution 

was developed to increase sentencing for drug traffickers (Chabat, 2001). However, despite the 

growing efforts of Mexico and the United States to combat the DTO‟s, the policies only lead to 

more violence. 

As evidenced by the continued cooperation with U.S., it appeared that the bribes provided 

by DTO‟s were no longer able to prevent policy changes. With the inability to influence the 

prevention of security aimed policies and the continued loss of state protection, the DTO‟s began 

to see the PRI not as an ally of sorts but as an imminent threat to their business. As mentioned 

before, the informal agreements between DTO‟s and government indicated an exchange of 
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bribes and controlled violence for state protection. However, the battle over territory began once 

the arrests of 1985, made by former President Madrid, had occurred due to the elimination of top 

DTO leaders in Mexico (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). The violence among cartels was 

not exclusive. In a violent episode, Cardinal Juán Jesús Posada Ocampo, was shot and killed in 

1993 and former PRI candidate Colosio in 1994, evoking negative emotions from the population 

and bringing further into the public eye the deteriorating security problems (Esparza, Ugues, & 

Hernandez, 2012). These two assassinations appeared to be the bi-product of the tense relations 

between the DTO‟s and the PRI due to their increased security measures and negotiations with 

the United States.  

After the Cardinal‟s death in 1993 President Salinas declared war against the DTO‟s four 

days after (Chabat, 2001). There has been speculation of the involvement of Salinas and his close 

party members with the DTO‟s. It is said that Emilio Gamboa (Minister of Communications) and 

Jose Cordoba (Salinas‟ Chief of Staff) had links or involvement with the trafficking 

organizations but these accusations were never proven.  Formally, Salinas‟ brother Raul Salinas 

was arrested for the murder of PRI Secretary General Jose Francisco Ruiz Maassieu and for 

possible involvement with DTO‟s (Chabat, 2001). According to Jorge Chabat, it remains unclear 

as to the degree of involvement that Salinas had with the DTO‟s but he speculates that his 

involvement could have been due to the concern of losing total control within the DTO‟s and 

thus erupting in total war. This seems like a plausible explanation because once state protection 

for the DTO‟s was gone and arrests began to occur, they were left with unchecked power 

resulting in violence. President Zedillo also attempted to address the escalating security issues 

during his presidency. As I will discuss, he enacted substantial changes to the legislative process 
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that further enabled formal veto players (opposition parties) to have greater vetoing power as 

well as increased informal veto player (U.S.) influence.    

Ernesto Zedillo (1994-2000) 

 The circumstances under which former President Ernesto Zedillo came into power are 

important to discuss in order to better understand the thinking behind his policies. Zedillo came 

into power in 1994, after the death of primary PRI candidate Luis Donaldo Colosio (Fidler, 

1996). Prior to Colosio‟s death, Zedillo had been appointed Secretary of Public Education from 

1992 until 1993, thus had no direct presidential affiliations (Rodriguez, 2003). During the final 

years of his presidency, Salinas had already handpicked his successor within the PRI (Rodriguez, 

2003). This was a common practice done in the single-party ruling system. Similarly, during this 

time, Zedillo had the opportunity to become involved with Colosio‟s presidential campaign. 

Colosio suggested to Salinas to appoint Zedillo as his second presidential option, to which, 

Salinas did not refuse (Rodriguez, 2003). As Colosio‟s presidential campaign moved forward, it 

became apparent that Zedillo‟s ideologies did not coincide with the party‟s. Prior to Zedillo‟s 

removal from the campaign, Colosio was shot at a presidential rally in March 1994 in Tijuana 

under suspicious circumstances that appeared to be a result of exacerbated security issues 

(Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). This tragic even occurred four months before the July 1
st
 

election and therefore gave the PRI no time to prepare another candidate.  

 The Zedillo administration was not something the PRI had foreseen. As mentioned 

before, prior to his presidency, Zedillo had not been seeing eye to eye with PRI ideology. This 

left the substitute president with no strong inner circle that supported fully him in future policies 

(Rodriguez, 2003). Even with the lack of total ideological party support, several historic 

legislative policies would come to pass beginning in 1994. In 1994, Zedillo implemented a 
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judicial reform that gave judicial independence to the Supreme Court, thus increasing their 

powers of judicial review and raising the requirements to become a justice (Beer, 2006). Prior to 

the judicial reform of 1994, while the PRI controlled the majority in Congress they were able to 

reform the Constitution and overturn any decision made by the Supreme Court. The president 

had virtually unchecked power in this single-party system in which he could control 

appointments for Supreme Court Justice (Beer, 2006). Essentially, the judiciary branch was 

controlled by the executive. This new legislation hindered the ability of the PRI (or any other 

future single-ruling party) to take advantage of the judiciary system. 

 In 1995, Zedillo announced that he would no longer take charge of the PRI but rather 

keep his distance so leaders could make their own decisions (Langston, 2001). This was 

something that had never been done by any president and therefore marked the end of a close 

relationship between party and president. The PRI controlled both the Senate with 300 votes and 

the Chamber of Deputies with 95 votes (Nacif, 2003). The question then becomes, „why would a 

president with control of Congress, and therefore the having the ability to influence policy with 

his ideology distance himself?‟ According to Langston, Zedillo may have distanced himself from 

his party in order to negotiate his favored reforms with opposition parties (Langston, 2001). If 

Langston‟s speculation is correct, then I argue that when the Zedillo administration passed 

aforementioned 1994 judicial reform it allowed for greater constraints within the PRI because it 

allowed for Supreme Court autonomy. As the same time, it strengthened opposing parties and 

further enabled a multi-party system within the government. In addition, even though there was 

an ideological disconnect between the PRI and Zedillo, I argue that the PRI, as well as opposing 

parties, may have voted in favor of his 1994 judicial reform. Nacif points out that multi-party 

regimes support policy changes if two things happen. Either the status quo moves into an 
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extreme position or the president‟s most preferred policy in located in the middle (Nacif, 2003). 

That is to say, the policy is attractive to all parties. The latter appeared to be the case in this 

situation.   

  Further evidence for the support of Zedillo‟s policies is found in continuation of the 

judiciary reforms of 1996 where Zedillo extended the court‟s power to review the 

constitutionality of electoral laws (Beer, 2006). It is speculated that Zedillo enacted the reforms 

in order to establish a new mechanism for solving disputes within the multi-party system in 

government (Beer, 2006). This meant that the president would no longer have the authority to 

serve as the ultimate arbitrator. Instead, other partisan veto players would be a part of the policy 

making process. Again, it appeared that the 1996 reform was ideologically located in the middle, 

making it an attractive policy for all parties. It is important to note that during this time the PRI 

was not a veto player against Zedillo. If the PRI had been a veto player in Zedillo‟s reforms, then 

it would have been much more difficult to pass this legislation considering there were 200 

remaining votes in the Chamber of Deputies and 33 votes remaining in the Senate. These 

numbers make it theoretically impossible to pass legislation without some PRI support because 

all of the opposition‟s votes do not equate to a majority in either chamber. The PRI‟s party 

discipline seemed to play a factor in voting for these pieces of legislation that appear to constrain 

them. An alternative explanation would be that when Zedillo distanced himself from his party, he 

formed coalitions with the opposition to gain further support in case not every PRI member 

voted for it.  

The strength of the opposition in Congress continued to grow. As mentioned before, 

during the beginning of the Zedillo presidency, the PRI controlled both the Chamber of Deputies 

and the Senate. It wasn‟t until the mid-term congressional elections of 1997 that the PRI lost the 
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majority in the Chamber of Deputies for the first time in history (Nacif, 2003). The PRI had 239 

votes, 11 votes less than the overall majority but still greater than the other political parties. This 

meant that the PRI no longer had direct control over the Chamber of Deputies because if the 

opposing parties felt strongly enough about vetoing a piece of legislation, they merely needed to 

form a coalition and vote. Although the possibility of the other political parties working together 

against the PRI seemed unrealistic considering they still controlled the Senate, the important 

thing to note is the fact that the PRI had lost more than 250 seats.  

 In addition to this defeat, the PRI had lost three states to that PAN in the gubernatorial 

races. They included Jalisco, Guanajuato, and for the second time, Baja California (Langston, 

2001). The continued decline of PRI influence within government became evident with the 

continuation of the Zedillo administration. So why was PRI influence diminishing so rapidly? 

This goes back to the influence of the opposition starting with the Salinas administration. As 

mentioned before, the PRI had to strike a deal with the opposing parties in order for Salinas to 

come to power in 1988. The loss of three states in the gubernatorial races serves as evidence that 

the opposition was getting stronger. Stronger to the point that they were able to influence policy 

as a partisan veto player and approve Zedillo‟s important legislation in 1994.   

 Like his predecessor, Zedillo continued the policies enacted to combat the DTO‟s. In 

order to restore order, he primarily sent military troops to control the DTO‟s and establish a new 

equilibrium. More specifically, Zedillo sent in the air force to chase drug fights while naming an 

army general as his top anti-drug officer (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). In terms of new 

policies, Zedillo established the National System of Public Security in 1995. This was meant to 

take action against crime in the three levels of government (local, state, and national), as well as 

look into police and local criminal organizations (Chabat, 2006). In addition, Zedillo enacted a 
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new law against organized crime in 1996. This law allowed for telephonic interception, seizure 

of goods, covert agents, and protected witnesses (Chabat, 2006). This new law was implemented 

by the newly established unit titled Special Unit Against Organized Crime. Among other drug 

preventative initiatives, “Sealing the Border Operation” may have threated DTO‟s the most. This 

operation was supposed to stop drugs before they entered into Mexico (Chabat, 2006). It was 

also a very expensive operation. It costs Mexico over $500 million dollars in two years in costs 

of new x-ray machines, high speed boats, surveillance planes, and the use of the Mexican army 

as a counter measure (Chabat, 2006).  

 Why would a president be so willing to enact such elaborate and numerous amounts of 

policies when his predecessors were not as willing and in fact appeared to be working with the 

DTO‟s? The most obvious answer to this question is that drug cartel violence was escalating and 

he needed to address the issues by enacting more substantial policies. A more encompassing 

answer would include the United States. During the Salinas administration there was the 

enactment of the North American Free Trade Agreement which allowed for trade among the U.S. 

and Mexico (Chabat, 2001). The consequences of that agreement, paired with the frail economy 

at the time, allowed for more direct relations with the U.S. The influence of the U.S. as an 

informal veto player only increased once the devaluation of the peso in 1994 occurred. The 

economic problem was addressed through a U.S. led economic aid package totaling $50 billion 

dollars (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). The aid not only served in helping with the 

recovery of the Mexican economy, but also in becoming even more heavily involved with the 

United States. In other words, with the U.S. having such a vested interest in the Mexican 

economy, it only makes sense that they would be a strong influence within Mexico‟s drug 

combating efforts. Their strong economic dependence on the United States allowed for little 
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dispute when pressured to combat the DTO‟s even though the U.S. exercised no formal vetoing 

power in the Mexican Congress. 

In addition, further United States pressure drove negotiations of an Anti-Drug Alliance in 

1998. This protocol stated that there was to be a bilateral extradition treaty between the United 

States and Mexico which permitted extradition of cross boarder criminals in addition to fighting 

against illegal firearm trafficking (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). During the Zedillo 

administration there was a vast number of arrests and some extraditions against the DTO‟s. The 

most notable extradition was of Juan Garcia Abrego of the Gulf Cartel (Chabat, 2006). In 

addition, there were many high ranking arrests made. They include “El Guero” Palma (leader of 

the Sinaloa Cartel), “El Mayel” (member of the Tijuana Cartel), “El Chuy” (member of the 

Tijuana Cartel), and Oscar Malherbe (lieutenant of the Gulf Cartel) (Chabat, 2006). These 

notable arrests were coupled with more than 2000 arrests involving military officers involved 

with the DTO‟s. By the end of the Zedillo Administration there would be more than 3000 

additional suspensions under suspicions of corruption or involvement with the DTO‟s (Chabat, 

2006).    

By the end of the Zedillo administration, the United States‟ influence as an informal veto 

player was very strong. This was due in part to the continued financial involvement of the United 

States within Mexico. One can clearly see that DTO influence within politics as an informal veto 

player diminished significantly. I argue that prior to the Zedillo administration was the last time 

DTO influence mattered and counted as an informal veto player within politics. The decline in 

their influence can be attributed to the lack of protection from the Mexican government due to 

U.S. pressure to combat DTO‟s. During the Zedillo administration the DTO‟s were no longer 

seen as lucrative entities that needed consideration within politics. Instead, they were viewed as 
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threats that needed to be controlled. The government was able to distance themselves from the 

DTO‟s by continuously working with the U.S. to address security issues and breaking the state-

sponsored protection racket. The distancing between government and DTO exacerbated violence 

within Mexico because now the DTO‟s had to fend for themselves against the Mexican 

government and the United States. In some ways, it appears that the U.S. exacerbated violence 

within Mexico by pressuring them to address the issue. Evidence for this claim can be found 

through the increased funding and extraditions made, further disrupting the equilibrium. United 

States influence would also carry over into the historic PAN victory of 2000.    

The PAN in the Presidency  

 Before explaining the significant win of PAN president Vicente Fox in 2000, it is 

important to gain an understanding of how this party came to be in Mexico. The National Action 

Party (PAN) was founded in 1939 as an ideologically conservative right-winged party 

(Magaloni, 2006). Back then; this was the alternative to the PRI. This was a party that favored a 

smaller role for the state, a larger role in private property, a more importantly, fidelity in Roman 

Catholicism (Magaloni, 2006.) Their religious component was the main characteristic that 

differentiated them and kept them alive during the PRI hegemony. As mentioned before, the lack 

of opportunity within the Mexican government did not allow someone to rise through the ranks if 

they were not a part of the PRI. This was a problem for the emergence of partisan veto players in 

the single-party government until the emergence of the multi-party system in 2000. 

 So how did the PAN successfully win the presidency in 2000 with such a historically 

underrepresented party? According to Joseph Klesner, “the PAN had adopted a “creeping 

federalist” strategy” (Klesner, 2005). Put in simpler terms, the PAN was able to win the 

constituency over by first holding positions in local settings. They then moved on to holding 
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state-level positions while ultimately building their support in the area. The PAN realized that 

they could not go head to head with the ruling party and therefore opted for a stealthier approach 

to politics. The use of the “creeping federalist” strategy allowed their constituency to grow and 

remain loyal while the PAN continued to ascend in the ranks. While the “creeping federalist” 

strategy did aid the PAN in securing the 2000 presidency, a more encompassing answer would 

include president Zedillo. As mentioned before, Zedillo implemented judicial reforms in 1994 

and 1996 that allowed for competition between the parties. This enabled a multi-party system 

within the government and hence allowed the PAN to win the 2000 elections. 

Vicente Fox (2000-2006) 

In the July 2000 elections, Vicente Fox of the PAN party had secured the presidency and 

proclaimed the defeat of the more than 70 year ruling party. However, the victory was short lived 

when the PAN was not able to get the majority in either the Chamber of Deputies or the Senate. 

In the Senate the PAN had received 46 seats out of 128 and in the Chamber of Deputies 206 out 

of 500 (Nacif, 2003). In contrast, the PRI had secured 211 seats in the Chamber of Deputies and 

60 seats in the Senate. Nevertheless, the PAN did secure the presidential veto by gaining at least 

1/3 of votes in the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies. Control of the executive with more than 

1/3 of seats in Congress places the party in what is known as limited power with a strong veto 

(Nacif, 2003).  That is to say, Fox would be able to prevent changes to the status quo while 

simultaneously lacking the ability to enact policies. 

Similarly, the PRI had also won at least 1/3 of votes in Congress which meant that they 

too had the ability to block legislation. As Nacif points out, “Given the constitutional 

requirement of bi-cameral coordination, the president‟s party cannot obtain congressional 

approval of its policies…in one chamber.” (Nacif, 2003).  Realistically, if the PAN had a piece 
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of legislation approved in the Chamber of Deputies, the process would have to be repeated in the 

Senate, but if the policy gets turned down in the Senate then the first approval was as good as no 

approval. The inability to pass legislation in a multi-party government meant that Fox would 

have to turn to the opposing political parties for support. In this situation it would appear that the 

PRI and the PAN would be in a gridlock of sorts. On the one hand, each party can suggest 

policies but on the other hand, both can turn them down.  

The presence of strong partisan veto players was extremely apparent in this 

administration as compared to previous administrations, and this took a toll on the ability to pass 

important legislation. More specifically, PRI majority in Congress prevented Fox from passing 

legislation in the first three years of his presidency (Beer, 2006).  Previously, in the single-party 

governmental system, PRI presidents were able to act in virtually unconstrained ways because 

they had control of Congress, and thus were able to pass legislation much more quickly with 

must less negotiation. As mentioned before, although the PAN did not secure the majority of 

votes in either chamber, a combination of attaining the presidency and at least 1/3 of the votes in 

Congress put forth a situation where both parties had to learn to negotiate within Congress. This 

was something not seen before. However, the lack of a strong presidential power in the multi-

party system, as compared to the single-party system, would prove to be problematic when trying 

to pass legislation, especially with regards to security issues.  

 Not only was the PAN victory of 2000 an end to PRI hegemony, but also an end to the 

already fragmented and unspoken DTO agreements. As mentioned before, the protection racket 

put in place by the Mexican government was essentially put in place by the PRI because they 

dominated the government at the time. Once the presidency was won by the opposition, all 

informal agreements were officially off. The end of the close relationships previously held 
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between PRI officials and DTO‟s meant that the DTO‟s could take advantage of the situation and 

gain autonomy from the government (O‟Neil, 2009). In other words, they were not bound to the 

limitations placed previously by the government. Instead DTO‟s could now function 

independently without government constraints. In an attempt to contain the growing violence, 

Fox began introducing new reforms to combat the DTO‟s. He implemented a major police 

reform, followed by increasing the number of arrests, seizures and extraditions to the United 

States (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). By this time, the informal veto that the DTO‟s had 

possessed was non-existent. This group was now seen as a viable threat to security; hence the 

aggressive approach at eliminating them. The U.S., on the other hand, continued to be a strong 

informal veto player with respect to security issues. United States influence was yet again 

present when Fox developed the Mexican Federal Agency of Investigation (AFI). In 2001, U.S. 

sponsored training tripled, along with military-to-military contacts (Esparza, Ugues, & 

Hernandez, 2012).The U.S. aided Mexico in training members of the AFI in order to better 

combat drug trafficking. 

 Even with preventative measures in place, during the Fox administration, human security 

continued to deteriorate (Chabat, 2006).  The sudden shift in powers within DTO‟s due to 

extraditions, arrests, and killings served to disintegrate their formal system and thus had cartels 

vying for power. “Members of organized crime often kill each other when they face increased 

government repression…” (Shelley, 2001). Between 2000 and 2005, there were 917 reported 

kidnappings in Mexico related to security issues in addition to an increase of crimes such as 

robbery and street drug sales (Chabat, 2006). In response to the elevated levels of crime, Fox 

proposed a public safety and criminal justice reform in 2004. This reform aimed at transforming 

the Attorney General into an investigative office and creating a Secretary of Interior that would 
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manage the police force (Chabat, 2006). Due to the inability of Congress to come to an 

agreement in deciding to pass this piece of legislation, the reform was never implemented.  

The deep political rift between Mexico‟s main three political parties, the PAN, PRI, and 

PRD, prevented the enactment of a beneficial piece of legislation that would ultimately serve to 

combat the DTO‟s. There were still many ideological differences that prevented the political 

parties from working together to solve the security issues (Chabat, 2006). The inability to pass 

key legislation led President Fox to increase arrests involving DTO‟s. A few key players arrested 

in the DTO world include Adam Amezcua (leader of the Colima Cartel), “El June” (leader of the 

Gulf Cartel), Benjamin and Ramon Arellano Felix (leaders of the Tijuana Cartel), and Osiel 

Cardenas (leader of the Gulf Cartel) (Chabat, 2006). The Fox administration was very efficient at 

dismantling the DTO‟s internal structure because he eliminated various leaders in various cartels. 

In addition, he addressed some internal aspects of corruption within his own administration. For 

example, in 2001 there was an arrest of all individuals in the attorney general‟s office in 

Chihuahua, Mexico for collaborating with the Juarez Cartel (Chabat, 2006). Although progress 

was made, during the first six and a half months of 2005, 700 people were executed in the state 

of Sinaloa (Chabat, 2006). It appeared that once Fox began arresting DTO leaders, more violence 

would emerge. In other words, the inability to pass legislation led President Fox to take more 

direct action which caused an increase in violence, consequently becoming a cycle of sorts. Even 

with the enormous pressure from the United States to continue fighting the drug cartels, 

Congress‟ inability to come to an agreement and pass legislation would continue to be 

problematic in the next presidential administration.    

Felipe Calderon (2006-2012) 
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 Just as Vicente Fox‟s assent to the presidency was controversial and publicized, so was 

Felipe Calderon‟s. On July 2
nd

, 2006, Felipe Calderon had won the presidency by a disputed 

0.6% more than his rival, Andres Manuel Lopez Obrador of the leftist Party of Democratic 

Revolution (PRD) (Lawson, 2007). The Party of Democratic Revolution was founded in 1988 

after the controversial election involving former president Salinas and presidential candidate 

Cuauhtémoc Cardenas (Reding, 1989). As mentioned in the Salinas de Gortari (1988-1994) 

section, the PRD separated from the PRI after Salinas accepted the presidency and did not 

acknowledge electoral defeat, ultimately creating Mexico‟s third political party.  

Once in office many hoped that Calderon would bring the change that Mexico needed, a 

solution to the violent security problems. In Congress, the PAN was able to secure 207 seats in 

Chamber of Deputies and 52 seats in the Senate as compared to the PRI‟s 106 in the Chamber of 

Deputies and 33 in the Senate (Sosa, 2010). Again, the PAN was not able not able to get the 

majority in either the Chamber of Deputies (250) or the Senate (64). However, just like the 

previous presidency, the PAN was able to secure the presidential veto by gaining at least 1/3 of 

votes in the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies in conjunction with the presidency. This placed 

the party in the limited power with a strong veto category. Again, Calderon would be able to 

prevent changes to the status quo while lacking the ability to enact policies without reaching an 

agreement with the other two partisan veto players (PRI and PRD) who could easily block 

polices from being enacted by forming a coalition and voting against a piece of legislation.  

During the Calderon administration there was the presence of two strong partisan veto 

players, the PRD and the PRI, as opposed to just the PRI. The PRD is included in the Calderon 

administration as a partisan veto player because their influence within Congress almost doubled 

after nearly winning the 2006 presidential election. In 2006 the PRD received 126 in the 
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Chamber of Deputies and 26 in the Senate as compared to the 53 and 15 seats respectively in 

2000 (Sosa, 2010). But why did PRD influence increase so suddenly? As mentioned before, 

legislation passed during the Zedillo administration served to level the playing field and allowed 

other parties to be able to compete electorally (Lawson, 2007). In contrast, I argue that PRI 

influence diminished during the Calderon administration. The PRI acquired 105 seats less in the 

Chamber of Deputies and 27 seats less in the Senate as compared to the Fox administration 

(Nacif, 2003). So, why did PRI influence decrease so drastically? According to Lawson, the 

weak 2006 PRI presidential candidate, Roberto Madrazo, pursued policies that resembled the old 

ruling party; thus, making him unappealing to the masses (Lawson, 2007). This made him 

extremely unpopular as is evidenced by the PRI‟s weakened presence in Congress. However, 

their influence did not decrease to the point of being insignificant. The number of seats acquired 

by both the PRI and the PRD made it so that both were strong partisan veto players in Congress. 

It appeared that the multi-party system would be facing similar legislative challenges just like in 

the Fox administration. 

Despite not being able to secure the majority in Congress, Calderon managed to pass a 

controversial piece of legislation that differentiates him from previous presidents. During the Fox 

administration, there was talk about decriminalizing small amounts of narcotics in order to focus 

on the source of the problem (Shapiro, 2010). Due to U.S. pressures from President Bush, on 

President Fox, the bill was never signed. In contrast, during the Calderon administration, this bill 

was signed in April 2009 and went into effect August 2009 (Shapiro, 2010). The final signing of 

the bill was not contested by the Obama administration which appears, to some scholars, as a 

sign of approval. Although, the decriminalization law allows for small amounts of different 

narcotics to be possessed by an individual, this law is not unconditional. If you are caught with 
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amounts larger than what is specified in the decriminalization law (i.e. more than five grams of 

Marijuana) then you will still be prosecuted. Additionally, for every individual caught a third 

time with the legal amount of narcotics, the police officer is required to take contact information 

of the individual in order for the Health Ministry to contact them and inform him or her about 

mandatory rehabilitation (Shapiro, 2010).    

Aside from the passing of the decriminalization laws, Calderon also continued to use both 

federal and military troops to address the drug trafficking problem in Mexico (Esparza, Ugues, & 

Hernandez, 2012). In an attempt to control the situation, Calderon proposed the Merida Initiative 

as an additional countermeasure designed to sway DTO violence. The Merida Initiative is a 

bilateral agreement between the U.S. and Mexico signed in October 2007 (Beittel, 2009).  This 

agreement was meant to expand cooperation between the two countries in order to combat 

DTO‟s. The Merida Initiative supplied Mexico with $1.4 billion in U.S. assistance for the 

purchase of surveillance aircraft, non-obtrusive inspection equipment, technologies for secure 

communications, technical advice, and U.S. led training for the Mexican police force (Beittel, 

2009). One can clearly see that the DTO‟s were not just of concern to Mexico but the U.S. as 

well. Moreover, the U.S. donations in aiding Mexico to combat the DTO‟s meant that Mexico 

was further bound to listen to suggestions made by its informal veto player to the North. 

Evidence for this claim can be found in the Merida Initiative and the close relationship both 

countries shared in combating the DTO‟s. Although the aid was aimed at facilitating Mexico‟s 

efforts at preventing further violence from erupting, the violence in Mexico did not dissipate. 

Previous drug related violence was not the highest it would ever reach in Mexico. In 

2006, as part of his political campaign, Calderon declared that combating drug trafficking 

organizations would be his main priority after coming into office (Beittel, 2013). Once in office, 
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he lead a major government effort in taking down the DTO‟s head on. Calderon‟s aggressive 

approach deployed, at its height in 2011, about 96,000 troops to confront DTO‟s (Beittel, 2013). 

The use of military troops in conjunction with the Merida Initiative served to increase violence 

within the country dramatically. It is estimated that 120,000-125,000 people were killed during 

the Calderon administration as a cause of DTO violence (Beittel, 2013). In addition, in Tijuana, 

one of the country‟s most affected regions, Calderon stripped police officers of their weapons for 

fear that they would interfere with the troops and side with the cartels (Davi, 2009). Amidst all 

the efforts to capture or neutralize DTO‟s, out of the 37 most wanted cartel leaders, 25 were 

either captured or killed (Beittel, 2013). On the one hand, even with the success of capture, DTO 

leaders were not prosecuted due to ineffective police evidence or eye-witness testimony.  On the 

other hand, those individuals with charges in the United States were extradited. Between 2007 

and 2012, a total of 587 suspects were sent to the U.S. (Beittel, 2013). The increased cooperation 

between U.S. and Mexico appeared to be fruitful with respect to prosecution.  

Comparative Analysis Between Single-party and Multi-party Rule 

 Now that I have provided sufficient background information on security issues, formal 

veto players, informal veto players, and the four Mexican presidents between 1988-2012, it is 

important to now begin the comparative analysis that looks at the similarities and differences 

between passing legislation with regards to security issues in a single-party versus a multi-party 

regime. I will begin by talking about my hypothesis, the similarities and differences between 

each president in a single-party or multi-party regime, and then move on to talk about U.S. and 

DTO influence in Mexico. 

Hypothesis H1 indicates that: The lack of partisan veto players in a single-party regime, 

with the support of influential informal veto players, will facilitate passing legislation regarding 
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security issues in Mexico. Based on the previous research, I can conclude that this hypothesis has 

been supported. This conclusion can be evidenced by several occurrences. Prior to 1988 and 

including the Salinas administration, there was one real veto player. As Tsebelis indicates, “when 

a party controls the executive branch and also controls the decision making in Congress, there is 

only one real veto player”. That is to say, because the PRI controlled the overwhelming majority 

in Congress, in conjunction with the presidency and obtaining the presidential veto, there was 

only one real formal veto player, the PRI. The presence of only one real formal veto player and 

the lack of partisan veto players allowed the party to change the status quo in their favor.  

For example, in the controversial 1988 elections, Salinas was able to secure the 

presidency because Madrid had handpicked his successor. As Magaloni points out, there were 

negotiations between the PAN and PRI in order for this to occur. However, I argue that even if 

such negotiations did not occur, the PRI would still have been able to obtain the presidency 

because the prior presidency held the only vetoing power. I believe that negotiating with the 

opposition was an easier alternative in order to avoid further internal conflict because either way 

Salinas was going to be the president in 1988. The ability of the PRI to influence those around 

them and use their majority to form coalitions was a big advantage because it removed any 

potential veto players like the PAN. 

In the Zedillo administration, the argument that passing legislation in a single-party 

regime is easier is a bit more complicated to explain. As mentioned before, in the mid-term 

congressional elections of 1997 the PRI lost the majority in the Chamber of Deputies for the first 

time in history (Nacif, 2003). This indicates that in the first half of the Zedillo administration, the 

PRI controlled Congress. In the second half of the administration, the PRI did not hold the 

overall majority but they still had more votes than the other two parties both in the Senate and 
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the Chamber of Deputies. In 1994 and 1996 Zedillo was able to implement judicial reforms in 

order to grant the Supreme Court autonomy and level the electoral playing field (Beer, 2006). So 

how was the PRI able to pass these reforms if they appear to hinder the PRI? Partisan veto 

players voted for Zedillo‟s propositions, facilitating the passage of these reforms. As mentioned 

before, Nacif points out that multi-party regimes support policy changes if two things happen. 

Either the status quo moves into an extreme position or the president‟s most preferred policy in 

located in the middle (Nacif, 2003). That is to say, the policy is attractive to all parties. In the 

case of the judicial reforms, I believe that the latter aided Zedillo in passing legislation in the 

emerging multi-party government even though it can still be considered, during this presidency, 

a single-party regime.  

In addition to the presence of one formal veto player in the single-party regime, there was 

also informal veto player influence on security policies as evidenced by the lack or enactment of 

security policies. On the one hand, prior to United States involvement in Mexico, DTO influence 

prevented the passing of security policies by bribing officials. As mentioned before, the 

government would not enact laws that would directly affect the DTO‟s and their income. On the 

other hand, United States pressures made Mexico enact security policies that combated the 

DTO‟s. In other words, in a single party regime, support from an informal veto player like the 

United States made it easier to pass legislation regarding security issues as compared to the 

opposition of security policies by the DTO‟s. Hence, hypothesis H1 is supported. What is 

interesting to note is that, although during the single-party regime there was only one formal veto 

player, the PRI, we can see that support from an informal veto player can be a factor in whether 

or not security policies are enacted. I will elaborate further on this later in the paper.  
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Hypothesis H2 indicates that: The presence of partisan veto players in a multi-party 

regime, with the presence of influential informal veto players, will make the passing legislation 

regarding security issues in Mexico much more difficult. Based on the previous research, it is 

unclear as to if this hypothesis has been fully supported. In the Fox administration there was an 

inability for him to pass legislation in the first three years of his presidency due to the inability of 

parties to come to an agreement (Beer, 2006). This would indicate that it was much harder for 

him to pass legislation as compared to Salinas and Zedillo. As mentioned before, Fox was in a 

limited power with a strong veto position. Fox was able to prevent changes to the status quo 

while simultaneously lacking the ability to enact policies. Thus, the partisan veto players in the 

multi-party system during this administration made it very difficult to pass legislation.  

On the other hand, Calderon was able to pass a controversial piece of legislation aimed at 

aiding the growing security issues. The decriminalization law, which involves the legal 

possession of small amounts of narcotics, was arguably one of Calderon‟s most important pieces 

of legislation. Prior to Calderon signing this law, Fox had also aimed at doing this but due to 

international pressure from the U.S. it never happened (Shapiro, 2010). There are two interesting 

things to note during the Calderon administration. The first is the fact that he was able to get a 

majority vote on this bill. Nacif theorizes that a multi-party system does not always equate to a 

gridlock. It seems that in times of great chaos, parties are most likely to come together and come 

to agreements. Although Nacif‟s theory explains the probable reason as to which parties were 

able to come together to pass this particular piece of legislation, it does not address a second 

possible reason, the United States. 

The United States was and is a very influential informal veto player in Mexico. 

Previously, I argued that U.S. pressures for Mexico to address the DTO violence may have been 
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counterproductive in so far that it helped to exacerbate the situation instead of aid it. Returning to 

the example of the decriminalization law, why is it that Calderon was “allowed” to pass the law 

when President Obama was in office, but when former President Bush was in office, Fox 

couldn‟t? Do the ideologies of different U.S. presidents affect Mexico‟s ability to pass 

legislation? As mentioned before, the problem was not getting the other parties to agree on this 

piece of legislation during the Fox administration, the issue was getting Bush to agree. What is 

problematic about this situation is the fact that Mexico cannot simply ignore their counterpart 

because the United States is too heavily involved both monetarily and physically. When speaking 

of monetary involvement I am referring to the aid the United States has provided Mexico with. 

When speaking about physical involvement I am referring to the U.S. training provided to 

Mexican officers. Heavy U.S. involvement is important to note because it can be problematic to 

be at the whim of another country when trying to take care of issues at home. Again, definitively 

supporting or disproving hypothesis H2 is more difficult to say but research suggests that their 

U.S. counterpart, in conjunction to the multi-party system, may have made it more difficult to 

pass legislation.  

To expand more on the concept of the U.S. as an informal veto player, in the Salinas 

administration one would expect the powerful hegemonic party to not be so heavily influenced 

by the United States. For instance, the Madrid administration was arguably the first instance 

when the U.S. became domestically involved with Mexico. As discussed previously in the paper, 

Madrid pursued anti-DTO policies that fragmented DTO and government relations. During 

Salinas‟ presidency the same thing occurred. He followed in his predecessor‟s footsteps and 

further dismantled the relationship between them. The Zedillo administration was also an echo of 

previous actions. Why would a president who knows the group or individual (legal or illegal) is 
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providing income and is under careful watch of another organization side with a country in an 

attempt to eradicate them when they had a careful balance? In other words why disrupt the 

equilibrium that was put in place if it seems to be working? According to Esparza, Ugues, and 

Hernandez, policies that go against party ideology go against what they call the rational choice 

perspective. The rational choice perspective states that leaders, especially in a single-party 

regime will favor or pursue policies that will maximize their utility (Esparza, Ugues, & 

Hernandez, 2012). In other words, be beneficial to them and their party. 

An example of going against the rational choice perspective in single-party rule was the 

DTO combating policies presidents made. They generally included a police reformation, better 

trained federal and military troops, and the use of said federal and military troops (Esparza, 

Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). Even in the multi-party system, with former presidents Fox and 

Calderon, the same approaches were made to combat the DTO‟s. Why do presidents build off of 

their predecessors‟ ineffective policies in single and multi-party governments when they are not 

effective and only serve to exacerbate security issues in the country? Esparza, Ugues, and 

Hernandez argue that Mexican presidents follow in their predecessor‟s footsteps because they are 

structurally constrained by three main factors. Geographically Mexico is constrained by being 

located in a place where the 1
st
 world meets the 3

rd
 world, where the United States‟ demand for 

drugs will always be there (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). Economically Mexico has a 

structure that promotes income inequality making it difficult to find legal opportunities for work. 

Finally, internationally Mexico has developed a close relationship with the U.S., and therefore 

cannot ignore their pressures to address certain issues (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). I 

agree with their points. The most interesting point, with respect to this paper, is United States 
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involvement. I argue that the United States as an informal veto player has had much more to do 

with domestic policy decisions then it appears, as I will explain further. 

Returning to the question of, had there been a multi-party system in place, would the 

security situation been exacerbated in the same way or would the presence of a multi-party 

system not mattered since the United States‟ influence seemed to play a big factor? I argue 

several things. First, as mentioned before, the influence of the United States became very 

apparent in the 80‟s when Mexico could no longer make payments on foreign loans, primarily to 

the U.S. (Esparza, Ugues, & Hernandez, 2012). The U.S. had a monetary interest in the country 

and therefore a small say in how things were going to be handled. This influence grew even 

further once the death of special agent Camarena occurred as a result of DTO violence. After this 

point, the United States realized that DTO violence was a big concern and therefore began 

introducing themselves as a more influential informal veto player. Second, I argue that, if there 

had been a multi-party system in 1982 before the death of special agent Camarena in 1985, there 

still would have been an exacerbated drug problem after the introduction of the U.S. because 

negotiations between Mexico and DTO were going on long before that.  

As mentioned before, the state-sponsored protection racket was formed in the 1940‟s as 

an informal agreement between the DTO‟s and the Mexican government (Snyder & Duran-

Martinez 262). This indicates that since the 1940‟s DTO‟s and the Mexican government have 

been collaborating under the three informal agreements of paying local, state, and national PRI 

officials, limiting their violence amongst themselves, and maintaining cooperation in exchange 

for state protection. 42 years of entrenchment within Mexico‟s government (possibly longer) 

would make it difficult for a 1982 multi-party system to prevent the violence from escalating. In 
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addition, U.S. pressures would have most likely encouraged a scenario that resembled the multi-

party situation of 2000, a situation with exacerbated violence and an inability to pass legislation. 

Although much of my analysis is speculation, as no one can know for sure the outcome of 

certain scenarios, I argue that partisan and Constitutional veto players are important when trying 

to pass legislation but they were not the definitive players when Mexico was trying to pass 

legislation. I believe that U.S. influence was continuously getting stronger across single-party 

and multi-party rule. In some aspects, I argue that the U.S. was almost as influential, if not more 

influential, than the formal veto players in Mexico. It appears that formal veto players in Mexico 

can be predisposed to informal veto player influence. This is evidenced by the protection of 

DTO‟s through the state-sponsored protection racket and the continued cooperation with the U.S. 

on security issues. Informal veto influence seems to be generally limited when there is a presence 

of higher influence that overshadows the initial influence. An example would be when DTO‟s 

could no longer prevent security policies from being enacted once the United States became 

financially involved with Mexico. I believe that, compared to the DTO‟s, the U.S. was the most 

important informal veto player because they have the credibility and capability as a country. In 

contrast, the DTO‟s are organizations within a country and therefore have less of an influence on 

Mexico when compared to the United States.  

  What does all of this information say about Mexico? In many ways the Mexican case 

plays out as we would expect, informal and formal veto players have a role in blocking or 

passing legislation. However, in at least one instance the United States, an informal veto player, 

was able to override what constitutionally mandated actors had decided. It blocked the passage 

of the decriminalization law during the Fox administration, even though veto players had 

supported it. Informal veto players have no constitutionally mandated right to influence policy, 
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yet in some cases they appear to have the final say in terms of blocking or passing policy that is 

broadly supported by formal veto players. What does this say about Mexico‟s Constitution and 

rule of law? If informal veto players have more of an influence in policy than formal veto 

players, then this suggests that the Mexican Constitution may not be the supreme law of the land. 

In reality this would indicate that single-party or multi-party governments in Mexico do not have 

as much influence on policy as previously thought. Instead, what might matter most, at least 

when it comes to issues of not just national but also regional importance, are the informal, extra-

constitutional influences that surround them. 
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