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Mexicans are disenchanted with democracy—or at least with democracy in their country.
A decade after the watershed 2000 presidential contest, they are already deeply distrustful
of democratic institutions and actors, politicians, parties, and parliament. The contrast
with the heady optimism of the 1990s could not be greater. Former President Ernesto
Zedillo described the 1997 midterm elections, when the opposition wrested Congress from
the long-ruling Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI), as a “democratic fiesta.” The phrase
aptly characterizes the citizen effervescence of the entire decade. Now, the party’s over.

This rapid, deep disillusionment is especially puzzling because one would expect
the euphoria following the culmination of Mexico’s transition to electoral democracy in
2000 to have been greater and more enduring than it has been. Decades of struggle for
free and fair elections might have made citizens more forbearing of the shortcomings
of the new government brought to power by these elections. Typically, democratic
regimes’ legitimacy affords them a “reservoir of good will” that enables governments
to withstand “performance deficits.” This reservoir, in theory, keeps citizens from gen-
eralizing their dissatisfaction with democratic governments to democracy as an ideal.1

Democracies are insulated from frustration with economic downturns by their legiti-
macy of origin and ability to modify economic policy without changing regimes.2 Yet
a mere nine years or less sufficed in Mexico for satisfaction with democracy to fall dra-
matically from its peak in 1997.

Why are Mexicans so dissatisfied with their democracy? The combination of a
citizen conceptualization of democracy that emphasizes social equity—a “substantive”
view of democracy—with poor government performance in just that respect is partly
responsible. That is, even after accounting for other factors that bear on evaluations
of democracy, how Mexicans define democracy exercises an important, independent
effect on how satisfied they are with it. Specifically, citizens who view democracy as
either political rights (“liberal” democrats) or elections (“electoral” democrats) are more
satisfied than substantive democrats.

The causal relationship between conceptualizations of democracy and satisfaction
with it is both undertheorized and underexplored empirically. Exploring definitions of
democracy in three Latin American countries, Roderic Ai Camp has established that
Mexicans tend to view democracy in socioeconomic terms, but he does not relate this
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view to Mexicans’ evaluations of democratic performance.3 On the other hand, explana-
tions of why citizens have soured on democratic politics in Latin America largely ignore
the role that definitions of democracy play. Existing explanations draw from at least two
theoretical strands: retroactive political and economic evaluations, and personal material
and psychological resources. Thus, scholars have focused on regime performance and
institutional trust,4 local government performance under decentralization,5 education and
electoral competitiveness,6 and attitudinal holdovers from authoritarianism,7 among
other causes. By tying together two threads of scholarship—definitions of democracy
and satisfaction with it—this article shows that conceptions of democracy are an important,
largely overlooked, ingredient in explaining disenchantment in Mexico and elsewhere.

The present study is based on a larger project in which I argue that declining
satisfaction with democracy is cause for concern because it has an important impact on
political behavior. In that project, I demonstrate that dissatisfaction with democracy af-
fects the level of civic engagement and types of political participation in which Mexicans
engage. Specifically, disenchantment leads to lower voter turnout, less civic engagement,
and more legal and illegal protest. This article, however, concentrates specifically on con-
ceptions of democracy as a main determinant of how satisfied one is with democracy.

It is not that disenchantment will lead to democratic breakdown in Mexico. Though
it is no longer clear that Mexico is transitioning toward liberal democracy, neither has it
lapsed back into frankly authoritarian rule—nor have other Latin American countries
(except Honduras), despite acute economic and political crises in Argentina, Brazil,
Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela. Reversion to authoritarianism may owe more to elite
polarization and strategic interaction than to feeble popular support for democracy.8

Rather, Mexico appears to be stuck in a low-level equilibrium characterized by
what Carothers has called “feckless pluralism.”9 Despite genuine electoral competition,
political parties’ alternation in power has not done much for Mexico. Many citizens are
deeply disaffected by politics, viewing political elites as venal and self-serving and
civic involvement as futile. Disenchantment’s implications for political participa-
tion are important enough on their own to warrant study, even absent the specter of
recrudescent authoritarianism.

Multivariate statistical techniques are used to auscultate the causes of disenchantment.
Data are drawn from an original opinion survey,Desencanto Ciudadano enMéxico, carried
out by the Mexican polling firm Berumen y Asociados from June 16 to June 29, 2006—just
before the general election. The survey was conducted face-to-face in 650 homes across
the country; sixty-five electoral sections were selected at random, and ten individuals were
chosen in each electoral section.
Conceptions of Democracy and Disenchantment: The Theory

Satisfaction with democracy has fallen precipitously in Mexico. According to Latino-
barometer data,10 the proportion of Mexican citizens who are “somewhat” or “very”
satisfied with democracy dropped from a high of 45 percent in 1997 to around 17 percent
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in 2003 to 2005. Figure 1 provides data taken from three data series from 1997 to 2008,
all of which trend downward.
Figure 1 Percentage of Mexicans Who Report Themselves as “Very” or “Fairly
Satisfied with Democracy in Mexico” (1997–2008)
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Even the high points of Mexican satisfaction with democracy have been ephemeral.
Satisfaction appears to follow electoral cycles, peaking during the 1997 midterm elec-
tion and the 2000 presidential contest, only to decrease after the election-induced elation
wore off. The pattern is interrupted in 2003, when midterm elections were incapable
of elevating satisfaction—a testament to how rapidly disillusionment set in after the
wave of citizen exhilaration swept Vicente Fox into power in 2000. The apparent
2006 recovery (41 percent recorded by the Latinobarometer, seconded by Desencanto
Ciudadano’s 39 percent) proved illusory. A heated presidential race focused attention on
what had been Mexican democracy’s crowning achievement: free and fair elections. But
Mexicans’ enthusiasm plummeted after the election, with half of Mexicans believing it
was plagued by irregularities,11 and the vast majority calling the country “undemocratic.”12

Satisfaction fell to 31 percent in 2007 and sunk even further to 23 percent in 2008.
Democracy and Satisfaction

Focusing on a single moment in time (June 2006) indicates that a main cause of dis-
enchantment with democracy in Mexico is a substantive definition of democracy as
economic growth tied to more a more equitable distribution of its benefits—“upward
convergence”—which Mexican democracy has manifestly failed to deliver. Those who
see democracy as a collection of rights are somewhat more satisfied, and those who em-
phasize elections, still more. The way in which citizens conceptualize democracy—their
43



Comparative Politics October 2010
choice of which of its constituent values to emphasize in their mental construct of
democracy—entails a vision about what life in a democratic society should be like.
In other words, definitions of democracy imply expectations about political, social, and
economic outcomes. The ideological content citizens invest in the concept of democracy
will result in greater satisfaction with democracy when these expectations are concordant
with reality. When citizens perceive a gap between what they want from democracy and
what they are actually getting, they may conclude that democracy is not working in their
country—and, in the extreme, that democracy may not be a form of government suited
for their society.

This is true in both developed and developing democracies. In their study of public
conceptions of democracy in Canada, Allan Kornberg and Harold Clarke argue that con-
gruence between “beliefs about democracy” and “the realities of political life in their
country” result in favorable evaluations of democracy’s functioning.13 Identifying four
broad dimensions along which Canadians array their beliefs about democracy, the
authors find that those who viewed democracy as equality between social groups were
most satisfied, given Canada’s multicultural character. On the other hand, Canadians
hewing to a minimalist definition of democracy as elections coupled with capitalism
were least satisfied, given the country’s redistributive bent.

More relevant to the Mexican case, perhaps, are views of democracy in emerging
democratic polities. Arthur Miller, Vicki Hesli, and William Reisinger’s study of con-
ceptions of democracy in Russia and Ukraine demonstrates the effects of citizen con-
ceptions of democracy on appraisals of it.14 Russians and Ukrainians who conceived of
democracy as a set of freedoms had better-than-average evaluations of regime perfor-
mance in their respective countries. In contrast, citizens who emphasized the rule of law
had worse-than-average evaluations of the current regimes, as did those who expected
democracy would increase economic prosperity. Miller, Hesli, and Reisinger explain the
relationship between views of democracy and support for democratization as a function of
the perceived fit between citizen ideals and government execution of those ideals: “[I]f
[citizens] believe that the present regime is not fulfilling their expectations of [their] ideal
of democracy, then they will be less supportive of current attempts at democratization.”15

These cases illustrate the general proposition that how citizens conceive of democ-
racy drives how they evaluate its performance. There are many types of democracies, and
the idea of democracy comprises many elements. When individual citizens think about
democracy, they typically emphasize one of these constituent elements at the expense
of others, creating specific expectations about what democratic governments should do
and what political and economic life should be under democracy. They then judge the
performance of their particular democratic regime by how well it lives up to these norms.
Hypotheses

In Mexico electoral democrats should be most satisfied with democracy, followed by
liberal and then substantive democrats. The reasons for this ordering lie in varying levels
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of recent government performance in conducting elections, respecting rights, and foster-
ing economic development. The three federal elections prior to 2006 were largely clean
and (with the exception of 2003) marked by high citizen participation, an indication that
the public accorded broad legitimacy to the democratic regime.16 In the states and
municipalities, highly competitive elections made political geography a veritable mosaic
of parties controlling different branches and levels of government.

On the other hand, governmental respect for individual liberties and rights
presented a mixed panorama during President Fox’s sexenio. The bright spots were
transparency, including the passage of a freedom of information act, and horizontal
accountability between the executive and legislative branches. However, rampant
human rights abuses (especially at the subnational level), weak rule of law, continuing
corruption, impunity of the powerful, and waning freedom of the press counteracted
gains on other fronts.17

Economic performance fared worst of all. Though Fox’s fiscal and monetary ortho-
doxy kept a lid on inflation, it failed to ameliorate the problems Mexicans identify as the
most urgent—jobs and poverty. The informal sector grew, real wages declined, and the
unemployed and underemployed saw their ranks swell from 7.4 to 9.7 percent during
Fox’s term—a situation that undoubtedly would have been worse if not for the safety
valve of massive emigration. Poverty remained high with 40 to 50 percent (depending
on the measure used) of the population living below the poverty line. Finally, GDP
growth averaged an anemic 2.3 percent from 2001–2006, far below the 7 percent
Fox himself had promised on the campaign trail. In short, elections fared well, obser-
vance of democratic rights and liberties varied, and economic performance failed to
redress—and in some cases worsened—longstanding problems.
Satisfaction with Democracy: The Dependent Variable

The Conceptual Debate over Satisfaction What does it mean to say that one is
satisfied with democracy? Democracy comprises many elements, including incumbent
politicians, policy outputs, government institutions, and normative principles. Political
psychologists have arrayed these “attitudinal objects” along a scale of abstractness.18 At
one end lie the most immediate, concrete objects—people (“incumbents”) and policies
(“outputs”). At the other extreme is the most intangible object, the “political commu-
nity” or country. The bounds of the continuum correspond roughly to the Eastonian
concepts of “specific” and “diffuse” support.

When survey interviewees are asked to evaluate democracy, which of these political
objects are they being asked to offer an opinion about? What do people have in mind
when they think about democracy, the political system as a whole, or some particular
part of it? Citizens have attitudes, but about what?

Attempts to answer this question have generated considerable debate. Some have
argued that the typical satisfaction question—“How satisfied are you with democracy
in [your country]?”—refers to incumbent authorities and policy outputs;19 others, that
45



Comparative Politics October 2010
it is an indicator of mid-level “system support” somewhere between incumbents and
democracy as an ideal;20 and still others, that it is a “summary indicator” of overall
satisfaction embracing the gamut of political objects.21 At the extreme, three scholars
have averred that the “satisfaction with democracy” survey item is essentially mean-
ingless. Damarys Canache, Jeffrey Mondak, and Mitchell Seligson argue that its
polysemy—different meanings to individual survey respondents—renders it invalid
for use in comparative research.22

“Deepening” the Satisfaction Indicator Though Canache, Mondak, and Seligson’s
analysis is problematic,23 their larger point about the risks inherent in using single-item
indicators for satisfaction with democracy is well taken. Slippage between signifier and
signified—the possibility that a survey question may not measure what it purports to—is
bound to be greater when a concept is expressed in a single formulation. Combining two
survey questions into a general, holistic evaluation of democracy in Mexico provides
greater conceptual depth: “In general, how satisfied are you with democracy in Mexico?”
and “In your opinion, how democratic is Mexico?” In the survey data presented here,
these items are combined into a single, additive eight-point scale.

Fusing the two questions into a single indicator of satisfaction is justified on both
theoretical and empirical grounds. Theoretically, a judgment about how democracy is
faring in Mexico presupposes a belief about the degree of democracy the country has
achieved. It is impossible, for example, to imagine a set of circumstances in which
someone could be “very” satisfied with democracy yet believe that the country is
“not at all” democratic. Citizens are dissatisfied with democracy in Mexico precisely
because they feel Mexico is less democratic than it should be.

The numbers bear out this intuition. Table 1 is a cross-classification of these two
survey items, with the observed cell counts followed by cell expected under the inde-
pendence hypothesis in parentheses. If these two variables are conceptually close, one
would expect a high concentration of cell counts along the faux “diagonal” (including
cells {2,3} and {3,4}), with observed cell counts below expected values moving away
from the diagonal. This is roughly what is observed.24 Indeed, there are no respondents
who described Mexico as undemocratic yet reported being “very” satisfied with democ-
racy. Measures of association also show a high degree of correspondence between the
two variables (Gamma5 .424, Spearman’s rho5 .337, r5 .335). In sum, the two items
fit together well not only logically but also empirically.25
Conceptions of Democracy: The Independent Variables

How do Mexicans conceive of democracy? In Mexico, as elsewhere, there is no single
answer to this question. Political theorists differ among themselves on the defini-
tion of democracy, and so do Mexicans. Three broad democratic orientations can be
identified. Liberal democracy is rooted in post-independence, nineteenth century lib-
eralism and conceives of democracy as a collection of rights and liberties associated
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Table 1 Cross Classification of Level of Democracy with Satisfaction of Democracy

How satisfied
are you w/
democracy? →

Not at All Not Very Neither/Nor Somewhat Very

How
democratic
is Mexico?

102 150 105 206 32

Not at All 40 20 (6.9) 12 (10.1) 7 (7.1) 1 (13.8) 0 (2.2)
Not Very 247 53 (42.3) 79 (62.3) 45 (43.6) 58 (85.5) 12 (13.3)
Somewhat 275 23 (47.1) 52 (69.3) 50 (48.5) 139 (95.2) 11 (14.8)
Very 33 6 (5.7) 7 (8.3) 3 (5.8) 8 (11.4) 9 (1.8)

Note: Observed cell counts with counts expected under independence in parentheses.
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with citizenship—freedom of belief, expression, and association, equality before the
law, property rights, pluralism, and others. Electoral democracy posits that democracy
is primarily a mechanism by which to choose decision makers. This definition acquired
greater currency as Mexican elections progressed from fraud-plagued exercises in
authoritarian regime legitimization to genuine choices between competing candidates.
Finally, substantive democracy, a firmly entrenched view incarnated in the 1917 Con-
stitution, equates democracy with economic improvement that advances social justice.

Defining Democracy: From Elections to Economic Equality The debate over what
democracy actually is, over the conditions necessary for a country to be considered
democratic, has produced a bewildering variety of definitions and considerable contro-
versy among both professional political philosophers and thoughtful ordinary citizens.
Stated schematically, these definitions can be grouped into three broad categories—
electoral, liberal, and substantive democracy.

Electoralism defines democracy simply as, in Schumpeter’s well-known formula-
tion, an “institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals
acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.”26

Because of its emphasis on the laws and institutions that govern competition, this variety
of democracy has been referred to (sometimes disdainfully by advocates of substantive
democracy) as “formal” or “procedural” democracy. Electoral democracy has also been
tagged “minimalist,” since it constricts democracy’s ambit to political authority, ex-
plicitly excluding social and economic considerations.

However, for electoral competition to be real countries must guarantee minimal
rights (to express ideas and organize parties, for example) without which elections are
a hollow shell, devoid of democratic content. Philipp Schmitter and Terry Karl dubbed
the idea that elections alone make for a democracy the “fallacy of electoralism.”27 This
conceptual “precising,” or “expanded procedural” definition of democracy, leads into
the terrain of liberal democracy.28 The essence of liberal democracy inheres in the name
itself—liberty, especially vis-à-vis government action. It values pluralism; freedom of
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expression, association, and transaction; and tolerance of dissent. It entails constraints
on political power, horizontal accountability between branches of government, and
vertical accountability between leaders and citizens. Accountability, in turn, requires
the free circulation of information and ideas. Thus, liberal democracy is a set of rights
that, in theory, protect citizens against abuse of state power.

Substantive democracy rests on the foundation of what T. H. Marshall called
“social citizenship,” the right of all citizens to share in the benefits of society.29 Partici-
pating in society requires a minimal material platform of economic security and well
being. Thus, substantive democracy expands the panoply of rights to include education,
health, work, and so on, creating a corresponding general obligation of the state (or,
more precisely, the welfare state) to provide these goods to citizens who are unable
to do so for themselves.

Many thinkers, including Guillermo O’Donnell, have explicitly embraced an ex-
panded version of democracy based on social citizenship as necessary for Latin America.30

They reject the notion that elections are sufficient for democracy since “imbalances in
resources and political power frequently undermine the ‘one-person, one-vote’ principle,
and the purpose of democratic institutions.”31 The late Mexican political theorist Carlos
Pereyra observed that “an ineradicable socioeconomic inequality…underlies the supposed
legal-political equality of citizens,” rendering delusive the idea of equality before the law
when social imbalances are grave.32

Of course, these views of democracy are not mutually exclusive. To be sure, there
are important differences between the perspectives. For example, fearing that universal
suffrage would jeopardize property rights, classical liberalism opposed extension of the
franchise. Liberalism’s concept of negative rights—limits on the power of government
to legislate away individual freedoms—frequently enters into tension with electoralism’s
cardinal principle of majority rule.33 Moreover, liberal democracy is laissez faire whereas
substantive democracy favors regulatory and redistributive government intervention in
the economy.

But the concepts also overlap to a great degree. Substantive democrats may fre-
quently see electoral and civic participation as a way to achieve economic rights, as
when working class political parties arose in Europe and elsewhere in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. Certainly, many substantive democrats embrace the rights
contained in liberalism, even accepting private property in principle (though with more
state regulation than a classical liberal would tolerate).

Thus, elements of each view may figure to varying degrees in each citizen’s idea of
democracy. Concepts of democracy are a question of emphasis. Some aspects of democ-
racy are more salient than others in individual images of democracy, and this mix varies
from person to person. Which concepts stand out to which people is important because
how one views democracy is critical for how one evaluates it.

The Idea of Democracy in Mexico Each of these three basic orientations toward
democracy—liberal, electoral, and substantive (now in order of historical appearance)—
has deep roots inMexican history. Liberal ideas were present in the foundational documents
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emanating from Mexico’s War of Independence from Spain (1810–1821), including
the 1824 Constitution. These texts established the principles of federalism, freedom of
the press, pluralism, property rights, equality before the law, and secularism. The liberal
1857 Constitution enshrined separation of church and state.

Two periods of electoralism may be distinguished. The first began with Francisco I.
Madero’s 1908 panegyric to electoral democracy, La sucesión presidencial en 1910,34

which reinterpreted the nineteenth century and cast as heroes those who had laid aside
personal ambitions in deference to the will of the people. The second transpired in
the 1990s, when opposition parties’ and citizens’ clamor for competitive elections
culminated in a major 1996 reform.

Finally, the 1917 Constitution’s social charter enunciated principles of substantive
democracy, including workers’ rights and land reform. A 1946 constitutional reform to
Article 3 encapsulates the essence of substantive democracy as “not only a legal struc-
ture and political regime, but also a system of life founded on a constant economic,
social, and cultural betterment of the people.” This idea would come to dominate
Mexicans’ views of democracy.

The liberal, electoral, and substantive concepts of democracy exist not only as ideas
in Mexican social and intellectual history but also as attitudes toward democracy in
Mexico’s citizens of today. Each of these ideas of democracy filtered down from the
political elites who expounded them to the mass public through, among other channels,
the powerful socializing force of compulsory public education.

The Desencanto Ciudadano survey included a twelve-item battery of questions
designed to explore citizens’ conceptualizations of democracy more thoroughly than
any existing survey. Each concept of democracy was articulated by a set of four items
(see Appendix A) combined into separate attitudinal scales (ranging from zero to
sixteen) by summing the scores for the four items representing each conception. The
four items that make up the liberal democracy scale measure support for religious
tolerance, freedom of expression and association, political pluralism, and private prop-
erty. The electoral democracy items inquire about whether respondents saw electoral
competition and majority rule as conditions sufficient for democracy (or at least the
main ingredients) and whether elections or protest are more effective for achieving
change. Finally, the substantive democracy battery asks if, in addition to political
equality, democracy implies greater economic equality, and if democracy and capitalism
necessarily go together.

To ascertain how prevalent each view is in Mexico, respondents are classified as
liberal, electoral, or substantive democrats according to the scale on which they scored
highest.35 Figure 2 represents the distribution of these concepts of democracy in Mexico.
Substantive democrats predominate, constituting nearly 30 percent of the population.
This is consistent with Camp’s finding that equality is the modal definition of democ-
racy in Mexico.36 Electoral democrats follow at 26 percent, with liberal democrats at just
below 22 percent.

However, citizens may hold each idea of democracy to varying degrees. Thus,
conceptions of democracy figure not as dummy variables in which citizens are classified
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Figure 2 Distribution of Conceptions of Democracy in Mexico (2006)
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as a single type of democrat, but as continuous indices that, taken together, reflect each
citizen’s mix of views.

To ensure that the liberal, electoral, and substantive constructs represent analyti-
cally distinguishable conceptual dimensions of democracy, I examined bivariate corre-
lations for each of the three pairs of constructs. The correlations between electoral and
substantive democracy, and electoral and liberal democracy, are statistically indistin-
guishable from zero. The correlation between liberal and substantive democracy is sta-
tistically significant, but small at r5 .08. These views of democracy are, indeed, distinct
from one another.

Where do they come from? Though a comprehensive account of their origins is
beyond the scope of this study, education and partisanship play important roles. Re-
gressing the attitude scales on socioeconomic and party identification variables shows
that those with graduate educations are 1.8 points higher on the liberal democracy scale
than those with no education (a movement of 12 percent over the dependent variable’s
range). However, no other sociodemographic variable affects how citizens define
democracy. Thus, substantive democrats are not just the losers under neoliberalism,
nor are electoral democrats drawn primarily from the upper crust. Rather than deriving
from socioeconomic conditions, views of democracy appear to be transmitted socially.
Political parties are a primary vehicle of socialization. Sympathizers of the Party of the
Democratic Revolution (PRD) are much likelier to be substantive democrats (b 5 .716,
p 5 .024) as well as liberal democrats (b 5 .588, p 5 .063) and panistas, electoral
democrats (b 5 .622, p5.032).
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Other Explanations: Retrospective Evaluations and Personal Resources

Although conceptions of democracy are important influences on satisfaction, they are
not the only ones. At least two other theoretical currents have been marshaled to ex-
plain levels of satisfaction with democracy: retrospective evaluations and personal
resources.37 Conceptions of democracy are crucial for explaining satisfaction with de-
mocracy, but they complement (rather than replace) existing explanations. Variables
embodying these two schools of thought are incorporated into the model to ensure that
the effects of conceptions of democracy on satisfaction are not confounded with other
possible causes.

Retrospective Evaluations A robust line of research establishes that citizen evalua-
tions of past regime economic and political performance, as well as evaluations of
politicians and the policies they make, condition satisfaction with democracy.38 Perfor-
mance comprises many dimensions, including economic policy, political development,
provision of services, and approval of incumbent politicians. Positive judgments in
each of these areas carry over to democracy considered in the abstract, whereas nega-
tive evaluations may cause citizens to question democracy as a form of government.

Citizens’ judgments about government’s handling of the economy affect satisfac-
tion with democracy.39 Positing a relationship between economic assessments and satis-
faction assumes that citizens attribute economic performance to government policy, at
least to some extent. Adopting the distinction between “pocketbook” and “sociotropic”
judgments about economic performance, the Desencanto Ciudadano survey made this
assumption explicit. It asked respondents whether “government economic decisions”
have been “good for the country” and “good for me personally.” Since these two items
were highly correlated (r5 .77), they are combined them in an additive, nine-point scale.

Of course, citizens in new democracies expect things other than relative economic
improvement from their governments. They also insist that governments uphold hard-
won rights such as freedom of speech, assembly, and belief, and deal with citizens equi-
tably, enforcing the rule of law regardless of social position and political connections.
The Desencanto Ciudadano survey asked respondents to agree or disagree (on a five-
point scale) with the statements, “The federal government respects people’s rights,” and
“The state government respects people’s rights.” These two items were also highly cor-
related (r 5 .69), and again the responses are summed into a single, nine-point scale.

Another aspect of political performance, especially in new democracies, is the gov-
ernment’s ability to hold free and fair elections. Assessing evidence from over thirty
countries, Alisa Henderson found high bivariate associations between “satisfaction with
democracy” and the “conduct of the previous election.”40 Similarly, Kornberg and
Clarke found that “electoral process evaluations” were significant determinants of satis-
faction with democracy in Canada.41 Given the weighty history of election fraud in
Mexico, evaluations of electoral processes should figure prominently in assessments
of how Mexican democracy is performing. Thus, the Desencanto Ciudadano asked
respondents to agree or disagree (on a five-point scale) with the statements that the
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“past federal elections” and the “past state elections were clean.” Again, a high corre-
lation (r 5 .71) suggested summing the items into a single measure.

Most Mexicans also expect their government to provide basic services and infra-
structure, including roads, schools, and electricity. These demands are not specifically
democratic, but citizens in a democratic society are, in theory, better able than subjects
of authoritarian rule to influence the provision and distribution of public goods. Thus,
evaluations of services may constitute a de facto indicator of how responsive citizens
perceive their politicians to be. The survey included four items on government services,
asking citizens to rate provision of water and electricity, public education, and police
performance on a scale of one to seven.

In new democracies in particular, institutional roles such as president or legislator
may be virtually indistinguishable from the “incumbents of those roles,” in Gabriel
Almond and Sidney’s Verba’s language.42 This is especially so in Mexico, where the
experience of electoral democracy was virtually synonymous with the colorful, plain-
talking Vicente Fox. Furthermore, a historically powerful presidency has focused politi-
cal discussion on the president’s (and state and local chief executives’) personality and
actions. The Desencanto Ciudadano elicited performance ratings of the president, gov-
ernor, and mayor on a seven-point scale. Another item inquired about satisfaction with
Congress. This question probably reflects a general evaluation of the legislature as a
whole rather than opinions about incumbent legislators as most Mexicans do not know
their diputado’s name.

Personal Resources A second theoretical current holds that individuals’ material
circumstances, cognitive abilities, and psychological dispositions—their “personal
resources”—affect satisfaction with democracy. Almond and Verba, Philip Converse,
and others emphasize “citizen competency,” the ability and inclination to participate
politically, as an important determinant of attitudes and behavior.43 More politically
efficacious citizens should be more satisfied with democracy. Furthermore, emotional
identification with the political system and its components—particularly parties—also
bolsters satisfaction.

Income is a material resource that shapes one’s ability to influence public decisions
and fosters a sense of connection to the political system. Higher earners may be more
satisfied with life generally; they may also conclude that democracy is working well for
them, and so should exhibit greater political satisfaction. In addition, money increases
the specifically political resources that citizens have at their disposal. It gives them
(potentially) greater access to government institutions and more information about
government activities.

Similarly, more education should also raise evaluations of democracy. Higher educa-
tion levels give rise to a middle class that ameliorates redistributive battles, favoring the
growth of democracy.44 Education also gives citizens the cognitive skills—“internal effi-
cacy” or “citizen competency”—that enable them to participate meaningfully in politics.45

As a proxy for experience and wisdom, age is another resource that might influence
satisfaction with democracy. In new democracies, older survey respondents may be
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more satisfied since they have direct memories of authoritarianism. They are also likelier
to have more stable incomes and social positions. On the other hand, youth are notorious
detractors of politics.

Finally, men may be more satisfied with democracy than women. Roderic Ai Camp
and Keith Yanner observe a “gender gap” in satisfaction with democracy in Mexico.46

Gender is a personal resource in at least two senses. First, it conditions access to politi-
cal networks. Despite recent relative gains by women in parliamentary representation
and cabinet appointments, politics in Mexico continues to be mostly a boy’s game.
Second, gender shapes how men and women think about politics. Adherence to tradi-
tional gender roles in Mexico means the public sphere is thought of as the province
of men, whereas the domestic ambit is “feminized.” Even where women are active in
leading social movements and civic organizations, they may not see this participation as
especially political.

Attitudes toward specific components of the political system also influence satisfac-
tion with democracy as a whole. Specifically, scholars have signaled militancy in or
affective affinity with a political party as important in contributing to satisfaction with
democracy. Democratic elections produce winners and losers, and “people who voted
for a governing party…are almost by definition more likely to believe that the govern-
ment is interested in and responsive to their needs.”47 In Mexico the ruling National
Action Party (PAN) has been the biggest beneficiary of the transition to electoral democ-
racy, and panistas should exhibit greater satisfaction with democracy.
Modeling Satisfaction

A simple linear model of the relationship between concepts of democracy (and other
explanatory variables) and satisfaction is:

SAT 5 b0 1 b1ELE 1 b2LIB 1 b3SUB 1 X′SAT gSAT 1 u ,

where SAT 5 Level of Satisfaction with Democracy; ELE, LIB, and SUB are the elec-
toral, liberal, and substantive conceptions of democracy;48 the vector X′SAT contains
other determinants of satisfaction; the b’s and the elements of the vector gSAT associated
with X′SAT are parameters to be estimated; and u is a disturbance. The hypotheses are:
b1 > 0, b3 < 0, and b1 > b2 > b3.
Conceptions of Democracy and Disenchantment: Evidence from the Mexican Case

Table 2 presents coefficient estimates from a hierarchical linear (HLM) regression of the
“thickened” satisfaction with democracy index on citizen conceptions of democracy and
the other explanatory variables.49 The results confirm that, even after considering the
effects from other determinants of satisfaction with democracy, conceptions of democ-
racy exercise an important, independent effect on satisfaction.
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Table 2 Hierarchical Linear Regression Model on Satisfaction with Democracy

Variable B se p
Concepts of Democracy

Substantive −.055 .030 .066*
Liberal −.024 .030 .436
Electoral .069 .031 .024**

Partisanship
PAN .573 .196 .003***
PRI −.130 .195 .504
PRD .537 .215 .012**

Economic Performance .187 .038 .000***
Political Performance: Rights .114 .039 .004***
Political Performance: Elections .067 .039 .088*
Government Services

Water .063 .041 .118
Electricity .037 .044 .392
Public Education .012 .042 .776
Police −.043 .039 .271

Incumbents
President Fox .007 .047 .885
State Governor .004 .041 .929
Mayor .059 .042 .169
Congress .139 .051 .006***

Sociodemographic Conditions
Sex .143 .147 .333
Age −.006 .005 .293
Income (per $1,000 pesos) −.030 .020 .129
Education .009 .020 .648

Rho .049

Adj. R2 = 0.29.
N = 434.
* p < .10.
** p < .05.
*** p < .01.

Comparative Politics October 2010
The rank order of conceptions of democracy vis-à-vis satisfaction conforms to the
hypotheses. Electoral democrats are most satisfied with democracy, followed by liberal
democrats. Substantive democrats are least satisfied. The parameter estimates are .069
for the electoral democracy scale, −.024 for the liberal scale, and −.055 for the substan-
tive scale. The electoral democracy estimate is clearly higher than those for liberal and,
a fortiori, substantive democracy. If the electoral and liberal democracy parameters had
the same value, the probability of observing the difference produced by the model (.093)
is p 5 .036 under the classic t-test. Similarly, the t-test for differences between the elec-
toral and substantive democracy parameters (.124) yields p 5 .004. (The estimates for
substantive and liberal democracy are statistically indistinguishable: p 5 .470.)
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Not only do the effects of definitions of democracy differ from one another statisti-
cally, they also have substantively important effects on satisfaction. The substantive view
of democracy decreases satisfaction notably. Respondents at the minimum of the sub-
stantive scale (0) have an average satisfaction score .88 points lower than those at the
maximum (16), a difference of over 12.5 percent of the satisfaction scale’s range.

The electoral view of democracy’s effect is even stronger, but in the opposite
direction—it increases satisfaction. Respondents at the maximum of the electoral scale
have an average satisfaction score over 1.1 points higher than those at the minimum—
a difference of 15.8 percent over the dependent variable’s range. For its part, liberal
democracy has no appreciable impact on satisfaction.

Conceptions of democracy influence satisfaction independently of the other inde-
pendent variables—the retrospective evaluations and personal resources controlled for
in the model. But many of these also had important implications for satisfaction with
democracy. Of the retrospective evaluations, a favorable perception of government eco-
nomic policy increases satisfaction the most, with a coefficient of .187. Those with the
highest possible evaluation of economic policy score, on average, 1.5 points higher than
those with the lowest possible evaluation—a difference that represents nearly 21.4 per-
cent of the satisfaction range.

Government political performance also shapes satisfaction, though less so than eco-
nomic performance. The belief that government respects citizen rights increases satisfaction
with democracy (b 5 .114). Those at the maximum of the rights scale scored, on average,
.9 points higher on the satisfaction scale (13 percent of its range) than those at the mini-
mum. Positive perceptions of electoral conduct also elevate satisfaction (b 5 .067). The
average difference between respondents at the minimum and maximum of the fair elections
scale, just over a half point, represents about 7.7 percent of satisfaction scale’s range.

Approval of Congress also boosts satisfaction. Disapproval of Congress is wide-
spread. In the Desencanto Ciudadano survey, Congress garnered average approval of
just 3.8 (on a scale of 1 to 7). Citizens who give Congress high marks see a vitalized
legislature as a novel, salutary element in Mexican democracy, whereas most view Con-
gress as an obstacle to governance. The average difference in satisfaction between
respondents at the maximum and minimum of the approval scale is over .8 points—
almost 12 percent of the satisfaction range.

Of the personal resource control variables, partisanship had the greatest impact on
satisfaction. Specifically, sympathizers of both the ruling PAN and the PRD were most
satisfied with democracy. For PAN sympathizers, democracy was virtually synonymous
with that party’s ascent to the presidency in 2000. Camp has shown that Mexicans
who voted for Fox in 2000 were more satisfied with democracy in Mexico and believe
that Mexico is, indeed, a democracy.50 Similarly, the 2006 Panel Survey revealed that
Calderón voters are more satisfied with democracy and likelier to believe that Mexico
is a democracy.51 PAN sympathizers’ satisfaction may have also been prospective.
Their candidate was surging in the polls after having trailed the PRD candidate for
two years. PAN sympathizers were, on average, nearly 0.6 points higher on the satis-
faction scale (8.2 percent of the range) than other citizens.
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If PAN supporters are satisfied with democracy primarily because they have won,
PRD supporters were satisfied with democracy in June 2006 because it appeared that
they would win. PRD partisanship caused a rise of .54 points on the satisfaction scale
(7.7 percent of the range) But party-based evaluations of democracy are sensitive to
electoral outcomes. After the controversial July 2006 election, PRD supporters were less
likely than others to call Mexico a democracy.52

Other variables failed to influence satisfaction with democracy. Contrary to what I
hypothesized, Mexicans’ evaluations of federal, state, and municipal chief executives had
no bearing on their evaluations of democracy. This result is surprising given the country’s
hierarchical, personality-driven caudillismo and “hyper-presidentialism.”However, some
have interpreted Fox’s high presidential approval ratings as more a reflection of his per-
sonal popularity than an evaluation of his job performance. In any event, the diminished
role of the president in shaping satisfaction—and the heightened role of Congress—
mirrors a shift in the balance of power between the executive and legislative powers.

Similarly, opinions of basic government services (water, electricity, education, and
public security) bore no relation to satisfaction with democracy. Although provision of
public goods is a crucial component of governance, Mexicans may dissociate the supply
of these goods from specifically democratic governance. After all, authoritarianism
under the PRI built the country’s material infrastructure well. Mexicans’ expectations of
democracy appear to go beyond getting services, especially ones they already have. How
well the government furnishes these has little to do with how citizens evaluate democracy.

Finally, socioeconomic and demographic circumstances had no bearing on satisfac-
tion with democracy. Men are not more satisfied than women. Older citizens are not
more satisfied than younger ones, nor the well off more than the less affluent, nor the
better educated more than the less educated. Perhaps social position influences satisfac-
tion indirectly through attitudes—social conditions shape political and economic evalua-
tions, which in turn affect satisfaction. The effect of social conditions would be absorbed
by attitudinal variables.
Conclusion

How Mexicans define democracy and what they expect of it are important causes of
satisfaction with democracy. Specifically, substantive democrats’ emphasis on socio-
economic equity makes them significantly less satisfied with democracy than liberal
democrats, who emphasize rights, and electoral democrats, who underscore procedures.

Substantive democrats’ greater disillusionment with democracy could have far-
reaching implications—both for Mexico and other new democracies. Mexicans’ politi-
cal dissatisfaction is deep seated and widespread. Moreover, substantive definitions of
democracy may be intensifying dissatisfaction elsewhere in the world.

Disenchantment with democracy in Mexico goes well beyond disapproval of
incumbents, unhappiness with services, and belonging to a party other than that in
power. The most important determinant, economic malaise, seems to be a long-term
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judgment in precisely the area where Mexican democracy has performed worst. More
worrisome, those who expect democracy to deliver economic progress are those who are
least satisfied with it. This bespeaks long-lasting mismatch between what citizens need
and what Mexican democracy is delivering. Of course, all Mexicans’ attitudes toward
democracy are colored by economic performance. But substantive democrats’ dissatisfac-
tion is on top of their economic evaluations. That is, economic expectations compound
the effects of poor economic performance. And the substantive view of democracy is the
most prevalent in Mexico. In short, general dissatisfaction with democracy in Mexico is
rooted in causes that seem to be relatively enduring.

The Mexican case may hold lessons for other countries. Mexico’s political attitudes
and level of economic development make it typical of developing democracies. Citizens
of these democracies may have a predominantly substantive view of democracy and
expect government to better their lots in life. Studies of Latin America and post-Soviet
countries suggest that this is the case. Heightened socioeconomic expectations of
democracy may be contributing to disenchantment elsewhere in the world.

Some would lay the blame at citizens’ feet for their unrealistic expectations of
democracy. Yet in societies where poverty and inequality result from powerful economic
interests’ grip on political decision making, it is perhaps reasonable—and, in any event,
unavoidable—to expect that democracy redound in greater socioeconomic equality. As
Camp writes, “It is logical to believe that among the political models in which the
population has significant voice in making decisions, the people across the board obtain
a larger share of the societal resources.”53 When citizens fail to get their share of the pie,
they conclude that democracy is not working or that their country is not very democratic.

Why should dissatisfaction worry us, though? Although it may have contributed
to democratic breakdown in some cases (Russia, for example), more troublesome in
Mexico and most countries are its behavioral consequences. As I argue elsewhere, dis-
enchantment has a deep impact on political participation, dampening voting and non-
contentious civic engagement while stimulating protest that strains fragile institutions, in
Huntington’s view,54 or, from another perspective, challenges dysfunctional institutions.
Disaffection erodes the quality of democracy by dissipating already tenuous linkages
of representation between politicians and citizens, making solution of pressing social
problems more remote. The generals may not be in the statehouse, but many citizens
remain in the poorhouse and democracy, in the doghouse.
Appendix: Battery of Survey Items on Conceptions of Democracy

Liberal Democracy Now I’m going to read a sentence about democracy and I would
like you to tell me if you agree very much, somewhat, neither agree nor disagree, dis-
agree somewhat, or disagree very much:

• A democratic government’s public policies should reflect the majority’s reli-
gious values.

• In a democracy, gays and lesbians have the right to organize public marches.
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Now I’m going to read two sentences. I would like you to tell me if you agree with
the first very much, agree with the first more than the second, are in the middle, agree
with the second more than the first, or agree with the second very much.

• “It’s better for the President’s party to have a majority in Congress so that laws don’t
get held up” or, “It’s better to havemany parties inCongress so there ismore debate.”

• Suppose that the government wants to build a social service center. The only
feasible place is located on private property, but the owner is against it. The
government should lean toward 1) respecting private property or 2) putting the
public interest first and taking the land.

Electoral Democracy Now I’m going to read a sentence about democracy and I
would like you to tell me if you agree very much, somewhat, neither agree nor disagree,
disagree somewhat, or disagree very much:

• More than anything else, democracy means selecting political leaders in free and
fair elections.

• Free elections alone don’t make a country democratic.
• More than anything, democracy is that parties compete for the majority’s support.

Now I’m going to read two sentences. I would like you to tell me if you agree with
the first very much, agree with the first more than the second, are in the middle, agree
with the second more than the first, or agree with the second very much.

• If people don’t like a government decision, the most effective thing among many
that people can do to change the decision is 1) vote for another party in the next
election or 2) protest and pressure government through means other than the vote.

Substantive Democracy Now I’m going to read a sentence about democracy and I
would like you to tell me if you agree very much or somewhat, neither agree nor
disagree, disagree somewhat, or disagree very much:

• A country with big differences between the rich and poor can’t be considered
a democracy.

• In a real democracy, there would be neither hunger nor poverty.
• Democracy and capitalism go together.
• In addition to equality before the law, democracy is also greater economic
equality among persons.

NOTES
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City) for sample design and data collection. Jonathan Hiskey, John Bailey, and Damarys Canache offered
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Foundation (SES-0519262) and the University of Texas, Austin’s Public Policy Institute for their generous
financial support.

1. David Easton, “A Re-Assessment of the Concept of Political Support,” British Journal of Political
Science, 5 (October 1975), 444; Dieter Fuchs, Giovanna Guidorossi, and Palle Svensson, “Support for the
Democratic System,” in Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs, eds., Citizens and the State (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995), 327.

2. Juan J. Linz and Alfred C. Stepan, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: Southern
Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), 79.

3. Roderic Ai Camp, ed., Citizen Views of Democracy in Latin America (Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 2001).

4. Mitchell A. Seligson, John A. Booth, and Miguel Gómez B., “Os Contornos Da Cidadania Crítica:
Explorando a Legitimidade Democrática,” Opinião Pública, 12 (Abril/Maio 2006).

5. Jonathan T. Hiskey and Mitchell A. Seligson, “Pitfalls of Power to the People: Decentralization, Local
Government Performance, and System Support in Bolivia,” Studies in Comparative International Development,
37 (Winter 2003), 64–68.

6. Alejandro Moreno, El Votante Mexicano: Democracia, Actitudes Políticas Y Conducta Electoral, 1st ed.
(México City: Fondo de Cultura Económica, 2003).

7. Joseph L. Klesner, “Legacies of Authoritarianism: Political Attitudes in Chile and Mexico,” in Camp,
Citizen Views, 118–38.

8. Adam Przeworski, ed., Games of Transition (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1992).
9. Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm,” Journal of Democracy, 13 (January 2002), 10.
10. Latinobarómetro, Informe (Years 2006, 2007, and 2008), Santiago: Corporación Latinobarómetro,

http://www.latinobarometro.org.
11. El Universal, November 10, 2006; Parametría, “Divide a Mexicanos,” poll conducted September 2006,

http://www.parametria.com.mx/cartaparametricaa.phtml?id54040&text15septiembre.
12. GEA-ISA, “Escenarios Políticos, 2004–2006: Gobernabilidad y Sucesión. Resultados de la Segunda

Encuesta Nacional Postelectoral y de la Primera Encuesta Postelectoral en el Distrito Federal (19–21 de
agosto de 2006),” http://www.isa.org.mx/contenido/GIMX0608p.pdf.

13. Harold D. Clarke and Allan Kornberg, “Support for the Canadian Federal Progressive Conservative
Party since 1988: The Impact of Economic Evaluations and Economic Issues,” Canadian Journal of
Political Science, 25 (March 1992), 538.

14. Arthur H. Miller, Vicki L. Hesli, and William M. Reisinger, “Conceptions of Democracy among Mass
and Elite in Post-Soviet Societies,” British Journal of Political Science, 27 (April 1997), 157–90.

15. Ibid., 185.
16. Richard Topf, “Electoral Participation,” in Hans-Dieter Klingemann and Dieter Fuchs, eds., Citizens

and the State.
17. Reporters without Borders demoted Mexico from 74th to 132nd place in its freedom of the press rankings

during 2003–2006 for violence against journalists, concentrated media ownership, and stifling libel laws.
18. See Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy in Five

Nations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963); David Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1965); Hans-Dieter Klingemann, “Mapping Political Support in
the 1990s: A Global Analysis,” in Pippa Norris, ed., Critical Citizens: Global Support for Democratic
Government (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 31–56.

19. Russell J. Dalton, “Political Support in Advanced Industrial Democracies,” in Pippa Norris, ed., Critical
Citizens: Global Support for Democratic Government, 57–77; Peter H. Merkl, “Comparing Legitimacy and
Values among Advanced Democratic Countries,” in Mattei Dogan, ed., Comparing Pluralist Democracies:
Strains on Legitimacy (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1988), 19–64.

20. Christopher J. Anderson and Christine A. Guillory, “Political Institutions and Satisfaction with
Democracy: A Cross-National Analysis of Consensus and Majoritarian Systems,” American Political
Science Review, 91 (March 1997), 66–81.

21. Harold D. Clarke, Nitish Dutt, and Allan Kornberg, “The Political Economy of Attitudes toward Polity
and Society in Western European Democracies,” Journal of Politics, 55 (November 1993), 998–1021.

22. Damarys Canache, Jeffrey J. Mondak, and Mitchell A. Seligson, “Meaning and Measurement in Cross-
National Research on Satisfaction with Democracy,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 65 (Winter 2001), 506–28.

23. For an excellent rejoinder to Canache, Mondak, and Seligson, see Christopher J. Anderson, “Good
Questions, Dubious Inferences, and Bad Solutions: Some Further Thoughts on Satisfaction with Democracy,”
59



Comparative Politics October 2010
(Binghamton University, Department of Political Science, Center on Democratic Performance, Working Paper
No. 116, 2002).

24. I also fit a topological model to the data with this design matrix. See Daniel A. Powers and Yu Xie,
Statistical Methods for Categorical Data Analysis (San Diego: Academic Press, 2000).
60
1
 5
 5
 7
 0

5
 2
 2
 5
 6

6
 5
 3
 3
 5

0
 6
 5
 5
 4
The model is quasi-symmetrical, with a specific parameter for the {1,4} cell, and posits a concentration of
values on the main diagonal that weakens farther away from it. Model fit is good, with a BIC of −22.26, on
five degrees of freedom.

25. I also estimated the models with just the satisfaction item as the dependent variable, and the results are
substantively the same.

26. Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New York: Harper, 1942), 248.
27. Philippe Schmitter and Terry Karl, “What Democracy Is … and Is Not,” Journal of Democracy,

2 (Summer 1991), 75–88.
28. David Collier and Steven Levitsky, “Democracy with Adjectives: Conceptual Innovation in Comparative

Research,”World Politics, 49 (October 1997), 430–51; Larry J. Diamond, “Is the Third Wave Over?” Journal of
Democracy, 7 (July 1996), 20–37; Diamond, Developing Democracy: Toward Consolidation (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1999).

29. Thomas Humphrey Marshall, Citizenship and Social Class, and Other Essays (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1950).

30. Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Desarrollo, Ideas y Aportes: la democracia en América
Latina: hacia una democracia de ciudadanas y ciudadanos (New York: PNUD, 2004), 27–31.

31. Ibid.; Informe sobre Desarrollo Humano: profundizar la democracia en un mundo fragmentado
(Barcelona: Mundi-Prensa, 2002), 4.

32. Carlos Pereyra, Sobre la Democracia, 1. ed. (México City: Cal y Arena, 1990), 32.
33. Robert Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), for one, has argued

that the supermajority requirements frequently established to protect minority rights are undemocratic because
they violate the principle of majority rule.

34. Francisco I. Madero, La Sucesión Presidencial en 1910 (Mexico City: Secretaría de Gobernación,
1999 [1908]).

35. Where there were two- or three-way ties for the highest scores I do not classify respondents into any
type of democracy, omitting them from the tabulation reported in Figure 2.

36. Camp, Citizen Views.
37. A third theoretical current used to explain satisfaction with democracy is institutionalism, where

institutions are understood as the rules and organizations that structure interaction between political actors.
For example, Anderson and Guillory find that electoral systems affect satisfaction with democracy: citizens in
proportional representation (PR) systems are more satisfied than in majoritarian systems because PR is better
at compensating losers of elections. Although institutions are important determinants of satisfaction, I do not
consider them here simply because the data do not allow me to investigate institutions’ effects. My survey
covers Mexico at a single moment in time. Government structures and electoral systems are required to be
homologous with those of the federal government and, therefore, present no geographical variance at the
subnational level. Similarly, the cross-sectional nature of the survey precludes me from looking into
institutional variance over time. Nonetheless, including institutional factors in my analysis would not
fundamentally alter the results. It is difficult to see how one or another set of institutions affects individuals’
definitions of democracy.

38. See Norris, Critical Citizens.
39. Anderson and Guillory, “Political Institutions”; Clarke and Kornberg, “Economic Evaluations and

Economic Issues.”
40. Ailsa Henderson, “Satisfaction with Democracy: Evidence from Westminster Systems.” Paper presented

at the annual meeting of the Canadian Political Science Association, Winnipeg, Canada (June 2004), 5.
41. Allan Kornberg and Harold D. Clarke, “Beliefs about Democracy and Satisfaction with Democratic

Government,” Political Research Quarterly, 47 (September 1994), 537–63.



David Crow
42. Almond and Verba, Civic Culture.
43. Almond and Verba, Civic Culture; Philip E. Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics,

in David Apter, ed., Ideology and Discontent (London: Free Press of Glencoe, 1964); Angus Campbell, Philip
E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter (New York: Wiley, 1960).

44. Seymour M. Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political
Legitimacy,” American Political Science Review, 53 (March 1959), 69–105.

45. Almond and Verba, Civic Culture.
46. Roderic Ai Camp and Keith Yanner, “Democracy Across Cultures: Does Gender Make a Difference?”

in Joseph S. Tulchin and Meg Ruthenberg, eds., Citizenship in Latin America (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 2007), 149–70.

47. Anderson and Guillory, “Political Institutions,” 68.
48. Conceptions of democracy are formulated as continuous scales rather than dummy variables, reflecting

my belief that citizens hold these views in varying degrees rather belonging to one, and only one, category.
Thus, all three conceptions appear as regressors. If they were dummy variables, one would have to be omitted
as redundant.

49. I estimated an HLM to account for correlation of observations within geographical clusters (here,
polling precincts). The “intra-class correlation coefficient,” a measure of variation across clusters as a
proportion of all variation, is rho 5 .05, meaning 5 percent of variation in the dependent variable owes to
variation across clusters.

50. Roderic Ai Camp, “Citizen Attitudes toward Democracy and Vicente Fox’s Victory in 2000,” in Jorge I.
Domínguez and Chappell Lawson, eds., Mexico’s Pivotal Democratic Election: Candidates, Voters, and the
Presidential Campaign of 2000 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2004), 25–46.

51. Roderic Ai Camp, “Democracy Redux: Mexico’s Voters and the 2006 Presidential Race?” in Lawson,
Chappell, et. al., The Mexico 2006 Panel Study (MIT, 2007, http://web.mit.edu/polisci/research/mexico06).

52. Ibid.
53. Roderic Ai Camp, Politics in Mexico: The Democratic Consolidation, 5th ed. (New York: Oxford

University Press, 2007), 6.
54. Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968).
61



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings true
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (Color Management Off)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1000
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (DJS standard print-production joboptions; for use with Adobe Distiller v7.x; djs rev. 1.0)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [792.000 1224.000]
>> setpagedevice


