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Introduction

Mexico hasexperiencedemarkablechangesver the pasttwo decadesEconomically,it gained
unprecedentediccessto global markets, benefitting from trade liberalization and increased
foreign investment.Politically, it withessedthe end of oneparty rule and the re-emergencef
long-neglected institutions like state legislatures. And while these changeshave echoed
throughoutthe country,they havehadno greatereffectthanon statesalongthe northernborder.
Given their strategicpositiorN with U.S. marketsto the north and Mexico@ Pacific ports and
agricultural/industriaheartlandto the souttN theseborderstatesnot only constituteone of the

world® great trade corridors, but they have also become hotbeds of intense political activity.

Neverthelessjespitehavingoccurredaroundthe sametime, theseeconomicand political shifts
in Mexico® North haverarely beenstudiedin tandem,particularly at the statelevel. This is
especiallydisconcertinggiven the growing relevanceof stategovernmenin the region.Thatis,
governorsand statelegislatureshave recentlybegunto asserttheir autonomyfrom eachother
andfrom the centralgovernmentLocal governmentdavealsoassumea greaterole in funding
major infrastructureprojectsconsiderectritical to the regior@ developmente.g., roads,ports,
bridges.etc. Yet how thesestatesdecideon fundingallocationsremaindargely unexplored\Who
are the primary actorsin policymaking?How do they exert their influence?What is the end

result of their efforts?

Focusingon the public financing of state infrastructure,this paper aims to help us better
understandhe paceand substanceof economicprogres in Mexico by providing reasonable
answersto the questionsabove.In Section 1, | briefly outline Mexican state government,
highlighting its four most definitive features: (1) the legal primacy of political party
organizations(2) the highly centralizedsystemof legislativecommittees(3) the high premium
on multiparty consensusand(4) the growing prominenceof governorsin keepingwith previous
researclon stategovernmentthe first sectionsfind party organizationgo exercisetremendous

authority over the legal apparatus responsible for approving state legislation.
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Among the most important piece of legislation is the governmer® annual budget, which
distributesmost of the federal moniesdedicatedto regional infrastructure.Given that parties
ostensibly control thesefunds, the secondand third sectionsintend to identify patternsof
partisanspendingon infrastructurein all six of Mexico® northernborderstates Baja California,
ChihuahuaCoahuila,NuevoLe—nSonora,and TamaulipasSpecifcally, | examinedifferences
in how partieshaveallocatedtheir infrastructurebudgetssince2001, concentratingon both the

amounts originally allocated and those ultimately spent.

While preliminary, the resultingevidencesuggests distinct difference in how the North® two
main partiesfund public infrastructure Although dataon National Action Party’ governmentss
largely limited to the state of Baja California, the results are robust enoughto suggestthe
Institutional Revolutionary Party’ outspads its oppositionin every way studied here. This
finding is particularlyinterestingfor two reasonskFirst, the PAN hastraditionallybeenviewedas
a neoliberalparty with strongties to businesdnterestsin Mexico and abroad.Given this, one
would suspecta greaterwillingnessby panistagovernmentso fund projectsthatwould promote
tradewith Mexico@ largestforeign partner,the United States;and yet, the statisticalevidence
strongly suggestsotherwise. Second, since the 2007 elections, the PRI has advanced
considerablyandat the PANG expenseSoif the 2009 midterm contestsareany indication, the
presidencyanda large numberof stategovernmentsould likely fall backunderPRI control by
2012.This createsan evengreatemeedto understandiow Mexico® oncehegemonigower,the

PRI, might again govern after its-Y2ar absence.

! In Spanish, Partido Acci—a Nacional (PAN).
2 |n Spanish, Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI).
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1. Political Life in Mexican States

For nearly sevendecadesthe PRI held completesway over Mexico@ political systent It not
only dominatedthe federalgovernmentith it supermajoritiesn the bicameralCongresshut it
also controlled legislative and executivebranchesn all 31 states:. Combinethis with severe
restrictionson re-election,the PRI was for many yearsthe only viable pathto political office.
ConsequentlyPRI presidentsvere well-positionedto Gappoin©governorswho could faithfully
maintain political order but did not threatenMexico City@ grip over the country (Hernandez
Rodriguez 2003; Ward and Rodriguez 1999). These state executive then stacked local
assembliesvith loyal partisanswho would, in turn, passgubernatorial(i.e., pri'sta) proposals
unanimously As aresult,solong asone understoodhe oneparty relationshipbetweenMexico
City anda stat€3 governor thenonealsounderstoodhe natureof politics in thatstate.For that
reason few sawthe benefit of studyingstategovernmentn any greatdetail and were largely

content with a simpléblack boxDapproach.

However,this haschangeddramaticallyaselectoralreformsandoppositionpersistencever the
past15 yearshavechippedaway at PRI hegemonyMolinar Horcasitasand Weldon 2003). At
the statelevel, for example,the PRI experienceda tremendougdeclinein political and legal
power.With respecto local legislaures,the PRI had previouslyheld majoritiesin everysingle
federalentity; however,by 2000, this shareof legislatureshad declinedto 60 percentin 2000,
followed by 50 percentin 2004 (Figure 1).> In conjunctionwith a correspondiny albeit less

dramaicN drop in the numberof PRI governorshipgFigure 2), the dataclearly demonstrates

% The hegemonic period is generally considered to have begun in 1929 with creation of the National Revolutionary
Party, a vehicle used by former president Plutarco Calles to curtail the violence between the victors of the Mexican
Revolution. Changing its name to the Mexican Revolutionary Party in 1938, and finally to the PRI in 1946, the party
would not lose control over the federal government until 2000 with the election of the first non-PRI president
(Vicente Fox of the PAN). It isworth noting, however, that the first non-PRI government actually came to power 12
years before, when the PAN won the governorship of Bagja Californiain 1988, followed by Chihuahuain 1992,
Guangjuato in 1994, and Jalisco in 1995. And with the numerous opposition victoriesin state legislative districts and
municipalities throughout the country, it is clear that Mexico has had some experience with divided/opposition
government well before the 2000 alternation.

* Reforming the Mexican ConstitutionN one of the PRI primary means of maintaining political powerN is only
possible with the approval of amajority of state legislatures (Molinar Horcasitas and Weldon 2003; Constituci—A
Pol’tica de los Estados Unidos Mexicanos, CPEUM, Article 135).

® Although the former opposition partiesNt PAN and PRDN have controlled majorities in as much as 31 percent of
state legislatures (2006), most of the PRI losses resulted in plurality assemblies where no group held more than 50
percent of seats.
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that Mexicanpolitics is no longerunderthe sole purview of the old hegemonyput rather,must
be sharedwith the PAN, the PRD,andmultitudeof smallor particularisticparties.Theresulthas
been a twofold shift in locatlevel power as (a) newly-elected governorsno longer find
themselvedbeholdernto Mexico City, and(b) statelegislatorsarelesslikely to owetheir political

success to a supportive executive (Rodrzgidernandez 2003; Beer 2003).

In the next four subsections|, briefly outline the main featuresof political life in Mexicanstate
government:strong party politics, centralizedlegislative decisioamaking, the premium on
consensusand the prominenceof governors.In short, the following describesa political
environmentwheregovernorsand party organizationsalike usetheir constitutionalprivilegesto
monopolizedecisioamakingbodieswithin statelegislaturesthusmonopolizingpolicieslike the

public financing of local infrastructure.

Figure 1. Share of Mexican State L egidatures Under Different Partisan Majorities, 1995-2009
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The PRI has experienced a rapid decline in legislative power at the state level. Mirroring the party®
losses in national elections, this pattern represents a marked shift in political competition that has serious
conseguences for the relevance and performance of state government. Source: Centro de Investigaci—A
para el Desarrollo, A.C., www.cidac.org.
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Figure 2. Share of Mexcan State Governors by Party, 1985009
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Similar to the pattern observed for state legislatures, the PRI has lost much of its influence over gubernatorial
decision-making. And while the decline has not been as marked as the one graphed in Figure 1, it clearly supports
the claim that political conditions have recently become competitive. Source: Centro de Investigaci— para €l

Desarrollo, A.C., www.cidac.org.

1.1 Strong Party Pdiics

What makesMexican partiedN both state and nationaN so Gtrong)is a combinationof the
protectedstatusthey enjoy and the tools at their disposal.To start, a party organizationis a
constitutionallyprotectedentity consideredo be a valuedpublic interest(CPEUM, Article 41 o
). Becausef this, only partiesN not candidateN areentitledto public monies(CPEUM, Article
41 o [I); moreover privatecontributionsareprohibitedfrom exceedinga small percentagef the
public funding receivedor spent, further discouragingcandidateautonomy? And since only
officially recognized parties can nominate electoral candidates,aspirants have no other
recoursél legally or financiallyN but submit to the party organizationfor support(COFIPE,
Article 36)’

® Following the lead of their federal counterpart (C—digo Federal de Instituciones y Procedimientos Electorales,
COFIPE), state electoral laws have uniformly adopted a 10 percent limit on what party members and/or unofficial
supporters can privately contribute to campaigns. Given the lack of extant research on state party finances and the
large number of states, please contact the author for specific citations.

| primarily cite from the federal documents, but unless otherwise stated, the same provisions also apply at the state
level.
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This constitutionally protected status is further reinforced by the current prohibition on
consecutivereelection, a restriction that makes it difficult N although not impossiblé for
legislatorsto developa political constituencybeyondthe party (CPEUM, Articles59, 116 @ |I).
Moreover,Mexico employsa mixedmemberelectoralsystemto allocatelegislativeseatsat both
levels of government:approximatelyhalf of an assembl seatsare allocatedaccordingto
plurality rule while the restaredistributedaccordng to closedparty lists (CPEUM, Articles 59,
116= 11).2 In contrasto the plurality counterpartl who aregenerallynominatecby somesortof
primary-style proces8l list candidatesare generallyappointedoy the stateparty leadershiplin
this way, the party organizationcanstill maintaindirect control over a substantiaportion of its

legislative delegation.

Looking to stateassemblieN which are exclusively responsiblefor the distribution of federal
funds (D’az Cayeros2004¥N party influence clearly manifestsitself within the designof key
legislative offices. For example take the parliamentarycoordinator,the legal representativef
the party( delegation™® At the beginningof a legislativeterm, eachparty delegationforms an
official parliamentay group.In the processthe group electsa coordinatorwho articulatesthe
group3 positionandrepresenti on a numberof key deliberativebodies,suchasthe assembl@

governing committe&:

This committee generallyknownasa Juntade Coordinaci--Pol’tica, is endowedwith singular

authority over two critical areasof the legislative process:committeedeliberationand agenda

8 For plurality seats, voters elect an individual candidate to represent a single district; the winner is whoever receives
aplurality of votes. For list seats, parties receive a share of seats proportional to their overall share of the vote. List
candidates are seated according to their order on the official electoral list, and this ordering is decided by the party.

® Thefiscal regimein Mexico is highly centralized. As of 2004, for example, nearly 95 percent of all tax revenuein
Mexico was levied and collected by the federal governmentN which was, in turn, distributed back to the states. And
while states must spend these funds within certain general areas, they nevertheless have substantial discretion within
these areas to do with the money as they wish (Courchene and D’az Cayeros 2000).

19 Gonzalez (2009) provides in-depth legal references for legislative organization in eight of the country@ 31 states.
However, as Gonzalez (2009) explains, there is very little cross-state variation in terms of party control of legislative
institutions; so what holds for the eight states also holds for the remaining 23.

1 Coordinators, however, are not always elected solely by their parliamentary group. According to legislative
organic lawsN which outline an assembly@ internal organizationN the rules for selecting a coordinator are set by the
party organizations outside of the assembly. Consequently, elites who control these organizations can effectively
appoint their candidates with little opposition from deputies. And while this should not mean that deputies are not
consulted when candidates are considered, the party® formal executive board (or the elites who control it) ultimately
has the final say. Interview: de los Cobos Silva (Guanajuato); Alarc—a Hernindez (Puebla).

9
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setting. As | discussin Section3, committeedeliberationis especiallyimportant becauseall
binding legislationmustfir st be consideredn committeebeforeit caneverbevoteduponby the
plenary.Oncein committee chairshavethe unobstructedight to redraftoriginal proposalsany
way they seefit. Moreover,only coordinator8l in their capacityas Juntamember8l havethe
right to assigncommitteeseats,and so are in an especiallyprivileged position to dictate the

substance of legislative proposals via strategically placed agents.

The secondcritical areais the agendasetting process.Here, the Junta first decideswhich
proposalsa committeeconsidersandthe orderin which it considerdhem.Oncea committeehas
madeits modificationsto the original proposalthe Juntaexertsits influenceagainby deciding
whenthe newly fashionedills areconsideredor final appioval. As Cox andMcCubbins(2005)
argue, such agendacontrol can be an effective and inexpensiveway of compelling plenary
approval:ratherthan buy the supportof intransigentdeputies,the Junta simply securestheir
approval by deciding which vote choices the plenary can make, i.e., doesthe plenary pick
betweenA andB or betweenB and C?* If the party leadershipprefersB to C, but the plenary
prefers A to B, then the former can ensurefor itself a favorable outcome by blocking

consideration of A2

While some arguethat Mexican state deputiesare becomingmore autonomougBeer 2003;
Cortina2004),the fact remainsthat party organizationutsidethe legislaturehavea variety of

waysto ensurethe complianceof party membersnsidethe chambelN whetherthat be through

12 Just because vote-buying can be suboptimal, that should not suggest that the Junta cannot or does not do so. That
is, in addition to their control over committees and agendas, Juntas also manage the assembly® administrative body,
giving coordinators explicit access to personnel, additional funds, and office space/equipment. With such authority,
coordinators can either bankrupt an obstinate committee by denying it the basic resources it needs to deliberate, or
they can reward a cooperative one with enough money to pay for luxuries like elaborate fact-finding trips and full-
time personal assistants. Either way, administrative control serves to supplement coordinatorsCalready broad
authority over the legidative agenda.

13 Assuming (1) both groups do not prefer C to either B or A, and (2) the leadership prefers the status quo to A, but
not to B.

10
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their control over electoralnominationsor overthe parliamentanagendd? In the nextsection|
provide greater detail about how parties and their coordinatorsactually shapethe policy

proposalghateventually make it onto the plegjaagenda.

1.2 Centralized Committee Systems

Arguably the most important function coordinatorsperform is managingthe distribution of
committeeassignmentsOrganiclaws requirean initial round of committeereview wherebyif
suchpanelsarenot constitued, thenbill proposalsare prohibitedfrom reachingthe plenaryfloor
and the entire legislative processcomesto a stop’®> Moreover,committeesare free to modify
proposalsanyway they seefit; in fact, committeesareunderno obligationto dischargea bill that
even remotely resemblesthe version originally submitted. And given that the plenary only
considerswhat the committeeapproves,t should be no surprisethen that the distribution of
panel seatsis frequently the subject of intense negotiation, both within and acrossparty

delegations (C—rdova Gonztlez 2004).

Naturally, becauseeachcoordinator(via the Juntg is empoweredvith exclusivelegal authority
over her delegatio® shareof committeeassignmentsshe strategicallyfills that sharewith
deputiesmost loyal to her and the interests,groups,and elites sherepresentsin this way, a
coordinatoN andby extensionthe party organizatiofN caneffectively control the substancef

legislative production without having to micromanage the effort.

1% This entire discussion on parties begs a simple question (with a complicated answer): how exactly are parties
outside of the legislature organized? Their legislative counterparts are organized in aroughly hierarchical way
whereby the coordinator is given legal/political prominence over her co-partisans; this, however, may not translate
to the party organization as awhole. Y es, the state party organization has the authority to sanction/reward its
membersin avariety of ways, but how centralized/hierarchical is this power? That, unfortunately, is aquestion |
cannot answer here because each organization varies across both state and party; combine that with the lack of
empirical research, | am unable at this point to provide a general description of a party@ internal structure.

1> The most famous example of this occurred after the 1997 midterm election when no single party held alegislative
majority in the Chamber of Deputies. The problem was that the rules outlining the composition of the governing
body did not account for the possibility a majority party might not exist; although shocking, this should not be a
surprise after 70 years of PRI hegemony. It was only after lengthy inter-party negotiations that legislative
deliberation resumed.

%8 Interviews: Chivez R’ os (Hidalgo); Dom’nguez M Zndez (Tlaxcala); Medina Galindo (Michoacin); Duarte
Ram’rez (Michoacin); L—pez Murillo (Zacatecas); Labastida Aguirre (San Luis Potos'); Posadas Hernindez (Estado
de M Zxico); Montes de la Vega (Guanajuato); Y +—ez Herrera (Chihuahua); Castillo Ruiz (Y ucatin); Micalco
MZndez (Puebla); Alemin Olvera (Morelos).

11
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What makespartisaninfluenceevenmore permeablds that coordinatorasneedonly control the
chairs of Qprestig® committeesto effectively monopolizelegislative production.In short, the
committeesystemis highly centralizedwherebycommitteemembersare not all endowedwith
the samerights and responsibilities.Like their counterpartan the Chamberof Deputies,the
chairs of statelevel committeesare consideredthe most powerful legislators within their
respectivepolicy areas,wielding nearabsolutecontrol over panel proceedinggAparicio and
Langston2009). Only chairs,for example,can schedulecommitteemeetings,distribute panel
resourcesand setthe rules of debate.The remainingmemberson the other hand, enjoy few

institutional rights besigk the right to vote.

Similarly, committeegshemselvesre not all createdequal(C—rdov&onztlez2004).1n fact, a
selectnumberof (prestig® panel$ thosewith jurisdiction over statebudgets,oversight,and
constitutionalreformN dischargethe vast majority of approvedbills, leaving other panelswith
little or no bills to debate’’ In Figure 3, | report the total numberof prestigecommittees
approvedby the plenary assemblyas a percentageof the total bills approved?® Clearly the
percentagedlustrate how centralizedthe committeesystemis, at leastin termsof legislative
production:in a sampleof geographicallyand politically diverse state legislatures,prestige
committeegischargedo lessthan71 percentof all proposalsaapprovedoy the floor, reachinga

high of 94 percent in ZacatecHs.

1 Some states, like Baja California, even go so far as to restrict proposal power to four committees: Legislation and
Constitutional Points, Treasury, Taxation, and State Reform.

18 Note there is no typology currently available to systematically distinguish prestige from non-prestige committees
in Mexico. Asaresult, | rely on acombination of interview data and internal statutes to identify the most highly-
prized and productive committees in each state. This approach yielded a classification whereby prestige committees
are defined as those responsible for constitutional reform or budgets/appropriations. Moreover, these panels are
frequently cited by legislators and observers alike as having the greatest relevance in the approval process.

19 The total number of proposals graphed in Figure 3 includes both committee bills and non-binding resolutions
drafted by committees and individual deputies.

12
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Figure 3. Total Percentage of Committee Proposals Approved by the Plenary Assbin
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The number of prestige committee proposals approved by the plenary assembly is represented here as a percentage
of the total number of approved committee proposals. What is particularly noteworthy is the extent to which prestige
committees dominate legidlative production. Well over a majority of legislation was originally discharged by either
Budget/Appropriations or Constitutional Reform, reaching as high as 94 percent and a low of just 71 percent.
Source: Gonzalez (2009).

Partiescapitalizeon theseintra- and inter-paneldifferencesby focusingmostof their attention
on the chairs of prestigecommittees.At the beginningof a legislative term, for example,
parliamentarycoordinatorsspend most of their time negotiatingthe distribution of prestige
committee chairs, intent on assigningtheir most loyal supportersto these panels.In fact,
Gonzalez(2009)finds majority party leadersnot only monopolizeprestigechairs,but they also

assign these posts to deputies at or around the @romgglian voter positiofi.

Using dataon policy preferencedakenfrom a diversesampleof statelegislatures,Gonzalez
(2009 estimateshe probability of assignmento a prestigecommitteechair as a function of

ideologicaldistancefrom the majority party median(Figure4). Focusingon the moreinteresting
casef the typical PAN and PRI deputies Gonzalez2009)finds the probability of assignment

is highestwhen the deputy@ preferencesalign with the majority party®@ medianvoter (M).

% The median voter of a party is the group® Center of gravityOwhose support is a necessary for any majority
coalition to emerge.

13
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Furthermore as the distancebetweenthe two setsof preferencesncreaseN i.e., they become
increasinglydissimilaiN this probability drops precipitously,immediately confirming the idea
that ideologicalproximity is the key to legislative promotionand, ultimately, party control. Of

particularnoteis thatthis relationshipdisappeargompletelyonceone considersall othertypes
of committeeassignmentnon-chairsof prestigecommitteeschairsof nonprestigecommittees,

and norchairs of norprestige committees.

Figure 4. Predicted Probability a Deputy Is the Chair of a Prestige Committee, Majority
Party States: Guanajuato v. Puebla
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Taking the case of a district deputy who is at an average distance from the legislative median (F), | compare the
probability a PAN deputy in Guangjuato is on a prestige committee with the probability a PRI deputy in Pueblais.
The difference is stark and informative: although both experience a relatively quick drop-off once one is a certain
distance from the party median (M), the PAN deputy does not experience such a rapid decline as her PRI
counterpart. This corresponds with the opinion that the state PAN promotes more collegial relationships between its
members, while the state PRI dictates a more vertical orientation. Source: Gonzalez (2009).

1.3 Premium on Consensus

The third defining featureof political life in Mexican statesis the premiumon consensusT hat
is, Mexican political institutions suffer from a severelack of public confidence.For example,
accordingto Consulta Mitofsky polls, the most popular of theseinstitutiondN the executive
branchN only enjoyshalf the supportof the mostpopularsocial institution, the RomanCatholic
Church (Figure 5). In fact, the military, universities,the media, and electoralinstitutes (not
shownon Figure5) areall betterperceivedhanthe executive Legislaturesandpolitical parties,

however, all fared considably worse.

14
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Figure 5. PercentageCHighly SupportiveOof Selet Mexican Institutions, 20082009
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Graphing the level of thighOsupport for a select number of Mexican institutions, it is clear that neither legislatures
nor parties are particularly popular. In fact, of al the institutions mentioned, these two perform the worst. Source:
Consulta Mitofsky, www.consulta.com.mx.

Given these patternsof approval,it is not surprisingto find deputiesand governorsalike
reachingacrosarty lines to improve public perceptiorand,consequentlylegitimacy? In fact,
my field researchon legislative elites revealsa striking commonalityacrossall deputiesand
parties:the emphasison unanimity, or at leastthe perceptionof it. That is, deputiesclearly
recognizetheir precariougositionasrepresentativesf bothpartyandpublic,andsolong asthat
perceptiorexists,confidencan governingdecisionswill remainlow. Thus,oneway legislatures
and partiesimprovetherr legitimacyis by presentinghe imageof consensusywhich they create
by securingrank-andfile supportduring the committeereview. In addition to their agenda
setting powers, chairs and coordinatorsuse their specialauthority to either reward compliart
deputies or sanction dissenting ornésnsequently, final votes of approval tend to be unanimous,
decidedwell beforethe proposalsverreachthe floor. Suchunanimityis expectedo createthe

perceptionof actualagreementand should ultimately improve voter opinions of deputiesand
their parties.

21 egitimacy has long been a concern for Mexico@ ruling elite. Even at the height of its power, the PRI still
resorted to ballot-stuffing, vote-buying, and outright intimidation to secure its large margins of victory. Although
dramatic improvements in electoral transparency have apparently reduced such corruption, even valid elections like
the 2006 Presidential contest have been decried as fraudulent by a large segment of voters.

15
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Accordingto Figure 6, the percentagef unanimousoll call votesin the samplevariesfrom a
low of 55 percent(Baja Californial) to a high of 90 percent(Estadode MZxico)? Thatis, while
statelegislaurescertainlyexhibit somelevel of dissentduring plenaryvoting, it is not especially
common.Whatis common,however,is the backroomdeatmaking negotiatedn committeeby

prestige chairs and the party leadership.

Figure 6. Total Percentage of Unaninous Roll Call Votes
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To remedy the lack of popular support, political parties tend to pursue consensus when making legislative policy.
However, this should not suggest that parties pursue harmonious policies that every deputy agrees with; in fact, most
interview subjects suggest that party leaders use their control over key committees and inducements to ensure their
policies pass with the highest level of assent possible. Source: Gonzalez (2009).

So in addition to the broad legal powers standingcommittees already enjoy, the precarious
natureof political supportfor legislaturesandpartiesgivesthesepanelsevengreaterimportance
as they provide leaderswith time, money, and the discretionto build large coalitions which

ensurebill passageAnd while the methodsfor building thesecoalitionsmay not be the most
Qlemocrati€N whatwith the control party elites haveover committeeand political resource

they nevertheless try to reach agreements with consensus and legitimacy in mind.

22 Bgja Cdlifornial and Baja Californiall refer to the 2001-2004 and 2004-2007 sessions, respectively. Likewise,
Zacatecas | and Zacatecas |1 refer to the 2001-2004 and 2004-2007 sessions, respectively.
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1.4 GubernatoriaProminence

In discussingthe main featuresthat define statelevel politics, party organizationsand local
legislaturesobviouslyplay importantroles.However,to excludeany discussiorof the executive
branchwould gravely misrepresenthe natureof local politics in Mexico. That is, while the
natureof their importancehascertainly changedwith the declineof PRI hegemonygovernors
not only remain at the centerof state government,but they have also assumedremendous

influence at the national level

Belying thisideaof a powerfulgovernoraretheinstitutionalrulesthatdefinethelimits of formal
executiveauthority.In short, Mexican executivesat both nationaland statelevels arerelatively
weakin termsof their constitutionalpowers,especlly whenonecompareshemwith whattheir
counterpartsenjoy elsewheren Latin America (Alemin and Tsebelis2005; Blanco Gonztlez
2001).Examplesincludethe presiden ability to makeamendatorybservationsenactbinding
decrees,or wield a partial veto. The executivebranchis responsiblefor drafting the initial

budgetary draft, but beyond that, it has little legal say over any subsequent changes.

Despitetheselimitations, governorshavelong beenthe focus of local political power.Looking
spedfically to postrevolutionary Mexico, governorswere largely the proxies of presidential
(i.e., PRI) power.And while they effectively servedat the pleasureof PRI presidentsgovernors
neverthelesenjoyeda level of autonomy(HerntndezRodr'guez2003; Ward and Rodriguez
1999)?® Ratherthan be a blind automatontoting the presidentialline, eachgovernorinstead
servedas an intermediarywho requireda high level of discretionto accommodaténer staté3
uniquesituation.As such,governorswerefreeto distribute political officesandpublic resources
any way they sawfit, and setthe tempoof governmentso asto maintainpolitical order. Any
federalinterventionthat did occur was usually aimed at restraininggubernatorialexcesse®r
tackling extraordirary circumstancesMoreover,while PRI presidentsertainly signedoff on all

gubernatorial candidates, they did not always have a direct hand in their selection.

2 Between 1946 and 2000, 71 of Mexico@ 270 governors were removed from office by direct/indirect presidential
action (Hernindez Rodr’guez 2003:105).
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This relationshiphasloosenedevenfurther with the onsetof severalfundamentachangesover
the past 15 years. Beginning with the decentralizationpolicies of the Ernesto Zedillo
administration(1994 2000 which endowedstateswith greaterfiscal responsibilityover public
education healthservices,andtax collection (HernandeZRodriguez2003:108N governorsare
not only in a positionto countera resurgentlegislative branch,but they are also now in the
national spotlight due to heatedcompetition over federal funds. Consequentlymany of the
leadingcandidategor federaloffice haverecertly comefrom gubernatoriatanks,asthe current

field of PRI presidential candidates clearly demonstrdtes.

Yet, with respecto budgetarypolicy, suchlegislationremainsexclusivelyunderthe jurisdiction
of thelegislativebranch.How thendoesa QveakOgovernortoday compela resurgentegislature
in the absencef a friendly president?The answer thoughmultifaceted,canbe reducedto two
points: term length and party nominations” That is, asidefrom the governor,who servessix
years,all otherelectedofficialsN municipal presidentgi.e., mayors),deputies and city council
member8l serveno morethanthree.Combinethis with (1) a banon immediatereelectionand
(2) that gubernatorial candidatesare always nominated before legislative and municipal
candidatesgovernorshavethe political leverageto compelthe loyalty of ambitious(albeitterm+

limited) candidatesvho wanta spoton herslate® In truth, partiesdesigngubernatoriatoattails

24 | n addition to party president Beatriz Paredes Rangel and Sen. Manlio Fabio Beltrones, the frontrunners for the
2012 candidacy are both governors: Enrique Pe—a Nieto (Estado de M Zxico) and Fidel Herrera of Veracruz.
Moreover, many experts predict Pe—a Nieto as the ultimate winner of not only the PRI candidacy, but of the general
election. That scenario would make him the second governor to be elected president over the past three terms (with
Vicente Fox of Guanajuato being the other).

% One can also include the governor( power over the state bureaucracy as a contributing factor.

% Elected officials may be term-limited but that should not imply aterm limit on their political career. In fact, as
Langston and Aparicio (2008) find, Mexicans are amateur legislators but professional politicians. Before and after
their terms, politicians are usually in the employ of some partisan organization, whether it be the party itself or one
of itsancillary bodies; outside the party, they tend to occupy different public posts, aternating between the
executive and the legislative branches.
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to be quitelong in Mexico suchthatwinning office without gubernatoriabupportcanbe difficult

in some states, if not impossilfe.

The fact remains,however, that despiteany political influence they do exercise,governors
exerciseit vis-"-vis the legislature so any analysisof the statebudgetsmust first beginwith the
bills legislaturesapprove But beforeturningto suchananalysis| first briefly discusgheimpact
of the North AmericanFreeTradeAgreementNAFTA) on elevatingthe value of infrastructure

in Mexico® northern border states.

2.NAFTA and the Value of Infrastructure

For betteror worse,the North AmericanFree Trade Agreementhasreshapedeconomiclife in
Mexico, making it both a critical transit point for U.S-bound goodsas well as an emerging
centerof productionin its own right. Naturally, the NorthN strategicallypositionedbetweerthe
world® largest economy and Pacific shipping lanefN has been the focal point of this

development.

Since 1995, the total volume of commercialtraffic acrossthe U.S-Mexico borderhassteadiy
risen,growing 70 percentin termsof trucking (Figure7) andby asmuchas55 percentin terms
of rail-basedtransport(Figure 8). And while border traffic has experiencedsome negative
growth over the yeard particularly between 2000 and 2003 these lulls can largely be
attributedto surgesin California port activity and heightenedsecurity measuresatherthanto

some inherent deficiency in the UMgxico trade relationship.

%" Because of these factors Band the public attention governors receive Dstate executives generally hold sway over
both electoral candidates and the party as awhole. Thisis not to say, however, that the governor can compel the
party to follow every one of her dictates. Aguascalientes, Jalisco, and San Luis Potosi Bcuriously enough, al under
PAN governments D each experienced large schisms within the ruling party such that the governor was on one side
of the conflict and his legislative delegation on the other. Cortina (2004) argues that thisis the product of
decentralized nominations B primaries as opposed to appointments Bwhereby the preferences of legislatures (and by
extension, municipalities) no longer coincide with those of the executive branch. Consequently, legislatures and
municipalities are more prone to assert their constitutional prerogatives when they disagree with the governor.
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Figure 7. Total Volume of U.S. Mexco Commercial Traffic, Trucks, 19952008
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Figure 8. Total Volume of U.S. Mexco Commercial Traffic, Trains, 1995-2007
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For the mostpart, however,bordertraffic is increasinglybeingdriven by Mexico® portsalong
the Pacific Oceanwhere Asian products bound for the United Statescan avoid the busy
California coastandunloadat a relatively lower cost. Additionally, the administrationof Felipe

Calder—¥ despite current concernswith the budgelN plans to expandthe country® coastal
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presenceavenfurther with the constructionof PuntaColonet,a new megaport 150 miles south
of SanDiegothatis at the heartof Mexico® 2007 National InfrastructureProgran?® Underthis
new program,the administrationintendsto finance 300 projects throughoutthe country up

through 2012, signaling a concreteroaitment to accommodate logrm trade demands.

Besideslinking Mexican coastlinesto U.S. markets,the bordef3 infrastructurealso provides
trademindedinvestorswith the frameworkthey needto sustaindomesticproduction.According
to governmentataon direct foreign investment(Figure 9), the six northernborderstateshave
received59 percentof all foreign moneysince 1994, reachinga high of 78 percentin 2005%°
This emphasison the borderhasnot only revitalized the regior3 traditional industiesN e.g.,
manufacturing,textiles, and constructiof but it has also encouragedadvancedsectorslike
communicationsand chemicalsto develop® Consequentlythe manpowerneededto sustain
theseindustrieshasgeneratedh populationboomthat requiresmoden infrastructureto provide

clean water, reliable electricity, and medical care on a scale never befofé seen.

% As of January 14, 2010, the 5 billion USD port project has been delayed due to the recession-driven decline of
imports into the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles. Secretary of Communications and Transportation (SCT)
Juan Molinar Horcasitas also reports that the project has encountered several obstacles in obtaining the U.S. permits
necessary to complete the project® bidding process. Nevertheless, as the SCT asserts, this delay is only temporary
and should not suggest any reduction in investment for the port (Gonzalez 2010).

2 Estimates of direct investment do not include the Federal District asit is an extreme outlier receiving nearly 57%
of foreign capital. Thisis not surprising given the District@ historical/economic/demographic significance over the
past five centuries.

%0 Whether the recent downgrading of Mexico@ credit rating in December 2009 will have an effect on further
investment, particularly in the north, is not entirely clear. However, the general expectation is that the long process
rating agencies used to downgrade Mexico has helped investors to price this decline into their calculations. Asa
result, there should be little flight from the peso, emerging bond markets, and the Mexican Bolsa de Valores.

31 Between 1995 and 2005, the population of the six border states grew by approximately 17 percent whereas the
national population grew by only 12 percent (INEGI 2009).
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Figure 9. Direct Foreign Investment, Northern Border States v. All Other States

100 ¢
0.80 -+
0.60 -+
0.40 |

020

0.00 -
1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

H Northern Border States  m All Other States

Source: Instituto Nacional de Estad'stica y Geograf'a, www.inegi.gob.mx.

What s critical to remembeiis that tradeliberalizationandforeign investmentin Mexico have
createda demandfor modernsystemsof public infrastructurél from highwaysand ports to
electrical capacity and health care. Moreover, the National InfrastructureProgramsignals a
political commitmentto meetthesedemandsas an unprecedente@amountof federalfundsis
being funneled through state governmentsto finance public works projects throughoutthe
country. The following sectioninvestigateghis topic further by looking at how northernborder

state$l and the parties who govern thrallocate the new influx of funds.

3. Patterns of Infrastructure Spending

3.1 The Sample

In collectingthe information neededo explorethe public financing of stateinfrastructure two
points mustfirst be addressedrirst andforemostis the relevanceof the availabledata.Thatis,
budgetfiguresdatingasfar backas 1994 (the yearbeforeNAFTA wentinto effect) are readily
availablefor mostof the six northernborderstates. However,one mustask: how relevantare
thesefiguresto the presentanalysis?Although an obviouspoint, it is clearthat the world has
changedconsiderablybetween1994 and the presentday. More specifically, the role of state

governmenthas expandedgreatly since 2000 when the PRI lost the presidency.In terms of
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decentralizecuthority,thesechangesaveincrementallyled stateso exercisea greatersayover
how federalfunds are distribued locally (D’az Cayeros2004).And in termsof actualpolitical
power, the subnationallocus is no longer located exclusively in the governofd mansion.
Althoughthe governorremainshighly influential, the diversity of preferencesndpartyinterests
now occupyingstatelegislatureseffectively preventspolicy monopolizationby the executive
branch.For thesereasons| limit the presentanalysisto post2000yearsso asto concentraten

an upto-date view of how partisan politics influence state goaece.

My secondpoint concernsthe variationin partisancontrol. Political power along the northern
borderhaseffectively beensplit betweerthe PRI andthe PAN; yet this split is not even® Since
the 1930s,the PRI has maintainedstrict, uninterruptedcontrol over the local governmentsn
Coahuila,SonoraandTamaulipasin additionto the governorshipsthe PRI in thosethreestates
havealsoenjoyed(1) largelegislativemajorities,(2) judiciariesstackedull with supportersand
(3) administrativebureaucrat@ppointedon the basisof party loyalty. The PAN, althoughwell
entrenchedn BajaCalifornia,hasneverthelesenjoyedonly periodicsuccesén thetwo statesof
Chihuahuaand Nuevo Le—nEven at the time of this writing, with the PAN in contol of the
presidencythe party hasprovenunableto breakthe PRI@ northernhold. Soin termsof drawing
conclusionsfrom the following analysis,one must exercisesome caution becausevery few
observationsof PAN governance(outside of Baja California) enterinto the sampleof data
points. Still, despitetheir limitations, the datadoesyield distinct patterns,suggestinga stark

difference in how dedicated each party is to public infrastructure.

3.2 Analysis: Partisan Politics and Public Infrastructur

According to Table 1, below, thereis clear evidenceto suggestthat PRI state governments
dedicatea much larger shareof their yearly budgetsto infrastructureprojectsthan their PAN
counterpartsWhat is noteworthyis that this result holds evenwhen controlling for numerous
other explanationsof infrastructurespending:the amount of spendingfor a given year is
conditional on the previous yea8 amount (see Q\llocated Budget, Lagged);* the budget

reflects the governmer® expectationsof foreign trade investment (see Direct Foreign

%2 For abrief overview of political and demographic conditionsin each state, please refer to TablesA.1and A.2 in
the appendix.
* Thelogic isthat, all else equal, what is budgeted this year will be at least as high as what was budgeted last year.

23



The Partisan Politics of Border State Infrastructure

Investment, Lagged);® or the budgetis a function of campaignpromises made in the

expectation of an upcoming election (§€&#ection Year)®

Table 1. Estimating the Share of Yearly State Budgets Dedicated to Infrastcture Projects

Variables

Model 1

Shar e of Funds Allocated

Model 2

Shar e of Funds Spent

Share of Allocated Budget, 5.23 1.84
Lagged (1) Year (0.70) (1.46)
PRI Control 0.85 0.69
(0.22) (0.42)
Direct Foreign Investment 1.83x 10™ -0.93x 10*
Lagged (1) Year, in millions US$ (0.56 x 10 (1.07 x 10
Election Year -0.06 0.07
(0.12) (0.19)
Constant -3.34 -2.81
(0.22) (0.22)
N 31 31
AlIC 0.89 0.83

I Models estimated via Maximum Likelihood Optimization of a Generalized Linear Model, specified

using the logit link function of a dependent variable distributed binomial.

I Coefficient estimates and corresponding standard errors (in parentheses) are bolded when
different from zero at conventional levels of statistical significance, i.e.,, p > 0.05. Coefficients

significant at p > 0.10 areitalicized.

The evidence strongly suggests a difference in the way parties spend on public works: PRI governments
significantly outspend their PAN counterparts; however, this may be afunction of the data limitations.

* Thisvariable is lagged to account for the time it takes for the impact of foreign investment to affect public

budgetary decisions.

% Operational information on outcome/explanatory variablesis found in Table A.3 of the appendix.
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First considefModel 1, which examineghe shareof budgetinitially allocatedto infrastructure®
With the exceptionof CElection YearQOthe variableson the right-handside of Model 1 areall
statistically significant at conventionallevels®” Clearly the laggedeconomicvariableshave a
discernibleeffectin that they increasethe shareof the budgetdedicatedo infrastructure.This
wasexpectedbut whataboutthe party-basedvariable?t, too, is shownto havea positiveeffect,
meaningthat whenthe PRI controlsa stat€3 government(i.e., PRI ControlO= 1) one should
expecta muchhighershareof the budgetgoingto infrastructurethana statewherethe PAN is in
power (PRI Control = @).

For a more substantivdook at theseeffects, Figure 10 providesa stateby-stategraph of the
predictedvariablesgiven by the model©four explanatoryvariables.What is clearis that PRI
governmentggray lines) all dedicatemore of the budgetto public infrastructurethanthe PAN
state of Baja California (red line). However, given my previous concern about the
representativenessf the data sample,are thesepredictedvaluessimply a function of some
unrelatedhon-partisanvariableparticularto Baja California?A preliminarylook at the evidence
suggestshoQ consider2006 and 2007 in Nuevo Le—nwhenthe PAN controlleda legislative
majority while the PRI held the executive.During thesetwo years,the shareof infrastructure
funding declineddramaticallyat a time when economicconditionsin Mexico (and the world)
favored greatertrade and budgetaryexpansion.In fact, budget allocationsin Nuevo Le—n

dropped from the second highasiare to the secoddwest®

*®Note that this may or may not be same number as the share of the budget actually spent on infrastructure. While
similar, the two sets of figures are not identical. This is because the figures on the budget spent include funds
alocated later in the year after the initial budget was approved.

3" Formally, the error terms of the model are specified in the following manner:

"

POty )~ | [ £+ Brtys e B e o 11 = U@ 4 Byt B JIF 5

3 Although a subject for another paper, this result suggests that the majority party in the legislature may matter
more than the governor@ party Bshould they differ, of course.
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Figure 10.Predicted Values: Share of Yearly States Budgets Dedicatéd Public
I nfrastructure, 2001-2007
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It is clear that PRI-governed states outspent the panista state of Baja California. What suggests that this effect is a
product of the party-in-power and not something particular to Baja California is that the last two data points for

Nuevo Le-n represent years when the PAN held a legislative mgjority. They demonstrate that in contrastto the
PRI, the PAN casééregardiess of stateN all trend downward.

To further corroboratethis finding, considerModel 2, wherel examinethe effed on the share
actually spenton infrastructurein a given year. Although the statisticalresultsfor Model 2 are
not asdefinitive asthosereportedfor Model 1N QPRI ControlOis only modestlysignificanfN the
party variableneverthelessutperformsthe other threein termsof distinguishingits effectfrom
zero. Moreover, the generalpatternwe observein Figure 10N PRI governmentsoutspending
their PRI counterparts also holdsin Figure 11 wherel graphpredictedvaluesfor the budget
sharespent In fact, the differencebetweenthe two partiesis evengreaterasthe budgetsharefor
panistaNuevolLe—rmiropsall theway to thelow spendindevelsof Baja California. Whatmakes
this evenmorenotableis thatboth statesjrrespectiveof the governingparty, are hometo major
trading zones(TijuanaSan Diego and GreaterMonterrey) and yet still allocaterelatively few

resources for infrastructure when the PAN is in office.

% An alternative explanation is that these two states have not required large investments since 2001 because of their
proximity to the United StatesCtwo largest state economies, California and Texas. That is, infrastructure designed
for high volumes of trade may have in large part already existed to accommodate nearly two centuries of transit; on
the other hand, the remaining Mexican border states largely consist of isolated desert regions and, until recently,
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Figure 11.Predicted values: Share of Yearly States Budgets Spent on Public
Infrastructur e, 20012007
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Corroborating the results presented in Figure 8, there is a stark difference in the way PAN and PRI governments
spend.

4. Conclusion

Althoughthe datais ratherlimited at this point, the resultsclearlyindicatethattheidentity of the
governingpartyN specifically,the legislativepartyN hasa relatively robusteffecton the shareof
budgetaryresourcesdedicatedto public infrastructure.What makesthis surprisingis that a
differenceexists at all. More specifically, thereis a complaintcommonthroughoutMexican
politics that despitetheir ideological differences,all partiesgovernin the samemanner.For
example,empirical analysisof bill passagen Mexican statelegislaturesrevealsthat thereis
absolutelyno differencein the way partiescompelparliamentarysupportitheyareall equallyun-
democratic(Gonzalez2008). And yet, thereis a substantivedifferencewhen public works are
concernedFurthermorethis differencerunsin the faceof ideologicalplatformsespousedyy the
PAN. Thatis, the PAN hasspentthe pastquartercenturypromotingitself asa neoliberalpartyin

favor of marketbasedpolicies. And in conjunctionwith its famously strong ties with U.S.

have not needed such complex infrastructure to meet their trade demands. While further research is necessary to
confirm this alternative explanation, the observed differencesin party spending are distinct enough in both models to
support the interpretation favored here.
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businessinterests,one would expectfar more enthusiasmby PAN goverrmentsto improve
economidinkageswith its northernneighbor.Clearly, however this is not the caséN at leastnot

in terms of infrastructure spendiffy.

Furthermoretheseresultshave specialresonanceyiven the PAN@ dismal performanceduring
the 2009electionswhenit cededvaluablegroundto a well-organizedandsurgingPRI. Not only
did the PAN struggleto preservaets previousadvances the statesijt alsofurtherjeopardizedts
hold over nationalpolitics by losing muchof its representatioin the federallegislature . Many
expectthis trendto continue,culminatingin a PRI recoveryof the presidencyin 2012. Given
theseexpectationsmanytodaydebatewhata PRI revival might meanfor the country® political
life, asit wasthe PRI thatheld a nearmonopolyover nationalandlocal governmentgor almost
sevendecadesWill a PRI revival meana reversionbackto the oneparty stateor hasthe PRI
learnedfrom its pastaggressionandmoveforward in a more consensudaiashion?And in terms
of the currentdiscussionwhatimpactwill its resurgencéaveon developingthe critical trading
zonein the North? Regardles®f the possibilities,the analysispresentechere suggestghat the
PRI will likely give greaterattentionto the infrastructurenecesaryfor developingthe Mexican

border region.

“9'|n an October 2009 presentation to the California Chamber of Commerce, Governor Osuna of Baja California
highlighted the importance of improved infrastructure, citing it as an Garea of opportunityO(Source:
http://www.calchamber.com/headlines/pages/cal chamberhostsgovernorofbajacalifornia.aspx). And yet whether the
state® PAN government has the political will to develop such ambitious projectsN 15 major works scattered
throughout the stateN remains to be seen as (1) Mexico® economic recovery in 2010 is doubtful and (2) the policies
of the current PAN presidency continue to suffer nationally. Regarding the other PRI states, all have expressed
similar desires to develop infrastructure even further, although any new efforts may have to wait until 2012 when the
PRI regains control over the presidency and the federal legislature.
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Appendix

Table A.1.Demographic conditions in MexicoOs Siiorthern Border States
GDP/Pop

State

Baja California
Chihuahua
Coahuila
Nuevo Leon
Sonora
Tamaulipas

National Average -

The Partisan Politics of Border State Infrastructure

Capital
Population

Mexicali 2,844,469
Chihuahua 3,241,444
Saltillo 2,495,200
Monterrey 4,199,292
Hermosillo 2,394,861
Victoria 3,024,238

3,226,981

2005 GDP

(current pesos)

264,439,299.00
333,585,078.00
245,227,583.00
559,053,307.00
204,608,504.00
251,182,243.00
237,909,676.00

Source: Instituto Nacional de Estad'stica y Geograf’a, www.inegi.gob.mx.

92.97
102.91
98.28
133.13
85.44
83.06
73.73

Table A.2.Political conditions in Mexico® SixNorthern Border States

State

Baja California

Chihuahua

Coahuila

Nuevo Le-h

Sonora

Tamaulipas

Governor

Eugenio Elorduy Walther

JosZ Guadalupe Osuna Millin

Patricio Mart'nez Garc’'a

JosZ Reyes Baeza

Enrique Mart'nez y Mart’'nez

Humberto Moreira ValdZs
Fernando Canales Clariond
Natividad Gonztlez Paras
Armando L—pez Nogales

Eduardo Bours Castelo

Tomas Y arrington Ruval caba

Eugenio Hernindez Flores

Term

2001 B2007

2007 - 2013

1998 - 2004

2004-2010

1999 - 2005

2005 - 2011

1997 - 2003

2003 - 2009

1997 - 2003

2003 - 2009

1998 - 2004

2004 - 2010

Source: Instituto de Mercadotencia y Opini—A, www.imocorp.com.mx.
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Party

PAN

PAN

PRI
PRI
PRI
PRI
PAN
PRI
PRI
PRI
PRI

PRI

Area

(km?)
69,921
244,938
149,982
64,924
182,052
79,834
61,180

L egislative
Party Caucus
12 seats, 48%
12 seats, 48%
12 seats, 48%

18 seats, 55%
18 seats, 55%
18 seats, 55%
15 seats, 45%
19 seats, 59%
20 seats, 57%
20 seats, 57%
20 seats, 57%
24 seats, 57%
23 seats, 55%
15 seats, 36%
20 seats, 48%
14 seats, 42%
16 seats, 48%
17 seats, 55%
14 seats, 44%
20 seats, 63%
19 seats, 59%
19 seats, 59%
19 seats, 59%
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Table A.3. Summary of Variables Used to Estimate Paitan Effects on Public Spending

Outcome Variables Definition Sour ces
Share of Funds Share of state yearly budgets dedicated Public Registries published by
Allocated exclusively to infrastructure/public works each state government
(Model 1) projects. (available upon request)

Share of Funds Spent Share of state yearly budgets spent exclusively INEGI: www.inegi.org.mx
(Model 2) on infrastructure/public works projects.

Explanatory Definition Expectation Sour ces
Variables

Share of Funds - Positive -
Allocated
Lagged (1) year

PRI Control 1 =PRI controls CIDAC: www.cidac.org
legislature/executive; 0 | Undetermined
= PAN controls

legislature/executive.

Foreign Direct Amount of foreign INEGI: www.inegi.org.mx
Investment direct investment for a | Positive
Lagged (1) year given state, in millions
USS.
Election Y ear 1 =€lection year; 0 = Positive CIDAC: www.cidac.org
otherwise.

Table A.4. Summary of Interview Subjects

State Subject Charge
Hidalgo Irma Beatriz Chivez R’'os Deputy, LIX
Tlaxcala Faustino Blas Dom’ nguez M Zndez Deputy, LVIII
Michoacin Ana LuciaMedina Galindo Deputy, LXX
Manuel Duarte Ram’'rez Deputy, LXX
Zacatecas Emma Lisset L—pez Murillo Deputy, LIX
San Luis Potos Victoria Labastida Aguirre Deputy, LVIII
Estado de M Zico Domitilo Posadas Hernindez Deputy, LVI
Guanajuato V'ctor Arnulfo Montes delaVega Deputy, LX
JosZ Gerardo de los Cobos Silva Deputy, LX
Chihuahua Ricardo Y }—ez Herrera Deputy, LXII
Yucatin Enrique Castillo Ruiz Deputy, LVIII
Puebla JosZ Porfirio Alarc—A Hernindez PRI Representative, |EEP;
Federal Deputy, L1X
Rafael Micalco M Zndez PAN President; Deputy, LVI
Morelos Emma Margarita Alemin Olvera Deputy, L
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