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This papers looks at electoral data from voting precincts in Mexico 1994 and Chile 1993.
| find that electoral resultsin Chile are more homogeneous across precincts than in
Mexico. In Chile almost all the precincts returned results that resemble the aggregate
national results. In Mexico, there are significant differences across precincts and across
regions. | argue that perhaps the heterogeneity of the results across regions in Mexico
helps explain the lack of credibility in the electoral process that persisted there in 1994
despite the reforms and measures adopted to make the process more fair. | also report
significant regional differencesin the level of support for all candidates in Mexico but
not in Chile. | report on cases of apparent electoral tampering in Mexico, but | do not
find evidence that possible electoral fraud significantly altered the electoral results.
Finally, because support for different presidential candidates varied significantly across
regions in Mexico, the inconsistencies between national aggregate results and precincts
results aided by a history of electoral tampering might also help explain the credibility
problem of elections in Mexico.

Thanks to Jorge Buendia, Jorge G. Castafieda and James Vreeland for valuable comments. As usual, all
errors and omissions remain my responsibility. The data used for the paper can be obtained from the
author.



Fair Play at the Voting Booths: A Comparison of Mexican and Chilean Elections

Elections are the single most important symbol of democracy. We often use
elections as a proxy for democracy.” Countries where elections are held regularly and
there is uncertainty about the results are often regarded as democratic.” If all candidates
believe to have a chance of winning the election, we generally claim that the elections are
free and fair.® Although we also acknowledge other necessary conditions for democracy
to exist, free and fair elections are seen as the most important component of the
democratic process.*

For countries in the process of democratic consolidation, certain elections are
understood as benchmarks in their quest for democracy.” As Shain and Linz put it, “the
announcement by an incumbent administration or by a provisional government of the
opposition that they plan to hold free electionsis in and of itself an important landmark in
the transition to democracy.”® When the opposition wins the election, the evidence is
overwhelming to conclude that the country has moved forward in consolidating a
democratic government. Y et, when those in power win the election, it becomes more
difficult to claim that the country has taken a step toward democratization.”

Often incumbents win benchmark elections because of the unfair advantages they
hold over the opposition. Access to resources, control of the media, of the electoral
process and the ability to mobilize supporters are often regarded as unfair advantage. Y et,
even in countries usually regarded as democratic, we observe unfair advantages for the
incumbent, or for parties better linked to sources of financial support, pressure groups, the
media and other key players whom may influence the election results?® Y et, because we
regard the election itself as the most important component of the electoral process, we are
often satisfied with observing that the actual votes were not tampered with. If that
condition holds, then despite acknowledging problems elsewhere, we regard the election
as being fair and the country as being democratic.’

Elkit and Svensson warn against validating electoral processes on grounds that
elections were free and fair without considering the existing shortcomings of the electoral
process.’® We ought to doubt the validity of a system where the same party always wins
because this often happens where there exist an unleveled playing field. Przeworski
proposes a powerful dictum: “democracy is a system in which parties |ose elections.
The condition of fairness may be violated when * some people (or groups) are given
unreasonable advantages.”* Y et even under those conditions, the adjective “free” seem to
be more important than “fair”, although “freedom is a necessary --though not sufficient—
condition for an election’s acceptability.”** A minimalist condition for fair eectionsis that
“the main competitors should have had at least some access to campaign resources and the
media, even if that access was not fully equal .”**

nll

Consider a country where the ruling party looses some elections but not the most
important one. Does that satisfy Przeworski’ s dictum? |s the country a democracy?



Mexico is one such case. The ruling PRI has been in power for over 60 years.
During that period, elections were often either not contested by the opposition or
manipulated in away that gave opposition candidates no real chances of winning.™
Molinar suggests that “the less elections mattered, the more likely they were to occur.
Starting in the 1980’ s, the opposition did achieve some local and state-level electoral
victories, but the PRI continued to win the presidential elections. The 1994 elections
marked a significant departure from that tradition. In 1994 there was uncertainty asto
who would win the election. Yet, in the end the PRI candidate won again.*’
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Although the election was generally regarded as the freest in Mexico's history, ™
accusations of irregularities, vote tampering and fraud were also made.™ On September 5,
1994, Proceso, the most widely read political weekly in the country, published an
interview with Cuauhtemoc Cérdenas, where he restated the accusations that fraud and
electora tampering had invalidated the presidentia elections. In a column published in the
same edition of Proceso, Jorge G. Castarieda also noted the existence of widespread fraud
athough he claimed the end results were not altered.

Although the 1994 elections in Mexico were probably the cleanest in the country’s
history, the credibility problems of the electoral process in Mexico continued to haunt the
consolidation of electoral politics there This papers addresses that issue by looking at
voting precinct results in Mexico and comparing them to Chile. Assuming that the Chilean
electoral process is fraud-free and considering the similarities in the electoral resultsin
both elections, | analyze the electoral resultsin Mexico using Chile as a control case. In
general, | find that the Mexican electorate to be more heterogeneous than Chilean voters.
There are a'so more marked regiona differences in Mexico than in Chile. Although Chile
presents more homogeneous electoral preferences nationwide, Mexico’'s Federa District
presents more homogeneous preferences than Chile as awhole. In what follows, | discuss
the background for both elections, the methodological approach used here, the official
election results and why the two countries are good candidates for comparison. Then, |
show the similarities and differences between both countries. In the end | claim that
although there are still some problems with the electoral process in Mexico, the lack of
credibility in the process might result from regiona differencesin electoral preferences and
from a higher level of polarization in Mexico rather than from actual vote tampering.

Background to the Chilean elections

In 1993, for the first time since the democratic breakdown of 1973, a peaceful
democratic transference of power took place. A climate of economic growth, an ongoing
process of democratic consolidation and full compliance by all political actors with
constitutional and electoral laws characterized the 1993 elections, athough thereis
concern with institutional arrangements that protect the military and distort the electoral
representation of |eftist political parties.?

Pinochet’ s defeat in the 1988 plebiscite opened the way for the 1989 democratic



elections that were won by the Christian Democratic-Socialist coalition, known as
Concertacion. In 1993, the Concertacion ran for re-election facing a conservative
opposition (Unidn por & Progreso de Chile -UPC) and two small |eft-wing parties. There
were 6 presidential candidatesin 1993. The Concertacion’s candidate was Christian
Democrat senator Eduardo Frel and the UPC candidate was Senator Arturo Alessandri.
José Pifiera ran an independent campaign as an alternative conservative candidate and
three leftist candidates also ran for the presidency, Communist Party’ s Eugenio Pizarro,
Humanist Party’s Cristian Reitze and ecologist Manfred Max-Neef.

The electoral process was characterized by the strong lead of the Concertacion
candidate in all polls throughout the campaign. The UPC conservative challenge was
weakened by Pifiera maverick’s candidacy while the 3-way split in the left made it almost
impossible for anyone from that group to seriously contend for the presidency. On
election day, Frel carried the day with 58% of the votes, Alessandri came second with
24.4%, Pifierathird with 6.2%, Max Neef followed with 5.6%, then Pizarro with 4.7%
and Reitze with 1.2%. If we aggregate the candidates by political party/ ideological
affiliation, we can observe athree way split with the centrist Concertacion coming up
ahead, almost doubling the vote of the conservative candidates.

Table 1 About Here

Background to the M exican elections of 1994

The Partido Revolucionario Instituciona (PRI) has held power for over 60 years.
The PRI haswon all presidential elections and, until recently, most municipa and
gubernatoria elections. In the 1970’s, the opposition gained electoral ground but electoral
fraud, unequal access to state resources and lack of media exposure have represented
intricate challenges for the opposition to compete with the PRI in elections on aleveled
playing fidd.”

Mexico did not escape the process of democratization that swept Latin Americain
the 80's. The most significant challenge to the PRI’ s hegemonic control of power camein
1988 when Cuauhtemoc Cardenas emerged as serious and popular contender for the
presidential elections. The elections were held under extremely unfavorable conditions for
the opposition. Amid accusations of irregularities and fraud, the PRI candidate, Carlos
Sdlinas, was declared president-elect. The electoral process, however, was widely
characterized as highly irregular with strong evidence of fraud.* In fact, some observers
believed that Salinas lost the elections at the polls and through electoral fraud became the
new president.”® Others “although agreeing with charges of fraud believe that Salinas
actually did win -- but that his percentage of the total vote was lower.”* Whatever the
case might be, 11dn Semo correctly points out that Salinas “was unable to convince the
public that he had really won the elections --at any rate, not by the margins claimed in the
official computation.”*’



Sdlinas took office and launched an economic and political program aimed at
winning “in office the elections he lost at the polls, at least in the eyes of a mgjority of the
Mexican people.”?® In order to strengthen his position in power, Salinas undertook a
significant electoral reform before the 1991 congressional elections. Further reforms were
undertaken before the 1994 presidentia elections, but there continued to exist a
“ scandal ous unfairness which permeated the electoral process.”*

The 1994 elections were characterized by the government’s effort to give
credibility to the electoral process while the opposition continued to point out the many
elements that continued to make the electoral process unfair. However, the opposition,
according to many accounts, did have expectations of defeating the PRI at the polls and
getting the PRI to accept an electoral 1oss. There were two main political partiesin the
opposition. The conservative National Action Party’s (PAN) chose Deputy Diego
Fernadndez de Ceballos as their candidate and the center-left PRD chose Cuauhtemoc
Cardenas, who ran for a second time. There were also 6 other presidential candidates
representing smaller parties, who gathered a combined 6% of the total vote.

At the outset of the campaign, the 1988 runner-up, Cardenas, was widely
perceived as the leading challenger to the PRI candidate. However, after atelevised
presidential debate, the first ever in Mexican presidential election history, the PAN
candidate emerged as the front leading opposition candidate. Accusations of unfairness
were present throughout the electoral campaign. Unequal access to the media, campaign
financing irregularities and the use of state resources to support the PRI candidate made it
impossible to speak of, using Elklit and Svensson’ s words, a“leveled playing field.”*
Succinctly put, “there is no way to separate the PRI from the state until the PRI loses, and
it seems the PRI cannot lose until it is separated from the state.”**

Nonetheless the parties did compete, and thus validated the electoral process.

International and national observers oversaw the elections on August 21, 1994. The PRI
candidate won with 50.2%, Fernandez obtained 26.7% and Cardenas 17.1%

Table 2 About Here
Data and methodological approach
| used electora data from the Chilean Registro Electoral® and from the Mexican

Instituto Federal Electoral.®®* Voting precincts are the smallest units of data aggregation
in both countries.

Table 3 About Here



The Mexican electorate is five times larger than Chile’'s. Mexico is also a country
with alower level of urbanization than Chile. There are aso fewer voting precinctsin
Chile than in Mexico.** Voting precincts in Chile are comprised of fewer votersthan in
Mexico. Most Chilean voting precintcs were comprised of roughly 275 voters, with alow
standard deviation. In Mexico the maximum number of voter per precinct is 750. The
average number of voters per precinct in Mexico was almost half of the maximum
allowed, with a standard deviation of 127. Thisislargely due to the number of voting
precincts in small rural areas. Our unit of analysis, the voting precinct, then represents a
fairly accurate estimate of electoral behavior by the population of both countries.

Why compar e Chile and Mexico

Although Chile and Mexico have experienced different political developments,
both countries were moving towards democratic consolidation in the late 80s. Chile held
democratic electionsin 1989. Mexico's 1988 elections were the most contested ever in the
country. In Chile, the governing Concertacion occupies the political center, just as the
PRI doesin Mexico. Conservatives are the second largest political group in both
countries. The left, historically strong in both countries, had gone through some turmoil
before the elections in both countries. In Chile in 1993, the Out-of-Concertacién left was
divided between the Communist and Humanist parties, and in Mexico the left was grouped
around the center-left PRD. The éectora resultsin 1993 in Chile and 1994 in Mexico
were smilar in that:

1. Theincumbent Concertacion and PRI candidates won the elections.

2. In Chile and Mexico, the winners doubled the votes of the first runner up.
3. Thefirst runner up was the conservative candidate in Mexico and Chile.
4. The left came third in both countries.

Election resultsin Chile and Mexico

The electora returnsin Chile did not vary significantly across voting precincts.
For Frel, most precincts tended to cluster around the overall 58% of his nationa vote. In
fact, the distribution of the 26,550 voting precinctsin Chile gives Frel a mean of 54.7%,
with a standard deviation of 8%. Frei’s overal support varied from a minimum of 49% in
the 1st senatorial district to ahigh of 60% in the 11th senatoria district. Despite having
doubled the votes of the runner-up, Frei did not achieve more than 82% in any voting
precinct. Frei’s vote was skewed to the left by -0.943 as aresult of his 58% vote. A
perfect distribution with a candidate obtaining 50% of the vote would not be skewed.
However, if the candidate obtains more than 50% it is highly likely that the distribution of
votes will be skewed to the left.®

In the case of Mexico, Zedillo obtained a voting precinct mean of 52%, dightly
higher than his 50.2% national vote. Zedillo had a higher standard deviation than Frei,



15.4%. Surprisingly, his distribution was skewed to the right. Because he gathered 50%
of the vote, we would have expected his distribution to be less skewed than Frei’s. Also,
the kurtosis index for Frel’ s vote was 1.66, much more clustered around the mean than in
Zedillo's case. The overall distribution of votes per voting precincts points to a much
more homogeneous el ectorate in Chile than in Mexico.

Table 4 About Here

Despite Frei’ simpressive victory, he never obtained more than 82% in any voting
precinct. Infact, he only obtained more than 70% in 266 voting precincts (1% of the
total). Frei surpassed 60% in 7,002 precincts (26%). On the other hand, Frei only
obtained less than 20% of the vote in 1.4% of voting precincts nationwide. Hislevel of
support was highly homogeneous across voting precincts.

In Mexico, Zedillo obtained more than 60% in 21,602 precincts (24.9%) and more
than 70% in a striking 13.3% of al precincts. He also obtained less than 20% in 3.2%,
higher than Frei. So, while we observe that in Chile the results from voting precincts
clustered around Frei’ s national average, in Mexico they varied more. That might have
some implications on the constant imputations of electoral fraud in that country. A voter
might ask how can the national results differ so sharply from what | observe localy? The
well-recognize tradition of electoral tampering in Mexico before 1994 makes that concern
more valid there than in other electoral heterogeneous countries which have historically
experienced fraud-free elections.

Table 5 About Here

Because it has been the practice of the PRI to stuff ballot boxes with votes for the
official candidate, voting precincts with unreasonably high levels of support for the PRI
candidate might indicate evidence of ballot box stuffing. To test that claim, | eliminated
all the voting precincts where the PRI obtained more than 70% of the vote and
recalculated the electoral results. The overall results do not change significantly. Even if
we discard the 7.7 million votes cast in ‘irregular precincts’ (defined as those precincts
where the PRI candidate obtained more than 70% of the vote), the structure of
preferences does not change.

Table 6 About Here

Distribution of votes

The distribution of votesfor Frei in Chile was closer to a normal distribution than



that for Zedillo in Mexico. The vote distribution for the other candidates in Chileis also
more normally distributed than in Mexico. Zedillo’ s distribution shows an unusual
skwedness to the right (higher number of votes). Ferndndez’ s distribution is bimodal, with
anatural peak around his national average and a second peak closer to 0%. Thisindicates
that Fernandez candidacy did not have national presence, there were regions in the country
where he obtained very little support. Cérdenas distribution was unimodal, with a peak
around 0%, rather than at his national average of 17%. Cardenas distribution isaso
highly skewed to the right, indicating that he was able to gather alarge number of votesin
certain areas, much higher than his national average.

The distribution of votes does not need to resemble a normal curve. We would
expect that it would only when provided that candidates enjoy homogeneous levels of
support across the country. In the case of Chile, the level of support for Frei, Alessandri-
Pifiera and Pizarro-Reitze-MaxNeef was highly similar across all voting precincts. In
Mexico, however, the levels of support of the three main candidates varied significantly
from region to region. For that reason, Ferndndez presents a bimodal distribution and
Cérdenas’ distribution peaks close to 0, indicating that he had little or no support in a
large number of precincts across the country. Zedillo’s distribution, on the other hand,
presents arobust right tail, indicating that he had high levels of support in many regions.
That might also evidence electoral tampering.

When we eliminate the voting precincts were Zedillo obtained a suspicioudy high
level of support (al precincts where he gathered more than 70% of the votes), the
histograms for Zedillo, Fernandez and Cérdenas look more like normal distributions.
Histograms 7-9 include only the 73,803 precincts were Zedillo obtained less than 70%.
Zedillo' s distribution and Fernandez’ s look much more like a normal distribution.
However, Cardenas' distribution continues to be uni-modal, with the mode being lower
than the mean or median. So even when we discount ‘irregular precincts (those where
Zedillo obtained more than 70% of the vote), we can still observe heterogeneous levels of
support for Ferndndez and Cérdenas in México, contrary to the rather homogenous vote
distribution of al the candidatesin Chile.

Differences among winners and loser s acr 0ss precincts

In Chile, Frel won the elections in 25,483 voting precincts, (96%). In Mexico,
Zedillo won in 80.3% of the precincts. If we assume that people extrapolate what
happens at their precincts to the national level, then for 96% of Chile’s population, Frei
won the elections. He won in their voting precincts and, according to the logic, he must
have won in the aggregate national results.

In Chile, 90.2% of all voting precincts placed Frei ahead of the combined votes for
the conservative candidates while the combined votes of the leftist candidates came third.
The homogeneity of the results throughout the country is striking. Although Frei and
Alessandri were the only candidates that clinched voting precincts, Alessandri only won in



1,067 precincts (4%). When we combine the votes of the two conservative candidates,
they won in 2,000 precincts (7.8% of the total). Yet, 52% of those precincts were located
in districts 21, 22 and 23, the wealthiest districtsin Santiago. The combined votes of the
three | eftist candidates defeated Frei in 3 precincts only.

In Mexico, Zedillo failed to win in 19.3% of al precincts. Fernandez defeated
Zedillo in 10,990 precincts (12.7%), and Cardenas won in 6.7% of all precincts. Only in
56.3% of al precincts, the voters placed was Zedillo first, Fernandez second and Céardenas
third. This obvioudy has some implications if we assume that people compare their loca
results with the national official results and question the validity of the later if there are
significant discrepancies with what they observe locally. In addition, the history of
electoral tampering that marred Mexico’s elections in the past makes heterogeneity of
preferences a highly suspicious observation.

Cardenas and the PRD challenged the results and accused the government of
electoral fraud.* Their claim might have found some echo in areas where Cérdenas won
(6.7% of al precincts) or where he came second (24.5% of al precincts). Approximately
one third of al precinctsin the country placed Cérdenas either first or second.

Table 7 About Here

Regional differences

In part, the heterogeneity of resultsin Mexico can be explained by regional
differences in the support for the PRI and opposition parties. According to some, Mexico
is atwo-party system except in DF where the PAN, PRD and PRI are strong. Elsewhere,
the PRI competes with the PAN in the north and some central areas and the PRI competes
with the PRD in the south.*’

Ernesto Zedillo obtained his lowest average voting precinct support in the Federal
Didtrict and the states of Sonora, Jalisco and Michoacan. Fernandez obtained his highest
average support in Jalisco, Querétaro and Y ucatén. Céardenas did best in Chiapas,
Tabasco, Michoacan and Guerrero. In DF, Zedillo obtained 43%, Fernandez 28% and
Cérdenas 20%. Zedillo’'s average support did not fluctuate significantly across regions.
Although he obtained more than 65% in Zacatecas, his showing across states clustered
around his national average of 52%.

Standard deviations across states varied notoriously for the three candidatesin
Mexico. Cardenas’ national voting precinct standard deviation was 14.5%, Ferndndez’'s
was 14.8% Zedillo's 15.4%. However, state-level voting precinct standard deviations
varied for the three candidates. Cardenas had low standard deviations in states where he
did poorly, indicating that he did poorly across the state. 1n states where he performed
well, his standard deviation was high, that is the case in Chiapas, Michoacan and



Guerrero. Thus, although he had large support in some areas within those states, his
support in other parts of those states was much lower.

Fernandez de Ceballos presented more homogeneous standard deviations across
states, including those where he performed well. For example, in Baja California, he
obtained a voting precinct average of 37% and a standard deviation of 9.2% and in the
southern state of Y ucatén he obtained a voting precinct average of 40% and a standard
deviation of 16.5%. Zedillo presents higher variation in standard deviations across states.
While in Oaxaca and Chiapas his standard deviation was over 20%, in the Federal District
it was only 5.9%. The effect of rural areas, where the PRI does exceptionaly well explain
Zedillo’ s high standard deviations in areas other than Mexico City.

When comparing both countries, we see that standard deviations in Chile are lower
across the board. The highest standard deviation for Frei occursin Santiago. Exactly the
opposite than what we observe in Mexico for Zedillo. Regional variations of voting
precinct average vote and of standard deviations indicate regional differencesin electoral
preferences. Higher standard deviations within regions, however, indicate that levels of
support for different candidates vary within regions as well. In Chile, the highest intra-
regional variation occurs in Santiago, whereas in Mexico, Mexico City results are more
homogeneous than anywhere else. Regiona differences in Mexico did make a difference.
Fernandez was stronger in Northern Mexico and Cérdenas in southern Mexico, but they
lacked national presence. That explains Cardenas and Fernandez’ s higher standard
deviations nationwide and their bimodal distribution of votes. Zedillo was more
homogeneous but he still presented higher levels of support in some states.

Table 8 About Here
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Suspicioudly high levels of support

As noted earlier, Frel was unable to obtain more than 82% in any of the 26,550
precinctsin Chile. He obtained more than 70% in 1% of the voting precincts nationally.
Zedillo, on the other hand, obtained more than 70% in 13.3% of the 86,457 precincts for
which | had data. | decided to make cuts at 70% and 85% as aternative threshol ds of
normality. All the precincts where Zedillo obtained more than 70 and more 85% of the
vote were identified. The states of Zacatecas, Hidalgo and San Luis Potosi concentrated a
large number of precincts with suspicioudy high levels of support for the PRI. More than
60% of all cases are located in 13 states. Notably absent are the largest states and those
with the highest levels of urbanization like the Federal District, Jalisco, Michoacén, Nuevo
Leon, Guanguato and Veracruz. As discussed previously, by striking out those ‘irregular
precincts’, the national results do not vary significantly. Y et, as shown in Table 10,
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‘irregular precincts do constitute a significant percentage of the voting population in
severa states. In Zacatecas they account for approximately 40% of the total. Zacatecas
offersthe least normal distribution of votes of all statesin Mexico. The PRI candidate
obtained 60% of the vote there, Fernandez gathered 21% and Cérdenas only 9%. When |
eliminate all the precincts were Zedillo obtained more than 70% of the votes, the
distribution for the PRI candidate is obviously truncated, but the Fernandez distribution
resembles more a normal curve.
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Implications and conclusion

| compared the results in Chile 1993 with those of Mexico 1994 and found that the
distribution of the votesin Mexico is more heterogeneous than in Chile. A tradition of
electoral tampering before 1994 in Mexico, combined with the heterogeneity of the results
there might help explain the persistence of fraud charges against the PRI. In addition,
because as Przeworski suggests, democracies are systems where parties lose elections, the
fact that PRI continued to win the presidential elections might also fuel the accusations
against the electoral processin Mexico.

When comparing the results of Mexico and Chile, we find that Chile is much more
homogeneous than Mexico, but the DF in Mexico is more homogenous than the rest of
the country and than Chile as awhole. Logically, the more presence al candidates have
the more likely we are to observe a homogeneous normal distribution in the candidates
votes by voting precincts. Although we should expect high levels of heterogeneity in the
Mexican electorate in the future, as the hegemonic control the PRI exercised on Mexican
politics decreases, the preferences for the PAN and PRD candidates should become more
homogeneous.
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Table 1. Electoral Resultsin Chile 1993 by Presidential Candidates

Candidates Party/ideological platform % Votes

Eduardo Frei Center-left Concertacion (CDP-SP) 58.0

A. Alessandri, J. Pifiera Conservative 30.6

Pizarro, Max Neef, Reitze Left (CP, Greens, Independents) 11.4

Total Votes 6,910,587

Table 2. Electoral Resultsin Mexico by Presidential Candidates

Candidate Paolitical Party % Votes

Ernesto Zedillo PRI 50.2%

Diego Fernéndez PAN 26.7%

Cuauhtemoc Cérdenas PRD 17.1%

Total Votes 34,545,199

Table 3. Description of Voting Precincts in Mexico and Chile

Country | # of voting Average voters | Sd Deviation of | Max & Min # of
precincts at each precinct | voters by precinct | voters per
nationally precinct

Chile 26,550 275 37 0-347

Mexico | 92,566 356 127 0-999

Table 4. Basic Satistics for Election Winnersin Mexico and Chile

Candidate | Mean vote & SKewness Kurtosis

(std deviation)
Frei 54.7% (8.3) -0.943 (to the left) | 1.66 (clustered around mean)
Zedillo 52.0% (15.4) 0.662 (to theright) | 0.59 (less clustered around mean)
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Table 5. Election Precincts with High Levels of Support for Zedillo and Frel

Candidate | % with over 60% % with over 70% % with less than 20%
Frei 26% 1% 1.4%
Zedillo 24.9% 13.3% 3.2%

Table 6. Presidential Vote in Mexico Eliminating Some Voting Precincts

Candidate Official Vote Result | Vote Not Counting | Net Difference
Where PRI > 70%
Ernesto Zedillo 17,336,352 (48.8%) | 13,010,079 (47.1%) | - 1.7%
Diego Fernandez 9,222,899 (25.9%) | 7,728,876 (29.8%) | + 3.9%
C. Cardenas 5,901,557 (16.6%) | 4,995,551 (18.0%) | +1.4%
Total 35,550,283 (100%) | 27,802,952 (100%) | 7,747,331
Official vote results from Carter Center 1995.
Table 7. First, Second and Third Place Finish in Chile and Mexico
Combination Chile Mexico
Center-Right-L eft 23,897 (90.2%) 48,691 (56.3%)
Center-L eft-Right 698 ( 2.6%) 21,054 (24.4%)
Right-L eft-Center 11 ( 0.0%) 89 ( 0.1%)
Right-Center-L eft 1,952 ( 7.3%) 10,901 (12.6%)
L eft-Center-Right 0 5,592 ( 6.5%)
L eft-Right-Center 0 131( 0.2%)
Total 26,550 (100%) 86,457 (100%)
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Table 8. Voting Precinct Average by Sate in Mexico, 1994

Cuauhtemoc Diego Fernandez  |Ernesto Zedillo
Céardenas
Sate Average |Sandard |Average |Sandard |Average |Sandard |# of
% deviation |% Deviation|% Deviation |Precin
cts
1 |DF 20 05.7 28 05.4 43 05.9 8,411
2 |Puebla 15 10.3 23 14.6 56 16.8 3,209
3 |Tlaxcaa 16 09.9 23 10.4 56 13.9 881
4 |A. Cdientes |09 04.8 37 11.8 48 11.9 760
5 |Coahuila 13 11.3 30 13.3 51 13.3 2,090
6 |Chihuahua |06 05.3 26 12.3 63 13.5 3,108
7 |Durango 09 10.8 24 15.1 56 18.3 1,623
8 |Guanguato |09 09.9 30 14.5 56 13.8 3,882
9 |Hidalgo 16 13.0 15 11.3 63 16.5 2,156
10 |Queretaro |06 03.9 32 14.4 58 16.6 1,062
11 |S. L. Potosi |10 09.4 24 14.3 62 16.8 2,105
12 | Zacatecas |09 09.2 20 13.0 65 17.0 1,861
13 |Campeche |21 11.3 18 12.9 57 154 623
14 | Chiapas 34 21.8 12 134 48 20.3 2,565
15 |Nuevo Ledn |03 03.1 40 14.1 50 13.6 3,198
16 |Quintan Roo |13 09.6 29 14.5 54 13.6 587
17 | Tabasco 33 14.7 08 07.2 57 13.5 1,589
18 | Tamaulipas |19 09.6 27 09.9 49 14.9 2,635
19 |Veracruz 24 15.3 16 10.6 54 15.2 6,751
20 | Y ucatén 03 02.7 40 16.5 55 17.5 1,394
21 |BgaCadif. |09 05.0 37 09.2 50 07.9 1,946
22 |CdiforniaS. |06 04.5 32 09.0 57 10.8 440
23 |Colima 12 08.6 29 11.2 53 10.8 523
24 | Jalisco 07 06.6 42 13.7 46 13.0 5,171
25 |Michoacan |37 19.2 15 124 45 14.9 3,507
26 | Nayarit 16 10.3 18 10.7 61 13.7 1,004
27 |Sindoa 13 10.6 29 13.8 54 16.4 3,507
28 | Sonora 13 12.6 38 15.9 44 13.0 1,987
29 |Guerrero 34 19.0 08 09.1 53 18.8 2,609
30 |Edo. México |19 08.0 25 09.3 49 10.7 9,956
31 [Morelos 20 08.5 23 08.8 52 10.6 1,383
32 | Oaxaca 29 19.7 12 114 52 20.1 2,907
Total 17 145 25 14.8 52 154 85,430
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Table 9. Voting Precinct Average by Senatorial District in Chile

Max Neef/ Pizarro/

Alessandri / Pifiera

Eduardo Frel

Reitze
Region | Average | Standard | Average | Standard | Average | Sandard | Total
% Deviation % Deviation % Deviation

| 11 3.1 34 8.0 49 6.6 715

1 14 3.8 27 5.7 52 5.7 833

11 14 5.7 25 5.7 55 5.0 464
\ 11 3.5 25 6.6 58 6.1 950

V costa 9 2.9 29 7.2 56 7.2 1,345
Vandes 12 3.8 33 9.5 49 8.2 1,524
RM | 12 4.0 32 13.1 52 114 5,264
RM I 11 3.6 27 6.8 57 6.1 4,865
\A 10 4.3 26 5.3 59 6.5 1,406
VII N 9 2.6 25 5.6 60 5.3 1,041
VII S 8 2.4 33 6.0 53 6.4 628
VIII'N 13 4.3 25 6.9 56 7.1 2,019
VIII S 10 4.1 27 7.2 57 6.3 1,484
IX N 9 2.9 31 8.1 53 8.7 504
IX S 8 2.6 33 7.8 54 7.3 1,008
X N 9 3.9 30 7.0 55 6.3 1,006
XS 9 2.9 33 7.5 51 7.4 934
Xl 9 3.1 34 7.6 52 6.6 193
XII 10 34 27 11.0 57 8.9 367
Total 11 4.0 29 9.2 55 8.3 26,550
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Table 10. “ Irregular precincts’ by Sates

State Number of Number of Precincts | Tota Number of
Precincts with (Zedillo > 85%) Precincts
Zedillo> .70
Zacatecas 745 (39.6%) 309 (16.4%) 1,883 (100%)
Hidalgo 709 (32.6%) 268 (12.3%) 2,175 (100%)
San Luis Potosi | 712 (33.5%) 242  (11.4%) 2,125 (100%)
Durango 845 (27.0%) 159 (9.6%) 1,654 (100%)
Querétaro 268 (25.2%) 99 (9.3%) 1,065 (100%)
Nayarit 205 (20.1%) 84 (8.2%) 1,022 (100%)
Guerrero 481 (18.0%) 194 (7.3%) 2,665 (100%)
Chihuahua 845 (27.0%) 219 (7.0%) 3,129 (100%)
Sinaloa 647 (18.3%) 239 (6.8%) 3,536 (100%)
Puebla 733 (22.7%) 218 (6.7%) 3,231 (100%)
Y ucatan 314 (22.2%) 94 (6.6%) 1,415 (100%)
Oaxaca 546 (18.5%) 191 (6.5%) 2,945 (100%)
Chiapas 393 (14.9%) 145 (5.5%) 2,635 (100%)
Other states 4,070 (7.1%) 1,007 (1.8%) 57,120 (100%)
Total 11,513 (13.3%) 3,468 (4.0%) 86,573 (100%)
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