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FOREWORD

Mexico, the Americas, and the World is a research project of the Division of Inter-

national Studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (cide), 

which is dedicated to the study of social attitudes and political culture of 

Mexicans with respect to Foreign Policy and International Relations. The 

project began in Mexico in 2004, and from 2008, it transformed into a re-

gional Latin American project, which consists of a biennial survey based on 

representative samples of the national population and, in some countries, 

on groups of leaders. It is a rigorous instrument that gathers original and 

reliable information about the opinions, attitudes, evaluations, beliefs, inter-

ests, aspirations, feelings, social values, and behaviors of citizens regarding 

international issues.

The main objective of the study is to provide empirical, objective, and 

rigorous information in a strategic area for Mexico and Latin America, where 

independent and reliable data is scarce and scattered. The precise knowledge 

of citizens’ perceptions of how the world works and how it should work is 

an essential tool for the evaluation of the degree of legitimacy of the insti-

tutions, rules and actors in the international system and of government 

performance in foreign policy matters. Therefore, this information provides 

inputs for academic research and the decision-making of actors and institu-

tions, both public and private.

From its beginnings this has been a one-of-a-kind project; since it spe-

cializes in social attitudes towards foreign affairs, it provides information 

about the relationship between citizens and global governance, and inquiries 

about people’s political culture. All the information is based on a concep-

tual framework that allows locating the attitudes and perceptions of the 

population and the leaders in four axes: the degree of openness (isolation 

versus internationalism); the optic from which international reality is  

observed (realism versus idealism); the degree of inclination towards inter-

national participation and cooperation (unilateralism versus multilateralism) 

and the type of alignment (map of sympathies and antipathies).
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One of the traits that distinguish Mexico, the Americas, and the World from 

other academic research on social attitudes is that it gathers information on 

general perceptions rather than opinions of conjuncture. Furthermore, in terms 

of design, these data allow the making of comparisons and cross tabulations in 

five areas: sub-national, between the different regions of the country (North, 

Center, and South); national, between the public and elites, as well as accord-

ing to economic strata and socio-demographic characteristics; intra-elite, 

between government, political, business, academic, and social leaders; 

longitudinal, between biennial periods of time; and international, between 

the populations of different countries.

The international scope of the study has varied. In 2004 and 2006, the 

survey in Mexico was prepared alongside similar projects in the United States 

and Asia.1 Starting in 2008, the project acquired its, Latin American character. 

That year, the survey was carried out in four countries: Chile, Colombia, Mexico, 

and Peru. For the following survey (2010-2011), the project took place in five 

countries: Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, and Peru. In 2012, the survey was 

carried out in only three countries: Colombia, Ecuador, and Mexico. Finally, 

in the latest survey of 2014-2015, the project gained greater reach, and there 

are data for seven countries: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, 

Mexico, and Peru. As such, the regional project has surveyed over 37,000 

Latin Americans, of which nearly 15,000 are Mexican.

The structure of the questionnaire covers a large range of global issues, 

and with each wave the number of diverse thematic areas has increased to 

15. In general terms, since 2004 the main components of the questionnaire 

have been the following: contact, interest, knowledge, identities, national 

security, foreign policy, multilateralism, international economy, relations 

with Latin America, relations with the United States, and relations with 

other countries and regions of the world. In 2008, questions regarding po-

litical culture and regional integration were added. In 2010, the range was 

broadened to include the different dimensions of international migration. 

And finally, in 2012, a component focused on human rights was added.2

Undoubtedly, all of the above lends the project its distinctive character in 

terms of its thematic and geographic range. But what must be highlighted 

on this occasion is that, for the first time, there is information available for 

a decade of changes and continuities of the public opinion of Mexicans on 

 1   Thanks to the collaboration of the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, which helped with the initial 
design, in 2004 a special work of cooperation and comparison of results between Mexico and 
the United States took place. In the following round in 2006, this experience was re-applied 
and widened, which resulted in data acquisition not only of the United States and Mexico, 
but also of China, South Korea, and India

 2   This component of human rights was included thanks to collaboration with the University 
of Minnesota, in the United States, and now the survey is part of the international project 
Human Rights Perceptions Polls.
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international issues and foreign policy. And although the country and  

the world have been in constant change since 2004, there are some elements 

within the context of 2014 that need to be highlighted in order to better 

understand the sense and meaning of the perceptions and preferences of the 

Mexican public and leaders.

With respect to the international context, we must begin by pointing 

out that, on the eve of the 100th commemoration of World War I, the start 

of 2014 surprised the world with the Russian annexation of the Crimean 

Peninsula, a place close to the historically conflictive Balkans. To everyone’s 

relief, this time around the outcome was not another World War. However, 

the events unchained a crisis in the region with the subsequent confrontation 

in Ukraine, which had a feeling of a Cold War between pro-Russian separatists 

in the East and Kiev’s forces in the Center, and provoked the tragic shoot-

down of a plane of the company Malaysian Airlines as it overflew the area. 

This entire series of events heightened tensions between two important 

protagonists of the international system: the United States and Russia.

Among other international news that hogged media headlines was  

the Ebola virus epidemic that unleashed over Africa this year. It must not be 

forgotten that, at first, the media gave voice to unfavorable opinions regarding 

the World Health Organization (who) —voices among which was included that 

of the President of the United States, who also criticized the insufficiencies of 

the international cooperation to palliate the sanitary crisis. The bad news carried 

over to the middle of the year, when a group of Islamic fundamentalists —

some of whom were born and raised in Western Europe— decided to declare 

the New Caliphate, and committed homicides and other atrocities in its name. 

Not only were Syria and the countries of the Middle East, where the Islamic 

State (isis) is present, affected by the new wave of hate, but the countries of 

Western Europe were also threatened. It was precisely this region of the world 

that also had to face the increasing number of deaths of shipwrecked im-

migrants in the Mediterranean Sea in 2014.

Halfway through the year, the Soccer World Cup took place in Brazil 

(Germany was crowned the winner), and as in previous years, it widely 

grabbed the attention of Mexicans. However, what at first should have been 

a party turned into grief due to the improvisations to the infrastructure for 

the celebration of the World Cup in Brazil, which caused discontent among 

Brazilians ahead of a much contested presidential election (where President 

Dilma Rousseff conserved the government with a minimal margin). To 

complement the bad international climate, Latin America lived through times 

of economic stagnation and political tensions, particularly in Venezuela 

because of the hardening of Nicolas Maduro’s regime against the opposition. 

The governments of Argentina, Brazil and Chile confronted political crises that 

were linked to growing social animosity against corruption. Nevertheless, 

Latin America ended the year with two potentially good news of historical 
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proportions: on the one hand, the growing opportunities to achieve peace 

in Colombia, and on the other, the normalization of relations between Cuba 

and the United States, which had been broken for over half a century.

From the national perspective, the government of President Enrique 

Peña Nieto reached a very important achievement in 2014: the approbation 

of the “structural reforms”. On one hand, the opening of the energy sector, or 

at least of some of its areas, promises great transformations and opportunities 

for the country, according to its promoters. On the other, as seen from the 

political sphere, the reforms seemed to strengthen the government by show-

ing its capacity to govern and reform the country. However, in 2014 the climate 

of insecurity and violence once again took over many headlines of the national 

and international media. On principle, the capture of the most dangerous 

criminals and suspects of the spiral of criminality, such as Joaquin Guzman 

Loera “el Chapo”, was achieved at the beginning of the year, as well as the 

overthrow of several leaders of criminal groups, such as the leaders of Los 

Caballeros Templarios. In these circumstances, the governor of Michoacán, 

Fausto Vallejo, decided to resign after the scandal of the suspected involve-

ment of his son in drug trafficking.

However, the most visible event of the year was the forced disappear-

ance of 43 students from the teaching college of Ayotzinapa, Guerrero, by 

elements of the local police. The tragedy shook the country, mobilized thou-

sands of people on the streets, and put Mexico under the international 

media spotlight. The news were preceded by the lamentable clash between 

security elements and criminals in Tlatlaya in the State of Mexico, and the 

work stoppage at the National Polytechnic Institute (ipn). This was subse-

quently followed by the scandal of the “White House”, a mansion attributed 

to the First Lady. To conclude, for the first time in years, the dollar reached 

15 pesos, and the price of Mexican oil, in keeping with international prices, 

plummeted.

This is a particularly relevant moment for the analysis of the link be-

tween the country’s internal and external policies. Therefore, the present 

report of the results of six rounds of the survey Mexico, the Americas and the World 

2004-2014 feels the pulse of the social imaginary in face of the main issues  

of the global agenda in terms of the changing international and national 

circumstances described above. This report presents the main results from 

the beginning of the project in 2004 and up until the sixth round of the 

survey in 2014-2015, making special emphasis on the sample of the national 

population that took place between the 8th of November and 22nd of Decem-

ber 2014, and which, in the case of the leaders, between the 13th of October 

of 2014 and the 30th of January 2015.
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This report does not aim to be exhaustive, but rather to point out some 

of the key aspects of the relations of Mexico with the world during the last 

decade. It is organized into nine thematic chapters. The first is centered on 

the contact, interest and international knowledge of Mexicans. Chapter 2  

is dedicated to the description of signs and limits of identity, such as the 

nationalism and political culture of both population and leaders. The next 

two chapters review the opinions, perspectives and preferences of Mexicans 

in the last decade with respect to international threats, on the one hand, 

and the objectives and instruments of foreign policy, on the other. Chapter 

5 presents the results on opinions and attitudes towards countries and  

regions, with an emphasis on the United States and Latin America. Chapter 

6 establishes the parameters of preferences and visions of Mexicans towards 

the multilateral sphere and international organizations. Chapter 7 is centered 

on the opinions and preferences with respect to the international economic 

opening of Mexico. Lastly, Chapters 8 and 9 present the results of two new 

aspects of interest in international relations: migration and human rights. 

This report ends with a section of conclusions which point out the patterns 

of continuity and change in the international political culture of Mexicans 

from 2004 to 2014.

In terms of dissemination of results, Mexico, the Americas and the World 

reaches a wide audience: decision-makers in Mexico and other countries, 

the public, private, social, and international sectors, as well as academic 

institutions, researchers and students in the Social Sciences. It is our hope 

that the audience of this exercise will use it as a key instrument in the mak-

ing of strategic decisions, public policy formulation, governance, scientific 

investigation and social communication in a global and changing world. 

Finally, maximum publicity and transparency are the main guidelines of 

the project. For this reason, the complete information and the disaggre-

gated data on the 260 thematic questions and the 34 sociodemographic 

variables included in the survey, just as the databases in the format spss and 

Stata are freely available and can be downloaded at no cost on the website 

www.lasamericasyelmundo.cide.edu
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1   Mexicans perceive that world issues affect 

the country moreso than actual people;  

however, they wish for a foreign policy that  

improve their personal well-being and  

national security. For the Mexican public and 

leaders, world issues affect Mexico more than 

themselves. Among these issues, the most 

important ones have been those closest to their 

well-being and national security (crime and 

drug trafficking, natural disasters, economic 

crises, energy crises, climate change) than 

those related to international security (inter-

national terrorism, nuclear weapons, wars in 

other countries).

2   The population is pessimistic in regards to 

the world, and wants limited international 

participation. The leaders are optimistic and 

wish for an active participation that includes 

leadership. In the last decade, there has been a 

rise in the pessimism of the population with 

respect to the world, Latin America and the 

world and the regional influence of the country. 

This translates into a preference for an active, 

but limited, global participation which does 

not seek regional leadership. Leaders, on the 

contrary, are more optimistic and want the coun-

try’s active international participation, with 

leadership in Latin America.

3   Mexicans prefer the type of foreign policy that 

utilizes “soft” instruments and which invests 

more resources in it. The majority of Mexicans 

agrees with the “soft” use of power (through 

trade, culture, diplomacy, and international 

cooperation) and disagrees with the use of 

military power to increase the influence of the 

country in the world. They also consider that it 

is important to invest more resources in opening 

new embassies and consulates, to increase 

Mexico’s participation in international orga-

nizations, and to provide refuge to foreigners. 

The main objectives of foreign policy must be: 

protecting the environment, fighting drug 

trafficking and organized crime, and promot-

ing Mexican culture, products, and Mexico’s 

interests in other countries.

4   The deficit of interest, knowledge and contact 

of Mexicans with the world has grown. In the 

last decade, the population and the leaders of 

Mexico have diminished their direct contacts 

with the world. There is also less knowledge 

regarding the international scene. And, al-

though the interest in international relations 

has been relatively constant, there is greater 

attention towards national, rather than inter-

national, issues.

During the period 2004-2014, the information collected by the survey  

Mexico, the Americas and the World produced eleven main findings. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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5    Mexicans have a stable identity towards  

the national community, although they are 

more cosmopolitan and their nationalism  

is more patriotic. The Mexican nation has  

been the main identity of public and leaders, 

although it has lost stamina during the last 

decade. Moreover, Mexicans today are less 

Latin American and more Cosmopolitan. They 

also consider that in order to be Mexican, it  

is important to be very proud, respect the na-

tional symbols, speak fluent Spanish, be born 

in Mexico, defend the country, and pay taxes.

6   The attitudes towards economic openness 

are positives. Free trade continues to enjoy 

plenty of support from Mexicans in general. 

There are also mostly positive attitudes towards 

globalization and foreign investment, with 

more support in the areas of mass media and 

telephony, but less so for resources such as elec-

tricity, water, and oil.

7   The un has high assessments, but its per-

formance in the country has limits. Among  

international organizations, the un is the best 

assessed and known by population and lead-

ers. However, it is not a priority in foreign 

policy, and there is a majority of the popula-

tion that disagrees with the country yielding 

sovereignty to this supranational institution.

8   The emigration of Mexicans has decreased, 

as have good attitudes towards immigration. 

The emigration of Mexicans has decreased (less 

relatives abroad, less migratory intention, and 

less remittances). In this sense, the returned 

migration is more visible, which wakens good 

attitudes. In general, there are good opinions 

towards immigrants, but they vary by groups 

of foreigners.

9   There is a gap between leaders and population 

in their exposure to human rights discourses, 

although they both share the bad opinion 

about situation of these in the country. There 

is confidence in and good assessment of human 

rights organizations, both national and inter-

national. Mexicans have a positive vision of 

what human rights mean, and they approve 

of its supervision by the un and the cidh. 

10   The attitudes and opinions towards the  

United States have improved in the last  

decade. In 2014, the United States is the best 

country according to the population and one of 

the best among leaders; further, its president 

has very high scores. It is the first year that 

Mexicans feel more trust and admiration for 

the United States, although it is mostly con-

sidered a partner to Mexico. In this framework, 

it is considered that we hold good or very good 

relations, with an agenda focused on trade and 

migration.

11   The regional preferences are in Latin America, 

where there are friends, but with different rat-

ings. In 2014, Mexicans preferred Latin America 

over other regions, although the rating aver-

ages of regions are not high, but intermediate: 

the Southern Cone, the Andean region and 

Central America hold lower scores than Europe 

and Asia-Pacific. Furthermore, Latin American 

countries are mainly considered to be friends, 

and Mexicans specifically have the opinion that 

we hold good relations with Guatemala and 

Cuba, based on migration with the first, and 

trade with the second.



SUMMARY   
OF TRENDS AND RESULTS, 
2004-2014

Contact, Interest and Knowledge
  Mexicans travel abroad less than they did 10 years ago. In 2014, only one in 

five Mexicans (21 %) traveled abroad, 10 points less than in 2004 (31 %). Among 

leaders, 91 % have traveled outside of the country; however, the travel average 

in 2014 is 13 points below of what it was in 2012.

 In the last decade, there was a declining tendency with regards to indirect 

contact with the exterior. In 2004, 61 % of Mexicans said to have relatives living 

abroad, but in 2014 that proportion is only 45 %. Also, 21 % received remittances 

in 2004; today, only 12 %. In turn, while in 2010 18 % reported having contact with 

a foreigner, in 2014 this figure rose to 23 %. Moreover, in 2014, 12 % of the public 

and 89 % of leaders report having a passport.

 Unlike the leaders, the population has a greater interest in national issues over 

international issues. Although between 2004 and 2014, the public interest in 

news about the relation of Mexico with other countries has been close to 54 %, 

in the last survey, 60 % of the population said to be interested in “national issues” 

and only 45 % said so for “international issues”. Among leaders, overwhelming 

majorities (99 % and 93 %, respectively) say they are interested in national and 

international subjects, and, during this decade, their interest in Mexico’s foreign 

relations has always remained higher than 96 %. 

 The Mexican population had less knowledge on international topics than in 

other years. In 2014, 52 % knew the meaning of the acronym un, compared to 

62 % in 2004. Knowledge of ue’s common currency (the Euro) fell from 59 % in 

2006 to 40 % in 2014. Also, 37 % correctly identified fifa, 28 % identified the sre, 

16 % did so for the oas, and the cndh passed from 50 % to 44 %. These results 

contrast with leaders, where more than 86 % know the acronym of the sre and  

the un, but only 25 % know the meaning of celac, 6 % of mikta.
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Identities and Nationalism
 The Mexican nation continued being the primary political community of iden-

tification and belonging. On average, in the last 10 years, 61 % of the public 

identified first as Mexican rather than from their state of origin (35 %). However, 

the national identity in the public has diminished from 64 % in 2004 to 52 % in 

2014. On the contrary, national identity among leaders grew from  64 % to 75 %. 

 Although Latin American identity is decreasing, North American identity  

is still not reflected in the public opinion of Mexicans, who identify more as 

cosmopolitans. Between 2006 and 2014, the percentage of the public that feels 

Latin American decreased from 62 % to 44 %, although in leaders it increased from 

49 % to 59 %. In the same period, the cosmopolitan identity grew from 22 % to 

33 %. However, during the decade, only 7 % of the public and 6 % of the leaders 

felt North American.

 Mexican society is more culturally open than it was 10 years ago. In 2014, 48 % 

believed that being exposed to foreigners’ ideas and customs is good, an opinion 

shared only by 27 % in 2004; among leaders, this opinion grew from 75 to 88 %. 

However, only 19 % of the public and 33 % of Mexican leaders agree that a  

nationalized person should have the right to be elected President.

 Attachment to sovereignty has its limits in individual well-being. 53 % of 

Mexicans agreed with joining the United States, if this would improve their 

quality of life. Although the agreement decreased to 43 % when no benefit was 

mentioned. Among leaders, 71 % rejected a union for convenience.

 Among Mexicans, patriotic nationalism prevailed over civic and chauvinistic 

patriotism. For most majorities, the most important aspects to be Mexican are: 

feel very proud of the nationality (94 % for public, 91 % for leaders); respect the 

national symbols (93 % public, 91 % leaders); speak Spanish fluently (90 % public, 

88 % leaders); to be born in Mexico (89 % public, 90 % leaders); defend Mexico  

in the event of war (88 % public, 90 % leaders), and pay taxes (71 % public, 94 % 

leaders). Smaller percentages consider it is important to prefer Mexican music 

and movies over foreign ones (67 % public, 40 % leaders) and believe that Mexico 

is better than other countries (64 % public, 41 % leaders). And very few associate  

being Mexican with being Catholic (60 % public, 25 % leaders) or not being  

supportive of the United States (39 % public, 30 % leaders).

International Threats and Security
 Despite the pessimism of Mexicans with regards to the situation of the world, 

most approve of the greater international participation of the country. In 2008, 

66 % of the public said that the world was worse than it was 10 years before, an 

opinion that rose to 73 % in 2014. Among leaders, this went from 40 to 51 % in the 

same periods. Despite of the previous, during the last decade, on average, 61 % 

of the public and 94 % of leaders advocated for Mexico’s active participation in 

world affairs.
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 Mexicans perceive world events to affect the country moreso than them, and 

international threats are understood in this sense. A greater proportion believes 

that what happens in the world affects Mexico (77 % in population, 96 % of leaders) 

rather than their daily lives (62 % population, 83 % leaders). And so, according to 

the population, the issues that affect Mexico “very much” and “somewhat” are 

drug trafficking and organized crime (91 % both) and the issues that affect them 

personally are the economic crises in the  world (85 %) and climate change (84 %). 

The issues that affect Mexico the least are: international terrorism (74 %), nuclear 

weapons (73 %), and wars in other countries (70 %). And the issues that affect 

people the least are: international terrorism, nuclear weapons (both 61 %), inter-

national migration, and wars in other countries (55 %). 

 There was continuity and coherence in the last decade with respect to  

the international issues that Mexicans considered to be the most important. 

The most important topics between 2004 and 2014 were drug trafficking and 

organized crime; global warming; the scarcity and shortage of food, and the 

economic crises –that is, topics that directly affect personal well-being. On  

the contrary, the less relevant topics have been international terrorism, nuclear 

weapons, border and territory war and conflicts, which are related to interna-

tional securities and far from Mexicans’ everyday life.

Objectives and Instruments of Foreign Policy
 Foreign policy was the best evaluated public policy. On a scale of zero (very bad) 

to 10 (very good), leaders assessed the performance of the government’s foreign 

policy at 6.7 and the public at 5.3, above economic policies (5.9 leaders, 4.5 public), 

education (4.7 leaders, 5.0 public) and security (4.2 leaders, 3.5 public).

 Mexicans, both national population and leaders, coincided on the principal 

objectives of foreign policy. The majority of Mexicans considered the following 

objectives very important: protecting the environment (public 72 %, leaders 

95 %); fight drug trafficking and organized crime (public 69 %, leaders 94 %); 

promote Mexican culture (public 64 %, leaders 87 %); protecting the interests of 

Mexicans in other countries (public 63 %, leaders 91 %); promoting the sale  

of Mexican products  abroad (public 61 %, leaders 91 %) and attracting tourists 

(public 60 %, leaders 90 %).

 Mexicans preferred the use of “soft” power by diplomacy to increase  

the influence of the country in the world. 100 % of leaders agree with the use of 

trade, culture, diplomacy, and international cooperation to increase Mexico’s 

influence in the world, and wide disagreement with using military power (84 % 

against). The population also supports these tools: 87 % agree with the trade 

instrument, 85 % with cultural, 74 % international cooperation, 69 % diplomacy 

and only 47 % military force. This disposition has kept steady between 2010 and 

2014, except in the case of the diplomatic instrument, which has decreased from 

79 % to 69 % among the public. 
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 There is wide support to invest more budgetary resources in a set of foreign 

policy actions. Mexicans approve of spending greater resources in opening new 

embassies and consulates (public 66 %, leaders 80 %); increase the participation 

of the country in international organizations (public 65 %, leaders 93 %); provide 

with refuge those foreigners who would be in danger in their country of origin 

(public 62 % and leaders 86 %); offer scholarships to students from other country 

so that they can study in Mexico (public 53 %, leaders 82 %), and give money to 

other countries for their development (public 30 %, leaders 49 %).

 Support for Peacekeeping Operations remained in regard to humanitarian 

topics. Among the national population, 62 % had the opinion that the country 

should participate in peacekeeping operations in case of natural disasters; but 

51 % believes that there should be no participation in case of armed conflicts (37 % 

in favor) and 46 % against when it was not specified in which activities (40 % in 

favor). The leaders disapprove of the country’s involvement in these operations 

(64 % disapprove against 34 % which approve).

Attitudes and Opinions towards  
Countries and Regions

 As in 2012, the United States is once again the most appreciated country by 

the national population, and Germany is the favorite among leaders. From a 

list of 24 countries, the United States was the highest valued with 67 points  

in the public, on a scale between zero and 100. After the US, the following  

countries were: Canada (66), China (63), Great Britain (62), and Germany (61). 

Leaders valued the highest Germany (85), Canada (81), Great Britain (78), and 

Australia and the United States (each with 76 points). 

 The United States is perceived as the most trustworthy country for the task 

of keeping peace in the world. The United States passed from net trust of -23 % 

in 2008 to 9 % in 2014, switching positions from the last to the first place. China 

moved from 3 % in 2008 to -8 % in 2014; France from 20 % to 7 %; Great Britain from 

6 % to 2 %, and Russia from -13 % to -19 %, as such, it is the least trusted country 

to keep peace.

 Among the national population, the Head of State who received the most 

favorable opinion was Pope Francis; among leaders Michelle Bachelet. Pope 

Francis had an average of 73 points among the Mexican public, on a scale of zero 

to 100. Barack Obama was next (64). Among leaders, the highest assessments 

were for Michelle Bachelet (78), Pope Francis (76), Dilma Rousseff (73) and Obama 

(72). The less favored international figures, both by public as leaders, were 

Vladimir Putin (47 public, 60 leaders), Enrique Peña Nieto (46 public, 58 leaders), 

Raul Castro (42 public, 52 leaders) and Nicolas Maduro (40 public, 42 leaders).
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 The highest valued region of the world is North America; however, Mexicans 

valued less the regional groups to which Mexico belongs. For Mexicans, on aver-

age, the best valued region is North America (67 points by public; 79 by leaders). 

Next are Europe (61 public; 77 leaders) and Asia-Pacific (59 public; 71 leaders). 

The worst valued region is the Middle East (44 public; 53 leaders). The average 

of the valuation of the member countries of the brics bloc was of 56 points for 

the public and 67 for the leaders; mikta and Alliance for the Pacific coincides in 

52 public and 66 leaders. 

 Mexicans believe that the region that needs to be followed with attention the 

most is Latin America. In 2014, most of the Mexican public said they preferred 

Latin America (33 %), followed by North America (23 %); something which  

had not happened since 2008. In turn, the leaders have always had a preference 

for Latin America and it is growing: from 33 to 38 % between 2008 and 2014.

 The United States and China are mostly perceived by Mexicans as partners; 

Cuba, Guatemala, Brazil and Venezuela as friends. Between 2006 and 2014, the 

majority of the population (over 50 %) and leaders (over 70 %) considered that  

the United States is mainly a partner of the country. 51 % of the public and 46 % 

of the leaders consider China to be a partner in 2014. In the case of the Latin 

American countries, Mexicans observe mainly as friends Cuba 42 % of the public 

and 60 % of the leaders; Brazil, 46 % public and 47 % leaders; Guatemala 44 % 

public and 65 % leaders; and Venezuela, 40 % of the public and 35 % of leaders. 

 In 2014, Mexicans trust and admire the United States more than they did in the 

entire previous decade. The feeling of trust of the Mexican public towards the 

United States increased from 20 % in 2004 to 44 % in 2014, and the feeling of admira-

tion moved from 29 % in 2004 to 49 % in 2014. Among leaders these feelings have always 

been of a larger proportion during the decade: 48 % of trust and 58 % of admiration.

 Mexicans valued very positively the scientific and technological advances of 

the United States, but they were skeptic of its military presence in the world. 

For Mexicans, the most positive aspect of the United States is its scientific and 

technological advances (5.7 public and 6.5 leaders on a scale of 1 to 7). This was 

followed by its popular culture (5.3 population, 5.1 leaders) and its democracy 

(5.0 population, 5.4 leaders). On the other hand, the less positive aspects  

were its military presence in the world (4.8 population, 4.4 in leaders) and its  

defense of democracy in the world (4.6 population, 4.1 leaders).

 While the population is pessimistic and wants to participate in Latin America 

without exercising leadership, the leaders are optimistic and want to seek 

being a regional leader. Most of the population (44 %) thinks that the region is 

now worse than it was 10 years ago (only 27 % thinks that it is better), but the 

majority of the leaders (62 %) thinks that Latin America is better rather than 

worse (only 31 %). Besides, in 2014 the majority of the public (49 %) says that 

Mexico should participate in the region without leadership aspirations; how-

ever, among leaders, the option of being leader of the region changed from 23 % 

in 2006 to 54 % in 2014.
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 The majority of Mexicans show support for economic and political regional 

integration, but not so much for social integration, and very little for institu-

tional integration. Both for Latin America and North America, over 60 % of the 

public and 90 % of the leaders supported the construction of bridges and roads; 

free movement of investments, of goods and services. Over 50 % of the popula-

tion and over 60 % of the leaders supported the creation of common embassies, 

of regional parliaments, and a common foreign policy. The actions of regional 

integration with less support (less than 50 %) were: the free movement of people, 

a common currency, and joined military operations (although these actions 

have a higher percentage with North America than they do with Latin America).

Multilateralism and International Organizations
 International organizations have always been better rated than countries and 

heads of state. The population rated international organizations (63 average 

points) over countries (56 average) and heads of state (52 average). Among leaders, 

international organizations had an average of 69 points, while countries 66, 

and heads of state 60 points.

 The United Nations (UN) was the best valued international organization of 

the decade by Mexicans. In 2014, the best valued international organization is 

the un: 65 average points in population and 78 points in leaders. Besides, with 

an average of 74 points, during the last decade, the un rated over average of 

Bolivarian Alliance (alba) by population and leaders with an average of 51 points.

 The Mexican population, unlike the leaders, is not willing to yield sovereignty 

to international institutions. The willingness of the public to accept decisions 

by the un, even when these are not liked by the country, dropped from 44 %  

in 2004 to 34 % in 2014; and in fact, since 2008 the disagreement has been the 

majority, with 48 % the last round of the survey. On the contrary, 68 % of  

the leaders said to agree with those decisions. In the face of the possibility that 

an international court judged a Mexican citizen, 38 % of the public agreed and 

77 % of leaders agreed; but when the accused is a Mexican politician or a public 

official, 51 % of the public and 86 % of the leaders agreed.

International Economy: Attitudes and Opinions 
towards Economic Opening

 There is consensus that the United States is the country that has benefited 

most from NAFTA. Two decades after it was signed, 59 % of the public and 70 % 

of leaders point out that the United States is the  country that has benefited most 

from the North American Free Trade Agreement (nafta). However, this opinion 

decreased by 11 points with respect to 2004.
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 There is wide disposition to increase foreign trade, sign new free trade trea-

ties, and the positive effects of trade are felt. The majority of the public (83 %) 

and leaders (97 %) agree with Mexico increasing its trade with other countries. 

Leaders also agreed with signing new free trade treaties with Brazil (91 %), India 

(78 %), Russia (74 %), Turkey (71 %), and China (71 %). Also, on average, from 2008 

to 2014, 62 % of Mexicans held the opinion that free trade is good for the Mexican 

economy; 57 % for the standard of living of people such as themselves; 52 % for 

the Mexican land and 47 % for the environment.

 The relative optimism of the Mexican public regarding globalization remained, 

but lowered among leaders. In 2014, 34 % of the Mexican public expressed the opinion 

that globalization is good for Mexico (versus 28 % that considered it to be bad) 

—this attitude has decreased since 2010, when its positive record was 43 %. In turn, 

among leaders the favorable attitude dropped from 87 % in 2004 to 69 % in 2014.

 Mexicans’ support for foreign investment decreased, although it has remained 

in terms of media and telephony, but not in electricity, water, and oil. The 

percentage of the public that has the opinion that foreign investment benefits 

the country went from 79 % in 2010 to 67 % in 2014, and among leaders, it only 

changed from 90 % in 2008 to 87 % in 2014. In 2014, the majority of the public 

supports the government allowing investment in mass media (51 %) and tele-

phony (49 %), but it is less enthusiastic of investment in electricity (42 %), water 

(36 %) and oil (30 %).

International Migration
 The percentages of Mexican emigrants and of possible future migrants have 

lowered, as have the families that receive remittances. In 2004, 61 % reported 

having a relative living outside of Mexico, but in 2014 only 45 % —of these, 56 % 

kept in touch with that relative at least a few times per month. Besides, 40 % of 

the public in 2008 said they would be willing to live outside of Mexico; in 2014 

only 34 %. However, the disposition to go abroad without documents changed 

from 30 % in 2010 to 9 % in 2014. Also from 2004 to 2014, the percentage of house-

holds that receive remittances lowered from 21 to 12 %, with a concentration of 

96 % coming from the United States.

 In 2014, the acceptance of fellow countrymen who returned to Mexico was 

quite wide. Although only 15 % reported having a relative that has returned  

from abroad,  Mexicans agree that those who return contribute to the Mexican 

economy (62 % “yes”) and bring innovative ideas (52 % “yes”); and rejected that 

returnees take away jobs (72 % “no”), generate insecurity (61 % “no”) or weaken 

our customs and traditions (60 % “no”). Among those who returned from abroad, 

42 % reported that it was “easy” to re-do their lives in Mexico.
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 Mexicans in general keep a very good opinion of immigrants, especially towards 

some groups, but it has decreased. The percentage of the Mexican public that 

has a very good or good opinion regarding foreigners lowered from 63 % in 2010 to 

54 % in 2014. All of the specific groups also lowered: Americans from 56 to 48 %; 

Spanish from 55 to 43 %; Chinese from 51 to 37 %, and Guatemalans from 36 to 28 %.

 Mexicans supported a less restrictive migration policy. The most supported 

options of migration policy were: having temporary work programs (88 % favorable 

among leaders and 78 % of the public); increased border control (79 % leaders, 

69 % public); deportation of undocumented migrants (60 % leaders, 57 % public); 

allowance of their entry without obstacles (46 % leaders, 50 % public), and the 

construction of a  border wall (10 % leaders, 26 % public).

Human Rights
 There is a gap between the population and leaders in the exposure to human 

rights’ discourse. A third of the public said to have heard the term human rights 

daily or frequently; in turn, 88 % of leaders said the same. Moreover, only 12 % 

of the public said to know someone who works for a human rights organization, 

while 85 % of leaders said to know someone who does.

 Mexicans hold a pessimistic vision regarding human rights in the country, 

although they trust the responsible organizations. Among the public, 55 % had 

the opinion that human rights are respected “a little” or “not at all”; 59 % of 

leaders had that opinion. Human rights organizations, both national and  

international, had a high level of trustworthiness among leaders (71 and 84 % of 

“much” or “somewhat” of trust, respectively) and an intermediate level of trust 

from the public (49 % of “much” or “somewhat” of trust in both).

 Mexicans associate human rights with positive definitions, and reject negative 

ones. On a scale of 1 (nothing) to 7 (a lot), Mexicans said that human rights have 

to do with: protecting people against torture and murder (6.1 public average; 

6.6 leader average); promoting social and economic justice (5.9 public, 6.2 lead-

ers) and promote free and fair elections (5.6 public, 6.1 leaders). In turn, they 

have the opinion that human rights are not very related with the dissemination 

of foreign values (3.7 public, 2.8 leaders); promoting the interests of the us (3.5 

public, 2.2 leaders) or protecting criminals (3.1 public, 3.0 leaders).

 Leaders are more supportive of international supervision of the situation of 

human rights in the country than the public. Mexicans have the opinion that 

the un’s supervision (72 % leaders, 50 % public) and the Inter-American Court of 

Human Rights, cidh (80 % leaders, 48 % public) help improve “somewhat” or 

“much” the situation of human rights in Mexico. On the other hand, supervi-

sion by the United States is only seen as beneficial by 44 % of the public and 42 % 

of leaders.



IDENTIDADES Y 
NACIONALISMO 

EN MÉXICO

CAPÍTULO 4

CONTACT, INTEREST,  
AND INTERNATIONAL 

KNOWLEDGE

The degree of exposure and contact of people with 

international reality can affect their attitudes, opin-

ions, preferences, and behaviors with respect to the 

wide range of actors, topics, and problems that  

constitute the global and foreign policy agenda. It is 

probable that those who have a wide network of 

frequent bonds with the exterior show themselves 

more interested, open, and participative in inter-

national affairs than those who are isolated from the 

external context, although this also depends on  

the nature of the contacts. How connected to the 

exterior are Mexicans today? What are the main 

channels through which they relate and link to what 

happens outside of the country? What type of con-

nections do they hold with people and actors abroad? 

With the purpose of collecting information on this 

regard, the survey includes a battery of questions about 

direct contacts (international travels and residencies 

abroad) and indirect contacts (relatives abroad, rela-

tions with foreigners in Mexico, passport ownership, 

knowledge of foreign languages, cellphone and in-

ternet use).

The first observation is that, in the last 10 years, 

the levels of direct and indirect contact with the ex-

terior have decreased. Mexicans are comparatively 

less connected to the world than they have been since 

2004. As can be appreciated in Figure 1.1, the Mexican 

population that has been out of the country once 

represents a minority sector that has decreased in a 

gradual and constant manner. In 2014, one in five 

Mexicans reported having traveled abroad at least 

once in their life, 10 points less than in 2004, when 

a third of the respondents said to have been on  

international trips. At the same time, the average 

of travels abroad in their life among the national 

adult population lowered from 2.8 to 2. In the same 

period, the largest segment of people who have never 

left the national territory increased by 11 percentage 

points, from 67 to 78 %. In brief, Mexicans travel 

abroad less than then did 10 years ago.

The reduction of the direct contact with the 

exterior via international travels is a general ten-

dency that is observed, with more or less intensity, 

in all the regions of the country and sectors of the 

population, including leaders and North states, 

which are traditionally the better connected groups. 

In the North, the decline has been larger and more 

abrupt than in other regions, given that the propor-

tion of people who have traveled abroad lowered from 

43 to 29 %, while in the Center it went from 30 to 20 %, 

Decline in  
International Contact

CHAPTER  1
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and in the South from 20 to 12 %. Although northern-

ers are traveling much less to the exterior, espe-

cially since 2010, on average they leave the country 

5.1 times in their lives, while those who live in the 

Center do so 1.5 times, and in the South, on less 

than one occasion (0.4 trips). Thus, the regional gaps 

of direct international contact continue being very 

wide. Mexican society is a little more secluded from 

the exterior, but just as fractured internally as it 

was 10 years.

Another dimension of the degree of direct contact 

and international exposure of people is the experi-

ence of having lived in another country. When this 

variable is measured, it is observed that a large part 

of the international mobility of Mexicans is not of 

transitory nature nor limited to short outings for 

tourist or vacation motives, but rather entails rela-

tively larger stays abroad. Figure 1.2 shows that 48 % 

of those who have been outside of the country report 

short trips, whereas a larger proportion (51 %) says to 

have lived abroad, mainly in the United States (93 %), 

and mostly for reasons related to work (79 %), family 

(8 %) or schooling (4 %). The significance of this data 

is that, although the incidence of trips abroad is low 

and decreasing, a little over half of Mexicans who 

have been abroad have been exposed for relatively 

long periods of time to other ways of life, and in 

particular, to American culture and society. 

Figure 1.1 Contact with the outside via trips abroad, 2004 -2014 
Please tell me, approximately, how many times in your life have you traveled outside
Mexico to foreign countries?
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With respect to leaders, there are three signifi-

cant findings. The first is that they are, by far, the 

best connected segment to the international sphere: 

the great majority (91 %) have been abroad at least 

once in their life, over half of them (53 %) report more 

than 10 trips abroad, and the average of interna-

tional travels in their life is around 28.4, fifteen times 

more than the national average. Therefore, just as it 

has been reported in previous years, the gaps between 

population and leaders in terms of contact with the 

exterior continue being vast. The second finding to 

highlight is the decrease in the intensity of their in-

ternational direct contacts. Today, leaders, just as the 

general population, are going abroad less frequent-

ly than they were ten years ago: the percentage of 

leaders with over 10 international trips in 2014 is 30 

percentage points lower than in 2004 and the average 

of trips reported this year is 10 percentage points 

below what it was in 2006 (38.6) and 13 points less 

than in 2012 (41.6). The decrease has been particu-

larly abrupt in the last two years.

In third place, there are great differences between 

leaders in the levels of direct contact with the exterior 

depending on their sector: businessman travel on aver-

age 45 times in their life, followed by academics (32), 

social activists (26), public officials (20) and politi-

cians (19). While 60 % of the leaders of the academic 

sector and 53 % of the entrepreneurs who have lived 

abroad, only 25 % of politicians have had that same 

experience. From this data it can be clearly con-

cluded that business, academic, and social leaders 

have much more direct contact with the interna-

tional reality than government leaders and politicians. 

Figure 1.3 shows the average of international trips of 

public and y leaders by socioeconomic profiles and 

sectors.

 

Figure 1.2 Contact with the outside via living abroad, 2014
( % Public)

 

Please tell me, how many times in your life have you traveled
outside Mexico to foreign countries? 
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In terms of the type of contact, the data of 2014 

indicate that the indirect channels of bonds with the 

exterior through family and social network have 

greater importance than direct mechanisms, given 

that the number of Mexicans with relatives abroad 

is much larger than the number of Mexicans that have 

made personal trips or have lived abroad. In the period 

2004-2014, the indicators of indirect contact via migra-

tion show a decreasing tendency, similar to the data 

of direct contact by international travels. The percent-

age of Mexicans with relatives living abroad registered 

a significant fall of 16 percentage points by going 

from 61 % in 2004 to 45 % in 2014. The same thing hap-

pens with remittances: in 2014, 12 %of the respondents 

said they received money from relatives and fellow 

countrymen living abroad, nine percentage points 

less than in 2004. This data is consistent with what 

is being reported by other national and international 

sourced based on census estimates of migration flows 

and they are analyzed in detail in Chapter 8 on migra-

tion. Another indirect form, which is more reduced, 

in which Mexicans bond with the international 

sphere is through the contacts they establish with 

foreigners living in the country. Unlike other indica-

tors of contact, this variable registers a slight growing 

tendency with respect to 2010 (from 18 to 23 %): almost 

one in four respondents in 2014 reports having rela-

tionships with foreigners living in Mexico. This means 

that the percentage of Mexicans who maintain re-

lationships with foreigners in the country is 22 per-

centage points less to the segment of the population 

with relatives abroad. It is important to highlight that 

the patterns of indirect contact of the leaders are dia-

metrically different to those of the population, given 

that the great majority of them (86 %) reports having 

contact with foreigners in Mexico. Among the leaders 

there are interesting differences: a greater percentage 

of entrepreneurs (92 %) than politicians (78 %) have 

built relationships with foreigners in the country.

The marked difference between public and lead-

ers in the level, channel, and type of contact with 

the international are verified when they are asked if 

they own passports and whether they speak other 

languages. A minority of 12 %of the public owns a 

passport, in comparison to the great majority of 

leaders (89 %); only 9 % of the population speaks a 

Figure 1.3 Average of trips to foreign countries, 2014
Please tell me, how many times in your life have you travelled outside Mexico to foreign countries?
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foreign language (usually English), while 76 % of 

leaders do. Three other measurements of indirect 

contact among the public are the use of cell phones 

(60 %), internet (40 %), and social media (77 %of those 

who have internet). Between 2008 and 2014 there  

are observable advances in the proportion of Mexicans 

who use cell phones (from 45 to 60 %) and internet 

(from 22 to 40 %). However, these indicators are insuf-

ficient to measure international contacts, given that 

they only suggest the technological possibilities 

available to the Mexican population to receive  

information from abroad and participate in trans-

national social networks.

The Ceiling of Inter-
national Interest

Up until what point do international affairs still 

arouse the same level of interest in the Mexican 

population? How volatile or stable has been the pub-

lic’s interest in Mexico for international matters? 

Which sources of information do Mexicans use with 

most frequency to find out what is happening inside 

and outside the country? How are the patterns of 

consumption of media related to the levels of inter-

national interest?

The data of the survey suggest four findings. 

First, interest for the international follows the same 

decreasing tendency of contact, and has fallen from 

its historic ceiling: from a medium to a low-medium 

level. Second, there is no volatility or major fluc-

tuations in the levels of the citizens’ interest in 

international topics, which makes it possible to 

speak of a notable degree of stability and consistency 

through time. Third, there are great gaps of disin-

terest for public affairs, both national and inter-

national, which reflect socioeconomic and region-

al inequalities. Lastly, Mexicans are more 

interested in national matters than in what happens 

in the world, but this gap is lesser among the at-

tentive public.1

An initial observation is that the decrease in the 

levels of direct contacts of Mexicans with the exte-

rior coincides with a decline of their interest for what 

happens outside of the country. As can be appreci-

ated in Figure 1.4, in 2014, half of the respondents say 

they are very interested or somewhat interested in 

 1  Before introducing the empirical information, it is important 
to clarify that the survey only counts with comparable data 
regarding the interest of the public and leaders for news about 
Mexico’s foreign relations for the period 2008-2014; thus, 
appreciations of the trends in terms of interest refer only to 
this question and to the last six years. This responses the fact 
that in the rounds of 2004 and 2006, the question about inter-
est in news about successful relations with other countries 
was utilized on a scale of three levels (very much, a little, or 
not at all), while in previous rounds a scale of four was incor-
porated (very much, somewhat, a little, or not at all).

Figure 1.4 Interest on the news about 
Mexico’s international relations,  
2008 -2014
And, how interested are you in news about  
the relations of Mexico with other countries?
( % of interest “very much and somewhat”  
and lack of interest “a little and not at all”)
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news about Mexico’s relations with other countries, 

and although this is a similar proportion to that of 

2008, it represents a decrease of 6 points with respect 

to 2012 and 2010. In this same period, the proportion 

of people who say they are little interested or not 

interested at all in international news remained 

practically constant between 2008 and 2012, but it 

increased 7 points (from 42 to 49 %) in the last two 

years. When calculations are made regarding differ-

ence between the size of the attentive and inattentive 

public in terms of Mexico’s foreign relations through-

out the period, it is clear that while in 2010 and 2012 

the segment of those interested was 14 percentage 

points larger than that of disinterested ones, in 2014 

both segments have turned practically equal. In a 

manner that is consistent with the behavior of the 

indicators of international contact, the decrease of 

attention on international matters has been more 

marked in the North than in the rest of the country. 

From 2012 to 2014 there was a change in that the 

majority (56 %) of Northerners showed interest in 

international news as opposed to a very different 

outlook in 2014, when a little over half (53 %) of the 

adult population of the region pays little or zero at-

tention to what happens outside of the country.

Looking back on the past decade, it is clear that 

Mexican society continues to be highly unequal,  

that there are very wide differences between differ-

ent socioeconomic strata, and that the profile of the 

average citizen is very different to that of the leaders. 

Education level is the factor that most consistently 

makes a difference in terms of international atten-

tion: people with low education levels report an  

interest between 20 and 25 percentage points below 

of those who attended university.2 All rounds of the 

survey confirm that interest in international matters 

increase with schooling, and those who have high-

er education are located around 15 percentage points 

above the national average.

On the contrary, leaders report having levels of 

interest in international matters that are much  

superior to those of the general population: 96 % of 

them follow international news, which is 46 percent-

age points higher than the public. However, there 

is evidence that this group has not entirely stayed 

outside of the margins of the loss of interest in in-

ternational matters that has been observed in the 

population, as is shown by the fact that in 2014  

the proportion of leaders interest in news regarding 

the country’s foreign relations has decreased 14 points 

with respect to 2008 (from 85 to 71 %). As such, there 

are signs that although the attention of leaders with 

respect to international affairs continues being very 

high, it has turned less intense.

With respect to the degree of volatility or stabil-

ity of the interest of the public in the world, there 

are no great fluctuations. It is possible to speak of a 

range of relatively stable attention that is located 

between a ceiling in the middle level and a floor in 

the low level. While the last six years register hikes 

(of 4 points between 2008 and 2010) and lows (of 6 

points between 2012 and 2014) in the levels of inter-

national attention, the moderate magnitude of the 

changes and the confidence intervals are indicative 

of certain stability. An additional point that needs 

to be highlighted is that, until now, the highs and 

lows of the interest of the public in the topics of the 

external agenda of Mexico do not follow a regular 

pattern, nor it is associated to the political logic of 

electoral cycles (which would lead to the expectation 

that in election years the public’s attention would 

divert to national and local issues in detriment of its 

interest for international issues). Clearly this did not 

happen in 2012, given that presidential elections did 

not generate a loss in international attention with 

respect to the measurement of 2010. However, it must 

be noted that the decrease of public attention toward 

international matters, and the relative loss of inten-

sity in the interest of leaders happens in a year such 

as 2014, plagued of international affairs that are 

highly visible in national media, particularly the 

soccer World Cup in Brazil,3 and of statements by 

 2   The percentage of people with higher education who say they 
are very or somewhat interested in news about Mexico’s rela-
tions with other countries is 68 %in 2008, 72 %in 2010, 69 %20
12 and 72 %in 2014.
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general inclination in the Mexican public and the 

leaders that leads them to give privilege to what is 

national over the international, and if the media 

that they utilize indicate the presence of differenti-

ated profiles of attention.

Specifically, respondents were asked about the 

degree of their general interest in national and 

international affairs in two separate questions. The 

answers presented in Figure 1.5 confirm that citizens 

pay differentiated attention to these two spheres, 

with their preference leaning towards what happens 

inside the country. Three in five respondents of the 

public (60 %) report being very or somewhat inter-

ested in national affairs, while a proportion 15 

percentage points lower (45 %) displays interest in 

international affairs.

As in the previous years the survey has been car-

ried out, regardless of the topic or the sphere of which 

the questions are asked, there are marked differ-

ences in interest according to education and income 

levels, which allow us to speak of attentive and inat-

tentive publics. Mexicans with university-level educa-

tion have an interest for national affairs 16 percentage 

points higher than that of people with low schooling 

levels, and this gap widens to 21 points with respect 

to national interest. At the same time, interest for 

national problems in the highest income-level groups 

is seven percentage points higher than it is for the 

population with the lowest incomes and 15 percentage 

points above when it comes to international matters.

Besides the fact that this interest is unequally 

distributed in Mexican society, the attentive publics 

(which are those of higher incomes and school levels) 

show an interest that is comparatively less concen-

trated in national affairs than inattentive publics, 

where inclination towards internal issues is more 

marked. In the segment of people with higher in-

comes, the difference of attention between national 

and international affairs is of 7 percentage points, 

while in the population with low resources, the gap 

is widened by 15 percentage points. The same is ob-

served when the profiles of attention are analyzed 

by schooling levels: the gap of national-international 

 3  Other than the football World Cup in Brazil, other events 
worth mentioning are the conflict in Ukraine, the annexation 
of Crimea to Russia, the political crisis in Venezuela, the 
terrorist acts of Boko Haram in Nigeria and of Islamic State 
(isis) in Syria and Iraq, the abdication of the king of Spain, 
the international emergency caused by the Ebola epidemic in 
Africa, the movements in the United States following the 
death of a young black man by the police in Ferguson in the 
United States, the Scottish independence referendum, the 
re-election of Dilma Rousseff in Brazil, the defeat of democrats 
in the midterm elections of the United States, Obama’s 
presidential decree with measures to regulate around five 
million undocumented immigrants, among others.

international actors over the political and human 

rights situation in Mexico.

A key topic in the debate of studies about public 

opinion and foreign policy is up to what point are 

citizens interested mainly in the internal and local 

problems of their country and become disengaged 

for most of the time in international matters. What 

is Mexico’s situation? How does the Mexican popula-

tion’s interest for national and international matters 

compare? Is the average citizen more focused on the 

national reality than the leaders? Does exposure to 

different types of media predispose the population 

in one way or another? How different are web users 

from TV viewers in terms of attention bias? The sixth 

edition of the survey in 2014 incorporated new ques-

tions with the idea of inquiring if there truly is a 

Figure 1.5 Interest on national and  
international issues, 2014 
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attention in people with higher education is com-

paratively lower (10 percentage points) to those with 

only primary education (16 percentage points).

The leaders, just as the public, show themselves 

comparatively more interested in national (99 %) than 

international (93 %) issues, but their levels of interest 

are significantly more elevated than that of the popu-

lation in both spheres, with a distance of 39 percentage 

points more in national attention and of 48 points 

in international attention. In reality, in the case of 

the leaders the difference between international and 

national attention is shorter (6 points) than in the case 

of the public, and obeys, above all, that the category 

of maximum interests is very high in national topics 

(93 %) and high in international topics (74 %). The 

proportion of leaders who are very interested in inter-

national affairs is three times larger than that of the 

general population. When the distribution of prefer-

ences among leaders is analyzed in detail, it is found 

that there are sectors more intensely focused on nation 

matters (social and political leaders) than others 

(academics, officials, and businessman). These dif-

ferences can be observed in Figure 1.6.

Another relevant result is the role of the media 

in the way in which citizens pay more attention to 

some topics over others. The data indicate that the 

degree of concentration of public attention in  

national versus international matters vary according 

to the type of media that is utilized. Figure 1.7 de-

scribes the distribution of the public’s interest in 

national and international matters depending  

on the frequency with which people follow the  

news on the internet, radio, television and printed 

press. In the four types of media that were asked  

about, the population was divided into three levels of 

news consumption: high (daily or weekly), medium  

 International issues   National issues

 Difference of interest between national and international issues

Políiticians
9876 22

Government
9682 14

Professors
9480 14

Average
9374 19

Social sector
9167 24

Businessmen
8567 18

Figure 1.6 Gap between national and international attention among leaders, 2014
In general, how interested are you in...? 
( % Leaders of “very much”)
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(monthly) and low (rarely or never). In first place, 

findings of other studies about communication in 

Mexico are confirmed in the sense that the main me-

dium of information of Mexicans is television (82 %of 

high consumption), followed by the radio (33 %), the 

internet (22 %) and the newspapers (20 %).

The main difference lies between internet users 

and those who mostly consume other mediums of 

information. The use of internet is six times more 

frequent among people with higher education (58 %of 

high consumption) than in those segments with low 

schooling (10 %) and twice as large among groups of 

high incomes as opposed to low incomes. There are two 

particularly interesting points. The first is that these 

differences by socioeconomic sector are not observed 

in none of the other three types of mediums of informa-

tion, where the pattern of consumption is very sim-

ilar across the country. The second point constitutes 

one of the most important findings of these new 

questions: internet users, unlike television watchers, 

radio listeners and newspapers readers, are less in-

tensely focused on national issues, and their interest 

has a comparatively more international orientation 

than that of other audiences. Frequent internet users 

consume daily around 19 percentage points more 

international news than radio, television, and press 

users. While the difference of national-international 

attention among people with a high level of consump-

tion of news through the internet is of 8 percentage 

points, the gap is widened in people with different 

levels of consumptions of news by radio (13 points), 

television, and written press (15 points).

Figure 1.7 A. Media consumption and international interest, 2014
How frequently do you follow the news on the... Daily, a few times a week, a few 
times a month rarely, never?
( % of “very much” y “somewhat”)
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Knowledge about  
International and 
National Issues

The degree of information and knowledge of citizens 

about international affairs is a primary source of 

their attitudes and opinions towards the exterior, 

and thus, a key factor for the functioning of the 

mechanisms of transparency and the design of social 

communication strategies in terms of foreign policy. 

How acquainted are Mexicans with and how much 

do they know about international affairs? The survey 

includes a battery of eight reactives of acronyms and 

names that allow ascertaining about the degree  

and type of knowledge and factual information that 

the population has about actors and events that are 

relevant to the national and international realities. 

A clear descending tendency can be observed in the 

levels of knowledge and information, which is con-

sistent with the decrease of levels of contact and 

international interest. Four findings of previous 

editions of the survey are also confirmed: first, Mex-

icans are relatively better informed about local issues 

rather than national and international; second, 

their general level of knowledge is limited, from 

medium to low, especially in subjects of foreign and 

international policy; third, the leaders have levels 

of knowledge in international and politics matters 

that are far superior to that of the population; and 

fourth, the differences in the level of information 

and knowledge among Mexicans are very wide and 

depend mainly on being a man, proximity to the 

Northern border, and having high levels of schooling 

and income.

How much has the degree of international know-

ledge and information of Mexicans changed over 

time? Are they better or worse informed about what 

is happening in the world than they were ten years 

ago? As can be seen in Figure 1.8, the straightforward 

and simple answer is that currently, the Mexican 

population is less informed than it was a decade ago. 

Data about the knowledge of the acronym of the un 

and the name of the common currency of the Euro-

pean Union show a decreasing tendency. 4 While in 

2004, three in five Mexicans correctly identified the 

meaning of the acronym un, in 2014 only about half 

(52 %) did so, which represents a drop in the level of 

knowledge of 10 percentage points. On their side, 

the percentage of people who know the Euro decreased 

in an even more marked way: from 59 to 40 % from 

2006 to 2014.

With the purpose of corroborating these tenden-

cies, the estimation was made on the averages of 

knowledge of countries and international organiza-

tions5 between 2004 and 2014, taking into account 

 4  It must be specified that these indicators of knowledge were 
chosen because these are the ones for which there are com-
parable data for a longer period of years.  

 5  These averages represent the percentage of respondents who 
assign a score to a list of countries and international organi-
zations. The assumption is that those who assign a score to 
a country or organization have minimal knowledge about it, 
while those who refuse to do so, do not have enough informa-
tion just like those who affirm that they do not know it. Only 
6 countries are considered (Brazil, Canada, Cuba, China, 
United States and Spain) and three international organizations 
(un, oas and the European Union)”.
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Which aspects of international reality are better 

known? In Figure 1.9 it can be seen that there is a great 

variation in the level of public knowledge about 

multilateral organizations, international non-gov-

ernmental organizations and institutions in charge 

of foreign policy. Around half (52 %) of Mexicans cor-

rectly identify the acronym of the un, which is why it 

continues being the most known international insti-

tution in Mexico, followed, in second place, by fifa 

(International Federation of Football Association), 

which is known by 37 % of the respondents. It is  

noteworthy than in 2014 the percentage of people 

who know fifa dropped 19 percentage points with 

respect to 2012, despite the visibility of the Football 

only those that have been measured in the six  

rounds of the survey in that period to guarantee 

comparability. Table 1.1 reports the results of this 

exercise. The general average of knowledge of the six 

countries decreased 3 percentage points, although 

there is variation depending on the country. Know-

ledge about Spain was reduced by 14 percentage points, 

followed by Cuba (-12), Canada (-11), Brazil (-4), China 

(-4) and The United States (-1). With respect to inter-

national organizations, the decrease in the levels of 

knowledge is even more pronounced, with a drop of 19 

percentage points of the general average of (from 77 

to 58 %), 24 points in the case of the European Union, 

followed by the OAS (-20) and the un (-15).

COUNTRIES 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2004-2014

Spain 88 85 84 83 79 74 -14

Cuba 83 87 84 81 78 71 -12

Canada 85 91 85 82 81 74 -11

Brazil 79 87 86 81 80 75 -4

China 79 87 86 81 80 75 -4

usa 91 91 92 95 90 90 -1

Average 83 88 88 86 83 80 -3

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2004-2014

European Union 74 76 70 66 60 50 -24

oas 71 73 71 69 63 51 -20

un 87 88 85 87 84 72 -15

Average 77 79 75 74 69 58 -19

Table 1.1 Knowledge about countries and international organizations by year, 2004-2014

Figure 1.9 Identifying acronyms, 2014
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World Cup in Brazil. The Ministry of Foreign Rela-

tions (sre) occupies the third place of public knowl-

edge with a significantly lower percentage (28 %) of 

people who identify it correctly, although it must be 

noted that it is the only case in which there is an 

improvement of 7 percentage points with respect  

to 2012. However, this information reveals that the 

great majority of citizens are not familiarized with 

the government institution in charge of conduct-

ing the country’s foreign policy. In the fourth and 

last place of Table 1.1 of acronym recognition is the 

oas, whose visibility dropped from 23 to 16 %, from 

2012 to 2014. Other noteworthy data is that even the 

public knowledge of Mexican institutions such as 

the National Commission of Human Rights decreased 

(from 50 to 44 %) despite the great visibility that ac-

quired the subject of human rights because of the 

happenings of Tlatlaya and Ayotzinapa.

From the previous analysis it can be inferred 

that the deficit of information and knowledge is  

not necessarily associated to the visibility of topics 

in the media, but rather to a general atmosphere  

of national depression as well as a lack of political 

sophistication among wide sectors of the population. 

From an analytical point of view, ignorance by dis-

connection, disinterest, or depression is a different 

problem than ignorance caused by shortage in terms 

of political sophistication. This last factor takes  

on particular relevance in the analysis, given that 

the data confirm that the generalized decrease of the 

indicators of contact and interest is accompanied by 

the persistency of wide regional and social gaps  

in terms of basic information and the correct iden-

tification of acronyms and names. While in the North 

of the country, three in four respondents correctly 

identify the acronym of the un, in the Center the 

proportion is reduced by half, and in the South, to 

two of every five. Likewise great differenced are ob-

served by level of schooling, income and gender: 

85 %of people with university studies correctly recog-

nize the un, while the proportion is reduced to 38 % 

(a difference of 47 percentage points) between those 

who only have primary education; in the population 

with high levels of income, the knowledge reaches 

76 %, compared to 43 % in the sectors of low resources. 

The difference in the knowledge of the un between 

men (56 %) and women (48 %) are less marked. The vari-

ation in the levels of knowledge of the sre in the differ-

ent regions of the country and population segments 

is equally significant: 61 % in the North versus 22 %in 

the Center and 16 % in the South. In this case, the 

education gap reaches 37 percentage points (55 %in 

people with higher education versus 18 % with basic 

education); that of income is of 36 percentage points 

Figure 1.10 General knowledge, 2014
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(55 % in population with high income and 19 % with 

low income) and that of gender of 10 points (33 % men 

and 23 % women).

The leaders continue being, by a large margin, 

the best informed group in the country, in both 

national and international matters. However, just 

like the rest of the population, they show a decrease 

in their level of knowledge and are much better  

acquainted with some institutions over others: 86 % 

correctly identify the oas, 70 percentage points more 

than the public, but 8 points below from 2012; 65 % 

recognize the acronym of the World Trade Organiza-

tion (11 points less than in 2012); 25 % identify the 

Community of Latin American and Caribbean States 

(celac) and only 6 % the group mikta (Mexico, Indo-

nesia, South Korea, Turkey and Australia). It is prob-

able that these differences obey the antiquity of the 

organizations, but they also point to the sense in 

Figure 1.11 Average of public knowledge of countries, political leaders, and 
international organizations 2014
Percentage of respondents who assigned a rating to their opinion of a list of 23 countries  
13 political leaders, 11 international organizations, on a scale of 0 to 100, with 0 being a very  
unfavorable opinion, 100 a very favorable opinion.
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Turkey 53 IMF 53

OAS 51
European Union 50

Average 47

Raúl Castro 46 Amnesty 
International 46

Average 41
Nicolás Maduro 40

Medium-low
20-39

Mercosur 38
CELAC 36

Vladimir Putin 32
The Pacific Alliance 31

ALBA 29
Michelle Bachelet 26

Dilma Rousseff 23
Cristina Kirchner 22

Low
0-19

Juan M. Santos 18
Otto Pérez Molina 18

Rafael Correa 18
Stephen Harper 14
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which the mechanisms in which the current admin-

istration has decided to give greater attention (celac 

and mikta) are precisely the less known to the leaders.

The questions pertaining to knowledge of names 

that are reported in Figure 1.10 give additional infor-

mation about the types of issues that are better 

known. The great majority of the respondents know, 

in the first place, who the President of the United 

States is (77 %) and, in second place, who the governor 

of their state is (71 %). In the distant third place is  

the public knowledge about the euro (40 %) with over 

30 percentage points of difference. In turn, only one 

in five know the capital of China and the small mi-

nority of 4 % know the name of secretary of Foreign 

Relations. In all cases wide gaps of knowledge are 

observed by gender, education, and income. The dif-

ferences are significantly larger in questions about the 

euro (the gender gap is of 19 points, that of schooling 

is of 49 points and that of income is of 39) and the 

capital of China (12 points between men and women, 

39 between high and low schooling levels, and 31 by 

income level). And so, general knowledge about inter-

national matters is not only limited, but differenti-

ated by population segments.

Another way of assessing how much Mexicans 

know about international affairs is through the aver-

age knowledge they have about6 countries, heads of 

State, and international organizations on a scale  

of five levels: very high, high, medium, low, and 

very low. In Figure 1.11 it is clearly observable that 

Mexicans have, on average, greater knowledge of 

countries (65.8 %) than of organizations (47 %) and 

international personalities (40.6 %). Moreover, in all 

categories there is an observable gap in the levels of 

knowledge. With respect to the knowledge of coun-

tries, only the United States is located in a high  

level of knowledge, followed by 15 countries in the 

medium-high level, and 7 in the medium level. 

Something that draws attention is that the countries 

of the group mikta are found in the middle level of 

knowledge, comparatively in the low part in the 

category of countries. With respect to heads of State, 

the differences are so marked that they go from the 

highest to the lowest level. Enrique Peña Nieto (96 %), 

Barack Obama (90 %) and Pope Francis (85 %) are lo-

cated in the highest category; in the third category 

are Raul Castro, with an average of 46 %, followed  

by Nicolas Maduro (40 %); the next four leaders of  

the list are found in the medium-low and low levels 

of knowledge: Vladimir Putin (32 %), Michelle  

Bachelet (26 %), Dilma Rousseff (23 %) and Cristina  

de Kirchner (22 %). The less known leaders by the 

Mexican public are Juan Manuel Santos (18 %), Otto 

Pérez Molina (18 %), Rafael Correa (18 %) and, in last 

place, the Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper 

(14 %). Oddly, in the majority of the cases, knowledge 

about countries does not match with how well-known 

their leaders are.

In terms of knowledge about international or-

ganizations, the average goes from middle-high to 

middle-low, which indicates a drop with respect to 

the measurement of 2012 in all of the cases. The most 

known institution is the un with 72 % (12 less points) 

and, in second place, nafta (64 %). Four organizations 

are located in the category of medium knowledge 

(imf with 53 %, oas with 51 %, the European Union 

with 50 % and Amnesty International with 46 %). 

Mercosur (38 %), celac (36 %), the Pacific Alliance 

(31 %), and in the last place, alba (29 %) are located in 

the middle-low level. In sum, the multilateral knowl-

edge of Mexicans is inferior to that of two years ago 

and is focused on a few organizations.

 6  The average reports the percentage of people who express an 
opinion, be it favorable or unfavorable, about a list of 25 
countries, 13 Heads of State and government, and 10 interna-
tional organizations. The results of the averages of scores 
between those who did express an opinion are reported in 
Chapters 5 and 6.
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POLITICAL CULTURE

In international politics and foreign policy, social 

identities tend to matter as much as the objective 

conditions and the material interests of the actors. 

Localisms, nationalisms, pannationalisms and su-

pranationalisms have had leading roles in the mul-

tiplicity of conflicts, regional integration schemes 

and international migration dynamics. Since it began 

ten years ago, one of the central tasks of Mexico, the 

Americas, and the World has precisely been the collection 

of information about the identities of Mexicans  

with the purpose of finding out what are their main 

spatial cores of political solidarity and intersubjective 

identification in the internal scopes –the nation or 

their small homeland– and external. The manner in 

which the public and the leaders in Mexico relate to 

international reality, understand it, and establish 

their foreign policy preferences –in themes so diverse 

such as multilateralism, trade, migration, human 

rights–, generally pass through the hue of their feel-

ings of identification and collective affinity at local, 

national, and international levels.

How much have the different cores of political 

solidarity and intersubjective identification of  

Mexicans changed in the last decade? Is there a return 

towards the local that is consistent with the drop  

of levels of contact, interest, and knowledge? These 

questions are particularly relevant because of the 

context of economic opening, political fragmentation, 

international migration, and penetration of new 

information technologies that Mexican society has 

faced between 2004 and 2014. All of this would suppose 

modifications in the degree of identification of citizens 

with their locality, and with the country as a whole.

Figure 2.1 shows the evolution of the profile of the 

local and national identity of Mexicans based on  

the question: “What do you identify with most, being 

from your state or with being Mexican?” From the 

data, three general observations stand out. In first place, 

for most of the population and the leaders, the Mexican 

nation has been, and continues being, the primary 

political community of identification and belonging. 

Second, the national and sub-national identity profile 

of Mexicans is notably complex and heterogeneous, 

given that there are significant differences among 

different segments of the population and regions of 

the country. And the third observation is that, although 

Mexican identity has been predominant, in the last 

two years it has lost stamina with respect to sub-

national identities and dual or mixed identification.

In relation to the first point about the predominance 

of the national over the local as an identity space, when 

the averages of the ten years of the study are esti-

mated, one observes a difference of 26 points between 

both identities: 61 % of the population has identified 

Between the Local  
and the Global
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first as a Mexican, before than the state of which he 

or she originates, while 35 % has felt primarily from 

his or her state before Mexican. In 2014, the national 

identity was 20 points superior to the local: 52 % of the 

respondents identify first as Mexicans, and 32 % as 

from their state.

In second place, although national identity in 

Mexico is strong and dominates over other sub-na-

tional identities and localisms, the phenomenon is 

far from being homogeneous. When the data is ana-

lyzed at regional level, notable differences are observed 

in the behavior and identity profile of Mexicans, 

especially in the South and the rest of the country. 

The estimations of the average strength of national 

versus local identity at regional level in the period 

2004-2014, show that the Center is consistently the 

region of the country with greatest national attach-

ment (67 %) and lowest local attachment (31 %), and 

in the second place, the North with 64 %and 33 %, 

respectively. Unlike what happens in the Center and 

North of Mexico, in the Southern states, the local iden-

tity has generally been dominant (53 %) versus national 

identity (44 %) throughout the decade, although there 

are two years, 2010 and 2014, in which the national 

identity in the South overtakes national identity. In 

2014, the turn of the southern states of the country 

from local identity (39 %) towards national identity 

(50 %) is particularly marked.

In the same way, the identities of public and lead-

ers are quite different from each other, although both 

groups do share the predominance of the national  

over the local. The profile of national and sub-na-

tional identity of the leaders is clearly different from 

the rest of the population in two aspects. The first  

is that among the leaders, the feeling of belonging 

and national attachment has a much greater weight 

(75 %) than local identity (18 %) in comparison to  

what is observed on the level of the population: in 

the first group, the national-local difference is close 

to 60 percentage points, while in the second it is of 

Figure 2.1 National and local identity, 2004-2014
Do you feel you are more?
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20 percentage points. Thus, the national identity of 

the leaders is significantly higher (23 more points) 

than that of the population, while the minority seg-

ment of those who identify first with their state of 

origin is 14 percentage points lower. The second dif-

ference is that among the leaders, national identity 

shows an upward trend throughout the decade, with 

a rise of 11 percentage points between 2004 and 2014 

(of 64 to 75 %), while it is reduced by 12 points among 

the population (from 64 to 52 %).1

Now, how stable are these identities? And how 

anchored are they in different regions of the country? 

The relative weight of national identity remained 

practically stable between 2004 and 2012 despite 

variations in the national context that were as impor-

tant as the economic crisis of 2008-2009, the celebra-

tions of the Bicentenary of the Independence and 

Centenary of the Revolution, and the spiral of crim-

inal violence during the administration of Felipe 

Calderon. However, in the last two years there is a 

pronounced change of tendency towards the low. On 

the other hand, sub-national or local identity is 

lightly more susceptible to variations of the national 

context, as indicated by trend chances throughout 

the period: from 2004 to 2008, the percentage of Mex-

ican “localista” increased by 10 percentage points, 

while in the next six years it decreased 8 percentage 

points, reverting to the initial trend.

The comparative analysis between regions  

reveals that in the Center of the country, both iden-

tities, national and local, are relatively more stable 

than in the rest of the country, without significant 

fluctuations until 2012, which could be an indicator 

of greater solidity and hold in identity matters. The 

North presents a lower level of stability than the Cen-

ter with growth in national identity of up to 9 points 

(from 2008 to 2010) and regressions, such as in 2014, of 

up to 14 points, but which are not enough to question 

their predominance over local identity. In turn, the 

identities are significantly more variable in the South 

with years of dominance of localism (2004-2008 and 

2012) which alternate with moments where national 

identity is preponderant (2010 and 2014). The evidence 

suggests that the identity dynamic of the South  

is different to that of the rest of the country: while 

in this region national identity moves forward 15 

points from 2012 to 2014, in the Center and the North 

the opposite tendency is observed, with a fall of 18 and 

14 percentage points respectively in the same period.

How compatible are local identities with na-

tional identification? Up until what point is the 

identity of Mexicans dual? With the purpose of as-

certaining if there are segments of the population 

with shared identities and the degree of identifica-

tion with one and the other, half of the respondents 

were asked the question in the following way: “What 

do you feel: more Mexican than from your state, equal-

ly as Mexican as from your state, or more from your 

state than Mexican?” As can be observed in Figure 2.2, 

the data confirm that at the level of general popu-

lation, Mexican identity predominates, but that 

shared or dual identity overtakes local identity: two 

in five of the interviewed feel more Mexican than 

from their state, so much than a third part consider 

themselves as Mexican as from their state, and one 

 1  These percentages are the averages of local and national 
identity in the six rounds between 2004 and 2012.

Figure 2.2  Intensity of national and  
local 2014
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in four identify with their state first. When the data 

from 2014 is compared to the data from 2012, one can 

observe a certain advance of localism and a relative 

stagnation of national and dual identity: while local 

identity is 9 percentage points higher than in 2012, 

dual identity is 5 points lower and national identity 

went from 43 to 39 %. In these last two variables, due 

to the confidence intervals, it is not possible to talk 

about a decrease, but of stagnation.

Other coordinates of the identity map of Mexicans 

are located outside of the country. What place does 

the international dimension hold in the identity of 

Mexicans? How much do they identify with other 

geographic regions beyond the national borders? The 

data reported in Figure 2.3 corroborate four findings of 

previous times the survey was conducted. In first place, 

in Mexico there are two relevant supranational iden-

tities: the Latin American identity in the majority 

(44 % of the public and 59 % of the leaders feel primarily 

Latin American) and the cosmopolitan identity as 

second in importance (33 % of the public and 31 % of 

the leaders identify primarily as citizens of the world). 

In second place, Mexicans do not identify with nei-

ther of the two immediate geographic zones with 

which they share a border: only 7 % of the public and 

6 % of the leaders feel North American, while the 

Central American identity is equally a minority in 

both groups (4 % in public, 2 % in leaders). However, 

the regional differences in this point are consider-

able, given that in the North of the country, North 

American identity is 11 points higher than the na-

tional average. That is to say, with exception of the 

border states of the North, 20 years after the North 

American Free Trade Agreement (nafta) there is no 

evidence of a growing feeling of identification with 

North American despite the geographical closeness, 

the migration networks, and the intensity of eco-

nomic links to the United States. Third, the trend of 

decreasing Latin American identity in Mexicans 

continues (18 less points than in 2006) and the growth 

of cosmopolitan identity (11 more points). Lastly, the 

supranational identities of the leaders follow a dif-

ferent trajectory of that of the general population, 

given that in this group, Latin American identity 

moves forward 10 points with respect to 2006, while 

the cosmopolitan identity fell by 8 points. Thus, a 

certain detachment is perceived with respect to 

Latin America in the imaginary of Mexicans that 

contrasts with the growing Latin American orienta-

tion of the leaders.

Figure 2.3 Supranational Identity, 2006-2014
And tell me, do you feel more...?
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Nationalism  
“a la mexicana” of  
the 21st Century

How nationalist are Mexicans? What type of national-

ism is predominant in Mexico? What does nationalism 

mean to Mexicans? Nationalism, as an inter-subject-

ive form of relation between population and State, is 

a complex and multidimensional phenomenon that 

alludes to notions of attachment, loyalty, and defense 

of an imagined community over the belief of a shared 

culture, the same origin, and a common territory. 

Due to the multidimensionality of nationalism, the 

survey approaches its study from different perspectives 

with a battery of questions that allow observing, 

distinguishing, and measuring precisely its diverse 

components. In this section, only the results about 

cultural and political aspects of nationalism around 

three variables are reported. These are: 1) customs and 

ideas from abroad, 2) the rights of naturalized citizens, 

and 3) adherence to sovereignty.2

The cultural dimension of nationalism that has 

to do with an attitude that is defensive or rejecting 

of mentalities, ways of life, and ways of being from 

other nations different or foreign to one’s own. Gen-

erally, these attitudes translate into indisposition to 

accept the customs, traditions, and ideas of foreign-

ers as something that brings negative effects to the 

country. What is the level of rejection and acceptance 

with respect to the diffusion of foreign ideas and 

customs in Mexico? As can be seen in Figure 2.4, strong 

cultural nationalism is the minority at the level of 

the Mexican population, although there is also cer-

tain ambivalence among some sectors: one in three 

Mexicans are cultural nationalists who consider that 

it is a bad thing that ideas and costumes from other 

country are disseminated in Mexico, and around a 

fifth (19%) show themselves ambivalent in this re-

spect. This means that around half of Mexicans do 

not see through good eyes or are hesitant about the 

influence of cultures different to Mexican culture. 

Now, Mexican society is significantly more open 

today in cultural matters than it was ten years ago, 

with a majority sector of 48 % that evaluate exposure 

to other ways of thinking as a good thing. However, 

all indicates that in the last six years the cultural 

openness of Mexicans has reached a ceiling that is 

located at around 50 %.3

The profile of cultural nationalism is not homo-

geneous in the country. Favorable attitudes towards 

cultural openness are more extended towards the 

North (56 %) than in the Center (47 %) and the South 

(43 %), while certain sectors of society are less open, 

as is the case of women, people older than 50 years 

old, and people with low income and less schooling. 

 2  In Chapters 6, 7, 8, and 9 other dimensions of nationalism are 
analyzed, such as attitudes of openness or closing in eco-
nomic, multilateralism (recognition and delegation of au-
thority to international organizations), migration and human 
rights topics.

 3  It bears forewarning, as will be seen in Chapter 7, that incli-
nation towards cultural openness of Mexicans is tuned with 
their preference for economic liberalism in commercial and 
financial matters, although cultural nationalism is com-
paratively more in force in the population than economic 
nationalism.

Figure 2.4 Ideas and customs  
from other countries, 2004-2014
In your view, is it good or bad to disseminate 
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On their part, leaders are considerably more open in 

cultural terms than the population: nine in ten 

consider the diffusion of ideas and customs of other 

countries in Mexico to be positive, versus an am-

bivalent minority (7 %), and only 5 % that reject it. 

Businessman and academics are even more open to 

other cultures than government officials, politicians, 

and social leaders. The cultural openness of leaders 

increased in a steady manner in 2004 and 2012, but 

in the last two years it stopped, and seems to have 

reached its upper limit.

A second dimension of nationalism captured by 

the survey is of political nature, and refers to the 

indisposition to allow the entrance and incorpora-

tion into the national community of people who are 

not Mexican by birth. How prone are Mexicans to 

accept that nationalized foreigners can be citizens 

with full political rights, equal to those of Mexican 

nationals by origin? In Figure 2.5 it can be appreciated 

that there is a strong opposition in the Mexican 

public against nationalized foreigners occupying 

posts of popular representation and politically rep-

resent them.

A resounding majority of 78 % rejects the idea 

that a nationalized foreigner may be elected as pres-

ident of the republic, and only on in five agrees. Even 

the leaders who are much more open than the popu-

lation in the cultural fiend also largely oppose the 

idea that a Mexican who is not that by birth may be 

elected president (66 % disagree and 33 % agree).

It must be highlighted that the rejection in 

granting the same political rights that citizens  

by origin enjoy to nationalized citizens is even 

throughout the entire social spectrum, and has  

remained relatively stable since 2004, although  

the minority sector in favor of full political incorpo-

ration of nationalized Mexicans has lightly increased. 

In turn, the population shows itself relatively more 

 Public  Leaders

Figure 2.5 Rights of naturalized foreigners, 2006-2014
Tell me if you agree or disagree that a foreigner naturalized as a Mexican citizen may...
( % of “Agree”)

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

Play in the Mexican 
national football team

Play in the Mexican 
national football team

Be elected President 
of Mexico

Be elected 
President of Mexico

41 %

78 %

33 %

52 %

19 %

(avg. 49 %)

(avg. 15 %)

(avg. 33 %)

(avg. 79 %)

12 %

76 %

33 %

85

80 %

75

70 %

65

60 %

55

50 %

45

40 %

35

30 %

25

20 %

15

10 %

5

0 %

85

80 %

75

70 %

65

60 %

55

50 %

45

40 %

35

30 %

25

20 %

15

10 %

5

0 %



 CHAPTER  2  IDENTITIES AND POLITICAL CULTURE  43

open to the full integration of foreigners in other 

fields except for politics, but with strong symboli-

cal value for the “Mexican nation”, such as the na-

tional sport with largest following. A little over half 

of the respondents agree with a foreigner playing in 

the Mexican football selection, although 44 % oppose 

allowing a foreigner to wear the “shirt” of the national 

team. It is then noticeable that the political nation-

alism of the public is much stronger than its sporty 

nationalism, and this gap between one and another 

dimension is a feature they share with the leaders. 

Although the leaders classify as hard-core political 

nationalists against granting full rights to national-

ized citizens, the great majority of them (76 %) do not 

have any problems accepting a nationalized for-

eigner representing Mexico in the sports sphere.

A third dimension of political nationalism of 

which the survey ascertains is related to the notions 

of national sovereignty, auto-determination, and 

territorial integrity. One way of measuring social 

adhesion to the sovereigntist model of fierce defense 

of the autonomy of the country as an independent 

state is to look at the disposition of citizens to yield 

political sovereignty, allowing their country to join 

another if this were to bring economic benefits on 

an individual level. In Figure 2.6 are reported the results 

of two hypothetical scenarios of sovereignty surren-

der, each of which was posed to a different half of 

the sample. The first poses the eventual union of 

Mexico with the United States in exchange of eco-

nomic well-being, and the second simply asks about 

the same possibility without mentioning any concrete 

benefits. The results show three findings. In the first 

place, the inclination to yield sovereignty is the 

majority when it is associated to the possibility of 

having a better quality of life, but the distribution 

of preferences reverts in the same proportion when 

it is not coupled with any benefits. 53% of Mexicans 

agree with the idea of Mexico and the United States 

forming one country, if this represents a better qual-

ity of life, while 44 % disagree. When no material 

advantages are mentioned, the percentage of rejec-

tion towards a union with the United States is the 

majority (53 %) and the acceptance decreases by 9 

percentage points to 44 %. It is clear that economic 

well-being stands out as an aspiration of Mexicans, 

which they value even above than sovereignty.

In second place, attitudes towards sovereignty 

are far from being uniform, and wide differences are 

observed regionally and socially. In the North, unlike 

the rest of the country, sovereigntism is the minor-

ity in both hypothetical scenarios: 67 % are in favor 

of Mexico and the United States forming one country 

if this will bring them benefits, and a similar per-

centage (63 %) also agree, even if there is no advantage. 

A diametrically opposing position is that of the lead-

ers who categorically oppose yielding sovereignty 

under any circumstance: 71 % reject the possibility 

of a union with the United States for convenience 

while 29 % accept it. Thus, leaders are much more 

sovereigntists than the general population while the 

North stands out for its lesser degree of adherence 

to the notion of political sovereignty.

The third finding about sovereignty dimension 

of Mexican nationalism is that it is contingent and 

fluctuates in a significant manner throughout time. 

In the last ten years, the distribution of preferences 

has passed from rejection by the majority to the 

union with the United States in 2004 and 2010 to 

opposite position of acceptance by the majority in 

2006, 2012, and 2014. In the last measurement, an 

increase in the sovereignty attitudes is observed, as 

well as the decrease of support to the political union 

by convenience with the Northern neighbor. In sum, 

the inclination to yield sovereignty for convenience 

is not indifferent to the changes in context, which 

indicates that this dimension of nationalism is more 

dynamic and less ingrained in the population than 

the rejection for recognizing the same political rights 

in Mexicans by naturalization than those born in 

Mexico. The variations in the adherence to the no-

tion of sovereignty may obey changes in the eco-

nomic and political contexts on national level or 

other types of factors.
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Meanings of  
National Identity 
and Political Culture

Generally, political discourses and official narratives 

about national identity highlight a series of features, 

that are supposed to lend the country a unique char-

acter, generate a feeling of union among the popula-

tion, and build a shared space of beliefs and values. 

In reality, social meanings of national identity are not 

evident nor necessarily homogeneous or fixed for all 

members of the national community. What does the 

fact of being Mexican mean to people? To what fea-

tures, feelings, values, and practices do they associ-

ated their “mexicanity”? To ascertain on this issue, 

it was asked for the interviewed to locate ten elements 

of a series, according to their degree of importance, 

about what it means to be Mexican. The list of aspects 

they were asked about is designed with the purpose 

of distinguishing among two types of conceptions of 

national identity that studies on the issue identify: 

nationality of an ethnic-ascriptive character and that 

of civic-political character. The results confirm three 

things: 1) a strong appreciation of Mexicans for their 

nationality, 2) a preferable valuation of the ascriptive 

attributes over the civic, and 3) the diversity of ex-

pressions about the meaning of being Mexican.

Figure 2.7 registers the “very” and “somewhat 

important” percentages in the public and the leaders 

for each of the possible elements that are generally 

associated with national identity. In order of impor-

tance, for the general population being Mexican 

means, in the first place, feeling very proud of being 

Mexican (94 %); second, having respect for the na-

tional symbols (93 %); third, speaking Spanish flu-

ently (90 %); fourth, being born in Mexico (89 %), and 

fifth, defending the country in the event of war (88 %). 

On an intermediate level of importance are located 

the following aspects: in sixth place, paying taxes 

(71 %); seventh, having a preference for Mexican 

music and movies over foreign ones (67 %); eighth, 

believing that Mexico is better than other countries 

(64 %) and, in ninth place, being Catholic (60 %). On an 

inferior level is not being supportive of the United 

States (39 %).

Based on the previous, it is worth noting that 

Mexicans understand their national identity primar-

ily in terms of national pride, patriotism, language 

Figure 2.6 Union with the United States, 2004-2014
How much would you agree with Mexico and the United States forming 
one single country if this mean a better quality of life for you?
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and place of origin. All these elements allude primar-

ily to passive, reactive and ascriptive aspects of the 

relation that do not imply an active involvement in 

the political life of the country. However, there is also 

present, although in lesser degree, the civic concep-

tion of the national identity that is rooted in the 

commitment of the citizens with their country that 

is translated in disposition to defend the national 

community and fulfill their fiscal responsibilities. 

A third observation is that the chauvinistic compo-

nent of national superiority has a significantly lower 

weight in the Mexican population, just as the cul-

tural protectionism in face of the foreign, and the 

association of the national with Catholicism. A fourth 

finding, consistent with the data about attitudes 

towards the United States that are reported in Chapter 

5, is that today the Mexican national identity does 

not have an anti-American orientation despite of the 

history of conflicts and distrust between Mexico and 

the United States and the ideological heritage of the 

so-called “revolutionary nationalism” that domi-

nated the 20th century in Mexico.

One last finding is that there are different variants 

of national identity depending on the region and the 

social group. When the data is compared at regional 

levels, important differences are observed. The first 

is that the civic component is superior in the North 

and the Center of the country compared to the South: 

77 % of the respondents in the North consider paying 

taxes a very important or somewhat important aspect 

in being Mexican, versus 72 %in the Center and 66 % in 

the South. The second has to do with the intensity 

of the association. The importance that is assigned 

to the different elements that are linked to the fact 

that being Mexican is systematically superior in the 

Center than in the South and North of the country. 

The three regions coincide in the five most important 

features but differ in the intensity with which they do. 

Figure 2.7 The meaning of being Mexican, 2014 
In your opinion, how important are each of the following aspects to be Mexican?
( % of “very important” and “somewhat important”)
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One way of illustrating this difference is by compar-

ing the average of people in each region that consider 

“very important” the first five aspects in order of im-

portance: while the average score in the Center is 72 %, 

in the South it is lowered to 59 %, and in the North to 

45 %. That is to say, citizens do not appreciate in equal 

measure and intensity the attributes traditionally 

linked to their national identity.

For the leaders, the meaning of being Mexican 

is very different to that of the population, given that 

they primarily associate it with their civic sense, 

although ascriptive patriotism is also present. From 

their perspective, being Mexican means, in the first 

place, paying taxes (94 %); second, feeling proud of 

being Mexican and respecting the national symbols 

(91 %); third, being born in Mexico, and defending 

Mexico in the event of war (90 %) and fourth, speak-

ing Spanish fluently (88 %). The rest of the practices 

and behaviors of which they were asked have sig-

nificantly lesser weight in the way in which the 

leaders understand nationalism: believing that 

Mexico is better than other countries (41 %), prefer-

ring Mexican music and movies (40 %), not being 

supportive of the United States (30 %) and lastly, be-

ing Catholic (25 %). This conception of being Mexican 

is more civic and secular than that of the population, 

with notably lower levels of cultural protectionism, 

chauvinism, and anti-Americanism. Leaders and 

public, nonetheless, share very similar levels of pa-

triotism (national pride, respect for the national 

symbol, and defending the country) and coincide in 

the ascriptive elements associated to the national 

identity (language, place of birth); of what it means 

to be nationalistic. The data of the survey corroborate 

the finding of the previous time the survey was con-

ducted in that national identity, on the level of the 

average or elite citizen, is not characterized by a sys-

tematic opposition to the United States. This last 

survey also finds that the meaning of being Mexican 

is not strongly associated to Catholicism, either.

How much do the attitudes of Mexicans converge 

towards their nationality with other aspects of their 

political culture? Which coincides better with their 

level of adhesion to democracy, legality, and political 

participation: the predominant ascriptive or the civ-

ic character of Mexican nationalism? In theory, ascrip-

tive nationalism appeals to inherited and affective 

attributes about what incarnates the nation, while 

civic nationalism carries the internalization of dem-

ocratic values, patterns of political involvement, and 

institutional confidence associated to processes of 

acquiring citizenship. The results of the survey indi-

cate that although the majority of Mexicans openly 

declare themselves in favor of democracy, they are 

not willing to comply with the law, they are not par-

ticipative, and they do not trust the institutions.

 

Figure 2.8 Political culture, 2014 
How much do you agree or disagree with each the following statements? 
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Democracy may have its problems, 
but it is better than any other 
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them to be unfair.
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As can be appreciated in Figure 2.8 and Figure 2.9, 

71 % of respondents consider that, despite its problems, 

democracy is better than any other form of govern-

ment, even though it has problems. Although ap-

preciation for democracy is widely the majority, it 

has decreased since 2010, with 16 percentage points 

less and its erosion has been more pronounced in the 

South (21 points less). Moreover, the democratic ori-

entation of Mexicans does not translate into attach-

ment to legality nor to political participation: a third 

part believes that the law must be followed even 

when they seem unfair, and only 15 % reports having 

participated in some type of political, social, or com-

munity organization. These data are compatible with 

the type of conception of national identity that the 

population has, more inclined towards the ascriptive 

attributes rather than the civic. The leaders, in turn, 

show higher levels of adherence to democracy (92 %), 

of disposition to follow the law (63 %) and of political 

participation (31 %).

One last aspect of political culture than can affect 

the way in which citizens appreciate, perceive, and 

understand their national identity is the trust they 

have in the institutions and actors of the country. 

Figure 2.10 how a list of different actors and institu-

tions, national and international, about which ques-

tions were asked. The general average of confidence 

that includes the percentages of Mexicans who say 

they trust very much or trust somewhat the institu-

tions and actors on the list are of 43 % for the public 

and 58 % of the leaders. On the level of the popula-

tion, the church appears in the first place of citizen 

trust with 69 %, followed in descending order with 

12 points of difference by Mexican companies, most 

people, national and international organizations of 

human rights, the un and mass media. Under the 

average of confidence are the government of the 

United States, the president, judges, the police, and 

in last place politicians with only 18%.

As can be observed, the Mexican political institu-

tions which were asked about, with the exception of 

the army, are found in the intermediate or low levels 

of citizen trust. In turn, international institutions and 

actors, such as international organizations for human 

Figure 2.9 Appreciation for democracy and respect for legality, 2010-2014 
How much do you agree or disagree with each the following statements?   
A. “Democracy may have its problems, but it is better than any other form of government”
B. “People have the right to disobey laws if they find them to be unfair.”
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rights and the un, generate more confidence. The lead-

ers trust above all in human rights organizations, most 

people, Mexican companies, the un, the army, and to 

a lesser degree, the government of the United States, 

the church, the president, judges and mass media. 

Just like the public, they exceedingly distrust politicians 

and the police. Two data are revealing of the deficit of 

institutional confidence that currently exists in the 

country. The first is the fact that both public and lead-

ers trust more in the government of the United States 

than the President of the Republic. In second place, the 

levels of confidence of most of the institutions that 

were asked about decreased with respect to 2012, both 

at the level of the general population as with leaders.

Figure 2.10 Trust in people and institutions, 2014
Please tell me, how much do you trust in each of the following institutions, groups or persons? 
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In which way does the perception of the direction that 

the world is on affect the preferences on the level of 

international activism that Mexicans wish from the 

country? In the face of a negative perception over the 

international situation, do they prefer to stay away 

from global threats to concentrate on addressing 

national problems, or do they wish a greater degree 

of world activism to have influence on the solution 

of said threats? Mexicans, according to the results of 

the survey, do not believe that they have to choose 

between addressing internal and external problems; 

they are supportive of Mexico being active internation-

ally (in very high levels in leaders and decreasing, but 

largely, among the public), precisely to confront the 

global threats that have an effect in the security and 

well-being of the country and its people.

Global Threats and  
International Activism

 Public  Leaders
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Figure 3.1 The state of the world, 2008-2014
In general, do you believe the world is better or worse than 10 years ago?
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According to Figure 3.1, retrospectively, in 2014  

the great majority of Mexicans (73 %) consider that the 

world is in a worse state today than it was ten years 

ago (only 15 % think that it is better and 11 % that it 

remains the same). Moreover, it must be highlight-

ed that the level of pessimism with respect to the 

course of the world has grown gradually in the last 

years, going from 66 to 73 % between 2008 and 2014. 

Among the leaders, pessimism dominates also, al-

though not in such a marked way: 51 % believe that 

the world is worse currently compared to a decade ago, 

while 35 % consider that it is better and 11 % the same. 

However, the growth of pessimism among the lead-

ers is larger, growing by 11 points in the same period, 

from 40 to 51 %.

As can be observed in Figure 3.2, even in the face 

of this negative vision of the world, in 2014 a major-

ity of the population (61 %) and almost the entirety 

of the leaders (94 %) want Mexico to participate actively 

in world affairs rather than stay away from them 

(25 % of the public and 4 % of the leaders, respectively). 

The leaders have preferred a high participation in a 

constant manner in the last decade, always in levels 

superior to 93 %. However, international activism 

 Public  Leaders
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Figure 3.2 Participation in international affairs, 2004-2014
In your opinion, what is better for the future of Mexico: taking an active part in 
world affairs or staying out of the worls affairs?
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grew substantially among the public from 2004 to 2012 

(passing from 57 to 72 %), observing a fall of 11 percent-

age points between 2012 and 2014, decreasing to 61 %.

It is not surprising that Mexicans want an active 

participation in global affairs, even in face of the pes-

simism about the course of the world, given that 

they consider that which happens at global level 

substantially affects Mexico, and to a lesser degree, 

their daily life. In order to get to know the degree of 

affectation that the respondents attribute to what 

happens on an international level, it was asked, in 

a differentiated manner, how much did a dozen of 

world affairs impact Mexico and the respondents. 

The results are reported in Figure 3.3. Respectively, 77 

and 62 %of the public believe that international affairs 

affect the country and their personal life (very much 

or somewhat), while wide majorities among the 

leaders also think so: 96 and 83 %consider that world 

affairs affect the country and their personal lives. 

Even in the face of the high impact levels that were 

declared, it is important to point out that both pop-

ulation and leaders (15 and 13 points of difference), 

think that international affairs affect Mexico more 

than them personally.

 Public  Leaders
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Figure 3.3 Impact of international affairs, 2014
In your opinion, how much is your daily life/Mexico affected 
by world events?
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 World Problems  
and Threats

What are the main world problems that Mexicans 

consider to affect more both their country and their 

person? As can be seen in Figure 3.4, Mexicans consider 

that the most important international affairs, that 

is to say, the ones that most affect Mexico or their 

personal lives, are those which directly or indirectly 

are related to their personal well-being or security. 

This means that the degree of affectation of world 

affairs is evaluated according to the effects on the 

daily life or reality of people. As such, in 2014, the 

world affairs that most affect Mexico and Mexicans 

(sum of very much and somewhat), ordered according 

to the level of impact attributed by the public to the 

country, are: 1) drug trafficking and trans-national 

crime (to Mexico: public 91 %and leaders 99 %; to the 

surveyed public, 79 %); 2) natural disasters (to Mexico: 

public 92 %and leaders 91 %; to the surveyed public, 

75 %); 3) the economic crises (to Mexico: public 89 %and 

leaders 98 %; to the surveyed public, 85 %); 4) climate 

change (to Mexico: public 87 %and leaders 94 %; to 

the surveyed public, 84 %); 5) epidemics, such as aids 

 Public   Mexico   Leaders

Figure 3.4 Impact of world issues, 2014 
 % of “vey much” and “somewhat” Public:
A. Tell me, how much is Mexico affected by the following world issues?
B. Tell me, how much do the following issues affect you?

 % of “very much” and “somewhat” Leaders: 
C. Tell me, how much is Mexico affected by the following world issues?

Drug trafficking and transnational crimes

Natural disasters

The economic crises in the world

Climate change

Epidemics such as aids or influenza

Inequality between rich and poor countries

The violation of  Human Rights in the world

Energy crises

International migration

International terrorism

Nuclear weapons

Wars in other countries

61 %

61 %

57 % 74 %

74 %

74 %

87 %

84 %

79 %

87 %

89 %

91 %

80 %

83 %

82 %

95 %

96 %

93 %

94 %

84 %

91 %

89 % 98 %

73 %

70 %

92 %

78 %

99 %

55 %

85 %

71 %

72 %

91 %76 %

70 % 86 %



 CHAPTER  3  INTERNATIONAL THREATS AND NATIONAL SECURITY  53

and influenza (to Mexico: public 86 % and leaders 

93 %; to the surveyed public, 70 %); 6) inequality among 

rich and poor countries (to Mexico: public 84 %and 

leaders 95 %; to the surveyed public, 71 %); 7) violations 

of human rights in the world (to Mexico: public 83 % 

and leaders 91 %; to the surveyed public, 74 %); and 8) 

the energy crises (to Mexico: public 82 %and leaders 

96 %; to the surveyed public, 72 %).

Based on Figure 3.4, four fundamental points can 

be highlighted. First, even when the leaders and the 

public agree on the high level of impact of interna-

tional matters on the country (a level always higher 

than 90 % in leaders and higher than 80 % in the 

public in all cases), the former consider said impact 

to be larger (between 7 and 14 more points, except  

in the case of natural disasters where the difference 

is of only one point). Second, in light of the men-

tioned high degree of impact observed among the 

public, in all cases, the population believes that 

international issues have a larger impact on the 

country than on its people (consistently observed a 

difference that ranges from 3 to 15 points).

Figure 3.5 International threats, 2004-2014
Tell me, how much is Mexico affected by the following world issues?
( % Public of “very much” and “somewhat”)

Note: It does not include “a little”, “not at all” and DK/NA. 
            Phrasing of the question changed in 2014 from “Tell me if you consider... (Option)... as a very serious threat, serious threat but not important or an unimportant threat for 

México.”  to  “Tell me, how much is Mexico affected by the following world issues: very much, somewhat, a little or not at all?”  
For 2014, it is included the sum of “very much” and “somewhat”. From 2006 to 2010, it is included only “very serious threat”.
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Third, even when there are very similar agendas 

and there is coincidence in the fourth main threats, 

the order of priorities slightly varies depending on 

whether the affectation is over Mexico or its person: 

the two issues that have most impact on people are 

economic crises and climate change, while for Mexico, 

they are drug trafficking and natural disasters. Finally, 

there is a wide coincidence between the public and the 

leaders about the issues that have the biggest national 

and personal impact, all of them being directly related 

to security of well-being of the country and the people.

Now, the issues related to traditional topics of 

international security (war, terrorism, nuclear weap-

ons, and migration) are perceived as less relevant by 

Mexicans. In this case, there are again coincidences 

between population and leaders, considering that 

the international issues with lesser impact on Mexico 

and Mexicans are: 1) war in other countries (to México: 

public 70 %and leaders 80 %; to the surveyed public, 

55 %); 2) nuclear weapons (to Mexico: public 73 %and 

leaders 78 %; to the surveyed public, 61 %); 3) interna-

tional terrorism (to Mexico: public 74 %and leaders 

87 %; the surveyed public, 61 %); and 4) international 

migration (to Mexico: public 74 %and leaders 89 %; to 

the surveyed public, 57 %).

In this case, three points can be emphasized. In 

the first place, once again, the leaders consider the 

larger degree of global impact over national matters 

(level between 78 and 89 %in leaders and between 70 

and 74 %in the public). This is the largest difference 

in these matters. Second, once more, the public 

considers that world affairs have a stronger impact 

on Mexico than themselves (with differences sub-

stantially more intense, from 12 to 17 points). Third 

and last, there are overlaps between public and lead-

ers over these matters which have a lower impact on 

them, these being more issues of international se-

curity, considerably further from the immediate 

reality of the country and its nationals.

Finally, having a look at Figure 3.5, it highlights 

the continuity and coherence in the last decade over 

the international issues that Mexicans consider the 

most important: drug trafficking and organized crime; 

global warming; scarcity and shortage of food, and 

economic crises, that is to say, those that have a high 

impact personal or national well-being. The same 

occurs with less relevant topics: international terror-

ism; nuclear weapons; war, and border and territo-

rial conflicts, that is to say those related to interna-

tional security, and as such, further from daily 

reality of Mexicans. Moreover, the magnitude of the 

differences between the more and less relevant topics 

has always been substantial, of more than 20 percent-

age points. In sum, Mexicans perceive the world 

through their personal reality: international affairs 

that considered to be more threatening are those 

which directly affect their daily lives (issues of indi-

vidual well-being or security), while those which are 

perceived to be further to daily tasks (issues of inter-

national security) are perceived as less relevant.
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How do Mexicans evaluate the influence of the coun-

try in the world? As can be appreciated in Figure 4.1, 

between 2008 and 2012, approximately two thirds of 

the public believed that Mexico had more global 

influence than a decade ago. However, between 2012 

and 2014 there is a drop of 15 percentage points, and 

now only half (50 %) consider that the importance of 

Does Mexico Matter 
in the World?

the country has increased. The same phenomenon 

occurs among the leaders; although with greater 

variation in time, the fall of Mexico’s influence on 

an international level is of 6 points in the last two 

years, from 65 to 59 %, doubling to 10 points if 2008 

is taken as the base.
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Figure 4.1 International influence of Mexico 2008-2014
On an international level, do you believe Mexico has more or less influence than 10 
years ago? 
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Now, even in the face of this decline in the per-

ception of the global relevance of Mexico, pessimism 

about the course of the world and the reduction of 

international activism that is wished that the coun-

try will have, which were analyzed in the previous 

chapter, Mexicans continue having a favorable eval-

uation of foreign policy, as will be discussed ahead.

Foreign Policy  
Evaluation

Mexicans are very critical when evaluating the fed-

eral government’s public policies. However, within 

this high degree of criticism, as can be appreciated 

in Figure 4.2, the best evaluated policy, both by popu-

lation and the leaders, is foreign policy.

In general, the evaluation of the leaders is very 

favorable in external policy, reaching a score of 6.7 

on a scale of 0 to 10, this being the only area of gov-

ernment performance evaluated approvingly. The 

other areas of public policy are evaluated with greater 

harshness: economy (5.9), education (4.7), and secu-

rity (4.2). On its part the public gives foreign policy 

the highest score (5.3), over educational policy (5.0), 

economic policy (4.5), and security policy (3.5). It 

must be pointed out that, except for the case of the 

evaluation of the leaders of foreign policy, none of 

the other scores is approving, taking into consider-

ation that the evaluation scale goes from 0 to 10.

It is important to mention that there is greater 

variation in the evaluation of politics made by lead-

ers than by the population (2.5 and 1.8 points between 

the best and the worse scores, respectively). This may 

be the consequence of the fact that leaders possess a 

greater capacity for criticism and analysis than the 

public when evaluating the government’s perfor-

mance, given to the fact that they have more direct 

contact with the dependencies in charge of designing 

and executing public policies.

Now, what explains this good evaluation of 

foreign policy among Mexicans? As will be analyzed 

in the next section, both public and leaders coincide 

in the objectives, priorities, and instruments of 

external policy, considering this like a stick to pro-

mote well-being and national security of Mexicans.

Figure 4.2 Evaluation of public policies, 2014
On this scale fo 1 to 10, where 0 is very bad, 5 is neither bad nor good, and 10 is very good, 
how do you rate the performance of the Mexican government in...?
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Foreign Policy  
Objectives and  
Instruments

Which should be the objectives and priorities of 

Mexico’s foreign policy? With the finality of getting to 

know the preferences of Mexicans in this subject they 

were asked how much importance they attribute to 

a dozen of possible actions of foreign policy. Figures 4.3 

and 4.4 report the percentage of the public and lead-

ers that considered each action of foreign policy as 

“very important”.

In 2014, although with different degrees of inten-

sity, the Mexican public and leaders coincide in the six 

main objectives of foreign policy: 1) protecting the 

environment (both in first place: public 72 %and leaders 

95 %); 2) fighting drug trafficking and organized crime 

(both in second place: public 69 % and leaders 94 %); 3) 

promoting Mexican culture (public 64 %, third place; 

leaders 87 %, sixth place); 4) protecting the interests of 

Mexicans in other countries (public 63 %, fourth place; 

leaders 91 %, third place); 5) promoting the sale of 

Mexican products abroad (public 61 %, fifth place; 

leaders 91 %; third place); and 6) attracting tourists 

(public 60 %, sixth place; leaders 90 %, fifth place).

Figure 4.3 Objectives of foreign policy, 2014
Tell me, how important should each of the following objectives be for Mexico’s foreign 
policy? 
(% of “very important”)

 0 % 10 % 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % 60 % 70 % 80 % 90 % 100 %

Protecting the environment

Fighting drug trafficking and organized 
crime

Promoting mexican culture

Protecting the interests of Mexicans in 
other countries

Promoting the sale of Mexican 
products in other countries

Attracting tourists

Promoting peace and international 
security

Promoting the protection of human 
rights in other countries

Fighting international terrorism

Preventing the spread of  nuclear 
weapons

Bringing foreign investment to Mexico

Strengthening the United Nations 

72 %

95 %

69 %

64 %

63 %

61 %

60 %

53 %

74 %

51 %

80 %

48 %

79 %

52 %
68 %

90 %

94 %

87 %

91 %

91 %

 Public  Leaders

69 %
44 %

55 %
85 %



 CHAPTER  4             OBJECTIVES AND INSTRUMENTS OF FOREIGN POLICY 58

As such, there is a coincidence between popula-

tion and elite over the six maximum priorities of 

foreign policy, although with different magnitudes 

and ordination. Moreover, these objectives are related 

directly or indirectly with improving the economic 

and security situation of Mexicans.

Again, following a pattern of continuity with 

the previous surveys and in agreement with relevant 

global issues, the less important objectives are re-

lated to traditional subjects of international secu-

rity (fighting terrorism and preventing nuclear 

proliferation) and the generation of international 

public goods (strengthening of the un and promot-

ing international peace and security). The objectives 

of lesser importance are: 1) protecting human rights 

(public 53 %, seventh place; leaders 74 %, tenth place); 

2) fighting international terrorism (public 52 %, eighth 

place; leaders 68 %, twelfth place); 3) preventing the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons (public 51 %, ninth 

place; leaders 80 %, eighth place); 4) attracting foreign 

investment (public 48 %, tenth place; leaders 79 %, 

ninth place); 5) strengthening the un (public 44 %, 

eleventh place; leaders 69 %, tenth place); and 6) 

promoting international peace and security (public 

17 %, twelfth place; leaders 85 %, seventh place). It 

must be mentioned that an objective that was almost 

among the priority for Mexicans, the attraction of 

foreign investment directly to Mexico, was the one 

that lost most importance between 2012 and 2014, 

dropping 18 percentage points between the public 

and 5 among the leaders. Except for the direct foreign 

investment, the objectives with least importance 

are directly related to topics of provision of public 

goods in the international system, substantially 

more distant from the daily reality and the direct 

well-being of people.

Figure 4.4 Objectives of foreign policy by year, 2004-2014
Tell me, how important should each of the following objectives be for Mexico’s foreign policy?
(% of Public “very important”)

Note: Phrasing of the question changed in 2014.
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Four fundamental results can be highlighted. 

First, in 2014, a great difference is observed in the 

levels of importance granted by the leaders and the 

public to the objectives of foreign policy: the former 

consider substantially more important those issues 

(between 15 and 30 points) than the latter. Second, 

between 2012 and 2014, out of the eleven objectives 

that are kept from 2012 (promoting international 

peace and security was introduced in 2014), there is 

an important drop in the public in the importance 

of all the cases (from 2 to 18 points); on their part, 

between leaders there is one that remains with no 

changes (promoting Mexican culture), three that 

reduce their relevance (from 1 to 5 points, strength-

ening the un, fighting international terrorism, and 

attracting foreign investment), while the remaining 

seven gain importance (from 1 to 10 points).

Third, even in the face of the differences pre-

viously noted, there is a total coincidence in the 

order of priorities among the public and leaders, as 

we observe a great coherence and continuity in the 

order of priorities of the objectives of foreign policy 

in Mexico throughout time, both when in comparison 

to 2012 and throughout the last decade. Both public 

and leaders consider that the objectives of maximum 

priorities of the country’s foreign policy must be 

those that positively influence in their economic 

well-being or security, leaving on a second place the 

generation of public goods in the international sphere. 

This means that both population and elites see foreign 

policy as an instrument of public policy to improve 

the national conditions in terms of security and 

economic development. 

Fourth and finally, an important relation and 

coherence can be appreciated between the relevant 

issues at world level (the threats or topics analyzed 

in the previous chapter) and the international priori-

ties (the previously described objectives) for Mexicans. 

As such, it seems that foreign policy is evaluated in 

positive terms because it is perceived as an effective 

instrument in addressing and solving the issues and 

challenges that the world presents, with the finality 

of improving the life conditions of Mexicans and 

their communities. Thus, foreign policy is evaluated 

as a good instrument of public policy, both for address-

ing global challenges and to promote national devel-

opment and security.

Finally, it is worth mentioning than when the 

information about the priorities of foreign policy is 

disaggregated based on the sociodemographic char-

acteristics of the surveyed population and leaders 

(gender, age, level of education, income, ideology, 

political preference, and region, among others), 

there are no significant differences in their prefer-

ences. This allows affirming that there is a great 

level of consensus among all Mexicans of what is 

expected of Mexico’s foreign policy, no matter their 

place of origin, age, gender, education, economic, 

social or political position: Mexicans wish that foreign 

policy will prioritize those actions that serve as sticks 

for the development and security of Mexicans, leav-

ing on a second plane the promotion of public goods 

in the international system. Such coherence and 

consensus could be seen as a mandate for the sre 

and other government institutions with interna-

tional influence over which should be the priority 

axes of Mexico’s foreign policy.

Foreign Policy  
Instruments

Which instruments do Mexicans prefer for the at-

tainment of foreign policy objectives? Mexicans 

prefer “soft” power instruments (diplomatic, cul-

tural and international cooperation) and “interme-

dium” (economic and commercial), over “hard” 

(military) actions of power. The previous is a reflec-

tion of the relative power of Mexico in the world, 

which has a border with the international hege-

monic power (the United States), which is, at the 

same time, a medium power with regional influence 

in Latin America, especially in Central America and 

the Caribbean.
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As can be observed in Figure 4.5, Mexicans widely 

agree with Mexico utilizing cultural, commercial, 

diplomatic and international cooperation instruments 

for the development with the purpose of increasing 

its influence in the world. It is convincing that the 

levels of support (agree very much and agree somewhat) 

among leaders are unanimous (100 %) for cultural, 

commerce and international cooperation instruments 

for development, and almost total (97 %) for diplo-

macy, while only a minority of 15 %approves of the 

use of the military instrument. Likewise, the popu-

lation widely agrees with the use of these instruments, 

with approvals (agree very much or agree somewhat) 

of 87 % for the commercial instrument, 85 % for the 

cultural instrument, 74 % for the international coop-

eration for development and 69 % for diplomacy. 

Likewise, there is a half-way division in the public 

with respect to the use of military force, where 47 % 

agree and 47 % disagree with its use.

Now, as can be appreciated in Figure 4.6, the degree 

of support for the utilization of the soft and inter-

mediate instruments of power, both in the population 

and the leaders, has kept in very high levels in the 

last few years. Thus, there is citizen support to make 

considerably larger investments into human re-

sources, materials and finance in these categories to 

increase, strengthen and consolidate the importance 

and influence of Mexico in the world, in the Latin 

American region, and especially, in its natural area 

of influence: Central America and the Caribbean.

Figure 4.5 Foreign policy instruments, 2014
In order to increase its influence in the world, how much do you agree or disagree with 
Mexico utilizing...?
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Investing more in 
Foreign Policy

As was discussed in previous sections, both popula-

tion and leaders positively evaluate foreign policy, 

they coincide in the priorities that it must follow, 

and also in the instruments to increase Mexico’s 

influence in the world. It must be asked: how willing 

are Mexicans in investing resources into foreign 

policy and which actions do they prefer?

To find out the level of support of foreign pol-

icy, Mexicans were asked how important it would 

be for Mexico to invest more resources into certain 

particular actions. As can be observed in Figure 4.7, 

wide majorities of leaders and majorities of the pop-

ulation consider that it is important (somewhat or 

very much)  that the country invest more resources 

into: opening new embassies and consulates in other 

countries (public 66 %, first place; leaders 80 %, fourth 

place); increasing participation in international 

organizations (public 65 %, second place; leaders 93 %, 

first place); give refuge to foreigners who are in danger 

in the country of origin (public 62 %, third place; leaders 

86 %, second place); and offer scholarships to students 

from other countries so they can study in Mexico 

(public 53 %, fourth place; leaders 82 %, third place). 

The only action that is not considered as important 

is giving money to other countries for their develop-

ment, which has a support of 49 % among leaders 

and 30 % among the public. Thus, there is wide sup-

port at the national level for the investment of more 

budget resources into a wide range of actions of 

foreign policy.

Figure 4.6 Foreign policy instruments, 2010-2014
In order to increase its influence in the world, how much do you agree 
or disagree with Mexico utilizing...?
(% of “strongly agree” and “somewhat agree”)
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Participation  
in Peacekeeping 
Operations

A fundamental change in Mexico’s foreign policy in 

the administration of President Enrique Peña Nieto 

was the announcement in 2014, after more than a 

decade of discussion, that the country would par-

ticipate in peacekeeping operations of the United 

Nations. How widespread is support for Mexico’s 

participation in this type of operations? As can be ob-

served in Figure 4.8, the level of support depends on the 

type of participation performed by Mexico. When it is 

specified that the Mexican effectives would help in 

cases of natural disasters, there is a wide level of sup-

port among the population (63 % in favor). However, 

if they participated in pacification or intermediation 

in armed conflict zones, Mexicans would prefer to 

not participate, leaving this type of activities to 

other countries (37 % in favor, 51 % against). Finally, 

if the type of actions that the Mexican effectives are 

not specified, the population is torn (40 % in favor 

and 46 % against; while two thirds of the leaders, 64 %, 

would be against). As such, it must not be surprising 

that the announcement about Mexico’s participation 

in peacekeeping operations is restricted to help in the 

case of natural disasters, institutional reconstruction 

or technical support: precisely those cases in which 

there is wide support.

As can be appreciated in Figure 4.9, historically the 

level of approval in participating in pko by the public 

has been the majority, while the leaders have oscil-

lated between supporting or not supporting said 

participation. However, for the year 2014 a reduction 

is observed in the levels of support both among the 

population and the elite.

Figure 4.7 Investment and foreign policy actions, 2014
How important is it for Mexico to invest more resources in...?
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Figure 4.8 Peacekeeping missions, 2014 
Do you believe Mexico should participate in the UN’s peacekeeping missions? 
( %)

Figure 4.9 Peacekeeping missions, 2004-2014
Do you believe Mexico should participate in the UN’s peacekeeping missions by sending 
soldiers or police, or should it leave this type of activity to other countries?( % Leaders)
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Note: Phrasing of the question changed in 2014.  The answer “It should not participate” changed for “It should leave this type of activity to other countries”. Therefore, it doest not 
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The Dilemma of 
Whether or Not to 
Act in Case of Demo-
cratic Ruptures in 
the Region

Lastly, with the objective of getting to know the type 

of global responsibility or leadership that Mexicans 

expect the national foreign policies to exemplify, it 

was asked what Mexico should do in case there is a 

democratic rupture in the region, particularly if a Central 

American president were defeated by force. The pos-

sible options of actions against the non-democratic 

government would be: 1) taking leadership of the 

region to politically condemn it, 2) to economically 

sanction it, 3) breaking diplomatic ties unilaterally, 

or 4) to not give an opinion over the situation given 

that, by principle, internal affairs of other countries 

must not be inferred with.

Following the historical tradition of Mexico’s 

foreign policy, constitutionally consecrated in article 

89-X of the Carta Magna which contains the principles 

of foreign policy of no intervention and auto-deter-

mination of the peoples, two thirds of Mexicans (63 %) 

would agree (very much or somewhat) with the option 

of not giving an opinion regarding the situation, ac-

cording to the Estrada Doctrine. On the other hand, 

more Mexicans would be against rather than in favor 

of making a political condemnation in international 

organisms (45 % disagree, 37 % agree), establishing 

economic sanctions (44 % disagree, 39 % agree), or 

breaking diplomatic ties (43 % disagree, 39 % agree).

In sum, Mexicans want to invest more resources 

to have a foreign policy that gives priority to those 

objectives that produce well-being and security, giving 

privilege to soft and medium instruments of power. 

However, at the same time they wish for this to hap-

pen without generating conflicts with other countries, 

preferring to avoid international confrontations over 

the generation of public goods on a global scale.

Figure 4.10 Regional leadership: actions towards democratic ruptures, 2014
In the event a Central American president is overthrown by force, how much do you agree or 
disagree with Mexico...?(Public)
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ATTITUDES AND 
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REGIONS

What are the opinions, attitudes, perceptions, eval-

uations, and preferences of Mexicans towards dif-

ferent countries and regions in the world? How much 

do they value some countries or regions over others? 

Where are the preferences and the disagreements of 

Mexico’s relations with the world? Are these appre-

ciations similar or are there differences between the 

national population and the leaders? Have attitudes 

and opinions of population and leaders changed or 

remained throughout the last decade?

Map of Sympathies 
and Differences: 
Opinions, Attitudes,  
and General Preferences 
towards Countries and 
Regions

To get to know the appreciations of Mexicans with 

respect to 24 countries in the world, the respondents 

were asked to evaluate them on a scale of 0 to 100, 

where 0 meant a very unfavorable opinion, 100 a very 

favorable opinion, and 50 an opinion that is neither 

favorable nor unfavorable. The results of this exercise 

are in Figure 5.1, where the averages of each country, 

given by public and leaders, are in descending order. 

In 2014, among the national population, the country 

that received the most favorable opinion was the 

United States, with a average of 67 points. It was 

followed very closely by Canada (66 points on aver-

age), and then China (63), Great Britain (62), and 

Germany (61). On the other hand, among the leaders 

the country that received the most favorable opinion 

was Germany, with an average of 85 points. It was 

followed by Canada (81), Great Britain (78), and tied 

with 76 points, Australia and the United States. Al-

though population and leaders place Canada in the 

second position, the difference between the most 

favorable country is clear: while the United States is 

once again the population’s favorite country –as it 

was in 2012–, it is the first time that Germany is lo-

cated in the first position among leaders (in 2012 it 

drew a tie with Canada).

On the other extreme of the thermometer, the 

countries that have the most unfavorable opinions 

among the public were, in descending order: Indo-

nesia (48), Turkey (48), Venezuela (48), Israel (45), 

and in the last place Iran (43). Among leaders, the 

countries with most unfavorable opinions were: Cuba 

(57), Ecuador (57), Israel (57), Iran (49) and finally 

Venezuela (47).
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Although the Latin American countries do not 

occupy the first positions in population nor in lead-

ers, it is possible to observe the order of preferences 

of Mexicans. For the population, the most favorable 

opinions of countries are Brazil (60), Argentina (55), 

and Chile (54). For the leaders, the Latin American 

countries with most favorable opinions are: Chile 

(74), Brazil (70), Colombia (66), Argentina (61), and 

Peru (60). As for the population, there are various 

countries that are very close to the 50 points (neither 

favorable, nor unfavorable), among which there are 

many Latin Americans: Colombia (52), South Africa 

(51), Ecuador (50), India (49), Peru (49), Cuba (49), 

and Guatemala (49). It must be said that among 

leaders, those who are closest to 50 points are those 

who are in the worst positions.

As can be observed, although the average of the 

valuations of the population is lower to that of lead-

ers in general (54 in public, 66 in leaders), there are 

some important differences. The countries where 

there is a wide distance of averages are Germany (24 

points more leaders than population), Chile (21 more 

points) and Australia (19 more points). Also India 

and Great Britain have 17 more points in leaders than 

in population. There are only two cases where the 

population values better: Colombia with two more 

points and Venezuela with one more point.

In general, the scores of the countries decreased 

in the population between 2012 and 2014, while in 

the leaders most increased their score. This had not 

happened in the last two times the survey was car-

ried out (before leaders decreased and the population 

Figure 5.1 Thermometers of Countries, 2014 
 I will now ask you to rate your opinion about some countries, where zero expresses a very unfavorable 
opinion, 100 expresses a very favorable opinion, and 50 is neither a favorable nor unfavorable opinion. 
You may use any number between 0 and 100, and the higher the number, the more favorable your 
opinion on that country. If you do not have an opinion, or do not know that country, please tell me. 
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increased their evaluations). On the one hand, the 

United States and Brazil lost 4 points and Argentina 

lost 3. On the other, among those who gained points, 

the following stand out among the leaders: Ger-

many, which increased by 6 points, only overtaken 

by the 7 points gained by Ecuador and India. Chile, 

Cuba and the United States each gained 5 points. In 

this sense, it is worth mentioning that Germany 

gained sufficient points to take the first place among 

the leaders with respect to the previous round of the 

survey, while Canada only gained 2 points. Among 

the population, only the growth of Russia stands out 

by gaining from 49 to 55 (6 points). South Africa and 

Ecuador only recovered 3 points.

Despite the differences between the last two 

years, how stable or changing have been the opinions 

of Mexicans towards countries between 2004 and 

2014? On the one hand, there are countries towards 

Mexican public opinion has been relatively stable. 

In first place, opinions towards Germany are very 

stable among population and leaders. In population 

it has varied very little between 65 points in 2006 and 

61 in 2014. In the leaders, although it had been de-

creasing very little between 2004 (80 points) and 2012 

(79 points), in 2014 it rose again and had its highest 

point at 85 points. Second, the opinion about Cana-

da has not had pronounced changes either, although 

it has been presenting somewhat of a decreasing 

trend. In the population, after the increase between 

2004 and 2006 (from 65 to 74), it has decreased until 

settling in 2014 at 66 points (very close to the opinion 

from ten years previous). Among leaders it has also 

decreased, although it only lost 8 points between 

2004 (87) and 2012 (79), but in 2014 it rose to 81 points.

Figure 5.2 Opinions about Countries throughout Time. 2004-2014
I will now ask you to rate your opinion about some countries, where zero expresses a very 
unfavorable opinion, 100 expresses a very favorable opinion, and 50 is neither a favorable  
nor unfavorable opinion. You may use any number between 0 and 100, and the higher  
the number, the more favorable your opinion on that country. If you do not have an opinion,  
or do not know that country, please tell me. (Avg.)
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The opinion about China has not gone through 

significant changes, either. In the population, it 

grew between 2004 and 2008, although only by 7 

points (from 59 to 66), and then it stayed around this 

average. In the leaders, it began with 73 points in 

2004, then decreased a little to 70 and 69 in 2012, but 

returned to 73 in 2014. In the case of the opinion about 

Venezuela there have also been less opinion changes. 

In the population, it decreased only 5 points between 

2006 and 2010, but in the last two rounds of the sur-

vey it has remained steady with 48 points. In the case 

of leaders, from 2006 it has stayed at around 47 points. 

Something very similar to the case of Iran (which is 

not gratified) and is quite stable throughout time.

Unlike the previous, there are some cases where 

the opinion of Mexicans has presented important 

changes in the last decade, although with similar 

movements between population and leaders. As can 

be seen in Figure 5.2, the options towards Spain have 

had a decreasing tendency, especially among leaders. 

Among the population, although it had a slight 

growth between 2004 and 2008, from then on it began 

to decrease: it went from 67 to 59 points. Among 

leaders, it had a more pronounced drop: between 

2004 and 2012 it decreased from 85 to 64 (almost 

twenty points), although it had a slight upturn in 

2014 rising to 68 points. On its part, opinion about 

Brazil seems to have two movements, one and an-

other of equal sense between population and leaders. 

In both, between 2004 and 2008 its score increased: 

from 53 to 65 in population (12 more points), and from 

73 to 79 in 2010. However, in the population it de-

creased to 60 in 2014, and in leaders it dropped to 70 

(almost 10 points less). A similar case is Guatemala. 

Population and leaders had a growth between 2004 

and 2006: from 45 to 54 in population, and from 58 

to 63 among leaders. And between both there has 

also been a decreasing trend in the last rounds of the 

survey: in population it decreased to 46 in 2010, and 

in 2014 it is in 49 points; among leaders it lowered to 

54 in 2012, but in 2014 it rose to 58.

Also, as can be observed, opinions towards the 

United States have been very variable throughout 

the decade. This opinion had a decreasing tendency 

between 2004 and 2008, both in population and lead-

ers: among the former it went from 68 to 61 (although 

it reached its highest point in 2006, with 74 points), 

while among the latter it went from 79 to 69 points. 

However, in both samples, starting from 2010 there 

has been an increasing tendency. In the population 

it reached 71 points in 2010, and decreased to 67 in 

2014. Among leaders, it passed from 69 in 2008 to 76 

in 2014 (although it still has not reached its best score 

from ten years ago).

The opinion about Cuba is particular because it 

shows more changes throughout the decade, espe-

cially in the population. Among the population it 

had a growth between 2004 and 2006 (from 46 to 58, 

twelve points), had an important fall until 2010 when 

it lost fourteen points and it was located in 44, and 

it then grew until 49 in 2014. In the leaders, it has 

also had many movements: first, a growth of 9 points 

between 2004 and 2008 (from 47 to 56); then, a drop 

in 2010 to 51, and in 2014 it rose again to 57 points. 

There is one more case of instability of public opinion, 

but which is different between population and lead-

ers: Chile. In the population, it has remained at 

around 54 points. On the contrary, among leaders 

between 2006 and 2012 it dropped from 81 to 70, al-

though as we saw, it recovered in 2014 to 74 points.

The survey also allows another way of observing 

the changes in public opinion, at least in the na-

tional population, towards different countries. It is 

the measurement of net trust1 to keep the peace to-

wards the five member countries of the Security 

Council of the United Nations. As can be observed in 

Figure 5.3, there has been variations in the levels of 

net trust among these countries, in some more than 

others. The United States is the country out of the 

five that has had the most changes. Here the na-

tional population has clearly increased its perceptions 

about the capacity of the United States to keep peace.

 1  Net trust is measured as the percentage of respondents who said to feel trust 
towards a given country to keep the peace, minus the percentage of respondents 
who said to feel less trust for the same country to keep peace in the world.
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While in 2008 it was the country that received the 

widest percentage of net negative support among 

the options (-23 %), there was a relevant change in 

2010 when it obtained 4 % of net positive trust and 

in 2014 it is the country with the highest percentage 

of net positive trust to keep peace (9 %).

Although China started in 2008 with a small and 

positive level of net trust (3 %), from 2010 a negative 

trust change took place (-11 %), but it has had a small 

decrease towards 2012 and 2014 (-8 %). The opinion 

towards France has also had changes. Although in 

2008 it was the country with the highest level of 

positive trust (20 %), it began to decrease to 15 % in 

2010 and by 2014 it only reaches 7 %, which places it 

as the second country with a net positive trust (after 

the United States). In the case of Great Britain, opin-

ion has not had many changes. From 2008 to 2014 it 

has had positive trust, although not large. The reg-

ister began at 6 % and is at 2 %; that is to say that trust 

and distrust are almost the same. Russia is the only 

country that has had a negative net trust balance, 

and it has continued to grow. In 2008 it started at -13 % 

and reached -19 %, being the less trusted country to 

keep world peace.

Another way of determining the sympathies of 

Mexicans towards the world is to know their opinion 

about heads of government and personalities of 

other countries. Therefore, as was the case with 

countries, respondents were asked to give out a 

number valuation using a scale between 0 and 100 

of twelve international and one national political 

personalities. The results are reported in Figure 5.4. 

Among the national population, the international 

personality that received the most favorable opinion 

was Pope Francis: 73 points of average (5 points more 

than Pope Benedict XVI, who took the first position 

in 2012). The Pope is followed by the American Pres-

ident Barack Obama (64 points), and tied with 51 

Figure 5.3 Net Trust to Keep Peace, 2008-2014
a. Which of the following countries do you trust the most to keep world peace?
b. Which of the following countries do you trust the least to keep world peace? 
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points are four Latin American heads of state: Dilma 

Rousseff, president of Brazil; Cristina Fernandez, 

president of Argentina; Michelle Bachelet, president 

of Chile, and Otto Pérez Molina, president of Guate-

mala, followed by Rafael Correa (50), president of 

Ecuador, Stephen Harper (49), Prime Minister of 

Canada and Juan Manuel Santos (48), president of 

Colombia. In turn, among the leaders, the head of 

state with most favorable opinions is Chilean presi-

dent Michelle Bachelet, with 78 points on average. 

Her scores are followed by Pope Francis (76), Dilma 

Rousseff (73) and Barack Obama (72).

The heads of state with the most unfavorable 

opinions are Vladimir Putin (47), President of Russia; 

Enrique Peña Nieto (46, who lost 8 points); Raul 

Castro (42), President of Cuba, and the least valued 

leader is Venezuelan president Nicolas Maduro (40). 

Among leaders, the three chiefs of state with the 

least favorable opinions are the same of the popula-

tion: Vladimir Putin (60), Enrique Peña Nieto (58), 

Raul Castro (52) and Nicolas Maduro (42). 

Just as in countries, the average of the popula-

tion (51) is lower to leaders (64), and there are also 

relevant differences. The most important ones are 

those of Michelle Bachelet and Dilma Rousseff, who 

respectively received 27 and 22 more percentage points, 

among leaders than the population. Although there 

is no exact coincidence among the best scores for 

heads of State, there are coincidences among the 

worse valued between population and leaders. As it 

can be seen, only two international personalities 

have the high sympathies of the population and 

leaders: Pope Francis and President Barack Obama; 

the rest of the personalities show variations in both 

samples. On his part, Nicolas Maduro also shares 

the antipathy of the Mexicans that were surveyed.

There is a aggregation of the countries according 

to the region of the world where they belong. Taking 

Figure 5.4 Thermometers of Heads of State, 2014
I will now ask you to rate your opinion regarding some political leaders. You may use any number 
between 0 and 100, the higher the number, the more favorable your opinion on that leader.  
If you do not have an opinion, or do not know that political leader, please tell me. (Avg.)
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this into account, the average values were calculated 

for the countries of the following regions: North 

America, Southern Cone, Andean Region, Central 

America and the Caribbean, Asia-Pacific, and Middle 

East.2 As can be observed in Figure 5.5, in this case the 

order of opinions is very similar between population 

and leaders. In first place, for both is North America 

(with 67 and 79 points on average, respectively). In 

second and third place, also for both samples, are 

Europe (61 and 77 points) and Asia-Pacific (59 and 71 

points). In the case of the regions of Latin America, 

both population and leaders allot the most favorable 

evaluations to the countries of the Southern Cone (57 

and 69, respectively). However, with the other two 

regions, opinions vary. While the population ex-

presses on average better opinions towards the An-

dean Region (50) compared to Central America and 

the Caribbean (49), among the leaders the opposite 

occurs: they prefer Central America (58) a little over 

the Andean Region (54). Lastly, both groups give the 

most unfavorable valuations to the Middle East: 44 

and 53, respectively.

Additionally, the 2014 edition included various 

countries with the purpose of getting to know the 

opinions of Mexicans with respect to certain regions 

or groups of countries by emerging economic blocs. 

Based on this, the average valuations were also cal-

culated for the countries belonging to the Alliance 
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Figure 5.5 Map of Opinions about Regions of the world, 2014 
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 2  Instead of grouping countries by continents, such as Asia or 
America, it was decided to group them in continental regions 
or sub-regions that are relatively more homogeneous. Africa 
was excluded, given that in 2014 there are only scores for South 
Africa. The countries that correspond to each region are from 
North America: Canada and the United States; Southern Cone: 

Argentina, Brazil, and Chile; Andean Region: Colombia, 
Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela; Central America and the Ca-
ribbean: Cuba and Guatemala; Europe: Germany, Great Britain, 
and Spain; Asia-Pacific: China and South Korea, and Middle 
East: Israel and Iran.
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of the Pacific (Colombia, Chile, and Peru), the BRICS 

(Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) and 

the most recent aggrupation, MIKTA (Indonesia, 

South Korea, Turkey, and Australia). As can be ob-

served, both for national leaders and population, the 

bloc of countries best valued is BRICS (56 and 67 points 

on average, respectively). This is followed, also for 

both samples of respondents, by the group MIKTA (52 

and 66 points), followed by the Alliance of the Pa-

cific (52 and 66 points). These results show two in-

teresting data. On the one hand, none of these regions 

is above the valuations of the most appreciated re-

gions. In a different way, the BRICS are not valued 

more than North America, Europe, or Asia-Pacific; 

what is more, they are under the Southern Cone. On 

the other hand, it is noteworthy that the groups to 

which Mexico belongs, the Alliance of the Pacific 

and MIKTA, are below of the recently mentioned, to 

which it does not belong.

Do these opinions of regions coincide with the 

regional preferences of Mexicans? How have these 

preferences varied across time? As can be observed 

in Figure 5.6, the preferences over which region Mex-

ico should pay more attention to have changed. In 

terms of changes, in 2014 (33 %) –as in 2008 (37 %)– the 

relative majority of the population prefers Latin 

America, while in 2010 and 2012 it was different (only 

29 % pointed to Latin America). Those same years, 

the population preferred North America (36 %), al-

though in 2008 and 2014 the situation is different 

(only 30 % an 23 %, respectively). In terms of conti-

nuities, among the population, Europe continues 

being in the third position: from 10 to 9 %. And Af-

rica continues in fourth place, growing a little from 

5 to 8 %. Asia and the Middle East are preferences of 

a very low percentage of the population.

In turn, the leaders are more consistent in their 

regional preferences. On the one hand, a majority 

of leaders have always preferred Latin America, and 

in fact, it has grown: from 33 % in 2008 to 38 % in 

2014. North America remains as the second option 

for the other third: from 28 to 27 % in 2014 (with a 

growth in 2010 of 33 %). Unlike the population, Asia 

has been the third option, and it has gone from 15 

to 18 %, although it has had a regression with respect 

to 2010, when it reached 26 %. Europe, in turn, has 

remained as the fourth option among leaders: at 

around 10 %. Africa and the Middle East are always 

a very low preference among leaders.

Figure 5.6 Regional Preferences, 2008-2014 
Tell me, to what region of the world should Mexico pay more attention to? 
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In 2014, there are clearly more Latin Americanists 

population and leaders, who are followed by North 

Americanists. This contrasts with the regional valu-

ations, given that both groups are more favorable 

towards North America (and other regions) than to 

regions of Latin America, where the most valued 

sub-region is the Southern Cone. In 2014, although 

it seems a Latin Americanist year, the regional valu-

ations of population and leaders do not coincide in 

their regional preferences.

Friends or Foes? 
Mexico’s Relations with 
Various Countries

Among the previously analyzed countries, there are 

many with which Mexico has a closer or more intense 

relationship, because they are geographically neigh-

bors (United States, Guatemala, and Cuba) or because 

of the importance of these countries in the region 

(Brazil and Venezuela) and in the world (China). 

What type of relation do Mexicans believe that our 

country has had with each of them in the last years? 

As we see in Figure 5.7, the appreciations of public 

opinion are different depending of the country and 

the year. In first place, the type of relation with the 

United States is clear and consistent to Mexicans, 

despite of the changes that have occurred in time in 

the general valuation. Both for the majority of the 

population and for leaders, the United States is 

mainly Mexico’s partner. In the population this 

opinion grew from 50 to 56 % between 2006 and 2014. 

And among leaders there has been around 74 % who 

have this same opinion across time. It must be men-

tioned that in the population, the opinion that the 

United States is a friend decreased from 35 to 29 %. 

Although among leaders this same opinion is at 

around 17 %.

Just as with the United States, the opinions of 

Mexicans are also consistent across time with respect 

to Guatemala, but in a different way. For the major-

ity of the public and leaders, Guatemala is a friend 

of Mexico. Among the population this opinion changed 

very little, given that it went from 56 % in 2006 to 44 

% in 2014; while the opinion of being partners grew 

from 24 to 28 %. Among leaders, percentages above 

60 % have estimated that the relationship with Gua-

temala is one of friends. The opinion that we are 

partners has also decreased from 34 % in 2006 to 26 % 

in 2014. In the case of Cuba, the opinions of the 

Mexican population and leaders have not changed 

very much, either. For a majority of the population, 

between 2006 and 2014, Cuba is a friend (42 %), fol-

lowed by those who see it as a partner (from 22 to 27 

%), and much fewer see it as a rival (from 16 to 10 %). 

Among the leaders, the opinion is clearer: while in 

2006 44 % saw it as a friend, this percentage grew to 

61 % in 2008 and 60 % in 2014. For the leaders, never-

theless, it can be observed that the option of partners 

also grew, from 14 to 25 % in 2014. And the rival option 

decreased from 20 % in 2006 to 6 % in 2014.

For the public, the relationship with Brazil has 

been characterized by friendship: in 2006 and 2008 

above 50 %, and in 2014 it decreased 46 %; while the 

percentage that consider it a partner went from 28 % 

in 2008 to 36 % in 2014. However, among the leaders, 

the opinion has been more divided. In 2006 there 

were almost three similar parts that consider Brazil 

a friend (35 %), a partner (36 %), or a rival (27 %). How-

ever, in 2008 almost half consider it a friend (49 %), 

less of a partner (38 %), and much less a threat (10 %). 

For 2014, there is no great variation with respect of 

this opinion: most of the leaders have the opinion 

that Brazil is a friend (47 %), followed by partner (34 

%), and threat (15 %). This change seems to coincide 

with the movements in the general opinion about 

Brazil briefed in the previous section.

Unlike the previous countries, Venezuela is the 

only case where the opinion of population and lead-

ers is very different, and especially among the latter 

it has changed throughout the studied time, which 

seems surprising given that the general opinion of 

the country has been one of the most stable in the 

last decade. In the three years of available data, there 

is a relative majority of the public that considers 
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Figure 5.7 Type of Relation of Mexico with Countries, 2006-2014 
Tell me, how would you describe the relations between Mexico and the following 
countries? The relationship of Mexico with …is that of friends, partners, rivals or threat?
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Venezuela a friend to Mexico, with some change: 

from 45 to 40 % in 2014. The percentage that considers 

it a partner has increased a little, from 22 to 27 %. 

However, among the leaders the changes and plural-

ity of opinions is greater. The opinion that Venezu-

ela is a friend changed from 24 % in 2006 to 35 % in 

2014. In turn, the most relevant is that Venezuela is 

the country that receives the highest percentages of 

being considered a threat. And in fact, in 2006 this 

was the opinion with the highest percentage, even 

though it was only of 30 %. This percentage has later 

decreased to 28 % and 22 % in the most recent round 

of the survey.

Finally, the case of China is special, given that 

between 2008 and 2014 the opinions of the population 

and the leaders have varied considerably. While in 

2008 there was a relatively larger percentage of Mex-

icans who considered China a friend (39 %) rather 

than a partner (33 %), in 2014 the opinion is the op-

posite: half of the population considers it a partner 

(51 %), only 26 % consider China as a friend. On their 

part, among leaders, in 2008 there were similar 

percentages that considered it friend (26 %), partner 

(30 %), or rival (25 %). Nevertheless, in 2014 almost 

half of the leaders (46 %) consider China a partner, 

and only 21 % consider it a friend. Curiously, a simi-

lar percentage (20 %) describes the relationship with 

China in terms of threat.

These data present two interesting results. On 

the one hand, it must be said that Latin American 

countries (Brazil, Cuba, and Guatemala) are perceived 

as friends of Mexico, even in the case of Venezuela 

among the national population. In turn, the United 

States and China are clearly partners to Mexicans. 

This provides a contrast to the evaluations of these 

countries: it seems that “partners” receive higher 

scores, while “friends” have lower average evalua-

tions than the former. In terms of continuities, Cuba, 

the United States, and Guatemala, our neighbors, 

seem to have the most consistent opinions in these 

years, and more similar between population and 

leaders. In turn, China is the country with the most 

changes: it went from being a little bit of a friend to 

being more of a partner, which seems to be similar 

to the opinion about Brazil. And Venezuela is the 

country that generates more controversies and chang-

es, especially among leaders.

Now, what is the state of the relationship espe-

cially with our neighbors according to Mexicans? As 

can be seen in Figure 5.8, for a clear majority of the 

national population, the relationship with the north-

ern neighbor, the United States, is very good or good 

Figure 5.8 Relation with Cuba, the United States, and Guatemala 
 ¿Would you say that relations between Mexico and ________ is…?
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Figure 5.9 Important Aspects of the Relation with Cuba, the United States, 
and Guatemala
Tell me, what is the most important aspect of the relationship with…? 
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(60 %), and relations with the other two neighbors, 

Guatemala and Cuba, are also positive (40 and 42 %, 

respectively). In turn, among the leaders, more than 

half or almost half consider that relations with the 

three neighbors are good, especially with the United 

States (74 %); 56 % consider it to be good with Guate-

mala, and 48 % with Cuba.

And what is the most important aspect of that 

relationship with our neighbors? As can be observed 

in Figure 5.9, there are split opinions within the pop-

ulation and the leaders on this matter. For the pub-

lic, the main topic of the relationship with the 

United States is migration (34 %), followed very close-

ly by trade (30 %). In turn, for the leaders, the main 

topic of the relation is trade (48 %), followed by mi-

gration (26 %). In the case of Guatemala, for the 

national population the main topic is also migration 

(29 %), although in the second place both border and 

trade are in a tie (with 20 %). In turn, for leaders it 

is more clear that the main topic of the relation with 

Guatemala is migration (46 %), followed by 28 % who 

place the border as the main topic of the relation. 

Lastly, for the national population, the main topic 

of the relation with Cuba is trade (32 %) followed by 

migration (20 %). This is even clearer among leaders, 

from whom 39 % pointed out that trade is the main 

topic and 29 % said that it is la migration. It must be 

highlighted that drug trafficking and natural re-

sources are relevant topics for very small proportions 

of population and leaders. Thus, it can be pointed 

out that there are not only relatively different states 

of relation with our neighbors, but the topics of the 

agenda with each one are also different: migration 

is the topic with Guatemala, while trade is the top-

ic both with the United States and Cuba.

Before analyzing the attitudes towards the Unit-

ed States and Latin America, we pause to present the 

results of the opinion of Mexicans with respect to 

the economic growth of China. Do they consider this 

to be a positive or negative fact across time? As can 

be observed in Figure 5.10, although in 2006 positive 

and negative opinions started out the same (34 %), 

 Public  Leaders

Figure 5.10 Economic Growth of China, 2006-2014
In your opinion, if the Chinese economy grew to the point of being as big as the US economy,  
do you think that this fact would be positive, negative or just as positive as negative for the world? 
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and in 2008 the negative (46 %) was larger than the 

positive (29 %), from 2010 for a relative majority of 

the Mexican population, the growth of China is seen 

as something positive (40 % in 2010; 46 % in 2012 and 

44 % in 2014); while the negative has decreased: from 

37 % in 2010 to 29 % in 2014. The equally positive and 

negative option has gradually grown very little: from 

14 % in 2008 to 19 % in 2014.

The interesting contrast occurs among leaders. 

Between 2006 and 2010, a clear majority kept a posi-

tive opinion towards the growth of China: around 

62 %, and in second position followed the negative 

(between 22 % and 33 % in 2010), and very few (around 

10 %) who considered it equal. However, change came 

in 2014. The positive option decreased to 45 % (15 per-

centage points less with respect to 2012) and the op-

tion “the same” increased to 34 % (26 percentage points 

more with respect to 2012), taking the second option, 

above the 20 % who interpret it as something “nega-

tive” (this option decreased by 10 percentage points). 

It must be said that for the first time since the ques-

tion was asked, there are similar percentages of 

positive option between population and leaders; and 

in both there is a growth in the option “the same”.

Figure 5.11 Feelings towards the United States, 2004-2014 
From the following words, which one best describes your feelings towards the United States?  

B. Admiration / DisdainA. Trust / Distrust
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Attitudes towards 
the United States

With the purpose of exploring attitudes towards the 

United States, from the first time the survey was 

conducted, it was asked of the respondents to choose 

a word that best defines their feelings towards that 

country: trust or distrust, and admiration or con-

tempt. The results accumulated from 2004 to 2014 are 

reported in Figure 5.11. It is very clear that feelings 

towards the United States have improved, that they 

have turned more positive throughout the decade. 

On the one hand, it is observed that the population 

trusts more each time the United States: it went from 

20 % in 2004 to 44 % in 2014 (24 percentage points of 

increase), with an important jump in 2010. On the 

other, although between 2004 and 2008 distrust grew 

(from 4 to 61 %); this trend has reverted and it has 

begun to decrease down to 36 % (10 percentage points 

less than in 2004, and this is the lowest year of dis-

trust). In fact, 2014 is the first year in which trust is 

larger than distrust in the national population. The 

option of “indifference” (spontaneous) has remained 

at around 18 %.

In the case of the leaders, trust has had an in-

creasing trend between 2008 and 2014: from 29 to 50 

%, the best year of trust was 2012 (54 %), which de-

creased by 4 percentage points on the last wave of 

the survey. In that same period, distrust has also had 

a decreasing trend: from 64 to 46 % in 2014; although 

this increased with respect to 2012 (38 %) by 8 percent-

age points. Indifference accounts for a very low 

percentage. It bears mentioning that the differ-

ences between the national population and leaders 

have decreased: while in 2004 the difference was of 

26 percentage points in terms of trust, in 2014 there 

are only 6 percentage points of indifference.

With respect to admiration, the trends are also 

quite clear. First, the feeling of admiration has in-

creased: from 29 % in 2004 to 49 % in 2014: 20 more 

percentage points. Second, the feeling of contempt 

has decreased: from 46 % in 2004 to 14 % in 2014; it 

decreased by 32 percentage points in a decade. Indif-

ference has been, since 2006, relatively constant, 

around 29 % of the national population. While in 

2004 there was a clear majority that had contempt 

for the United States, in 2014 there is a clear major-

ity that admires it.

In the case of the leaders, there are also clear 

tendencies, although perhaps less pronounced. On 

the one hand, the feeling of admiration has grown: 

from 47 % in 2008 to 62 % in 2014 (25 more percentage 

points), although it has not yet reached the 64 % it 

had in 2006. On the other, contempt has indeed 

decreased: from 23 in 2006 to 12 % in 2014 (11 percent-

age points). The option of “indifference” remains in 

the second position with 21 %, above contempt in 

2014. The leaders have always topped the national 

population in this feeling. Although the distance 

between both has narrowed: while in 2006 the lead-

ers admired 30 percentage points more than the 

population, in 2014 this distance is of only 13 points 

(in the previous years it had been of 15 points).

Now, what do Mexicans value more or better 

with respect to the United States? In 2014 new ques-

tions were added about different characteristics of 

the northern neighbor, as well as several of its actions 

in the world. The respondents were first asked to rate 

five distinctive aspects of the United States on a scale 

of 1 to 7, where 1 represents a “very negative” aspect 

and 7 a “very positive” aspect. As can be seen in Figure 

5.12, there are aspects that are more and less valued 

by Mexicans - although none is rated as very negative 

by the majority. Both for the national population 

and the leaders, the most positive aspect of the 

American Union are their scientific and technologi-

cal advances (the former grant on average 5.7 points 

and the latter 6.5 points). For the population, the 

next three most positive aspects of the United States 

are: their popular culture, such as movies and music 

(5.3 of the medium); its positioning as the most 

important country in the world (5.1), and its democ-

racy (5.0). In turn, for the leaders, the second most 

positive aspect of the United States is its democracy 

(5.4) and then its popular culture (5.1) and its posi-

tion as the most important country (5.0). Lastly, 
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population and leaders once again agree on the least 

positive aspect: its military presence in the world 

(4.8 for the former; 4.4 for the latter).

Then, it was asked of the respondents to rate on 

the same scale of very negative to very positive the 

performance of the United States in four spheres. In 

this case, according to the same Figure 5.12, population 

and leaders agree in placing the promotion of free 

trade as the most positive act of this country: 4.9 on 

average in population and 5.2 in leaders. Likewise, 

they also agree in rating the defense of democracy 

in the world as the least positive act (4.6 population; 

4.1 leaders). Where they vary is in their ratings over 

the fight against world terrorism (4.7 population; 

4.6 leaders) and its performance in Latin America 

(4.7 population; 4.2 leaders).

Based on these results, it can be said that the 

national population and Mexican leaders rate as very 

positive the scientific and technological advances of 

the United States, as well as its promotion of free 

trade. Furthermore, in general, the population gives 

a higher score on average than leaders. However, in 

the two most positive spheres, leaders have a higher 

average score than the national population (a situa-

tion which only applies to the valuation of American 

democracy). Population and leaders share the least 

positive valuation of the defense of democracy and 

the military presence of the United States in the 

world. Thus, these relative aspects of the intervening 

American activities have a clear limit in the valuation 

of Mexicans.

As we have previously pointed out, the United 

States is not only one of the countries with the best 

opinions among Mexicans (in fact, they hold the 

first position among the national population), these 

favorable opinions have also grown across time, 

including the general feelings of trust and admira-

tion, such as the trust to keep world peace. And al-

though it is mainly considered to be a partner, this 

is the neighbor with whom a better relation is per-

ceived, centered mainly in trade. This is consistent 

with the fact that population and leaders value as 

Figure 5.12 Opinions of Aspects and Actions of the United States, 2014

On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 means VERY NEGATIVE and 7 VERY POSITIVE, how do you 
rate each of the following aspects of the United States? 
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Promotion of free trade 

Its military presence in the world
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The defense of democracy in the world
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Figure 5.13 Situation in Latin America, 2008-2014
 In general, do you believe Latin America is better or worse than 10 years ago? 
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very positive the American promotion of free trade, 

as much as its advances in science and technology.

Attitudes towards 
Latin America

Despite the fact that Mexico is economically and 

geographically located in North America, and sym-

pathies towards the United States have increased, 

its historical and cultural location is in Latin Amer-

ica. What is the evaluation that Mexicans have made 

of the situation of this region in the last few years? 

As can be observed in Figure 5.13, from 2008 to 2012, 

the relative majority of the Mexican population had 

expressed the opinion that Latin America was better 

at that time than 10 years before; this opinion had 

only moved from 42 to 40 %. At the same time, the 

opinion that the region was worse had a lower and 

relatively constant percentage: it only grew from 33 

to 35 %. However, since the last time the survey was 

conducted, a change took place. In 2014, 44 % of the 

population (9 more percentage points) holds the 

opinion that Latin America is worse off than it was 

a decade ago, and only 27 % have the opinion that it 

is better (a drop of 13 points).

In the case of the leaders, the results shown in 

Figure 5.13 demonstrate that there is a clear optimist 

majority with respect to the region. Between 2008 and 

2014, the percentage of those who hold the opinion 

that the region is better than it was 10 years ago has 

gone between 66 and 62 % (reaching its peak in 2012 at 

73 %). However, like the population, in 2014 a certain 

pessimistic change is recorded, although not as drastic. 

While the opinion of better decreased eleven percentage 

points, the opinion that the situation of Latin Ameri-

ca is worse increased 10 points: it went from 21 to 31 %.

What is the role that Mexicans have preferred 

to have in Latin America in the last few years: have 

they sought out leadership or staying away? The 

results of Figure 5.14 present the answer to this ques-

tion. As can be seen, except for the case of 2006, when 

the options between exercising leadership in the 

region and participating without being leaders were 

not very separated, opinions have remained some-

what stable, although there are gradual movements.
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In 2014, the leadership towards Latin America is 

in tune to what was pointed out in Chapter 4: Mexicans 

show attitudes of estrangement and pessimism about 

the world. Between 2008 and 2014, the option of exer-

cising leadership has decreased: from41 % in 2008 to 

29 % in 2014 (22 less points and only 9 less points in the 

last two years), although not as low as the 22 % of 2006. 

In the same period, the option of participating with-

out being leader increased: from 46 % in 2008 to 49 % 

in 2014, although still not as high as in 2006: 59 %. 

Among leaders, unlike the population, between 2008 

and 2014 the preference of participating in the region 

being leader has grown: from 45 to 53 % (barley 8 per-

centage points), and from 2012 it has been higher than 

50 %; although the strong growth happened from 2006 

to 2008, which was at 23 %. On their part, the option 

of participating without being leader has decreased: 

from 54 to 46 % (a loss of 8 points, although the jump 

occurred in 2008 when it decreased from 75 %).

It is clear that the population does not want to 

seek out leadership, while among leaders the option 

of leadership in the region time is each time larger. 

Besides, differences among both have grown more 

solid: while in 2006 the percentage in favor of exer-

cising leadership among both samples was sepa-

rated by only one point, in 2014 there is a difference 

of 24 points. These results are interesting in the light 

of the fact than 2014 returned to being a year of 

Latin Americanist preferences among Mexicans. 

While among the national population there is clear-

ly pessimism and a lack of preference for exercising 

leadership in the region, among leaders there is more 

enthusiasm for being leader, despite their growing 

pessimism.

Lastly, what are the preferences of Mexicans 

with respect to the actions of regional integration? 

Moreover, based on the differences between some 

publics that are more Latin Americanists and other 

publics that are more North Americanists, how dif-

ferent are the opinions with respect to regional in-

tegration with Latin America and with North America? 

Are Mexicans more in agreement or disagreement 

 Public  Leaders

Figure 5.14 The Role of Mexico in Latin America, 2006-2014 
Which of the following statements is closest to what you think of Mexico’s role in Latin America? 
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with actions to integrate with Latin American rath-

er than with North America? To answer these ques-

tions, in 2014, it was asked to individuals to express 

the degree of their agreement with nine different 

actions that steer towards greater regional integra-

tion. One half of the population was asked to express 

their opinion about integration in Latin America, 

and the other half was asked to express those opinions 

with respect to integration in North America. Lead-

ers were also asked the same questions, but only with 

respect to integration in Latin America. The results 

of this exercise are reported in Figure 5.15.

As it can be seen, the order of the preferences 

with respect to the actions for regional integration 

among the different samples is relatively similar. In 

the first block, there are three actions that receive 

more than 60 % of agreement in the national popula-

tion –those who were asked about Latin America as 

well as those asked about North America– and over 

90 % among leaders. The action that has most support 

is more bridges and roads that connect the region: 

81 % of population and 96 % of leaders. Then, in sec-

ond place, are free circulation of investments (67 % 

population; 92 % leaders) and, in third place, free 

flow of goods and services (66 % population; 94 % 

leaders). In these two actions there are important 

differences between samples and across time. On 

one side, leaders are in much more agreement with 

the free circulation of goods and services (28 percent-

age points higher) and of investments (25 points 

higher) than the national population. On the other, 

these same two actions are the ones that lost the 

most support from 2012 to 2014: investments have 10 

points less and goods and services have 9 percentage 

points less between both years.

In a second block are the actions supported by 

little over half of the national population and over 

60 % among leaders. In this situation there are three 

spheres: having a common foreign policy (53 % 

population; 70 % leaders), having joint embassies 

(51 % population; 60 % leaders) and a joint parliament 

or regional congress (50 % population; 67 % leaders). 

Figure 5.15 Actions for Regional Integration, 2014
Speaking of integration in Latin America / North America,  
how much do you agree or disagree with having …? 
(% of “Strongly agree” and “somewhat agree”)
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without border controls

A common Latin American currency

Joint military operations
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It bears saying that in the last actions the prefer-

ences of the national population with respect to 

integration with North America is not very different 

to that of Latin America: the same percentage sup-

ports having joint embassies, and only a minor 

percentage agrees with a North American congress 

(2 less points) and a common North American foreign 

policy (4 less points).

In a third block are three actions of which less 

than half of the national population is in agreement, 

and, except for one, it does not count with the ma-

jority support of leaders, either. Free movement of 

people without border control only has the agreement 

of 47 % of the national population and 53 % of leaders. 

This is followed by a common Latin American cur-

rency (46 % population; 38 % leaders), and joint mil-

itary operations (45 % population; 43 % leaders). Over 

these last actions, the results show three interesting 

results. First, in 2014, the free movement of people 

stopped being, for the first time since the question 

was asked in 2010, the action with the least support 

from the population (it increased by two points with 

respect to 2012). Second, having a common Latin 

American currency, and with joint military opera-

tions are not only the two options with least agree-

ment among leaders, they are also the only actions 

where the support of the national population is 

bigger: three more points in joint military operations, 

and eight points less for a common currency. Third, 

these last three actions are the only that have more 

support among the population that was asked about 

the integration with North American than those who 

were asked about Latin America. Although the dif-

ference is not very large: one more point in joint 

military operations, two more points for free mobil-

ity of people, an four more points for a North Amer-

ican common currency.

It can be said that there are four different spheres 

of regional integration with diverse recognized sup-

port both by the population as of leaders. There is a 

sphere of material and commercial integration (infra-

structure, investments, goods and services), in which 

there is clearly agreement among majorities of the 

population and leaders. Then, there is possible polit-

ical-representative integration (internal in the Congress 

and external in foreign policy) with a slight major-

ity of support in the population, but also with clear 

support of the leaders. Then, the social integration 

characterized by the free migration of people has 

very limited support. And a sphere of integration 

that is more institutional (the session of monetary and 

military sovereignties) does not have support among 

population, and much less among leaders. Finally, 

it bears mentioning that support towards the inte-

gration of Latin America is not very different from 

the support that integration in North America has. 

As can be seen, the differences are not very wide: the 

distance in a couple of cases is of only 4 percentage 

points. It must be said that, although the majority 

of the actions towards North American integration 

have less support than towards Latin American in-

tegration, there are some actions where support is 

relatively larger: Mexicans seem to be more in agree-

ment with free circulation of people in North Amer-

ica and having joint military operations, and a com-

mon North American currency.
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CHAPTER 6

Multilateralism is a privileged space in Mexico’s 

foreign policy, where a significant part of the inter-

national activity of the country unfolds. Given its 

importance, in the last ten years Mexico, the Americas, 

and the World has analyzed evaluations, objective data, 

opinions, and attitudes of Mexicans on this issue. 

The summary of this decade is diverse, as it records 

various continuities and changes.

During this period, on average, the population 

evaluates international organizations (63 average 

points) above countries (56 average points), and heads 

of State (52 average points). On the side of leaders, 

the gap is smaller but remains important. Interna-

tional organizations on average have an evaluation 

of 69 points, while countries and heads of State have 

an average of 66 and 60 points, respectively. The best 

valued international organization by the public is the 

United Nations (with a mean of 74 points), and by the 

leaders, the European Union (with a mean of 79 points). 

In both cases, the worst valued international organi-

zation is ALBA with 51 average points among the 

public and 50 average points among leaders.

Besides, as we were able to ascertain in Chapter 

1, low knowledge is continuity in this decade. How-

ever, it stands out that during this time, on average, 

the acronym of the United Nations are correctly 

identified by 60 % of the population, which reflects 

the wide presence of this international organization 

in the public opinion of the country.

In contrast with the good valuation and knowl-

edge of the United Nations, the priority that Mexicans 

confer to the strengthening of the international 

organization within the objectives that foreign pol-

icy must pursue, are low. Lastly, along this period 

variations are observed in the attitudes of Mexicans 

towards the sovereignty delegation of the United 

Nations or an international court; although since 

2008 disagreement has remained the majority.
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Evaluation and 
Knowledge of 
International 
Organizations

In all the times the survey was conducted up until 

the present, on a scale of 0 to 100, the thermometer 

of international organizations records higher aver-

ages than that of the set of evaluated countries and 

heads of State. On the side of the public, the differ-

ences with respect to countries oscillate between 3 

and 11 points, and for political leaders between 6 and 

13 points, with a gap in the historical average of 7 

and 11 points, respectively. Among the sample of 

leaders, the differences are narrower. The longitu-

dinal comparison with the countries varies between 

1 and 6 points, while with respect to chiefs of State 

between 6 and 11 points. During this period, the dif-

ference of averages is of 3 points with the countries 

and 9 points with the chiefs of State.

Also, as can be appreciated in Table 6.1, analyzing 

the historical series we find that leaders value inter-

national organizations (+6 points), countries (+10 

points), and political leaders (+8 points) more favor-

ably than the population.

The positive valuation of international organi-

zations is reflected in the good historical evaluation 

that the public has given the UN. As can be seen in 

Figure 6.1, the United Nations is the international 

organization best valued with an average of 74 points 

in this decade. It is important to point out that, in 

every round of the survey, the UN is located between 

8 and 14 points above the average of the thermom-

eter of international organization, confirming the 

sympathy of Mexicans. As its counterpart, the 

international organization with the worst evalua-

tion by the population is the Bolivian Alliance 

(ALBA), with an average of 51 points, and located, 

in each time the survey was carried out, 9 points 

below the average.

Among leaders the best valued international 

organization is the European Union with an aver-

age of 79 points in these 10 years and between 6 and 

13 points above the average each time the survey 

was conducted. Like the public, ALBA is the worst 

evaluated in this period, with an average of 50 

points and between 15 and 18 points below the re-

corded averages by the thermometer since 2010, 

which was the first year in which the organization 

was evaluated.

On its 70th anniversary, and on sixth consecutive 

occasion, the United Nations is the best evaluated 

international organization by the population, with 

65 average points. It is followed by Amnesty Inter-

national (60), NAFTA (60), the European Union (59), 

OAS (58), and the IMF (58). In seventh, eighth and 

ninth place, below the global average of 57, are Mer-

cosur, CELAC and the Alliance of the Pacific, with 

56, 55 and 51 average points, respectively. The last 

position is occupied, for the third consecutive round 

of the survey, by the Bolivian Alliance with 48 aver-

age points.

Table 6.1  Thermometer Comparison, 2004-2014
(Avg. points in a 0 to 100 scale)

Public 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 Avg.

International 
Organisms 66 69 66 61 62 57 63

Countries 55 60 58 53 54 54 56

Chiefs of State --- --- 53 53 52 51 52

Leaders 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 Avg.

International 
Organisms 71 72 69 64 67 69 69

Countries 68 70 66 63 62 66 66

Chiefs of State --- --- 58 60 57 64 60
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As can be appreciated in Figure 6.2, in the last time 

the survey was conducted the United Nations is also 

the best qualified organization by leaders with 78 

average points. The European Union (77), Amnesty 

International (76), the WTO (74), the IMF (73), the 

OECD (72), NAFTA (70), and OAS (70) are located above 

the global average of 69 points. In the last positions 

of the thermometer are the Alliance for the Pacific 

(65), Mercosur (64), CELAC (62) and, for third con-

secutive time, the Bolivian Alliance (51) in last place.

As we pointed out in Chapter 1, the low knowledge 

of international aspects is a pattern of continuity in 

this decade. Under this discouraging reality, it ac-

quires more importance than in these 10 years, on 

average, three in each five Mexicans (60 %) answer 

correctly the meaning of the acronym UN; this despite 

Figure 6.1 Historical Evolution of the Thermometer of International Organizations, 
2004-2014
On a scale of 0 to 100, where 0 is a very unfavorable opinion, 100 is a very favororable opinion, and 
50 is neither a favorable nor unfavorable opinion, what is your opinion of the following international 
organizations? If you do not have an opinion, or do not know that organization, please state so. (Avg.)
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a drop of 10 percentage points, from 62 % in 2004 to 

52 % in 2014. In contrast the OAS, the international 

organization that during this period was only iden-

tified correctly by 21 % of people, reachs in 2014 its 

historical lowest point since 2008 by falling to 16 % 

(8 less percentage points).

On the other hand, leaders record during this 

period a much larger possession of knowledge than 

the public. However, high knowledge about inter-

national organizations, such as OAS (86 % correctly 

identified this acronym) or the WTO (65 %), is con-

trasted by low knowledge with respect to the acronyms 

of recent international organizations, such as CELAC 

(25 %) and especially, MIKTA (6 %).

The Low Priority of the 
UN Within the Objectives 
of Foreign Policy

The good evaluation and high knowledge of the Unit-

ed Nations are not reflected on the scale of priorities 

that Mexicans and leaders think foreign policy must 

follow. As we saw in Chapter 4, for both samples, 

strengthening the United Nations is not as important 

an objective as fighting international drug trafficking 

or protecting the environment, which are objectives 

that in the survey of 2014 are more than 25 percentage 

points above the strengthening of the UN.

Figure 6.2 Thermometer of international organizations, 2014 
On a scale of 0 to 100, where 0 is a very unfavorable opinion, 100 is a very favororable opinion, 
and 50 is neither a favorable nor unfavorable opinion, what is your opinion of the following 
international organizations? (Avg.)
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By examining the historical series, we can notice 

the consistency of this opinion, given that the 

strengthening of the United Nations has always oc-

cupied the last positions of importance. For example, 

in 2014 this objective occupied, among 12 objectives 

that were asked out, the penultimate place among 

leaders and last among the population. To illustrate 

this fact, we have created an ascending indicator of 

0 to 1 that is synthesized in Figure 6.3. The closest to 1, 

the better the position within the ranking of priori-

ties of Mexican foreign policy, and vice versa. In this 

decade, we have asked about 20 objectives. Among 

the public, the first three positions are taken by 

protecting the environment (0.88), fighting interna-

tional drug trafficking (0.86), and promoting Mexi-

can culture (0.82). Strengthening the United Nations 

Figure 6.3 Index of Foreign Policy Objectives, 2004-2014*
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occupies the 17° (0.14) , and strengthening OAS takes 

the last place (0.01). Among the elite, protecting the 

environment (0.94), promoting the sale of Mexican 

products (0.80), and protecting the interests of Mex-

icans abroad (0.80) have been the priorities in these 

10 years. Strengthening the UN (0.35) and OAS (0.12) 

take places 14 and 18 out of 19 objectives that leaders 

were asked about during this decade.

An important result of the survey in 2014 is the 

deterioration in the confidence of Mexicans leaders 

towards a set of institutions, groups of people, with 

abrupt variations such as the drop of 23 percentage 

points (from 52 to 29 %) in the trust towards judges 

among the public and 39 points among leaders (from 

85 to 46 %); and towards the president of the Repub-

lic, by going from 54 to 31 % among the population 

(23 less percentage points) and from 64 to 47 % among 

the elite (17 less points). In the case of the United 

Nations, and given the context of general distrust 

(on average, global trust decreased by 8 percentage 

points among the public and 9 percentage points 

among leaders from 2012 to 2014), the drop is moder-

ate. Among the public it decreased by 6 percentage 

points (from 53 to 47 %) and 5 points among the lead-

ers (from 81 to 76 %) the trust in the international 

organization.

Supranational 
Decisions and Public 
Opinion

Other than direct and indirect contact with the 

exterior and knowledge about international mat-

ters, attitudes are also an important dimension 

that shows how a country relates to the world. On 

the one hand, how responsible and solidary does it 

show itself with the rest of the planet? On the oth-

er, how willing is it to allow supranational inter-

ference to solve collective problems of the interna-

tional community? In Chapter 4 we saw that despite

willingness to actively participate in the world, we 

Figure 6.4 Approval of Supranational Decisions (UN), 2004-2014
Tell me whether or not you agree with the following statement: to resolve international problems, 
Mexico should accept the decisions of the United Nations even if it does not like them.
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continue expressing important dubiousness that 

can be synthesized in the Estrada Doctrine.

In the case of positive attitudes towards supra-

national mandates, the balance is not entirely clear. 

Here, the attitudes of Mexicans do not point to a 

pattern of continuity, given that these vary according 

to the manner in which the question is formulated 

or the national and international context in which 

the survey was conducted. In the case of leaders, 

these express widely positive and stable attitudes 

towards the authority of supranational institutions.

From the first time the survey was conducted, 

the disposition among the population to accept the 

decisions of the United Nations—although these may 

not be of the country’s liking—has varied, although 

from 2008 its disapproval has remained continuous. 

As can be observed in Figure 6.4, the disposition to 

obey decisions by the UN dropped 10 points (from 44 

to 34 %), with an average in this period of 38 % in 

agreement against 44 % in disagreement. Among the 

leaders, the panorama is different: the average of 

this decade is of 68 % in agreement versus 26 % in 

disagreement. While 2004 records the historical 

maximum of disagreement (32 %), the approval with-

in this segment is still very wide (65 %).

Another resistance to the yielding of sovereign-

ty to a supranational institution happens when 

people are asked if an international court should be 

able to judge a Mexican who is accused of commit-

ting crimes against humanity, if Mexico has not 

judged him or her for it. 48 % say to disagree against 

38 % who agree. However, as can be appreciated in 

Figure 6.5, when the accused in question is a Mexican 

politician or public official, the attitude towards the 

intromission of the international court becomes 

positive, increasing 13 points in agreement (to 51 %) 

and dropping in disagreement by 11 points (to 37 %). 

The sample of leaders is highly consistent in its ap-

proval of the intrusion of an international court to 

judge a Mexican citizen (77 %), increasing by 9 points 

when it is about a Mexican politician or official (86 %).

Lastly, the attitudes of Mexicans towards the 

international interference in the country are af-

fected by the main topic of protection of human 

rights (a topic in which we will take on more deeply 

in Chapter 9). One in two Mexicans believe “very much” 

or “somewhat” the supervision by the United Nations 

helps to improve the situation of human rights in 

the country, against 36 % who have the opinion that 

“very little” or “nothing”; 48 % have the opinion that 

the watch by the CIDH helps (against 35%) and only 

43% believe that of the intervention of the United 

States in the issue (versus 46 %). It is important to 

note that there are significant differences between 

the age groups, given that 57 % of the younger people 

(between 18 and 29 years old) believe that the super-

vision by the UN helps “very much” or “somewhat” 

(+7 %), 54 % of the CIDH (+6 %) and 51 % of the United 

States (+8 %). On their part, 45 % of older people (those 

who are over 50 years old) believe that the fiscaliza-

tion of the issue by the UN helps “very much” or 

“somewhat” (-5 %), 43 % of the CIDH (-5 %) and 41 % 

of the United States (-2 %). Thus, the differences 

between both groups are about 12 % in the case of the 

UN, 11 % with respect to the CIDH and 10 % with the 

United States.

With respect to the issue, the leaders maintain 

a wide disposition to foreign supervision. Four in 

five leaders perceive that the supervision by the CIDH 

helps “very much” or “somewhat” in improving the 

situation of human rights in the country (versus 20 

% who think it helps “a little” or “nothing”); 72 % 

have the same opinion about the UN (against 27 %); 

and, as with the general population, a minority of 

43 % maintain that belief with respect to the United 

States (against 57 %).
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Figure 6.5 Acceptance of Supranational Decisions (international court),  
2012 and 2014
 Do you agree or disagree that if a Mexican/Mexican politician is accused of a crime against 
humanity, such as torture, he or she should be judged by an international court?
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Three decades of economic opening have transformed 

the face of the country in all areas, making it a key 

aspect in the interaction of Mexico with the world. 

Thanks to Mexico, the Americas, and the World, from 10 

years ago it can be confirmed the transition of a closed 

economic model to an open one has altered in an 

important way the opinions and attitudes of Mexicans 

on this matter. During this period – and despite some 

variations and protectionist resistances–, patterns 

of stability and continuity can be observed.

Twenty Years 
of NaFta and the 
Country’s Commercial 
Openness

A central axis of the strategy of economic openness 

towards the exterior is the approach to North Amer-

ica. Two decades after NAFTA came into force, in the 

sphere of attitudes and opinions of Mexicans, the 

result is diverse. On the one hand, as was seen in 

Chapter 5, on this twentieth anniversary, an important 

improvement is recorded in the attitudes towards 

the United States: three in five consider that the 

bilateral relation is “very good” or “good”; the posi-

tive feelings towards the United States reached his-

torical levels with 44 % who trust that country (24 

more points with respect to 2004) and 49 % who admire 

it (20 more points with respect to 2004); the United 

States and Canada are the best evaluated countries 

with scores of 67 and 66 points on average, respec-

tively; Obama is the second political leader best 

valued with 64 average points (only topped by Pope 

Francis with 73 average points); the US is the country 

with most net trust to keep world peace (9 %) vis-à-vis 

Russia (-19 %) or China (-8 %); and 56 % (6 more points 

with respect to 2006) considers the United States a 

partner and 29 % a friend.

Although during this time the country was 

exposed to intense economic flows and a vast current 

of ideas, knowledge and culture coming from the 

United States and Canada, the “North American” 

idea continues without projecting itself unto Mexi-

can public opinion. As we saw in Chapter 2, on average, 

in this decade only 7 % of Mexicans identified as 

North American versus 52 % who said they were 

Latin American.
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Besides, twenty years after it came into force, 

there is consensus among the population and the 

leaders that the United States has been the country 

that has benefited the most of NAFTA, although there 

are important fluctuations in relation to time and 

geography. As can be observed in Figure 7.1, 59 % of the 

public (with a change with respect to the survey in 

2004 of 11 percentage points less) and 70 % of the lead-

ers point out that the United States is the country 

that has benefited the most by the free trade treaty. 

According to the national public, Mexico is the second 

favored country with 16 % of opinions (9 percentage 

points more) and 19 % among the elite; and in last 

place is Canada with 12 % among the population (6 

more points) and 8 % among leaders.

It is important to highlight that the distribution 

of benefits of NAFTA is not perceived in the same way 

by all Mexicans. In the last geographic scope, the 

greater variation occurred among people who live in 

the North, given that 46 % believe that the United 

States is the country that has benefited most (13 

percentage points less than the national perception), 

29 % Mexico (13 more points) and 19 % Canada (7 more 

points). It also stands out that in the North, the 

perception that the United States is the biggest ben-

eficiary decreased by 15 percentage points with respect 

to the record of 2004, by going from 61 to 46 %, and, 

at the same time, this opinion about Mexico increased 

by 20 points (from 9 to 29 %), and Canada 13 points 

(from 6 to 19 %).

On the other hand, and despite the unfavorable 

perception of the distribution of benefits of NAFTA, 

as can be appreciated in Figure 7.2, majorities of 83 % 

of the public and 98 % of the leaders “agree very much” 

or “somewhat agree” with Mexico increasing its trade 

with other countries, while 13 % and 1 %, respec-

tively, “somewhat disagree” or “disagree very much”.

This overwhelming agreement among the lead-

ers is also observed in the wide disposition that they 

express for the country signing new free trade agree-

ments: 91 % would “agree very much” or “agree some-

what” with signing a Free Trade Agreement with 

Brazil, against 7 % who “somewhat disagree” or 

“disagree very much”; 78 % with India (against 20 %); 

74 % with Russia (against 23 %); 71 % with Turkey 

(against 23 %), and 71 % with China (against 29 %).

Figure 7.1 Evaluation of NAFTA, 2004 and 2014  
Which country do you think has benefited most from the North American Free Trade 
Agreement: Mexico, Canada, or the United States? 
(% Public)
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Attitudes towards 
the Economic 
Openness of 
Mexico

In this decade, opening attitudes of the Mexican 

public and leaders have been positive. However, in 

2014 there was a brake in the ascending pattern of 

positive attitudes towards the economic opening of 

the country, which is possible attributable to the 

national context in which the survey was conducted.

As can be appreciated in the historical series 

shown in Figure 7.3, from 2004 to 2014, on average, 39 

% of people express the opinion that globalization, 

understood as the biggest contact of our economy 

with the world, is generally good for Mexico, against 

29 % who believes the opposite (a gap of 10 points). 

Nevertheless, with respect to the survey of 2012, in 

2014 a decrease of 8 percentage points is recorded (to 

34 %) among people who believe that globalization is 

positive, which places the series in its historical 

minimum of approval.

Among leaders, the longitudinal average among 

those who point that positive globalization has been 

of 75 % versus 14 % of those who believe the opposite 

(a gap of 61 points). However, the tendency of leaders 

who consider that globalization is generally good has 

decreased from 87 to 69 % (18 less points).

Something similar occurs with attitudes towards 

foreign investment in Mexico. As can be seen in 

Figure 7.2 New Free Trade Agreements, 2012 and 2014
Tell me, how much would you agree with Mexico signing a Free Trade 
Agreement with…
(% of Leaders that “Strongly agree” and “somewhat agree”)
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Figure 7.4, although in the period 2008-2014, 73 % of 

Mexicans hold the opinion that foreign investment 

benefits the country “very much” or “somewhat”, 

against 24 % who think “a little” or “nothing”, in 

this sixth round of the survey, a fall of 10 points is 

observed with respect to the previous conduction 

(from 77 to 67 %), which places the measurement in 

its historically lowest level, and, as its counterpart, 

the highest historical level of “a little” or “nothing” 

(29 %). At the same time, during the period 2008-

Figure 7.4 Attitudes towards Foreign Investment, 2008-2014
To what extent do you believe that foreign investment benefits Mexico?

Figure 7.3 Attitudes towards Globalization, 2008-2014
Do you believe that the increased contact of our economy with other economies in the world, 
which is known as econonomic globalization, is mostly good or mostly bad for Mexico? 
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2014, 9 in each 10 Mexican leaders say that foreign 

investment benefits “very much” or “somewhat” 

the country, with a slight decrease of 3 points with 

respect to the measurement in 2012 (of 90 to 87 %).

The positive attitudes towards economic opening 

are also expressed in the commercial dimension. On 

average, from 2008 to 2014, 62 % of Mexicans have 

the opinion that free trade is good for the Mexican 

economy (against 22 % who consider it bad); 57 % for 

the quality of life of people such as themselves (against 

24 % of bad); 52 % for the Mexican fields (against 32 % 

of bad); and 47 % for the environment (against 31 % 

of bad). In 2014, all these measurements on free trade, 

as can be appreciated in Figure 7.5, fell to minimum 

levels in the historical series.

On their side, with larger percentages, the lead-

ers think that free trade is good for the quality of life 

of people such as themselves (78 % versus 12 %), and 

the Mexican economy (74 % versus 16 %), while 48 % 

perceive that it is good for the environment (against 

32 % of bad) and 46 % for Mexican agronomy (against 

41 % of bad). 

Until now, we have referred the existence of wide 

support in three dimensions of economic openness. 

But, are there blocs of the population that are more 

open than others? To answer this question and see 

the degrees of preference towards economic open-

ness, we have constructed a variable that groups 

together these three dimensions (globalization, 

foreign investment, and free trade). For this purpose, 

we segmented the sample into four categories. The 

first is the high openness that includes all people who 

express positive attitudes towards economic open-

ness. That is to say, those who answered that global-

ization is generally good, that foreign investment 

benefits very much or somewhat, and that free trade 

is good for the economy of the country. The second 

is the medium openness to all people who answered 

positively two of the three questions mentioned be-

fore. The third is the low openness that brings to-

gether the respondents who reply affirmatively in 

one of the three mentioned dimensions. And the 

fourth is the no openness, which locates those who 

reject any benefit from economic openness.

Figure 7.6 Level of Economic Openness, 2008-2014
In general, do you believe that free trade is good or bad for?
(% og “good for”)
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As can be observed in Figure 7.6, in the period of 

2008-2014, 25 % of the Mexican population is part 

of the high openness category, 36 % in the medium 

openness, 26 % in the low openness, and 13 % in the 

no openness. Thus, there are more people who sup-

port openness than protectionists. However, it is 

important to note that the year 2014 represents a drop 

in the trend to increase of the segment high open-

ness by dropping 7 percentage points with respect to 

the survey conduction in 2012 (from 29 to 22 %). As 

such, the gap between opposing blocs –high openness 

and no openness– has been closing, going from 10 % 

in 2008, 19 % in 2010, 17 % in 2012 and 5 % in 2014.

The limits of the  
Economic 
Openness of 
Mexico

As we previously pointed out, there is a perception 

that foreign investment benefits the country, with 

a net support of 38 % (this is the sum of “very much” 

and “somewhat” minus the sum of “very little” and 

“nothing”). However, this consensus disappears 

among the public when it is asked if the government 

should allow foreign investment in some sectors of 

the Mexican economy. For Mexicans, the government 

should allow foreign investment in mass media and 

telephony, while it should now allow it for the sec-

tors of electricity, water, and oil.

Figure 7.6 Level of Economic Openness, 2008-2014
*  Do you believe that the increased contact of our economy with other economies in the world, 

which is known as econonomic globalization, is mostly good or mostly bad for Mexico? 
* To what extent do you believe that foreign investment benefits Mexico?
* In general, do you believe that free trade is good or bad for?
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In the period 2004-2014, 49 % of the population 

expressed the opinion that it should be allowed to 

invest in mass media, with the same percentage in 

telephony. In the first case, there is resistant to the 

authorization of 45 % (net support of 4 %), while in 

the second it is of 46 % (net support of 3 %).

Nevertheless, as can be seen in Figure 7.7, there 

are three sectors in which clear reluctance to foreign 

investment is expressed. First, on average during 

the period 2006-2014, 55 % of the public expresses its 

refusal to allowing foreign investment in the electric 

sector, while 40 % confirm being in favor (net support 

of -15 %). Second, in 2014, 3 in 5 Mexicans confirm 

being against foreign investment in the water sector, 

against 36 % who support it (net support of -24 %). 

And third, in the period of 2004 to 2014, 68 % of the 

population disapproves allowing foreign investment 

to invest in the oil sector, and only 28 % declare being 

in favor (net support of -40 %), being thus the only 

sector in all the times the survey was carried out that 

has always had less support.

Besides, it is observed in 2014 with respect to the 

previous time the survey was carried out, a drop in 

the support for allowing foreign investment in all 

the sectors that were asked about, with prolonged 

falls, as is the case of telephony (from 58 to 49 %) and 

electricity (from 48 to 42 %), and soft falls, as is the 

case of mass media (from 54 to 51 %), and oil (from 

31 to 30 %).

The panorama of the leaders is quite different. 

In all the sectors they were asked about, they approve of 

foreign investment by wide majority. During the ana-

lyzed period, 83 % authorize foreign investment against 

14 % in telephony (net support of +69 %); 76 % against 22 % 

in mass media (net support of +54 %); 71 % against 

28 % in electricity (net support of +43 %); 65 % against 32 % 

in oil (net support of +33 %); and 58 % against 41 % in 

water (net support of +16 %).

Likewise, as is shown in Figure 7.7, in 2014 a sig-

nificant increase is recorded, with respect to the 

survey conduction in 2012, in the approval for the 

government to allow foreign investment in these 

sectors. The greatest fluctuations happen in the oil 

sector (from 59 to 71 %), telephony (from 80 to 88 %) 

and electricity (from 67 to 75 %). In the sector of mass 

media the change is moderate, having gone from 76 

to 80 %. A plausible explanation is that these varia-

tions could be motivated by the economic reforms 

driven by the federal executive since the beginning 

of his administration.
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Figure 7.7 Foreign Investment in Sectors, 2004-2014 
In your opinion, should or should not the Mexican government allow foreigners to inveset in…? 
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CHAPTER 8

The enumeration of some of the forms, both good 

and bad, in which international migration affects 

the country is not an idle task. Mexicans who go to 

live to another country send money to their relatives. 

But the benefits go beyond the family sphere. The 

Mexican federal and local authorities have tried to 

channel the remittances to foster the development 

of local communities, for example, Program 3x1. But 

emigrants send more than money: they also forward 

ideas and values that change the political panorama 

of Mexico.

At the same time, those who remain in Mexico 

and their communities go through important trans-

formations. The economic contributions of relatives 

abroad help not only to settle daily expenses, but also 

to build houses or set up small business; however, 

there is a dark side. The absence of some family 

members (often times, the head of the family) who 

have emigrated causes emotional havoc and disloca-

tions in the family, while those who stayed in Mex-

ico assume non-habitual roles to cover for those 

absences. Remittances is a double-edged sword: they 

bring prosperity when they flow, but dependence on 

them can turn harmful when the flow of remit-

tances stops, as happened during the financial crisis 

in the United States that began in 2008. Moreover, 

some specialists argue that the movement to other 

places of potentially transforming figures slows the 

political and social change that is so needed in many 

communities.

Those who lived in another country and return 

to Mexico, often times return as triumphant heroes 

who conquered the abroad. They bring with them-

selves signs of higher status –SUVs, designer clothes–  

and, of more relevance to their families, savings that 

will benefit the well-being and economy of their 

loved ones. At the time of their return to Mexico, 

they also bring new ideas and customs that do not 

entirely disappear after re-inserting themselves into 

their communities of origin. These new ideas can 

also rive economic and social innovations, but they 

also disturb the existing social order. On the other 

side of the coin, it is seen in those who return to 

Mexico, perhaps deported or mistreated by the host 

country, with frustrations of unfulfilled purposes, 

some of those who returned are simply not comfort-

able in Mexico.

Migration is a source of material resources, in-

formation and ideas and mold the way in which 

many Mexicans (both emigrants and their families 

who stay in Mexico) see the world. Therefore, the 

survey has accounted for the migratory phenomenon 

since its beginning in 2004. In its first instance, the 

project is mainly occupied with documenting basic 

facts of migration, such as remittances and the propor-

tion of Mexicans with relatives abroad (or who have 
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lived themselves in another country). In a second 

stage (2008-2010), the attitudinal dimension of mi-

gration is emphasized: how do Mexicans see emigra-

tion, and growingly, immigration? Finally, given 

the return of many Mexicans from the United States 

(an unprecedented phenomenon in over a century 

of migratory history between both countries) in 2014 

the survey put special attention on return migration.

Migration in 
Numbers

From its beginning in 2004, each time the survey has 

been conducted it has asked about emigrated relatives 

and remittances. As can be appreciated in Figure 8.1, 

in 2004, 61 % of the respondents reported having “a 

relative who lives outside of Mexico”. In 2008, this 

number was still located at 56 %. But starting that 

year, it decreased in an almost linear way to locate 

itself at 45 % in 2014.1

Between 2008 and 2012, besides of inquiring if 

the respondent has a relative abroad, it was also 

asked if he or she has relatives who lived at home 

and now live outside of Mexico. After decreasing by 

6 percentage points (from 29 to 23 %) between 2008 

and 2010, the percentage rebounded to 34 % in 2012 

(Figure 8.1). This speaks of a growing concentration of 

emigrants from the same homes: the percentage of 

emigrants drops, but emigrants are each time more 

from the same homes than the respondents. Perhaps 

this is owed to a larger trend to use family networks 

as entry into the USA becomes more difficult.

Mexicans maintain more or less frequent contact 

with those who emigrate. From the respondents who 

have a relative (whether from the same home or not) 

in 2012, 54 % were in contact with this relative at least 

a few times per month (56 % in 2014), versus 36 % who 

communicated “rarely” or “never” with their relatives 

abroad (54 % in 2014). Communication with relatives 

abroad is an important channel for the transmission 

of information, attitudes, and values that originate 

in other countries, mainly (as will be shown) from 

the United States.

Other than sending intangible things, emigrants 

send something quite concrete and perhaps of more 

immediate utility: money. Figure 8.1 shows the evo-

lution from 2004 of the percentage of respondents 

who receive remittances. In 2004, 21 % of Mexicans 

declared that they received money from relatives who 

work outside of the country. This number lightly 

increased in 2006 to drop to 12 % in 2010. It rebounds 

to 20 % in 2012, but drops again to 12 % in 2014. It can 

be seen in Figure 8.1 that (with the exception of 2014), 

these data continue the pattern recorded for remit-

tances in official and bank sources. Another trace that 

agrees with external sources: it is not surprising 

that from 2010 to 2014, between 92 % and 96 % of the 

remittances originated from the United States (versus 

84 % in 2008, surely because of the mortgage crisis that 

began to shake the USA that year).

Starting in 2006, the survey began asking the 

same respondents if “you have lived in another coun-

try”. That year 17 % of Mexicans declared having lived 

outside of Mexico, a figure that is reduced to 12 % in 

2012 and 2014, years in which the question is resumed 

(Figure 8.1). An overwhelming majority of them re-

ported having lived in the USA: 88 % in 2012 and 93 % 

in 2014. The leaders, however, counted with a fan 

each time more wide (compared to the public) of 

countries to which they had emigrated. In 2014, only 

36 % of the leaders who had lived outside of Mexico 

did so in the United States (versus 61 % in 2012). There 

was a strong preference for Spain (18 % in 2012 and 12 

% in 2014). In 2012, 14 % said having lived in “other” 

countries (that were not the USA, Spain, Germany, 

 1  The decreasing tendency of migration flows observed in other 
sources (the Mexican and American censuses, the American 
Community Survey, intercensal survey conducted by the Unite 
States Census Bureau) is verified in Mexico, the Americans, and the 
World. Between 2010 and 2013, a drop was registered in the 
stock of Mexican migrants, from 11.71 to 11.59 millions. This 

ends in a continuously smaller proportion of Mexicans who 
report having a relative abroad. See, p.e., Jie Zong and Jeanna 
Batalova,“Mexican Immigrants in the United States”, Migra-
tion Policy Institute, October 9, 2014 (http://dir. migration-
information.org/article/mexican-immigrantsunit-
ed-states#Immigration Pathways [March 30, 2014]).
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Guatemala, or Cuba); this percentage soared to 40 % 

in 2014. The motive for emigrating that prevailed 

among the public was work (76 % in 2012 and 79 % in 

2014), followed by family reunion (17 % in 2012, dropped 

to 8 % in 2014).

Of course, a fundamental factor that influences 

the ways in which Mexicans experience life abroad 

is their legal status. Having or not permission to live 

in the USA conditions the contact that the immigrant 

has with local society, its institutions and its secu-

rity apparatus. Therefore, in 2014, for the first time, 

it was asked of the respondents who said to have 

lived abroad if they had papers. Only 38 % confirmed 

having the corresponding authorization; 62 % did so 

as “irregulars”. There was important regional varia-

tion: 45 % of the returned to the North of the country 

had not had papers the last time they lived in the 

USA; this figure increases to 64 % in the Center and 

74 % in the South.

Figure 8.1 Contact with the Abroad via Migration, 2004-2014
a. And, ¿Have you lived in another country?
b. Do you have any relatives living outside of Mexico?
c. Do you or your family receive money from people working abroad? 
d. inegi: Income by remittances 
e: Has any member of this home who lived abroad returned to live in Mexico in the last three years?
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Mexicans Abroad: 
Emigration

From its beginning, Mexico, the Americas, and the World 

has measured the proportion of Mexicans who have 

relatives abroad, if they receive money from them, 

and what proportion of Mexicans has lived abroad. 

Another early concern of the survey has been to record 

the intention of Mexicans of leaving Mexico. As can 

be perceived from Figure 8.2, the proportion of Mexi-

cans who say they are ready to live in another coun-

try fluctuates from 2008 to 2014, always staying, 

however, in a range between 34 and 42 %. In 2008, if 

able to, 40 % of respondents would have emigrated 

from Mexico; in 2010, 37 %; in 2012, 42 %, and in 2014, 

34 %. (The proportion of leaders willing to live in 

another country is similar: 35 % in 2010 and 38 % in 

2012.)

Starting from 2010, the survey refines the emi-

gration intention with a question about whether 

individuals would be willing to go to another coun-

try without papers. Among those who had declared 

themselves willing to go to another country, the 

percentage of those willing to do it as “undocu-

mented” (or “irregular”) was of 30 % in 2010 (Figure 

8.2). It decreased to 14 % in 2012 and to 9 % in 2014.

Curiously, as was exposed above, in 2014 out of 

the Mexicans who had lived abroad, 62 % did so 

without migratory papers. When comparing the 

high percentage of migration that was done without 

documents (62 %) with the relatively lesser disposi-

tion in 2014 to go to live to another country without 

documents (29 %), the possibility emerges that needs 

apparently overcome high aversion to risk. As it ap-

pears, emigrants end up accepting a greater degree 

of risk than they would have wanted to.

During the last five or more years, the migra-

tory policy of the United States has toughened against 

migrants, especially undocumented ones. On the 

one hand, the American federal government increased 

the deportations of undocumented Mexicans. On 

the other, state congresses of half a dozen of states 

have approved anti-migrant laws that even criminal-

ize irregular migration.2 Because of this, the survey 

inquires for the first time in 2014 the perceptions of 

the public about the migratory policy of the USA. As 

Figure 8.2 shows, 79 % asserts that in the last few 

Figure 8.2 A. Intention of Emigrating,  
2008-2014 
a.  If you could, would you go to live outside of Mexico?
b.  Would you be willing to move to another country 

without papers?
(% of people who answered “yes”)

B. Difficulty to Entry the US, 2014 
Do you believe that in the last three years the 
government of the United States has made 
it very difficult, difficult, easy or very easy for 
Mexicans to enter the United States?
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 2  The most prominent state was Arizona, but anti-migrant laws 
were also approved in Alabama, South Carolina, Georgia, 
Indiana, and Utah, although a ruling by the Supreme Court 

invalidated parts of those laws (“State Anti-Immigrant Laws”, 
American Civil Liberties Union. https://www.aclu.org/im-
migrantsrights/state-anti-immigrant-laws [March 30, 2015]).
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years it has become very difficult (43 %) or difficult 

(36 %) for Mexicans to enter the United States. This 

contrasts with only the 15 % who say that in the last 

three years it has become “very easy” or “easy” to 

gain entry into the Northern neighbor country.3

If a non-contemptuous number of Mexicans 

think about going to live to another country, what 

opinion do Mexicans have when that intention be-

comes effective? Do the benefits that emigration 

brings (economic improvement for families and 

communities, access to new information) outweigh 

losses (separation of families, rootlessness of emi-

grants, and absence of key figures in their communi-

ties)? To know this, the survey has asked since 2010 

if people believe that the migration of Mexicans to 

other countries is good or bad for: the people who 

emigrate, their families, their community, town or 

city of origin, and for Mexico.

As can be appreciated in Figure 8.3, the public has 

become sensibly less enthusiastic with respect to 

Figure 8.3 Emigration: Good or Bad?
Do you believe that the migration of Mexicans to other countries is good or bad for…?
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 3  A detailed analysis reveals that the perception that it is very 
difficult to enter the United States, just as the impression 
that the Mexican economy has improved and that the United 

States has little respect for human rights, decreases the dis-
position to go to live to other countries.
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emigration since 2010. In that year, 47 % held the 

opinion that emigration was good for emigrants, 45 

% that it was good for their families, 47 % good for 

their community, and 44 % good for Mexico. These 

figures dropped to 39 % (good for emigrants and their 

families) and 35 % (good for their communities and 

for Mexico) in 2012. In 2014, there was stability with 

respect to the previous time the survey had been 

conducted; the levels of disapproval remained at the 

same levels they were in 2012, except for the opinion 

that emigration is good for the families of emigrants, 

which dropped even more, from 39 to 33 % (Figure 8.3).

Unlike the growing disapproval of emigration 

among the public, the leaders have shown themselves 

each time more open to emigration. The assent with 

the proposition that emigration is good for emigrants 

grew from 35 to 55 % between 2010 and 2014; good for 

their families, 35 to 47 %; good for their communi-

ties, 3 to 46 %; and good for Mexico, 29 to 42 %. That 

is to say, the approval of the public and the elites 

were in contradiction between 2010 and 2014: while 

the attitude of leaders becomes more favorable, the 

general public likes emigration less each time.

Mexicans who 
Return from Abroad: 
Return Migration

In 2014, the survey gave especial attention to the 

topic of migrants who return to Mexico. The decrease 

to zero of the rate of net migration (emigrants minus 

returns) between Mexico and the United States in 

2010,4 coupled with the massive deportation of ir-

regular Mexican migrants, made the migration of 

return take on more and more relevance in recent 

years. Other than measuring the proportion of the 

respondents who had lived abroad (as in previous 

editions), the questions about return migration were 

increased in 2014.

The number of years spent abroad could be an 

important determinant not only of how migrants 

lived abroad, but also the difficulty of re-adapting to 

Mexican society. As such, it was asked of those who 

reported having lived in another country, “Adding 

up all the years you lived abroad, how much time in 

total have you lived outside of Mexico?” Figure 8.4 

shows that there is an important variation in the 

time that the respondents lived in another country. 

Many did not spend more than a year abroad, but 

there were some (13 individuals) who have lived 15 

or more years outside of Mexico. However, the aver-

age stay was of few years: the average was of 48 

months. That is to say, half of those who had lived 

abroad lasted 48 months or less, while the other half 

stayed more than two years.

Figure 8.4 Number of Months Spent 
Living Abroad, 2014
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 4  Jeffrey Passel, D’Vera Cohen and Ana González-Barrera, “Net 
Migration Falls to Zero—and Perhaps Less”, Pew Hispanic 
Center (April 23, 2012, http://www.pewhispanic.org/2012/04/23/ 
net-migration-from-mexico-falls-to-zero-and-perhaps-less/ 
[March 30, 2015]).
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In terms of the motives for their return, 35 % of 

the 277 who had lived abroad identified family reuni-

fication as the reason for which they returned to 

Mexico. As can be appreciated in Figure 8.5, this was 

followed in second place they “had work but it ended” 

(17 %) and in third, they “did not like it” (12 %). A 

significant proportion of those who returned (11 %) 

had been deported; therefore, the survey reflects 

loyally the increase in the number of deportations 

out of the USA in recent years. Some people (5 %) 

returned simply because they had already “achieved 

his or her goals an saved enough”; other motives 

were that they “did not find work” (4 %), “finished 

his or her studies” (3 %) and “mistreatment by the 

authorities” (1%), besides than “other” motives (10 %) 

(See Figure 8.5).

A plurality of returned did not have major prob-

lems re-inserting into Mexican society; 43 % of the 

returned reported that it was “easy” (36 %) or “very 

easy” (7 %) to re-do their lives in Mexico (Figure 8.5). 

However, a non-negligible number of returnees, 35 

%, reported that the process of re-adaptation had 

been “difficult” (25 %) or “very difficult” (10 %) and 20 

% said: “neither easy nor difficult”.

Besides of investigating the experiences of the 

returnees themselves, in 2014 the attitudes of the 

general population were explored towards the re-

turnees: 15 % declare that “some family member from 

this home who lived abroad has returned to live in 

Mexico in the last three years”. Acceptance towards 

the returnees is quite wide: Mexicans take in their 

countrywomen coming from abroad with open arms. 

Far from thinking that returnees are a source of work 

competition, insecurity, or cultural erosion, Mexicans 

praised the returnees as a motor of economic growth 

and a rich source of new ideas. As Figure 8.5 clearly 

shows, Mexicans reject the ideas that the returnees 

“take away jobs from Mexicans here” (72 % “no”, 

against 20 % “yes” and 5 % “depends”), “generate 

insecurity” (61 % “no”, 24 % “yes”, 11 % “depends”) and 

they “weaken our customs and traditions” (60 % “no”, 

31 % “yes”, 7 % “depends”). In turn, the respondents 

agree in that the returnees “contribute to the Mexi-

can economy” (62 % “yes”, 26 % “no”, 8 % “depends”) 

and “bring innovative ideas” (52 %“yes”, 31 % “no”,  

10 %“depends”). These findings speak not only of 

unrestricted support, at the very least of a relatively 

high receptivity, not only towards returnees, but 

also towards the knowledge, ideas, and skills that 

they bring. From 2008, as was shown in Chapter 2, 

the percentage of Mexicans who assert that it is good 

for ideas and customs of other countries to dissemi-

nate in Mexico are at around 50 % (versus 31 %-33 % of 

“bad”). Mexican nationalism is not apprehensive in 

the face of contributions of other countries, espe-

cially if these are brought by Mexicans who have 

lived in those countries.

Lastly, in 2014 the support of the public for a 

more active government policy towards returnees 

was also polled. It was asked of the respondents to 

locate their position on a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” 

means that “the government has no responsibility 

for the well-being of Mexican migrants who return 

from other countries to live in Mexico” and 10 means 

that “the government must assume much more re-

sponsibility for the well-being of Mexican migrants 

who return from other countries to live in Mexico”. 

The average on the scale of 1 to 10 is 7.4. That is to 

say, Mexicans are much more in agreement with the 

second phrase -larger government responsibility- 

than with the first one (that migrants should 

figure things out on their own). We also asked if 

Mexicans agree or disagree with the government 

giving money to migrants who return from Mexico 

to help them find work: 77 % were very (38 %) or 

somewhat in agreement (against 21 % who were 

very little, 9 %, or not at all, 12 %, in agreement with 

this). See Figure 8.5.

In short, the majority of the returnees re-adapt 

themselves to life in Mexico and are well received by 

the Mexicans in the country. It must not be over-

looked, however, that an important proportion of 

returnees (35 %) rate their return to Mexico as difficult. 

For them, there is wide support among the public 

for public policies to ease their re-insertion into 

national life.
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Figure 8.5 Return Migration, 2014
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Foreigners in 
Mexico: Immigration

Mexico is not usually thought of as a receptor coun-

try for migrants. However, this perception is begin-

ning to revert. Of course, there have been historical 

migrations (the Chinese at the end of the 19th cen-

tury, Japanese and Koreans at the beginning of the 

previous century, the Spanish in the 30s, the South 

American exile of the 60s, and the Central American 

exile of the 80s), which have left cultural and eco-

nomic traces. But these migrations were not nu-

merically overwhelming. In turn, between 2000 and 

2010, the number of residents in Mexico born abroad 

duplicated.5 Many of the new immigrants are profes-

sionals and highly qualified workers. Besides, the 

Central American trans-migration has increased 

from over a decade ago. Often times, Central Amer-

icans do not manage to reach the United States and 

stay to live in Mexico. Because of the growing im-

portance of immigration in Mexico, starting in 2010 

the survey intensified in an important way its look 

at Mexico as a country receptive to migrants. What 

perception do Mexicans have of the foreign immi-

grants in Mexico? Is the general perception shaded 

according to the national origin of the immigrants?

In general, Mexicans express a high degree of 

acceptance towards immigrants. In 2014, as Figure 8.6 

verifies, 54 % of respondents said they have a “good” 

(49 %) or a “very good” (5 %) opinion of the foreigners 

living in Mexico. Only 12 % asserted having a “bad” 

(10 %) or a “very bad” (2 %) opinion of immigrants (29 

% “good” (54 %) or “very good” (7 %), while in 2010, 

the approving opinions summed 63 % (54 % “good” 

and 9 % “very good”); see Figure 8.6. However, the 

reception given to foreigners depends, partly, on 

where they are from. There are two constant through-

out the three times the survey was conducted. In 

first place, the data provide evidence for a type of 

regional “malinchismo”: Mexicans consistently 

prefer the national groups that are not Latin Ameri-

can. In second place, the evaluations of all the na-

tional groups decreased between 2010 and 2014.6

Five nationalities appear in the three rounds of 

the survey from 2010 to 2014: Americans, Spanish, 

Chinese, Cubans, and Guatemalans. Americans top 

the national preferences in all years: 56 % “good” or 

“very good” in 2010, 55 % in 2012 and 48 % in 2014 

(Figure 8.6). After Americans, the Spanish and the 

Chinese fight for the second spot. The Spanish enjoyed 

of a “good” or “very good” opinion of 55 % in 2010, 

51 % in 2012 and 43 % in 2014; for the Chinese, these 

figures are 51 %, 53 % and 37 %, respectively. In turn, 

the favorable opinion combined for Guatemalans was 

located at 36 % (2010), 35 % (2012) and 28 % (2014). With-

in the Latin American nationalities, Mexicans seem 

to have a sentimental weakness for Cubans (45 %, 44 % 

and 34 %).7

Despite the less favorable opinions towards Gua-

temalans in the order of preferences by national 

groups, Mexicans exhibit growing sympathy towards 

Central American migrants, as shown in Figure 8.6. 

When answering the question: “what is your gen-

eral impression about Central American migrants in 

Mexico?” 46 % of respondents said to have a “very 

favorable” or “favorable” impression in 2006. After 

slightly decreasing to 41 % in 2008, the figure is once 

again climbing to position itself between 58% and 

60% from 2010 to 2014. What could explain the ap-

parent contradiction between the favorable opinions 

towards “Central Americans” in general and the less 

 7  It bears mentioning that in 2010 and 2012, besides Cubans and 
Guatemalans, it was asked of the respondents to evaluate 
Argentinians and Colombians. Both groups were placed below 
Cubans in Mexican preferences, but above Guatemalans. For 
example, in 2012, Argentinians had a combined favorable 
opinion of 42% and Colombians 38%. (See Figure 8.6).

 5  Damien Cave, “For Migrants, New Land of Opportunity is 
Mexico”, New York Times, September 21, 2013 (http://www.
nytimes. com/2013/09/22/world/americas/for-migrants-new-
land-of-opportunityis-mexico.html?_r=1 [March 30, 2015]).

 6  This is consistent with the national moodiness and pessimism, 
as was reported in Chapter 3, where it was shown that the 
growth from 68% to 73% between 2008 and 2014 of people who 
think that the world is “worse off” compared to 10 years ago.
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Figure 8.6 Opinion about Foreigners according to Their Origin, 2010-2014
And now, please tell me, what is your opinion about the following groups of foreigners living in Mexico: 
very good, good, bad, or very bad?
(% Public)

General opinion towards foreigners 
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bad, or very bad?
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somewhat unfavorable or very unfavorable?
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favorable ones towards “Guatemalans” specifically? 

It cannot be known with certainty, but there are 

various possibilities. It is possible that Mexicans ef-

fectively distinguish among the different Central 

American groups and exempt Guatemalans from the 

general acceptance.

Perhaps it is more likely that a well-known phe-

nomenon is taking place in the surveys, in which the 

evaluations of a collectivity differ substantially differ 

from evaluations of members of said collectivity.

What attributes and acts do Mexicans ascribe to 

immigrants? Do positive or negative concepts pre-

dominate more? Since 2010, Mexico, the Americas, and 

the World posed a series of reactives about the level of 

agreement with the affirmations “the foreigners who 

live in Mexico … contribute to the Mexican economy”, 

“take away jobs from Mexicans”, “generate insecu-

rity”, “bring innovative ideas,” and “weaken our 

customs and traditions”. (As was mentioned above 

in the section about return migrants, in 2014 these 

same questions were applied with respect to return-

ing migrants.)

The data show, in general, that Mexicans affirm 

positive statements about foreigners and reject the 

negative ones. These attitudes reveal a notorious 

stability throughout the three times rounds of the 

survey between 2010 and 2014. Figure 8.7 shows that 

the combination of the answers “somewhat agree” 

Figure 8.7 Attitudes towards Foreigners, 2010-2014
In general, how much do you agree with the following statements regarding foreigners 
living in Mexico? Foreigners living in Mexico) Would you say that you strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree? 

Strongly AgreeSomewhat Disagree Somewhat agree

2014

2012

2010

2014

2012

2010

2014

2012

2010

2014

2012

2010

2014

2012

2010

Weaken our customs 
and traditions 

Bring innovative 
ideas

Foster insecurity

Take away jobs from 
Mexicans living here

Contribute to the 
Mexican economy

28%

20%

22%

25%

24%

29%

26%

26%

26%

46%

46%

48%

30%

28%

28%

30%

31%

21%

23%

23%

18%

22%

22%

30%

31%

24% 9%

13%

10%

16%

18%

18%

7%

7%

7%

23%

11%

15%

13%

7%

6%

5%

15%

19%

19%

29%

32%

28%

14%

17%

10%

32%

31%

32%

32%

54%

44%

45%

28%

33%

 Public

Strongly Disagree



 CHAPTER 8   INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION 112

and “agree very much”, there was general agreement 

of 76 % in 2010 (74 % in 2012, 76 % in 2014) in that 

Mexico’s foreign residents “contribute to the econo-

my”. Likewise, in 2010, 78 % agreed in that foreigners 

“bring innovative ideas”, a figure that suffered from 

a slight decrease to 70 % in 2012 and 71 % in 2014.

In terms of negative propositions, only 38 % of 

the surveyed Mexicans believed in 2010 that foreign-

ers “generate insecurity” (Figure 8.7), a percentage 

statistically undistinguishable from 41 % in 2012 and 

39 % in 2014. The opinion that foreigners “take away 

jobs” had larger acceptance, although the balance 

of the opinion leans against this statement. In 2010, 

41 % of Mexicans thought of foreigners as a source of 

work competition (against 55 % who “very much” or 

“somewhat disagreed”). The general agreement 

increased to 49 % in 2012 (year in which disagreement 

was the same, at 49 %), but it decreased again to 46 

% agreement in 2014 (against 51 % disagreement). 

Finally, there was greater division of opinion around 

the idea that foreigners weaken Mexican customs 

and traditions: 47 % agree in 2010 (against 48 % in 

disagreement), 51 % agree in 2012 (46 % disagree) and 

44 % agree in 2014 (54 % disagree).

Mexicans warmly welcome in the breast of their 

society the foreigners that come to Mexico (even if 

that reception varies according to their national 

origin). Another characteristic that conditions pub-

lic opinions towards immigrants is their legal sta-

tus. What public policies support Mexicans to con-

front the challenge that irregular immigration 

poses in their own country? The question has acquired 

a special urgency in recent years in light of the 

crisis of Central American trans-migration. That is 

why, starting in 2010, the survey carefully payed 

attention to the public preferences for different 

migration policies.

Three general patterns are observed: 1) a remark-

able consensus among leaders and public in terms 

of the order of their preferences; 2) stability in the 

opinions of leaders across time, and 3) growing back-

ing from the public for a more open migration poli-

cy. What follows from Figure 8.8 is that the order of 

preferences is the same among the elites (2012-2014) 

and the public (2012).8 Taking into account the last 

year in which these questions were asked to each 

group (2014 for the elites and 2012 for the public), the 

order of support for the options of migration policy 

was: “having temporary work programs” (88 % favor-

able, that is to say, “very” or “somewhat” in agree-

ment, among leaders and 78 % among the public), 

“increasing border controls” (79 % favorable, leaders 

and 69 %, public), “deporting [the undocumented 

immigrants] to their country of origin” (60 %, leaders 

and 57 %, public), “allowing their entrance without 

obstacles” (46 %, leaders and 50 %, public) and “build-

ing a border wall” (12 %, leaders and 26 %, public). 

This order remained the same among leaders through-

out the three times the survey was conducted between 

2010 and 2014. For the public, the three least favored 

policies were the same in 2010 and 2012, but they 

turned around the first and second place. In 2012, 

the Mexican public favored work programs above 

larger border control; it was the other way around 

in the previous time the survey was conducted.

It would be fitting to note that, although this 

order is consistent in the sense of the perseverance 

of the preferences across time, it seems inconsistent 

with the portfolio of preferred policies, which con-

tains ostensibly contradictory actions. With one 

hand, Mexicans seem to create bridges with tempo-

rary work programs; with the other, they seem to 

destroy those bridges with greater border vigilance 

and more deportations.

Perhaps the message that respondents send is 

that there be openness, but with legality. That is, 

Mexicans want there to be more legal pathways to 

enter the country –even, for a non-negligible number 

of people, the total aperture of the borders– but firm-

ness against people who do not use these legal means. 

The government must act energetically against un-

documented people, expelling them and preventing 

their entrance. Even a baffling 26 % of the public 

 8  For space reasons, in 2014 these questions were omitted from 
the questionnaire applied to the general public.



 CHAPTER 8  INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION  113

Figure 8.8 Actions of the Mexican Government in Face of Undocumented Immigration, 
2010-2014
With respecto to illegal immigrants that come to Mexico , ¿How much do you Agree or Disagree with 
each of the Mexican government following meassures? ¿Would you say that you strongly agree, 
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree?
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would back the construction of a border fence to ward 

off undocumented people.

The preferences of the leaders express great sta-

bility in time, not only in the sense that the order 

remains the same, but also because not much has 

changed between 2010 and 2014. The option of work 

programs is located between 82 and 88 % (Figure 8.8); 

by greater safeguarding of the border, between 73 

and 79 %; by deportations, between 56 and 61 %, and 

by the border wall, between 9 and 12 %. The exception 

to the trend is the support that leaders have for a 

totally open migration policy, which grows from 31 

% in 2012 to 46 % in 2014.

On the other hand, the general public favors 

each time more a migration policy that is more open 

and acquiescent and less restrictive. Between 2010 

and 2012, the support for work programs grew (71 to 

78 %) and a permit for general entry (34 to 50 %). At 

the same time, support for border control decreased 

(79 to 69 %) and deportations (66 to 57 %). The con-

struction of a border wall is exempt of the trend to-

wards greater openness: the preference for the wall 

increased lightly from 21 to 26 %.
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HUMAN RIGHTS
CHAPTER 9

The fight for human rights is framed by a double 

context, which if not contradictory, is at least para-

doxical. On the one hand, the Mexican government 

has declared its commitment to the implementation 

of international norms of human rights in Mexico. 

Some signs: Mexico created the National Commission 

of Human Rights (CNDH) in 1990, granting it full 

autonomy in 1999. Another milestone was the judi-

ciary and penal reform of 2008, which elevated to 

constitutional rankings international principles, 

such as public trials and presumption of innocence. 

Even in its participation in the Merida Initiative, an 

agreement with the United States against drug traf-

ficking, Mexico promises to fight organized crime 

while it “promotes respect for human rights”.

However, at the same time that Mexico delves, 

at least in discourse, into its commitment to human 

rights, violence is escalating to unprecedented levels 

of violence since the Revolution. Between 2008 (two 

years after President Felipe Calderon declared the 

war against drug trafficking) and 2012, around 95,000 

Mexicans were assassinated and another 25,000 

forcefully disappeared.1  Many of these murders were 

produced by the violence between non-state actors, 

but the Mexican security forces are also deeply in-

volved. In 2007, the number of official complaints 

against the Mexican Army and Navy were 367 and 31, 

respectively. By 2011, the number had soared to 1,695 

(Army) and 495 (Navy).2

Given that the violations of human rights have 

sharpened in recent years, The Americas and the World 

(a wider project, of which Mexico, the Americas, and the 

World is a part of) joined the Human Rights Percep-

tions Polls (University of Minnesota) to ascertain the 

attitudes of Mexicans towards human rights.3 Until 

2012, the survey had included the topic of human 

rights in the context of Mexican foreign policy. Since 

then, MAM/HRPP asks respondents to report their 

level of exposure to discourse and promotors of hu-

man rights; their evaluation of the human rights 

organizations (HRO); the existing degree of respect 

for human rights in Mexico; and their attitudes 

towards the intervention of international organiza-

tions in Mexico.

 3  For more information on the Human Rights Perceptions Polls, in-
cluding reports about Mexico and the other countries where 
the surveys have been conducted (Colombia and Ecuador, in 
collaboration with The Americas and the World, and Morocco, 
India, and Nigeria), see http://jamesron.com/hro-project/.

 1  According to data from the Executive Secretary of the Nation-
al System of Public Security (http://www.secretariadoejecu-
tivosnsp.gob.mx/).

 2  Alejandro Anaya, 2013. “The Violation of Human Rights in the 
Struggle against Drug Cartels in Mexico during the Presiden-
cy of Felipe Calderon”. A lecture presented at the annual 
conference by the International Society for the Study of Drug 
Policy, Universidad de los Andes, Bogota, Colombia.
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The Insertion of 
Human Rights  
in Mexico: Discourse 
and Practice

Until what point have the discourse and the human 

rights organizations permeated among the public? 

How much among social and political leaders? To 

provide an answer to these questions, in 2012 the 

survey began to ask about the level of exposure to the 

discourse of human rights and about contact with 

(and participation in) human rights organizations 

(HRO). Two points stand out. First, the level of fa-

miliarity between the general public with discours-

es and actors of human rights is relatively high. 

Mexicans hear and know the message of HRO, both 

non-governmental and governmental. As we will see 

ahead, the presence of the National Commission of 

Human Rights (CNDH) in media, including its spots, 

seems to have granted the commission a high level 

of recognition among the public. The second point, 

however, is that leaders display a much greater 

knowledge of human rights in comparison to the 

knowledge of the mass public. This suggests that the 

promotion of human rights is still, to a great degree, 

an activity of elites.

To measure the degree of exposure to the discourse 

of human rights, the survey asked in 2012 and 2014 

with what frequency respondents hear the term 

“human rights”. As can be observed in Figure 9.1, 38% 

of the public in 2012 affirmed hearing that word 

“every day” (10%) or “frequently” (28%). That figure 

remained at a similar level, although a little lower, 

in 2014: 33% had heard the phrase human rights 

“every day” (10%) or “frequently” (23%). The data, 

therefore, show a medium level -not so high, not so 

low- of penetration of the human rights discourse. 

Unlike, as also highlights Figure 9.1, around nine in 

Figure 9.1 Exposure to the Term “Human Rights”, 2012 and 2014
 In your daily life, how frequently do you hear the term “human rights”? 
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10 leaders (90% in 2012 and 89% in 2014) said to have 

heard of human rights frequently or daily.

Another way of knowing the tasks of the com-

munity of human rights is to personally know a 

member of that community. Therefore, in 2012 Mex-

icans were asked (public and leaders) if they had met 

someone who works for a human rights organization. 

While the leaders hear of human rights with a fre-

quency that is notoriously larger than the public, 

the gap between public and elites in terms of per-

sonal knowledge of human rights activists is abysmal. 

Figure 9.2 highlights that while 85% of the leaders had 

met a worker of a HRO, only 12% of the public had 

done so.

Very few people have participated in the activi-

ties of human rights organizations. As can be seen 

in Figure 9.3, only 8% of the public had participated in 

a HRO in 2012; this proportion decreased by half, 4%, 

in 2014. Again, there is a disparity between public 

and leaders, although much less severe than in the 

case of personal knowledge of human rights activ-

ists. In 2012 (the only year in which the question was 

asked), 24% of the leaders expressed having partici-

pated in a HRO.

Finally, as part of a battery of questions designed 

to measure how much the respondents know about 

politics and international relations, it was asked of 

the general public to say the meaning of CNDH (the 

Figure 9.2 Contact with Activists, 2012 
¿Have you met someone who works in a Human Rights Organization? (% of “Yes”)
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National Commission of Human Rights). (For reasons 

of space, this question was not posed to leaders.) 50% 

of the public correctly identified the Commission in 

2012 and 44%, in perhaps 2014, a level of recognition 

perhaps enviable among government agencies. There 
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Evaluations of 
Human Rights and 
its Promoters: Do 
Mexicans Trust?

Mexicans, especially the political and social elites, 

hear of human rights very often, but what is the 

opinion of the national and international actors who 

are entrusted with this task? Are human rights ob-

served in Mexico? Are human rights organizations 

trustworthy? These questions matter because, ac-

cording to some scholars, public pressure is a fun-

damental link in the chain of actors (activists, law-

yers, officials, monitors, etc.) who look after the 

compliance of human rights. Without said pressure, 

it would be impossible to hold accountable the gov-

ernors in charge of protecting rights, or the govern-

ments who infringe rights.4

In 2014, the survey asked for the first time, “in 

your opinion, how much are human rights respect-

ed in Mexico?”. Mexicans have a vision that is more 

pessimistic than optimistic with respect to the pan-

orama of human rights in the country. As Figure 9.4 

shows, 55% expressed the opinion that human rights 

are respected “a little” (41%) or “not at all” (14%). In 

turn, 41% asserted that there is “very much” (9%) or 

“somewhat” (32%) of respect for human rights, a 

panorama that is perhaps less bleak than expected, 

at least in what concerns public opinion. The leaders 

do not have very different opinions to that of the 

public: 41% believe that human rights are respected 

“very much” (6%) or “somewhat” (35%), while 59% 

says that “very little” (44%) “not at all” (15%).

The organizations of human rights, both na-

tional and international, perform a crucial role in 

pressuring Mexican authorities. The Mexican HRO 

employs a mix of professional experts and volunteers 

to adequately channel the demands “from the bot-

tom”. The international HRO exercise pressure “from 

the top”, fulfilling functions of monitoring and 

achieving a visibility that national or local organiza-

tions hardly have. But without the backing of citizens, 

there is little incentive for the government authori-

ties to listen to them. In turn, the looming threat of 

greater public attention, scandals, damage to repu-

Figure 9.4 Respect for human rights, 2014
In your opinion, how much are human rights respected in Mexico? 
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 4  Alejandro Anaya, “‘Nombrar y avergonzar’ a Mexico en el 
ambito internacional no sera suficiente si no existe una mo-
vilización nacional masiva”, openDemocracy (online forum 
for human rights experts), February 2, 2015(https://www.

opendemocracy.net/openglobalrights/alejandroanaya-
mu%C3%B1oz/%E2%80%9Cnombrar-y-avergonzar%E2%80%9D-
m%C3%A9xicoenel%C3%A1mbitointernacional-no-s) [March 
30, 2015]).
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tations (and, it must be added, street protests) impulse 

governors to address the public demands articulated 

by the HRO.

Thus, the survey begins to measure attitudes 

towards HRO from 2012. As part of a battery of ques-

tions concerning institutional and personal trust, it 

was asked how much trust individuals have in Mex-

ican organizations of human rights. Figure 9.5 shows 

that, combining the respondents who affirmed trust-

ing “very much” (15%) or “somewhat” (42%), 57% had 

a positive evaluation of Mexican HRO in 2012 (compared 

to a negative evaluation of 38%, combining the cat-

egories of “very little”, 30%, and “not at all” of trust, 

8%). In 2014, public opinion was divided almost equal-

ly between trust at 49% (10%, “very much”, 39% “some-

what”) and distrust at 45% (“very little” 32%, “not at 

all” 13%). The leaders had substantially higher levels 

of trust (Figure 9.5). The favorable opinions summed 

81% in 2012 (“very much” 31%, “somewhat” 50%) 

and 71% in 2014 (“very much” 27%, “somewhat” 44%).

Three points jump to light from these numbers. 

First, the public trust in Mexican HRO can be better 

described as acceptable, in the strict sense of the 

word (not overflowing, but certainly considerable). 

As was reported in Chapter 2, the most trusted institu-

tions in 2014 were the Church (69% trust “very much” 

or “somewhat”) and the Army (59%), and the least 

trusted, the police (28%), and politicians (18%). Second, 

Figure 9.5 Trust in Human Rights 
Organizations, 2014
Please tell me, how much do you trust in 
each of the following institutions, groups or 
persons? (% that answered “very much”  
and “somewhat”).

Figure 9.5 Valuation of human rights  
organizations, 2014
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the leaders trust much more than the public in Mex-

ican HRO, topping them by margins of 22 percentage 

points in both 2012 and 2014. Lastly, trust was sig-

nificantly depleted among both leaders and public 

by 10 percentage points (from 81% to 71% among lead-

ers, and 59% to 49%, public) between 2012 and 2014.

In 2012 and 2014 questions were also asked about 

levels of trust in international human rights orga-

nizations. International pressure can be a key instru-

ment in demanding answers from national govern-

ments, but it can also arouse chauvinistic suspicions 

(as will be discussed in the next two sections). What 

opinion do Mexicans have of international HROs? 

The result for international HRO almost repeats the 

story of the Mexican HRO, with an important excep-

tion: there is medium trust among the public and 

see high trust among the elites, but instead of de-

creasing, trust remains constant in both groups. 

Based on Figure 9.5, in 2012 public trust was located at 

52% (“very much” 13%, “somewhat” 39%), which was 

a little lower than the 59% recorded that year for 

Mexican HRO, but still in the majority. In 2014, that 

figure was 49% (“very much” 10%, “somewhat” 39%), 

a barely perceptible difference. For the leaders, the 

levels of trust in 2012 and 2014 were statistically un-

distinguishable. In 2012, 85% of the elites trusted 

international HRO (“very much” 44%, “somewhat” 

41%). In 2014, trust was 84% (“very much” 42, “some-

what” 42%).

To validate these data, we included Amnesty 

International –perhaps the most renowned human 

rights organization in the world– in a series of mea-

surements of general feelings towards international 

organizations. There is a degree of similarity and 

correlation between trust in international HRO and 

feelings towards Amnesty International.

As was reported in Chapter 6, the opinion about 

Amnesty International of the public had an average 

of 63 in 2012 and 60 in 2014. The average of score of 

the elites was of 76, both in 2012 and 2014. To provide 

context for these numbers, public opinion about 

Amnesty International in 2014 was less favorable 

than that of the United Nations (the institution best 

evaluated, with an average of 65), equally favorable 

than NAFTA (60) and considerably more favorable 

than the Bolivian Alliance (ALBA, 48).5

Just as they did with international HRO, the 

elites value Amnesty International much more favor-

ably than the public. A decrease in public rating is 

also observable for Amnesty International between 

2012 and 2014 from 63 to 60, 3 points, a statistically 

significant difference, although meager in substan-

tial terms. Lastly, there is a moderate correlation 

between trust in international HRO and the favorable 

opinions of AI (r of Pearson = .21). All of this rein-

forces the conclusion that the measurement of trust 

in international HRO is a reliable representation of 

public opinion. Moreover, it reveals Amnesty Inter-

national as an organization that has garnered solid 

prestige among Mexicans.

Conceptualizations 
of Human Rights:  
What are They?

Mexicans frequently hear of human rights, and they 

believe in human rights organizations. But, what 

do they understand by human rights? There are many 

possible meanings. The liberal vision guaranteeing 

of human rights, captured in documents as the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights, conceives 

rights as a series of political and civil protections 

(“guarantees”), particularly against arbitrariness 

and state repression. The scope of the rights has 

widened to also include social and economic rights 

(the right to education or food rights). This vision of 

human rights could be called “social-democratic” 

and is founded on the idea that, to participate in the 

benefits of society –or at least be in the possibilities 

of doing so– it is necessary to have a minimal platform 

of material well-being.

 5  For the leaders, Amnesty International appears in a conglom-
erate of the three best evaluated institutions in 2014: Amnesty 
International (76), the UN (78), and the European Union (77).
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But there are skeptical visions of human rights. 

Although some have cynically brandished sover-

eignty and nationalism as arguments to shield their 

own abuses, there is a genuine perception among 

certain segment for the public that human rights 

are a Trojan Horse to introduce foreign values –spe-

cifically, occidental ones– without considering the 

local conditions and cultures. Some see in the pre-

tended universality of human rights a mere contrap-

tion of domination; the rhetorical link between 

human rights and the foreign policy of the United 

States does not run by them.6

Another branch of skepticism towards human 

rights is the idea that in societies that are afflicted 

by high levels of criminality (as is the case of Mexican 

society) human rights are a luxury that ends up 

covering for criminals more than protecting the 

public. It is true that this vision is manipulated with 

political-electoral purposes, but it is also a public 

reaction to insecurity which is, until a certain degree, 

understandable.

How much do Mexicans believe in each of these 

visions of human rights? To measure this, in 2012 

and 2014 it was asked of respondents, on a scale of 1 

to 7, where 1 means nothing and 7 means very much, 

how much are human rights related to six possible 

definitions: 1) “promoting social and economic jus-

tice”, 2) “protecting people from torture and murder”, 

3) “promoting free and just elections”, 4) “protecting 

criminals”, 5) “promoting the interests of the United 

States” and 6) “disseminating foreign values or ideas”.

The good news (at least from the perspective of 

the promoters of human rights) is that Mexicans 

reject the negative connotations of human rights 

and ratify the positive ones. Figure 9.6 shows the aver-

ages for each definition for leaders and public in 2012 

and 2014. The closer the average gets to 7, the great-

er the agreement with the definition; the closer it is 

to 1, the greater the disagreement. An average of 4 

would be right in the middle of the scale. Two groups 

of variables are observed. The first group is com-

posed of definitions of human rights such as social 

justice, protection against torture and murder, and 

free elections. Agreement in that human rights 

promote social justice had an average of 5.9 in 2012 

among the public and 5.3 in 2014 (compared to 6.2 in 

2012 and 6.45 in 2014 among leaders). Likewise, the 

average identification of human rights with protec-

tion against torture and murder was around 6.1 (2012) 

and 5.5 (2014) for the public and 6.6 (2012) and 6.7 

(2014) for the leaders. The averages for “free and just 

elections” were of 5.6 and 5.2 (public in 2012 and 2014, 

respectively), and 6.1 and 6.5 (leaders in 2012 and 

2014). The association of human rights with these 

definitions is high.

The second group of variables is comprised by 

the idea that human rights protect criminals, pro-

mote the interests of the United States, and dis-

seminate foreign values. The averages of these vari-

ables were: protecting criminals, 3.1 and 2.7 (public, 

2012 and 2014), and 3.0 and 2.8 (leaders, 2012 and 

2014); promoting the interests of the United States, 

3.5 and 3.0 (public, 2012 and 2014), and 2.2 and 2.6 

(leaders, 2012 and 2014); and disseminating foreign 

values, 3.7 and 3.2 (public, 2012 and 2014), and 2.8 

and 2.9 (leaders, 2012 and 2014).

Four points can be highlighted out of these re-

sults. First, on average, Mexicans back the liberal/

socio-democratic vision of human rights but object 

the skeptical vision. Second, leaders have more 

positive perceptions than the already positive percep-

tions of the public; that is, leaders affirm the positive 

connotations and reject the negative ones even more 

so than the public. Third, the opinions of the public 

evolution in the opposite direction of leaders between 

2012 and 2014. For the public, all averages are lower 

in that span; for the leaders, five in six averages rise. 

Fourth, the definitions of human rights among lead-

ers are more stable in time than those of the public; 

namely, averages rise less among leaders (average 

increase of 0.18 points on the scale of 1 to 7) than they 

decrease among the public (average reduction of 0.52 

points on the scale of 1 to 7).

 6  For an excellent critique of the “internationalization” of 
human rights, see Stephen Hopgood, 2013. The End Times  
of Human Rights, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
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The International 
Role in Human 
Rights: Supervision  
and Money

In the previous section it was seen that Mexicans 

disagree with the point of view that human rights 

are really a smoke screen for the introduction of 

values and interests alien to Mexico. Human rights 

organizations, including Amnesty International, are 

also deserving of a good opinion by the majority of 

Mexicans. But, are these two postures equivalent of 

a disposition to accept grater interference by inter-

national institutions in Mexican affairs of human 

rights? The answer is yes, so long as said interference 

is not by the United States.

In 2014, respondents were asked their opinion 

about how much they help to improve the situation 

of human rights in Mexico the supervision of differ-

ent international actors: the United States, the 

United Nations, and the Inter-American Court of 

Human Rights (CIDH). In Chapter 6, it was already 

seen that, as part of it great predilection for multi-

lateralism, 50% of Mexicans believe that supervision 

by the UN would help the situation in Mexico “very 

much” or “somewhat” (against 36% “very little” or 

“not at all”) and 48% that supervision by the CIDH 

would help (against 35% that would not help; see 

Figure 9.7). The figures are reversed when the questions 

concern supervision by the United States: those who 

believe that supervision by that country would not 

help are more (46%) than those who believe it would 

help (44%).

Figure 9.6 Association of the term “human rights”, 2012 and 2014
On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 means NOTHING and 7 A LOT, in your opinion, how related is… with 
your understanding of “human rrights”?
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There are three main messages. In first place, 

consistent with their multilateralism, citizens do 

not see as unwanted interference the monitoring 

and pressure of international institutions, such as 

the UN and the CIDH. On the contrary, they welcome 

it. In second place, they are rather cautious about 

supervision by the United States; a plurality (46%) 

rejects that it would help promote the observance of 

human rights in Mexico. But, in the third place, the 

opinion that supervision by the United States would 

help improve the conditions in Mexico, although the 

minority is surprisingly high, at 43%. Acceptance is 

only 2 points lesser than rejection. This attests that 

hopelessness of many Mexicans in face of the violence 

that sweeps the country: it has degenerated so much 

that even a nurtured minority of Mexicans would 

accept help from the Northern neighbor, a country 

with which Mexico has had –and has– such a complex 

relationship.

Lastly, the survey inquired about the beliefs that 

Mexicans have about who finance the Mexican 

HRO: Mexican citizens, the Mexican government, 

international organizations, governments of other 

countries, or citizens of other countries. Potentially, 

the ideas that the respondents have about money 

donors to HRO could take away credibility from them, 

especially if the idea prevails that they receive money 

from abroad.

As Figure 9.8 shows, in 2012, only 24% of Mexicans 

believed that external sources financed non-govern-

mental HRO in Mexico (international organizations 

14%, governments of other countries 5%, and citizens 

of other countries 5%). 56% affirmed that the funds 

came from either the Mexican government (23%) or 

Mexican citizens (33%). By 2014, the ascriptive of 

donations to exterior sources increased 6 percentage 

points to 30% (international organizations, 6%; foreign 

governments, 17%; and foreign citizens, 7%), a level 

that is still low: 51% of the public affirmed in that 

year that HRO receive their funds from the Mexican 

government (20%) or Mexican citizens (31%).

Leaders showed more volatile beliefs. While 50% 

of them believed that HRO received funds by foreign 

governments in 2012 and 5% from international or-

ganization, those numbers inverted in 2014. Now, 

50% of Mexicans leaders attributed the financing to 
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multilateral organizations, and only 8%, to govern-

ments of other countries. Figure 9.8 shows the complete 

distribution of financing in 2012 and 2014. In 2012, 

35% of the leaders believed that the funds of HRO 

came from national sources (citizens, 15%, the Mex-

ican government, 20%) and 62%, from international 

sources (international organizations, 5%, foreign 

governments, 50%, foreign citizens, 7%). In 2014, the 

figures were 27% national (citizens, 12%, government, 

15%) and 63% international (organizations, 50%, gov-

ernments, 8%, citizens, 5%).

In what concerns the general public, the data 

uphold three statements: 1) the population does not 

believe that the money comes from the outside; 2) 

rather, they believe that the money comes from 

Mexico, and 3) even if the money came from abroad, 

it would not matter. Only 24% in 2012 and 30% in 2014 

ascribed the funds received by Mexican HRO to sourc-

es external to the country. In turn, 33% in 2012 and 

31% in 2014 believed that the money was provided by 

Mexican citizens. This appraisal does not match 

reality at all: on the one hand, HRO receive most of 

Figure 9.8 Financing of Human Rights Organizations, 2012 and 2014
In your opinion, where do you believe the majority of the money that non-governmental 
organizations receive in this country come from? 
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their support from abroad, and on the other, the 

culture of philanthropy is just barely spreading among 

Mexican citizens. Although it is erroneous, the im-

pression is flattering because it demonstrates that 

Mexicans see the work of Mexican HRO as an au-

thentically “bottom-up” effort, which increases the 

chances that it will prosper in its defense of human 

rights. Lastly, according to a multi-varied analysis 

of the data, in Mexico, the opinion that HRO receive 

financing from abroad does not deplete public trust 

in them.7 If Mexicans accept the international mon-

ey, it seems that it is also the case for supervision.

 7  See James Ron and David Crow, 2015. “Who Trusts Local Human 
Rights Organizations?”, Human Rights Quarterly 37: 188-239.



CONCLUSIONS 
Continuities and Chances in Mexican 
Public Opinion in Foreign Policy and 
International Topics

A central query in the study of the effect of public opinion on foreign 

policy is whether the opinions of people in international topics are con-

sistent or stable, or rather incoherent and volatile. From ten years ago, 

Mexico, the Americas, and the World has provided enough information to 

demonstrate that in various areas, Mexican public opinion is quite con-

sistent and stable, and when fluctuations are recorded, these have the 

characteristics of a “rational public” that reacts to changing contexts. 

However, as we will point out, Mexico still needs to update its interna-

tional identity.1

The first element of continuity is the preference of Mexicans, espe-

cially stable among leaders and a little more volatile among the public, 

although always in the majority, for an active participation of the coun-

try in the world. Put differently, the public opinion of Mexicans in the 

last decade is that they do not want to stay away from what happens 

beyond the borders. This attitude is surprising in light of the changes 

in the mood of Mexicans with respect to the world and the influence of 

Mexico in it. That is, although population and leaders are more and more 

of the opinion that the world is worse off than before, and that the in-

ternational influence of our country has decreased (by which it would 

be reasonable to expect a disposition to stay away), both groups of 

Mexicans do not demonstrate isolationist attitudes, and much less in 

leaders.

Another feature of continuity in Mexican public opinion is the align-

ment of their perceptions of world affairs that are more and less threat-

ening. The topics that between 2004 and 2014 remained as the ones that 

affect the country the most were: drug trafficking and organized crime; 

global warming; the scarcity and shortage of food, and the economic 

 1  About this, see Guadalupe González González, 2012. “La identidad internacional de 
Mexico”, in José Ramón Cossío Díaz ad Enrique Florescano (coords.), La perspectiva mexi-
cana en el siglo XXI, Mexico: Fondo de Cultura Economica-Consejo Nacional para la Cul-
tura y las Artes-Universidad Veracruzana.
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crises. There has also been continuity considering that the least threat-

ening topics are: international terrorism; nuclear weapons; war and 

border and territorial conflicts. It must be said that the last time the 

survey was carried out, it was shown that Mexicans consider that what 

happens in the world has a greater effect on the country than on their 

daily life; however, the order of world affairs remained similar in both 

scopes. In this sense, it is interesting to point out that during the last 

decade, Mexicans consider more threatening the topics directly affect 

their personal well-being and the well-being of the country and they put 

on a second position the issues that are related to classic topics of inter-

national security.

Besides from the previous, public opinion has been constant in 

establishing foreign policy priorities. From 2004 to 2014, the objectives 

that have been considered by the majority of Mexicans as very important 

are: protecting the environment; promoting Mexican culture and the 

sale of Mexican products; attracting foreign investment and tourists; 

protecting the national interests abroad, and fighting drug trafficking 

and organized crime. During that same period, the topics that have been 

lower among foreign policy priorities, without lacking importance, are: 

preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons; fighting international 

terrorism, and strengthening the UN. The interesting part of this result 

is not only the persistence in the preferences in policies of Mexicans, 

but the coincidence with the world threats outlined in the previous 

paragraph. Therefore, the most important objectives of foreign policy 

are also those that directly produce the well-being of the citizens in their 

proximity and their country; and attention towards topics of security 

and international public goods has less priority.

Coupled to the previous, Mexicans also display substantial continu-

ity in their support of Mexico utilizing “soft power” instruments (culture, 

trade, and diplomacy) rather than “hard”, or military, power. In this 

framework of instrumentation of soft power, it is necessary to point out 

that the last time the survey was conducted, there were two interesting 

results. On the one hand, the agreement to utilize diplomatic resources 

decreased among the population and international cooperation positioned 

itself as a necessary tool of foreign policy. On the other, the majority of 

Mexicans considered it important that the country invest resources in 

opening new embassies and consulates, increase the participation of 

the country in international organizations, and give refuge to foreign-

ers; although they gave less support to offering scholarships to students 

from other countries, and giving money to other countries for their 

development.

Up until this point, it is possible to conclude that Mexican public 

opinion in the scope of foreign policy is stable and consistent in general. 
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The accumulated results of a decade of Mexico, the Americas, and the World 

show clearly that Mexicans wish to participate in the world, addressing 

concrete topics that have affect their personal and the nation’s well-

being, and utilizing and investing in instruments of soft power. In this 

sense, Mexicans are conscious of their reality in the world of the 21st 

century, where all the States have less possibilities of utilizing their 

“hard power” and need to strengthen their “soft power”. Nevertheless, 

there are two issues that should not slip by. First, there is a certain na-

tional “selfishness” in not wanting to make an effort to participate in 

the solution of international security problems and in not wanting to 

generate international public goods. And second, although Mexicans 

want a foreign policy that utilizes “soft power” instruments, these de-

pend on international prestige and credibility.

In contrast to the topics where consistencies and stability are reg-

istered, there are aspects where Mexican public opinion has shown 

important changes that could imply limits for Mexico’s international 

aspirations. In first place, during the last decade there has been a sig-

nificant decrease in international contact and knowledge of Mexicans. 

However, this does not seem to have consequences for the interest of 

Mexicans for their international relations, which has remained rela-

tively constant across time. However, the survey conduction of 2014 

shows that Mexicans have more interest in national affairs rather than 

international ones. There is no doubt that both topics are concerning; 

however, it is possible to think of mechanisms of compensation. On the 

one hand, while the decrease of contact and knowledge has been impor-

tant in the population, among leaders it is less severe, and they—who 

have greater capacity in influencing political decisions—have always 

been more attentive audiences, concerned by international matters. On 

the other hand, the results of the last time the survey was conducted 

also showed that the gap of interest between the national and the inter-

national closes as individuals have better education levels, more income, 

and consume news through electronic media.

Besides these objective conditions and material interests, political 

culture and social identities are very important in the articulation of 

public opinion. In this scope, the survey has captured changes and con-

tinuities. On the one hand, there is less support among Mexicans for 

democracy, less disposition towards legality, as well as little participation 

and little political-institutional trust. On the other, an important per-

sistency among Mexicans is their feeling of national identity: between 

2004 and 2014 the majority of the population and leaders have said to 

feel more Mexican than from their locality, although among the public 

that identity has decreased. Jointly, in terms of identity, it is necessary 

to point out two results of this decade. First, supranational identities 
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have changed: Mexicans feel less Latin American and more like citizens 

of the world each time, and second, the attitudes of cosmopolitism have 

reached a ceiling from many years ago, where half of the population and 

three fourths of leaders accept foreign ideas and customs. Besides, thanks 

to the results of the last time the survey was carried out, we know that 

Mexican nationalism is decidedly patriotic (of adscription) and civic, 

and has very little relation to chauvinistic and anti-American feelings.

Taking this last result, it is necessary to point out that the data of 

the survey show another important change in Mexican public opinion: 

during the last decade, attitudes towards the United States have been 

more and more positive each time. Besides, the last time the survey was 

carried out, the USA is not only the country best valued by the population 

(and the fourth among leaders), it is also the first year in which Mexicans 

trust and admire more the Northern neighbor. It must also be said that 

this change has not been in detriment to the visions towards Latin 

America: in 2014 the majority of the public and leaders said that Mexico 

should pay more attention to this region. However, in the last ten years, 

in the world sympathies of public and leaders two gaps emerged. On one 

side, while the population has become more pessimistic with respect to 

the situation in Latin America, and wishes to participate regionally 

without being leader, the leaders have always thought that the Latin 

American situation is better, and each time have the opinion that 

Mexico should be a regional leader. On the other, the opinion that 

China’s economic growth is something positive has increased among 

the population, but decreased among leaders.

Also related to the topic of nationalism, in its economic dimension, 

it must be pointed out that Mexicans are also consistent in terms of their 

disposition towards economic openness. During this decade, there have 

been positive attitudes towards free trade and good opinions about the 

effects of international trade in the Mexican economy, at the levels of 

people’s lives, the Mexican country, and the environment. Mexicans 

think that globalization is generally good, although this opinion has 

decreased among leaders. The good attitudes towards foreign investment 

have also remained at positive levels, especially in the sectors of com-

munication (mass media and telephony), but less in resources (electric-

ity, water, and oil).

Finally, there are two sectors where Mexico’s international activity 

has constraints and limitations. In first place is the multilateral scope. 

The UN is the best valued and known international organization by 

population and leaders. However, there has been incongruence between 

population and leaders. The former consider that strengthening it is not 

a priority for foreign policy, and they also disagree with accepting its 

decisions, as they disagree with accepting international courts. In con-
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trast, the latter do accept the decisions of the UN and the jurisdiction of 

the international court. In the specific scope of Mexico’s participation 

in peacekeeping operations, there is a certain amount of disposition of 

participating in them, but it has been relatively unstable, and thanks 

to the results of the last time the survey was conducted, today we know 

that it is clearly conditioned to the scope in which participation is 

wanted: there is agreement for natural disasters, but disagreement with 

armed conflicts. But this result should not be surprising, given that 

societies tend to show aversion to risks that may yield in the loss of hu-

man lives.

In second place, migration being one of the most important sourc-

es not only of income, but of information and ideas about the world, the 

survey points out two important changes. First, the emigration experi-

ence of Mexico has decreased: the proportion of Mexicans with relatives 

living abroad has decreased in the last decade, as has the reception of 

remittances, and disposition to emigrate (especially without papers). 

In this sense, it is surprising that while the public tends to point out 

fewer benefits from emigration, the leaders have a growing favorable 

disposition towards it. And second, although in general, public opinion 

is hospitable, the favorable attitudes towards immigration and foreign-

ers have decreased.



METHODOLOGICAL  

NOTES

Methodological Notes for the National Population

Technical summary

Target Population Mexicans of 18 years of age and older, living in the national territory

Sample Size 2, 400 people

Data Collection Technique “Face-to-face” personal interviews conducted in private households

Sampling Error +/2.0% for the data referred to in the entire sample

Survey Date From November 8th to December 22nd, 2014

Universe: A national survey was conducted through a probabilistically 

representative sample that allows for the generation of estimations ap-

plicable to the totality of the population of interest, composed of Mexi-

cans aged 18 and older, living in any entity of the national territory at 

the time the survey was conducted.

Sampling frame: Electoral sections of the National Electoral Institute 

(INE) for all its variants in the entire country, with data actualized up 

to the year 2014.

Sampling procedure: A multi-stage sampling method was utilized. In 

each of the three stages, a process of random selection of sampling units 

was implemented. At the first stage of selection, Primary Sampling Units 

(PSUs) were ordered by regions and states corresponding to the electoral 

sections; in the second stage, the Secondary Sampling Units (SSUs) were 

selected , corresponding to blocks within each electoral section, and the 

last time of sampling corresponded to individual households.

The initial ordering of the elements of the sampling frame guaran-

tees a selection that is proportional by size (PBS), and therefore, better 

representativeness of results. The sample is probabilistic, and as such, 

it can be used to make inferences from the results about the universe.
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Sample size and Margin of Error: According to the goal of the study, the 

sample size established is enough to be able to analyze the results at 

national and regional levels. As with previous exercises, samples are 

require at both regional and national levels, stratified by Northern bor-

der States and states in the South and Southeast of the country. The 

following table describes the territorial distribution of the sample.

The sample size, both national and regional, along with the margin 

of error for its estimations, is the following:

The sample, in turn, was also divided for the application of four 

versions of the existing survey; each one included 600 cases.

Fieldwork and Dates: the interviews were conducted from November 8th 

to December 22nd, 2012. All the interviews were carried out in person, 

at the homes selected during the sampling process. Only one interview 

was carried out with one person in each selected household. Two tech-

niques for the collection of information were used at the homes, by 

mobile devices and paper. The following table shows the percentage of 

application of teach technique:

Territorial distribution of the sample

North Baja California, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo León, Sonora, and Tamaulipas

South and Southeast Guerrero, Oaxaca, Tabasco, Campeche, Yucatán, and Quintana Roo

Rest of the Country

Baja California Sur, Durango, Sinaloa, Nayarit, Jalisco, Colima, Zacatecas, 
Aguascalientes, San Luis Potosi, Guanajuato, Michoacan, Queretaro, 
Hidalgo, Estado de Mexico, Distrito Federal, Morelos, Puebla, Tlaxcala, and 
Veracruz

Domain Sample Size Theoretical Margin of Error

North 723 +/- 3.7

South-southeast 479 +/- 4.5

Rest of the country 1,198 +/- 2.9

Full sample 2,400 +/- 2.0

Type of Collection Absolute Percentage

Mobile device 1928 80.3

Paper 472 19.7

Total 2400 100
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The decision to carry out some of the interviews in paper was based 

on the security risks that the team might encounter in certain zones 

of Mexico.

48 surveyors, 12 fieldwork supervisors, 8 data entry operators, 

2 analysts and one director responsible for the project participated in the 

conduction of interviews.

Response Rate: 5615 people were contacted in their homes to reach 2400 

complete interviews; this represents a non-response rate of 57.3%.

Information Processing: the codification, capture, and processing of 

information took place from January 5to to 27th, 2015.

The resulting estimations of the database are weighted by gender 

and ages, taking the results of the Census of 2010 as parameter. The 

results at the national level are weighted by the population weights of 

each regional stratum.

Methodological Notes for Leaders

General Description: Two versions of the questionnaire of Mexico, the 

Americas, and the World 2014 were applied to a sample of Mexican leaders. 

This group was defined according to the parameters marked by research-

ers of the International Studies Division of CIDE.

Universe: The defined category of Mexican leaders includes people 

with managerial or directive positions who participate either di-

rectly or indirectly in decision-making in their professional sector or 

field of activity.

Technical summary

Target Population
Mexicans with managerial or directive positions in five sectors: 
governmental, political, private sector, media and academia-
university, and occupational-social

Sample Size 532 people

Data Collection Technique Personal interviews by telephone

Sampling Error +/4.4% for the entire sample

Survey Date From October 13th, 2014, to January 30th, 2015
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Selection method for respondents: the selection method of the sample 

of leaders was based on the definition and classification of five groups:

Government sector: high-level public officials from the ministries 

of State of the federal administration, state governments, parastatal 

sector, and decentralized bodies.

Political sector: governors, legislators, and leaders of political 

parties.

Private sector and entrepreneurs: executives of Mexican companies 

of great importance in the country, listed from different sources 

(Expansion and Conexion Ejecutiva, among others).

Mass media and University sector: reporters and editorial writers in 

key positions at newspapers, magazines, news agencies, radio and 

television broadcasters with national reach; members of the Na-

tional System of Researchers of area five (social sciences), directors 

of teaching programs in international relations at public and private 

universities.

Occupational and social sector: representatives of religious groups, 

unions, professional organizations, and non-governmental orga-

nizations.

Sampling process: The sampling frame consisted of the lists of leaders 

for each sector, built according to the reference parameters, and utiliz-

ing listings from previous rounds of Mexico, the Americas, and the World.

In each sub-group of the sampling frame (sectors) a simple, random 

sorting took place to select the order of contact of each subject by the 

interviewing team; contact with each of them was via e-mail and tele-

phone; all interviews took place by telephone. The assignment of the 

type of questionnaire that was applied was defined by a simple, random 

sorting.
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532 individuals were interviewed. The distribution remained ex-

actly as is seen in the corresponding first column of the following table, 

in the second column appear the weighted weights of the public in 

question to achieve their uniform distribution, and in the last column 

appear the percentages of the leaders who were interviewed without the 

weighted weights:

3,831 invitations were sent to participate in the survey, and 8,508 

phone calls were made to obtain the effective 532 interviews.

The sampling theoretical margin of error for the survey of leaders is 

of at least +/4.3 %, considering a level of trust of 95 %.

Fieldwork and dates: the interviews were made by telephone from Oc-

tober 13th, 2014 to January 30th, 2014. 10 surveyors, two supervisors, six 

data entry operators, two encoders, one analyst and one director respon-

sible for the project participated.

Information processing: the codification, capture, and processing of 

information took place from January 26th to February 6th, 2015. The result-

ing estimations of the database are weighted by the weights of each 

sector of Mexican leaders.

Sector Interviews Weighting Percentage

Government 110 106 20.7%

Politicians 104 106 19.5%

Entrepreneurs 99 106 18.6%

Academics 104 106 19.5%

Social sector 115 106 21.6%

TOTAL 532 532 100%
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