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I. Introduction

Since 2006, Mexican society has been plagued by what the media refers to as “The Mexican Drug War.” At the center of this conflict are the Mexican government and drug trafficking organizations (DTOs)/ cartels. Drug trafficking organizations in Mexico are composed of some of the most notorious, powerful, and violent people in the world. Not only do these organizations sustain the illicit drug use in the Northern Hemisphere, but they also use tactics of violence and coercion to influence Mexican politics and society. While the numbers are not definitive, approximately 250,000 people including civilians, politicians, civil servants, and members of the police force are registered as their victims. These people have suffered from human rights violations, kidnappings, bombings, hijackings, and ruthless murders
. The rampant violence used by these actors has contributed to a climate of fear, often referred to as narcoterrorism
, that does not show signs of ending. As a result, Mexico is now recognized as a country with one of the largest security threats in the west, and a recipient of international intervention
.

Given the insecurity that the Mexican state and millions of people face at the hands of drug trafficking organizations, the puzzle for this paper is to understand the social and political sources (independent variables) that have caused the recent surge in cartel related violence (dependent variable). The discussion of violence includes any episode of homicide, kidnappings, threats, and extortion that are against both civilians and political figures (produced by the cartels). Through a historical lens, I argue that the Mexican state’s transition to democracy and militarization (militarized anti-narcotics campaign) are the independent variables that may help explain the increase in cartel related violence. Studying the potential causes of violence is necessary in order to develop an appropriate strategy or policy to combat violence and ensure the safety of the society.

Methods 
The pieces to the research puzzle will come together via first, a brief historical overview that discusses the social and political relationship between drug trafficking organizations the Mexican state. Second, a literature review will present hypotheses on why the transition to democracy and militarization can influence the increase in drug related violence. Next, evidence on the independent variables will be gathered from four critical periods in Mexican history. The time period are 1994-2000, 2000-2006, 2006-2012, and 2012-2017. Each period is important because they present variation on Mexico’s social and political fabric. Following this is an analysis, where the validity of the independent variables are tested alongside trends in violence (from each period) in order to identify patterns of cause and effect. This paper gathers evidence from regional studies, Justice Mexico, US Congress Reports on Mexico, and news articles because these documents present isolated information on the variables that are hypothesized to explain why Mexico’s drug trafficking organizations utilize violence. The limitation to the study is that many crimes are unreported, thus, accurate data is nonexistent. This is in part for distrust and fear against the government, which is another reason in itself to continue studying Mexican politics and society.

II.Background

This section will provide a brief background on the social and political origins of drug trafficking organizations and their relationship to the state in order to contextualize why the rise in DTO related violence can be explained by Mexico’s transition to democracy and militarization.
Upon the arrival of the Spanish Crown in Mexico, the rural regions that cultivated drugs, and are now affected by the “drug war,” were subjugated to violent forms of conquest and repression so that the colonists could easily exploit the territory. The people were either forced to assimilate and comply, or face annihilation
. This lead to patron-client relationships and protection rackets. This is a system of mutually exchanged benefits and obligations, where “patrons,” or political elites, gain labor from “clients” and limit their chances of  rebellion, and “clients” gain the protection of “patrons”
. When the region decolonized in 1821, local governments were established and were modeled after the patron-client structures put in place by the Spanish crown. The most notable patron-client relationship post decolonization is between the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) and drug trafficking organizations. 
The Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) began to usurp power in the 1930s. It was essentially a party based on corruption. Concurrent to the rise of the PRI, drug production and trafficking organizations in rural regions gained prominence because they began to respond to the exponential demand for drugs in the Northern Hemisphere
. While many believed that both the local and federal authorities in Mexico took a rather indifferent stance toward drug trafficking, modern historians confirm that many members of the PRI and police were involved with the DTOs given their desire to profit from the drug trade
. Given that the PRI had total control of government that extended from the federal level to the local level, the  political elites created credible, government backed protection rackets and patron-client relationships that were extended to rural peasant leaders that were sustaining drug production and trade
. This relationship was sustained under “an ethos of live and let live.
” Under this structure, drug trafficking was tolerated and protected as long as organizations followed a strict code of conduct and avoided the use of violence
. The relationship had robust gains for both actors- members of the centralized government received bribes to allow the persistence of DTOs, and the drug trafficking organizations were able to operate without government prosecution
. Furthermore, the government assigned individual cartels control over specific areas in order to avoid cartel-cartel confrontations
. Thus, violence was minimal in territories that were governed by the PRI. The low levels of violence were attributed to the PRI’s strict central control over the federal and local governments which gave them ease at crafting alliances and also credible enforcement of punishment in the case of defection
.
 In the late 1980s Mexico’s political scene began to change. At the local level, people sought economic development, and strived to achieve it through an open political space
. This led to the competition of political parties, which directly challenged the PRI’s power. At the same time, the United States began to intervene to shut down the entrance of illicit drugs from Colombia, which led to the increase of drug transportation through Mexican border into the United States
. The drug trafficking organizations responded to the increased demand for drugs, and the profitability meant that they also increased their desire to control trade routes and secure their industry. The PRI’s aid became more necessary than ever for the stability of the drug cartels. However, the increasing popular will for democracy soon meant that the PRI would lose power and alter the social climate. The period to come is important because it marks the origins of the modern conflict in light of the altered status quo. 
III.Literature Review  
The literature on organized violence in Mexico became of interest to social and political scientists primarily because of the abrupt transition from relative peace to chaos against the state by criminal organizations. This literature review will first address the predominant arguments for why organized criminal organizations emerge (economic and institutional), and why they may use tactics of violence and coercion. Then, hypotheses on how democratization and the state’s militarization may be related to the increase in cartel related violence will be presented. 
The study of organized crime in Mexico goes in tandem with literature on the illicit economy. Scholars argue that the illicit economy in Mexico emerged in due to “dreary employment conditions and economic insecurity
”  The drug trade, which is part of the illicit economy in most places, flourished in response to 1)economic instability and 2) to the demand for drugs. According to the “greed versus grievance” framework, if people have economic grievances, they may participate in sectors where there is a profitable opportunity
.  Though this literature is normally used for cost/benefit analysis of joining insurgent rebellions, overall, the argument provides insight on the fact that people can engage in profitable markets for self enrichment. For Mexico, the economic insecurity was met with robust demand for drugs and high profit margins. This led to the formation of groups devoted to engaging in the illicit economy via drug production and distribution
. The the drug market was durable because the government allowed its presence given that they were able to profit from the trade via patron-client relationships
. 
Research demonstrates that the drug trade itself is not inherently violent
. However, given the illegal nature of the drug trade in Mexico, drug trafficking organizations cannot evoke the law to receive payments, enforce cooperation, or bid for territory
. While not every case is the same, the organizations primarily resort to the use of violence (including but not limited to kidnapping, extortion, and homicide) in what they consider to be “a rational and strategic manner to achieve their desired results
.” Violence can also be used as a political tool to coerce government officials into protecting the organizations. This is different from insurgent militias because these cartels rely on the government to a degree and do not seek to oust the government
. 
A body of literature identifies a relationship between regime type and violence. Some scholars suggest that authoritarian and centralized regimes have lower levels of violence compared to transitioning regimes or decentralized states
. During the PRI’s control over all layers of government, they were able to provide credible protection, thus violence was low.
Given this, the first independent variable that this paper seeks to test is the relationship between the increase in cartel related violence and changes in government via the process of democratization. For the purpose of this paper, democratization is best defined as a process of political transformation that leads to the decentralization of government, the competition of political parties, and institutions that apply the rule of law
. The literature suggests that democratization generates an expectation to eliminate corrupt political figures and civil servants, who undermine the rule of law 
. The removal of the corrupt figures suggests the breakdown protection rackets (between corrupt government officials and DTOs) and patron-client relationships discussed in the background. Overall, this process can challenge the security of criminal groups. The groups may choose to exert violence to intimidate governments and revert to the pre-existing status quo
. In Mexico, political competition first occurred at the regional and municipal levels. The PRI’s loss of total control over government meant that decision making (for pacts) was dispersed, and that the informal rules between DTOs and the PRI were broken
. Given this literature review, the first hypothesis is that violence should increase in municipals that challenged both the PRI’s control and subsequently the state sponsored protection rackets (more so if the protection rackets protected major drug trafficking organizations). Conversely, a municipality that shared the same party as the central government and honored state sponsored protection rackets should experience lower levels of violence. These hypotheses can be tested with evidence gathered from regions that experienced political change and higher application of rule of law.

Given that the exponential increase of violence in Mexico occurred after Felipe Calderon declared an unconditional  “war on drugs,” this paper also seeks test is whether the increase of cartel related violence can be explained by Mexico’s militarized anti-narcotics campaign. In many counter terrorist strategies, governments may choose to bolster their military tactics against organized crime groups in highly repressive and unconditional ways. Tactics include but are not limited to increased presence of the military at the regional level, decapitation strategies (removal of organization leadership), and resource repression 
. In one sense, the tactics are hypothesized to reduce the capacity of the criminal organizations to fight the state and reduce their visibility in the long run if the capacity of the state is strong
. However, another argument is that the increase of militarization does not take into account how the actions elicit retaliation against government
.  Cullen Hendrix and Joseph Young articulate that “if terrorism [violence] is a tactical response, then states with more repressive capacity should experience more attacks
” In addition, another body of literature suggests that groups that become decentralized by decapitation strategies may actually become more difficult to fight, and actually produce more (but smaller) organizations that utilize violence against the government and each other to bid for territory or power 
. Given this literature review, this hypothesis is that violence should increase in areas that are crucial to the drug trade and also subjected to an increase of  military presence
. Understanding the crux of this argument requires examining degrees of militarization and forms of repression:violence during Felipe Calderon’s aggressive militarization and violence during Enrique Peña Nieto’s less aggressive campaign.

IV.Findings on Mexico’s Democratization and Militarization 


This section will present findings on the independent variables over the course of four important periods in Mexico’s political history. Then, the findings will be discussed alongside reports of violence in order to determine the relationship between Mexican politics and cartel related violence. 
Period I: 1994-2000

Strides Toward Democracy:  the Preliminary Breakdown of Patron Client Relationships 


 In light of the the economic decline of the 1980s, people increasingly desired regional autonomy in order to make economic decisions. This led to open elections (via the competition of political parties) and resulted in the PRI’s loss of municipal seats to the National Action Party, PAN, in about one third of the regions (notably Michoacan, Tijuana, Tamaulipas) between 1994 and 1997
.  While municipal governments were not given full autonomy, they were increasingly able to act politically distant from the central government. The winners of the elections began to recognize “new practices of law enforcement. 
” The municipals were no longer mandated by the central government that sanctioned and ordered the safety of the major drug trafficking organization (La Familia, Tijuana Cartel, Gulf Cartel, Sinaloa Cartel), and their relative control over a region. For example, municipal governments in Michoacan, (an area that experienced explosive violence), created reforms to reduce corruption by overturning officials every three years so that sustainable, long term protection rackets with drug trafficking organizations could not be pursued
. The study of municipals in Michoacan is significant because it presents elements of democratization and asymmetry from the central government. By 1998, the PRI’s grip on power was hanging by a thread as they continued to lose control over municipal governments. That is not to say that patron client relationships did not exit, but the layered nature of government made creating protection rackets more complex and difficult. At the federal level, President Carlos Salinas de Gotari (1988-1994), made an effort to purge federal police and government elites that protected DTOs. Most notably, he fired General Attorney Morales Lechuga, and appointed Jorge Carpizo, who continued Salinas’ efforts by removing regional judges who ignored rule of law
. 

Period II: 2000-2006
“Mexico Seguro”

Democratization
In December of 2000, the PRI’s total dominance of political institutions and regions came to a complete break down when Vicente Fox, a member of PAN, was elected as Mexico’s president. Vicente Fox was the first candidate elected in democratic elections in over 70 years who was not a member of the PRI. He advocated for a socially and economically sound Mexico in order to enhance the security of Mexican citizens. To achieve this, he launched Mexico Seguro and dismissed over 200 government officials and police at the central and local levels that undermined the rule of by allowing illicit markets and providing protection to drug trafficking organizations
.

Militarization
Under Mexico Seguro, the administration sent thousands of army reinforcements to Tamaulipas, Sinaloa, Baja California, and Michoacan (all regions with prominent drug trafficking organizations and trade routes) in order to directly address the growing illicit economy and curtail the violence associated with it 
. The centerpiece of this operation was the introduction of decapitation strategies (kingpin strategies) to arrest cartel leaders and anyone directly related to drug trafficking, and destroy drug supplies
. In 2002, the leader of the Tijuana Cartel, Benjamin Arellano Felix and roughly 2000 affiliated personnel were arrested in a mission led by the Mexican Army and US government. In 2003, the leader of the Gulf Cartel, Osiel Cardenas, was captured, and in 2005, Ricardo Urquiza, the leader of the Juarez Cartel, was arrested
. 
Concurrent to the state’s militarization tactics, these drug trafficking organizations were experiencing high profitability because of the demand for drugs from the United States. 
Period III 2006-2012
The “Drug War”

President Felipe Calderon, a member of PAN, sought to enforce rule of law and stabilize the economy, though the centerpiece of his presidency was to combat drug trafficking organizations
. Calderon began his presidency by continuing Vicente Fox’s tactic to oust political insiders and members of the police force who were associated with colluding and profiting from business with the major drug trafficking organizations. In Operacion Limpieza he fired approximately 700 members of the police force, and 30 representatives from municipal regions that were known to accept bribes and tolerate the presence of drug dealing
. 

Militarization


A majority of the literature on Felipe Calderon is geared toward addressing his military strategies. Calderon’s magnified the tactics used by Vicente Fox and sought to fully destroy drug trafficking organizations by any means
. This period, which is perhaps the origins of the “Mexican Drug War,” is marked by an increased military presence at the municipal level, and a continued reliance on decapitation strategies. Within the first ten days of the presidency, Calderon deployed around 40,000 federal police and army personnel to fight organized crime in the regions of Michoacan, Tamaulipas, and Sinaloa. There were areas that 1) were home to large cartels and 2) were home to critical trade routes. Military officers were sent to patrol streets, operate checkpoints, and detain suspects, which led to physical confrontations
. The tactics were aggressive and visible compared to other presidencies. Calderon continued the kingpin strategies to remove high level leaders of DTOs. Studies suggest that the extradition of leaders of drug trafficking organizations to the United States tripled during this presidency, the most notable extradition was that of Osiel Cardenas
. Calderon pursued these strategies with the intent that they would dissolve criminal groups in the long run. However, even if the outcome is true in the long run, the approach does not take into account immediate rebuttal (against government), or how the strategies may alter the social fabric (cartel-cartel violence), as was experienced in Vicente Fox’s presidency.
Period IV 2012-2017
By the end of Calderon’s presidency in 2012, Mexico was often referred to as a “failed state” in a ceaseless civil war. A power transition with a more liberal president was thought to bring positive change to the country. During his first year in office, Enrique Peña Nieto used the same strategies as Felipe Calderon; however, the remainder of his presidency was marked by softer forms of repression and a reduction in the use of decapitation strategies
. Peña Nieto’s plan focused on economic and education reforms in an effort to benefit the social strata and perhaps deter people from engaging with the illicit economy. He also launched an institutional reform in 2013 that entailed strengthening the Ministry of Public Security in the most vulnerable regions (which took both intel and federal police to regions with increased violence), and continued the effort to ensure that the police force was free from corruption. Most notably, the president attempted to coordinate the federal and municipal levels of government, to make centralized, cohesive decisions
.  By 2014,  Peña Nieto increased the funding for the Center for Research and National Security, and allocated a vast majority of funds to bolster security in Baja California, Chihuahua, Sinaloa, and Tamaulipas, the regions with the most violence in Mexico. This however left many regions throughout the north and south with vacuums of law enforcement
. In 2016, the most notable kingpin decapitation occurred when Joaquin “El Chapo” Guzman was arrested and extradited to the United States
. 
V. Trends in Violence and Analysis

This section seeks to analyze the trends in violence in order to determine whether the increase in cartel related violence can be explained by Mexico’s transition to democracy and aggressive military campaigns. There are many complex layers to why exactly the theories of democratization and militarization may explain the increase of cartel related violence. 

Overall, the evidence presents that violence is not random and that it is used in order to pursue a social and political agenda or push back against the government. 
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Period I 1994-2000


To recapitulate, period I marks Mexico’s initial transition to from a centralized authoritarian regime to a decentralized government. The transition to democracy was initiated at the municipal level via the competition of political parties which increasingly resulted in the election of governors who had different policies compared to the central government. According to the findings on Mexico’s democratization, several of these governors were noted to enforce the rule of law and increasingly rejected the protection rackets enforced by the PRI
. Enforcing rule of law led to the rejection of illicit protection rackets, which altered the status quo. This essentially made drug trafficking organizations vulnerable to local law enforcement and jeopardized their security. 

Trends in Violence

Unfortunately, this period lacks robust empirical data on cartel related violence because the Mexican government did not record violence until the “drug war” became a media sensation
. While it is difficult to track all instances of violence during this time, case studies conclude that drug trafficking organizations utilized violence against police and governors to ensure their security via “alternative authority structures.
”  Regional case studies on Michoacan and Tamaulipas demonstrate that during this period of change, DTOs sought to create protection rackets with long standing members of the police force
. They did not resist using violence as a bargaining tool, and often reached a solution through what is referred to as plata o plomo (literally money or lead, but it is a metaphor for the bribe or the bullet)
. For example, La Familia Michoacana undermined the legitimacy of the municipal governments in Michoacan by seeking to control the local police via “ a power structure that entrenched terror in the community while allowing free reign for criminal activity.
” Though the region of Tamaulipas (an area with a significant trade route) only had one reported municipal where the PRI lost control, low level protection rackets between the Gulf Cartel and the police emerged
.  The Gulf Cartel bolstered its security by implementing militant protection. Los Zetas emerged in the late 1990s, and the members were former members of the Mexican army and police force who were reported to use violence (and threat of violence) to silence their opposition
. The creation of Los Zetas triggered a domino effect where neighboring cartels also sought to militarize.

Analysis Period I

The evidence presents that the regions that underwent political and social changes experienced violence by drug trafficking organizations for one main reason. The DTOs used violence against the police in what appeared to be strategic in order to coerce their ways back into protection rackets under the framework of plata o plomo. As a result, the findings from period I suggests that the increase of cartel related violence can be explained to a degree by the transition to democracy from what was historically an authoritarian regime because the transition altered the status quo. In this context, violence is utilized as a method to restore the previous status quo. Additionally, the evidence suggests that violence may be utilized if the government is not a credible enforcer of punishment. This highlights that the stability of a state requires a credible government that can enforce punishment and makes the cost of retaliation high, which is a step beyond democratization.

Period II:2000-2006 
In period II, the transition to democracy permeats to the federal government via the competition of political parties for the presidency and application of rule of law. The competition of political parties at the federal level resulted in the election of a PAN president, Vicente Fox, who sought to increase the legitimate rule of law in Mexico. He addressed this by launching an effort to remove government officials and police who were known to protect drug trafficking organizations, which led to the largest breakdown of patron-client relationships in Mexico.

Trends in Violence 2000-2006

Under the Fox administration, there were approximately 60,000 reported instances of violence directly attributed to organized crime and drug trafficking organizations and ranged from cartel-state, to acts within and between cartels
. Examples of  instances of violence explicitly directed toward the state were the acts that occurred immediately during decapitation strategies in regions with significant drug trade routes (law enforcement there is a direct security threat to the organizations). For example, news sources and US Congress documents reported standoffs between the Mexican military and cartels in Tamaulipas, Tijuana, and Sinaloa concurrent to the decapitation strategies
. Following the arrest of Benjamin Arellano Felix, leader of the Tijuana Cartel, a conflict between the cartel and military erupted
. June Beittel’s 2003 Congressional report on violence in Mexico cites that members of the Tijuana cartel murdered law enforcement officials and police, but the report does not give direct references of who/how many
. The same reports cite that instances of kidnapping and violent ambushes produced by the Tijuana Cartel increased after the arrest of Benjamin Arellano Felix
. Notably, the Federal Drug Prosecutor involved with the arrest of Felix, Humberto del Aguila, was mutilated and killed, and dumped on the side of the road with a note citing that members of the Tijuana Cartel would continue this form of retaliation
. 
Second, this same time period saw the rise of cartel-cartel conflicts that erupted in order to control trade routes, known as turf wars
.  These turf wars emerged over trade routes in Nuevo Laredo( a resource rich territory) between the Tijuana Cartel and Sinaloa Cartel in 2004
, and resulted in murders and kidnapping between rival cartel members and their affiliates
. The Sinaloa Cartel is perhaps the cartel that best understood the many vulnerabilities that unstructured groups have, and used it to their advantage by absorbing members of rival cartels in order to have greater control over trade routes. There were 1,776 deaths related cartel related acts of violence in 2005, a majority of which were concentrated in regions battled by the Sinaloa Cartel,  and 2,221 deaths in the same region in 2006
.

Analysis Period II
 The trends in violence suggest that the federal government continued to alter the political  and social status quo. The evidence suggests that Fox’s use of the military in the anti narcotics campaign contributed to violence rather than lulling it. Such is the case because some instances of leadership decapitation were met with immediate physical rebuttal between the cartels and the military- which added to the death toll. Second, the leadership removal (and deterioration of federal protection rackets) was met with competition between groups for trade routes, leading to cartel-cartel violence. The instances of cartel-cartel violence can also be explained by the fact that the political changes not only ended agreements between government and cartels, but also the agreements between cartels on the division of trade routes and labor, thus they continue to fight each other for control
. Overall, period II defends the hypotheses that violence and conflict occur in regions that are a militarized if the militarization alters the status quo.

Period III 2006-2012


This period was marked by the intense militarization of Mexico and tactics to destabilize drug trafficking organizations.

Trends in Violence
The data on cartel related violence during this time period fluctuates according to different sources, but over all the reports present that from 2007-2012 the level of violence related to drug trafficking organizations was so high that it merited international intervention. According to both US Congressional Reports and Justice Mexico, the numbers of violence related to organized crime during this period range from 40,000- 80,000 
. The rates of violence attributed to cartels rapidly increased from 2007 onward compared to the other time periods. In 2007 there were approximately 2,800 homicides, in 2008 the number increased to 6,837 yearly homicides, and reached 15,273 in 2010
. In 2011, there were 13,000 reported DTO related homicides; while this is a decline from 2010, it continued to be shockingly high
. The number increased dramatically in 2012, to 22,000 homicides, encompassing instances of cartel-state, cartel-cartel, and cartel-civilian conflicts
.

During this time period,  reports over instances of cartel-state conflict continued to be made. These occurred in Michoacan,Tamaulipas, and Sinaloa where decapitation strategies were met with immediate conflicts between the police and military against the respective cartel during the actual mission. Other instances of cartel-state violence from 2006-2012 include acts that were directed against people who supported Felipe Calderon’s anti narcotics campaign, including 200 public officials, and 74 journalists
. 

The cartel-cartel, conflicts were regionally concentrated in areas sought after by the Gulf Cartel, Los Zetas, and the Sinaloa Cartel
. Though Osiel Cardenas, the leader of the Gulf Cartel, was arrested in 2003, the organization was not fully destabilized because Cardenas was able to run his drug industry from prison
. However, the climate changed in early 2007 when Cardenas was extradited to the United States. The remaining members within the organization had difficulty creating a line of leadership succession which led to internal violence, and ultimately the fragmentation of the organization. The militant group, Los Zetas, fragmented from the Gulf Cartel to become an independent DTO. This fragmentation fueled even more conflict
. These internal battles led to the involvement of law enforcement which resulted in what June Beittel reported as gun battles between cartel members and the military
. These instances of cartel-cartel violence are significant because they suggest that not all violence is directed toward the state, thus they highlight the complexity of violence in Mexico.
A violent turf war followed the fragmentation of Los Zetas from the Gulf Cartel. The newly autonomous Zetas sought a temporary alliance with La Familia Michoacana, and Sinaloa Cartel and started a conflict with the Gulf Cartel in order to control the trade routes along the US border, specifically Nuevo Laredo
. This cartel-cartel conflict made countless police officers, military personnel, and civilians victims- presumably as collateral damage
. By the end of this conflict the Sinaloa Cartel became one of the strongest DTOS in Mexico. Such is the case because not only did the organization exert control over a vast number of trade routes, but it also managed to absorb smaller organizations which contributed to the documented violence. For example in 2008, of the 6,837 reported acts of cartel related violence, roughly 60% of the reports were concentrated in regions that had cartel-cartel conflicts between the Sinaloa Cartel and fragmented weaker cartels produced in part by Calderon’s militarization
. According to Justice Mexico, there were 6,587 drug related homicides in 2009-2012 that occurred in regions with turf wars that involved the Sinaloa Cartel
.   

Cartel-civilian conflicts emerged, and were spatially concentrated in regions that were significant to the drug trade and felt abandoned by local law enforcement. This time period marked the rise in civilian vigilante groups, particularly in Michoacan
. These groups used “violence against individuals that were suspected of committing criminal acts in their respective communities.
”  Accordingly, this led to reciprocation and the increase of violence used by the regional drug trafficking organizations by reciprocating and administering punishment via “the use of paramilitary hit squads and mass kidnappings,
”  against police and civilians.
While these are just some of the examples of chaos that contributed to the climate of fear in Mexico, they highlight the intensity and nature of violence in the country.

Analysis of Period III

 The evidence from period III suggests that militarization campaigns alter the status quo and elicit the use of violence by drug trafficking organizations for three reasons. First, there is violence that is explicitly directed toward the government/ military during the decapitation strategy as retribution. Second, the use of military operations in the domestic sphere created an expectation for security. However, when the government did not extend sufficient protection civilians created their own vigilante groups, and these groups had conflicts with regional cartels and contributed to civilian casualties
. Third, period III maintained the findings from period II, that the use of decapitation strategies elicited cartel-cartel violence in two ways 1)within the organizations when the removal was met with a leadership vacuum 2) if leadership removal made the organization’s hold on territory vulnerable to other organizations (leading to turf wars). Overall, this time period qualifies the hypothesis that the militarization of the state elicits an increase in cartel related violence, and remains under the umbrella that this specific case of  militarization was partially facilitated by the opening of political space.

Period IV 2012-2017
Trends in Violence 2012-2017

The data for 2013-2017 is not entirely accurate because the government did not provide their data on violence from 2013-2014. However, media outlets continued to report regional cases of violence. The available reports convey that during the first four years of Enrique Peña Nieto's administration (2013-2017) overall violence remained high, with approximately 90,000 recorded instances 
. While the numbers remain high, the 2018 Justice Mexico report and the Council on Foreign relations maintain that the violence per year did not increase exponentially between 2013-2016
.

Under Enrique Peña Nieto’s presidency (which ends in December of 2018) the majority of the violence was concentrated in the major drug trafficking zones, which Peña Nieto reinforced, of Baja California, Chihuahua, Sinaloa, and Tamaulipas.
. Given that these regions were already in long term conflicts, this fact is not surprising. However, both reports convey that the yearly rates of violence did decline in these regions. For example, the media and reports note that Ciudad Juarez, located in the region of Chihuahua, began to experience a decline in yearly cartel related violence in 2015. Once a violent state with 1,460 deaths per 100,000 people was reduced to 470 per 100,000
. Since 2015, the reported violence in Ciudad Juarez was mainly produced by local gangs. 

A complexity is that although overall violence began to reduce, the documented violence began to disperse to regions that were once peaceful, thus not reinforced with security. The areas with low government reinforcement saw a continual rise in vigilante “self defense forces.” Michoacan alone, there was an overall rise in cartel-vigilante conflicts since 2014, with 900 deaths in 2014, 700 deaths in 2015 , and 1200 deaths in 2016
.
While cartel related violence stabilized and cartel-cartel conflicts did not exponentially increase from 2013-2015, 2017 marked the re-explosion of cartel-cartel violence. Overall there were 29,168 reported homicides
 , Justice Mexico research dictates that in 2017 a majority of that violence was concentrated in states with conflicts that involved the Sinaloa Cartel 
. On one single day in January of 2017, nine people were killed in Veracruz between the Sinaloa cartels and a local drug gang
, and is one of the many instances of cartel-cartel violence within the year. In line with this news article, the Justice Mexico 2018 report suggests that a portion of the increase of violence in 2017 was related to inter- and intra organization conflict along the trade route dominated by the Sinaloa Cartel following the arrest of Guzman
.

Analysis Period IV
An analysis of  period IV suggests that the intensity of military campaigns may influence the amount of government-cartel conflict, cartel-cartel conflicts, and cartel-civilian conflicts. The evidence suggests that stringent military campaigns against well established cartels triggers  a response against the government, and exacerbates social conflicts (similar to the reasons in periods II and III). The period with softer uses of militarization had fewer turf wars compared to the periods with strong militarization
. The findings from this period also suggest that in the long run, the decapitation strategies and militarization in Chihuahua led to a significant reduction of violence produced by the Juarez Cartel in Ciudad Juarez. How this is related to the militarization is complicated. The decapitation of the Juarez cartel led to a turf war with the Sinaloa Cartel
. The US Congress Report of 2017 hypothesizes that this war led to the reduction of the Juarez Cartel because the remaining members of the Juarez Cartel were absorbed into the Sinaloa Cartel
. Thus, in some regards, the militarization of Mexico both contributed to violence and lulled it. (Overview of the mechanism: the turf wars were partially triggered by the decapitation strategies. The turf wars were able to reduce violence in some regions in the long run by destroying some cartels; but at the same time those  wars made other cartels stronger and made other regions vulnerable to violence). 
VI.Conclusion

In conclusion, this paper sought to identify the factors that can explain the increase in Mexico’s cartel related violence. A historical approach suggests that Mexico’s democratization and militarization campaigns are related to the increase in violence, however, there are other factors, such as quality of government, that may further explain why these non state actors continue to utilize violence.

Overall, the analysis of the individual periods deems that the process of democratization in an authoritarian regime led to rule of law, a breakdown of patron client relationships, and altered the status quo. Ultimately this process made criminal organizations vulnerable to the state. Since the literature identifies that drug trafficking organizations 1)need the government and 2) use violence in strategic ways, the answer seems to be that violence is used to coerce a revival of patron-client relationships that were broken under democratization in order to assure protection. Furthermore, the altered political status quo was found to permeate to the social level and broke down the pacts between cartels; which incited violence in order to control territory. 
The relationship that militarization has with the increase of cartel related violence is complex. First, the military tactics against armed cartels led to immediate violence between the military and the organizations during decapitation operations. Second, the operations altered the dynamic within the drug trafficking organizations which led to internal conflict. Third, the operations resulted in weak hold on territory, which led to turf wars between organizations. The complexity is that in period IV the military presence both led to violence and lulled violence to an extent. While the militarization led to turf wars those very turf wars managed to destabilize certain cartels. This resulted in a decrease in violence in certain areas. Another complexity is that lack of military presence led to cartel-civilian violence in regions that were not well equipped or saw the growth of another organization.
This paper also concludes that as long as the demand for illicit drugs exists, then drug trafficking organizations have a reason to remain visible. This does not suggest a prohibition of drugs, as that has historically been counterproductive, nor a complete legalization of drugs as this may have collateral health effects. While many scholars argue that engaging in terrorism cannot be explained by socioeconomic status, engaging in the drug market and narcoterrorism are not like other forms of terrorism in the west. As history suggests, the growth of the drug market was due to Mexico’s unstable economy along with the high profitability of illicit drugs. Given this, some final policy recommendation are that the country should continue to provide social and economic opportunities for citizens reduce the need to engage in illicit markets. Moreover, the state should strengthen institutions and make cohesive decisions throughout the country, which will strengthen credibility, and potentially reduce pockets of violence. 
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