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Presentation

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) takes pride in its support of
the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) democracy and governance surveys in
Latin America and the Caribbean over the past two decades. LAPOP findings have been a
crucial tool to USAID missions in diagnosing the nature of the democratic challenge; sparking
policy dialogue and debate within Latin American countries; monitoring on-going USAID
programs; and evaluating and measuring USAID performance in supporting democracy and
good governance in the region. The reports have often served as the “voice” of citizens on the
quality of democracy. We hope that this 2006 study also proves to be useful to policy-makers,
democracy advocates, donors and practitioners.

The decision to undertake democracy surveys in Latin America and the Caribbean emerged from
the USAID country missions, where field democracy officers have increasingly depended on
them as a management and policy tool. The depth and breadth of the questionnaire allows us to
look beyond simple questions and examine complex relationships related to gender, ethnicity,
geography, economic well-being, and other conditions, and delve deeply into specific practices
and cultures to identify where our assistance might be most fruitful in promoting democracy. The
surveys represent a unique USAID resource, as a comparative, consistent, and high quality
source of information over time. USAID is grateful for the leadership of Dr. Mitchell Seligson at
Vanderbilt University, his outstanding Latin American graduate students from throughout the
hemisphere and the participation and expertise of the many regional academic and expert
institutions that have been involved in this project.

Two recent trends in these surveys have made them even more useful. One is the addition of
more countries to the survey base, using a core of common questions, which allows valid
comparisons across systems and over time. The second, and even more important, is the
introduction of geographically or project-based “over-sampling” in some of the countries where
USAID has democracy programs. The result is a new capability for USAID missions to examine
the impact of their programs in statistically valid ways by comparing the “before and after” of
our work, and also comparing changes in the areas where we have programs to changes in areas
where we do not have them. These methodologies should provide one of the most rigorous tests
of program effectiveness of donor interventions in any field.

Promoting democracy and good governance is a US government foreign policy priority, and our
investment of both effort and money is a substantial one. Democratic development is a
relatively new field of development, however, and our knowledge of basic political relationships
and the impact of donor assistance is still at an early phase. It is critical that we be able to
determine which programs work and under what circumstances they work best, learning from
our experience and constantly improving our programs. To meet this challenge, USAID has
undertaken a new initiative, the Strategic and Operational Research Agenda, (SORA). With the
assistance of the National Academy of Sciences, SORA has already incorporated the insights of
numerous experts in political science and research methodology into our work. The LAPOP
democracy surveys are a critical component of this evaluation effort. We hope their findings will
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stimulate a dialogue among governments, NGOs, scholars and the public that will help, in the
long run, to solidify democracy in Latin America.

Dr. Margaret Sarles

Division Chief, Strategic Planning and Research
Office of Democracy and Governance

U.S. Agency for International Development
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Foreword

The AmericasBarometer, 2006: Background to the Study

by

Mitchell A. Seligson

Centennial Professor of Political Science

and Director, the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)
Vanderbilt University

I am very pleased to introduce to you the 2006 round of the AmericasBarometer series
of surveys, one of the many and growing activities of the Latin American Public Opinion Project
(LAPOP). That project, initiated over two decades ago, is hosted by Vanderbilt University.
LAPOP began with the study of democratic values in one country, Costa Rica, at a time when
much of the rest of Latin America was caught in the grip of repressive regimes that widely
prohibited studies of public opinion (and systematically violated human rights and civil
liberties). Today, fortunately, such studies can be carried out openly and freely in virtually all
countries in the region. The AmericasBarometer is an effort by LAPOP to measure democratic
values and behaviors in the Americas using national probability samples of voting-age adults.
The first effort was in 2004, when eleven countries were included, and all of those studies are
already available on the LAPOP web site. The present study reflects LAPOP’s most extensive
effort to date, incorporating 20 countries. For the first time, through the generosity of a grant
from the Center for the Americas, it was possible to include the United States and Canada. The
United States Agency for International Development (USAID) provided the core funding to
enable to study to incorporate much of Latin America and the Caribbean, so that in 2006, as of
this writing, the following countries have been included: Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador,
Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama, Colombia, Peru, Chile, Dominican Republic, Haiti
and Jamaica. The sample and questionnaire designs for all studies were uniform, allowing
direct comparisons among them, as well as detailed analysis within each country. The 2006
series involves a total of publications, one for each of the countries, authored by the country
teams, and a summary study, written by the author of this Foreword, member of the LAPOP
team at Vanderbilt and other collaborators,, We embarked on the 2006 AmericasBarometer in
the hope that the results would be of interest and of policy relevance to citizens, NGOs,
academics, governments and the international donor community. Our hope is that the study could
not only be used to help advance the democratization agenda, it would also serve the academic
community which has been engaged in a quest to determine which values are the ones most
likely to promote stable democracy. For that reason, we agreed on a common core of questions
to include in our survey. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) provided a
generous grant to LAPOP to bring together the leading scholars in the field in May, 2006, in
order to help determine the best questions to incorporate into what was becoming the “UNDP
Democracy Support Index.” The scholars who attended that meeting prepared papers that were
presented and critiqued at the Vanderbilt workshop, and helped provide both a theoretical and
empirical justification for the decisions taken. All of those papers are available on the LAPOP

web site.
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The UNDP-sponsored event was then followed by a meeting of the country teams in
Heredia, Costa Rica, in May, 2006. Key democracy officers from USAID were present at the
meeting, as well as staffers from LAPOP at Vanderbilt. With the background of the 2004 series
and the UNDP workshop input, it became fairly easy for the teams to agree to common core
questionnaire. The common core allows us to examine, for each nation and across nations, such
issues as political legitimacy, political tolerance, support for stable democracy, civil society
participation and social capital, the rule of law, participation in and evaluations of local
government, crime victimization, corruption victimization, and voting behavior. Each country
study contains an analysis of these important areas of democratic values and behaviors. In some
cases we find striking similarities from country-to-country, whereas in other cases we find sharp
contrasts.

A common sample design was crucial for the success of the effort. Prior to coming to
Costa Rica, the author of this chapter prepared for each team the guidelines for the construction
of a multi-stage, stratified area probability sample with a target N of 1,500. In the Costa Rica
meeting each team met with Dr. Polibio Cordova, President of CEDATOS, Ecuador, and region-
wide expert in sample design, trained under Leslie Kish at the University of Michigan.
Refinements in the sample designs were made at that meeting and later reviewed by Dr.
Cordova. Detailed descriptions of the sample are contained in annexes in each country
publication.

The Costa Rica meeting was also a time for the teams to agree on a common framework
for analysis. We did not want to impose rigidities on each team, since we recognized from the
outset that each country had its own unique circumstances, and what was very important for one
country (e.g., crime, voting abstention) might be largely irrelevant for another. But, we did want
each of the teams to be able to make direct comparisons to the results in the other countries. For
that reason, we agreed on a common method for index construction. We used the standard of an
Alpha reliability coefficient of greater than .6, with a preference for .7, as the minimum level
needed for a set of items to be called a scale. The only variation in that rule was when we were
using “count variables,” to construct an index (as opposed to a scale) in which we merely wanted
to know, for example, how many times an individual participated in a certain form of activity. In
fact, most of our reliabilities were well above .7, many reaching above .8. We also encouraged
all teams to use factor analysis to establish the dimensionality of their scales. Another common
rule, applied to all of the data sets, was in the treatment of missing data. In order to maximize
sample N without unreasonably distorting the response patterns, we substituted the mean score of
the individual respondent’s choice for any scale or index in which there were missing data, but
only when the missing data comprised less than half of all the responses for that individual.

Another agreement we struck in Costa Rica was that each major section of the studies
would be made accessible to the layman reader, meaning that there would be heavy use of
bivariate and tri-variate graphs. But we also agreed that those graphs would always follow a
multivariate analysis (either OLS or logistic regression), so that the technically informed reader
could be assured that the individual variables in the graphs were indeed significant predictors of
the dependent variable being studied. We also agreed on a common graphical format (using
chart templates prepared by LAPOP for SPSS 14). Finally, a common “informed consent” form
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was prepared, and approval for research on human subjects was granted by the Vanderbilt
University Institutional Review Board (IRB). All senior investigators in the project studied the
human subjects protection materials utilized by Vanderbilt and took and passed the certifying
test. All publicly available data for this project are deeidentified, thus protecting the right of
anonymity guaranteed to each respondent. The informed consent form appears in the
questionnaire appendix of each study.

A concern from the outset was minimization of error and maximization of the quality of
the database. We did this in several ways. First, we agreed on a common coding scheme for all
of the closed-ended questions. Second, our partners at the Universidad de Costa Rica prepared a
common set of data entry formats, including careful range checks, using the U.S. Census
Bureau’s CSPro software. Third, all data files were entered in their respective countries, and
verified, after which the files were sent to LAPOP at Vanderbilt for review. At that point, a
random list of 100 questionnaire identification numbers was sent back to each team, who were
then asked to ship those 100 surveys via express courier LAPOP for auditing. This audit
consisted of two steps, the first involved comparing the responses written on the questionnaire
during the interview with the responses as entered by the coding teams. The second step involved
comparing the coded responses to the data base itself. If a significant number of errors was
encountered through this process, the entire data base had to be reentered and the process of
auditing was repeated on the new data base. Fortunately, in very few cases did that happen in the
2006 AmericasBarometer. Finally, the data sets were merged by our expert, Dominique
Z¢phyr into one uniform multi-nation file, and copies were sent to all teams so that they could
carry out comparative analysis on the entire file.

An additional technological innovation in the 2006 round is that we used handheld
computers (Personal Digital Assistants, or PDAs) to collect the data in five of the countries. Our
partners at the Universidad de Costa Rica developed the program, EQCollector and formatted it
for use in the 2006 survey. We found this method of recording the survey responses extremely
efficient, resulting in higher quality data with fewer errors than with the paper-and-pencil
method. In addition, the cost and time of data entry was eliminated entirely. Our plan is to
expand the use of PDAs in future rounds of LAPOP surveys.

The fieldwork for the surveys was carried out only after the questionnaire were pretested
extensively in each country. In many cases we were able to send LAPOP staffers to the countries
that were new to the AmericasBarometer to assist in the pretests. Suggestions from each
country were then transmitted to LAPOP at Vanderbilt and revisions were made. In most
countries this meant now fewer than 20 version revisions. The common standard was to finalize
the questionnaire on version 23. The result was a highly polished instrument, with common
questions but with appropriate customization of vocabulary for country-specific needs. In the
case of countries with significant indigenous-speaking population, the questionnaires were
translated into those languages (e.g., Quechua and Aymara in Bolivia). We also developed
versions in English for the English-speaking Caribbean and for Atlantic coastal America, as well
as a French Creole version for use in Haiti and a Portuguese version for Brazil. In the end, we
had versions in ten different languages. All of those questionnaires form part of the
www.lapopsurveys.org web site and can be consulted there or in the appendixes for each country

study.
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Country teams then proceeded to analyze their data sets and write their studies. When the
drafts were ready, the next step in our effort to maximize quality of the overall project was for
the teams to meet again in plenary session, this time in Santo Domingo de Santo Domingo, Costa
Rica. In preparation for that meeting, held in November 2006, teams of researchers were
assigned to present themes emerging from the studies. For example, one team made a
presentation on corruption and democracy, whereas another discussed the rule of law. These
presentations, delivered in PowerPoint, were then critiqued by a small team of our most highly
qualified methodologists, and then the entire group of researchers and USAID democracy
staffers discussed the results. That process was repeated over a two-day period. It was an
exciting time, seeing our findings up there “in black and white,” but it was also a time for us to
learn more about the close ties between data, theory and method.  After the Costa Rica meeting
ended, the draft studies were read by the LAPOP team at Vanderbilt and returned to the authors
for corrections. Revised studies were then submitted and they were each read and edited by
Mitchell Seligson, the scientific coordinator of the project, who read and critiqued each draft
study. Those studies were then returned to the country teams for final correction and editing, and
were sent to USAID democracy officers for their critiques. What you have before you, then, is
the product of the intensive labor of scores of highly motivated researchers, sample design
experts, field supervisors, interviewers, data entry clerks, and, of course, the over 27,000
respondents to our survey. Our efforts will not have been in vain if the results presented here are
utilized by policy makers, citizens and academics alike to help strengthen democracy in Latin
America.
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INTRODUCTION

This study offers an up-to-date perspective of the opinions, attitudes, and political
behavior of Guatemalans, and is part of a series of similar investigations conducted in Guatemala
every two years since the beginning of the 1990s. All these studies have been supported by the
Guatemala Office of the Agency for International Development (USAID). Since 2004 with the
support from USAID in Washington DC the study has been conducted systematically in several
Latin American countries as part of the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) of
Vanderbilt University, allowing cross-country comparisons to be made. This seventh study in
Guatemala contains information obtained from a national public opinion survey conducted in
June and July of 2006. As in 2004, the survey in Guatemala was developed in the framework of
the LAPOP project, which covered 17 countries in Latin America and the Caribbean in this
round of surveys. In various chapters of this report, we present comparative data from those
countries.

The central focus of this study, however, is on the national findings. The report is
structured around various key topics regarding support for democracy as well as important
problems of the current political context. The first chapter provides an overview of the national
situation, emphasizing the significant economic and political events since the 2004 survey. The
second chapter covers technical aspects of the study, including a description of the methodology
used as well as a description of the sample.

Following this introduction, the subsequent chapters present survey results in greater
detail, with particular emphasis on the 2006 findings. It is worth highlighting that all chapters
contain longitudinal data showing the evolution of the opinions and behaviors of Guatemalans
over time. Most comparisons are made with data from 2004, although periodically reference is
made to data from studies conducted within the framework of this project going back to 1993.

Chapter III analyzes how Guatemalans conceive of democracy. In other words, what are
the underlying views that respondents have of democracy? This is the first time that such a focus
is used in this series of studies. The following chapters examine topics that were analyzed
previously but that are still important. In Chapter IV, we explore the perspectives for stable
democracy. In Chapter V, we analyze variables related to victimization by and the perception of
corruption in Guatemala, as well as the impact that both variables might have on support for the
political system in general. Chapter VI delves into the perceptions that Guatemalans have of the
rule of law, emphasizing how they view the institutions of the system of justice and the
magnitude of the crime problem in the country. We also examine how crime affects the
perception Guatemalans have of personal safety (or insecurity) and the effect this has on their
support for the political system.

The next chapter analyzes the relation between Guatemalans and local government,
focusing particularly on how respondents evaluate their municipal government and the levels of
public participation in local government meetings and activities. Chapter VIII focuses on the
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political behavior of Guatemalans. We divide the analysis between conventional participation
(voting behavior) and non-conventional participation (other political activity such as working on
political campaigns and even demonstrating, for example). Chapter IX offers a perspective on
what is known as “social capital,” as it exists in Guatemala, by analyzing interpersonal trust and
participation in social organizations. Finally, Chapter X examines the preference levels that
Guatemalans have for democratic or (semi-) authoritarian governments.

It is worth pointing out that, besides presenting descriptive data for all the above topics,
we also conducted multivariable statistical analyses in order to identify the existing relations
between the variables and, even more importantly, which variables or factors are related to one
or another finding. The study concludes with an analysis of the general findings and the changes
that have occurred over time in the political culture of Guatemalans.
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Executive Summary

This series of studies of democratic culture is the most consistent effort undertaken in the
country to measure Guatemalans’ political values, attitudes, and beliefs. These studies have been
conducted every two years since 1993. The information contained in this seventh study is based
on a national survey conducted in July 2006. Besides presenting the findings of this survey, this
report makes comparisons with the 2006 findings from 16 other countries in Latin America as
well as with earlier studies conducted in Guatemala. This executive summary presents some of
the main findings of various chapters of this study.

Different conceptions of democracy

e In this seventh study, we measured, for the first time, the prevailing conceptions that
Guatemalans have of democracy. About 56% of respondents have a normative conception
of democracy, that is, they relate it to the procedures and norms of the system. A third of the
population, 32.2%, has an “empty” conception of democracy, while 7.5% has a utilitarian
conception. A smaller percentage, 4.3%, has a negative conception.

e According to a multivariable analysis, the variations between the different conceptions of
democracy in Guatemala are related to the following factors: the respondent’s sex, age,
educational level, and ethnic self-identification. More specifically, women, people who
identify themselves as indigenous, the youngest people, and those with the lowest levels
of education are most inclined to have an empty conception of democracy.

e Compared to other countries, Guatemala is located in an intermediate position. In fact, in
most of the 17 countries included in the 2006 round of studies of democratic culture, around
50% of people hold a normative conception of democracy.

Support for stable democracy

e The legitimacy of the democratic political system and its institutions is one of the central
elements that we tried to measure in these studies of democratic culture. We also focused on
the public’s acceptance of a series of basic principals inherent to democracy, such as
tolerance. Politically legitimate systems tend to enjoy stable democracy when there is support
for the system and when the public is reasonably tolerant of the rights of minorities.

e In Guatemala, the tendency of these two indicators, support for the system and
tolerance, has been positive since 2001. In other words, both the levels of support for the
political system and the levels of tolerance in the country have risen.

e The improvement in support for the political system between 2004 and 2006 is statistically
significant: support for the system rose from 49 to 52 points on a 0-to-100 point scale of
measurement.

e The improvement in political tolerance from 2001 to 2004, and from 2004 to 2006, is
statistically significant: on a 0-to-100 point scale, tolerance grew from 40 points in 2001 to
46 points in 2004, and to 53 points in 2006.

e The growth in both the levels of support for the system and political tolerance means that the
possibilities for stable democracy in Guatemala have also risen since 2001. We should
note, above all, the positive change in 2006 compared to the findings two years before: there
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is a reduction in the percentage of Guatemalans who fall in the democracy-at-risk box (from
35.7% to 25.6%) and an increase of about six percentage points in the stable democracy box
(from 21.2% to 26.8%). Despite the caution with which these findings should be read, they
show a clear positive trend.

e Since 2004, Guatemala has notably improved its ranking compared to other Latin
American countries. In 2004, it was among the countries with the lowest levels of tolerance
and support for the system, and, therefore, with less chance of stable democracy. In 2006,
however, it is located in an intermediate position of the 17 countries studied.

¢ In addition to support for the political system as whole, there are more concrete measures that
allow us to analyze support for specific government institutions, which we call support for
institutions of the political system. Among the public institutions included in this study, only
municipalities, the Office of the Ombudsman, and the army surpass the 50-point reference
line (taken as the reference point on a scale of 0-to-100). Most institutions fall below the 40
point range, with Congress and political parties receiving the lowest scores.

The impact of corruption

e Corruption is one of the main obstacles to the consolidation of democracy in any country. In
this study, we measure the victimization of Guatemalans by corruption and the perception
they have of corruption among public officials. In both cases, we also conduct a multivariable
analysis to detect those factors or variables that are associated with the perception of or
victimization by corruption. Finally, we present some findings about how people view certain
concrete practices of corruption.

e When we add up the number of times that a person has been the victim of corruption in
different government institutions, no major difference between 2004 and 2006 appears. In
both years, around 18% of the population said that they had been the victim of an act of
corruption, while 82% said they had not been.

e The factors that influence whether a Guatemalan is more likely to be a victim of corruption
are living in an urban area, having a higher socioeconomic level, having a higher level of
education, and being male. Other Guatemalans can still be victims of corruption, but the
possibilities increase if they have such sociodemographic characteristics.

e In terms of victimization by corruption, Guatemala finds itself in an intermediate
position compared to other countries. One thing is victimization by corruption, and another is
the perception that people have of how corrupt public officials are. In terms of the perception
of corruption among public officials, Guatemala finds itself among those countries where the
perception of corruption is greatest; in Guatemala, the average perception of corruption is 81
points (on a scale of 0-to-100). This means that a large number of Guatemalans perceive
corruption among public officials to be somewhat or very widespread, which does not
coincide with the data on actual levels of victimization.

e We found that the factors associated with a greater perception of corruption among public
officials are similar: people with more education and who live in urban areas have a
higher perception of corruption. Also, as the age of respondents increases, so too does the
perception of corruption. Additionally, through a statistical regression model, we determined
that people who read newspapers more frequently tend to have a higher perception of

corruption among public officials.
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Perspectives on the Rule of Law

e We examined how Guatemalans view the rule of law by measuring their trust in institutions
of the judicial system, their perceptions of the freedom to exercise political rights, and the
impact of crime in the country.

e Almost all the institutions of the judicial system receive a level support or trust between
40 and 49 points (on a scale of 0-to-100). The Office of the Ombudsman is the only
institution to receive 52 points, despite having suffered a slight drop in the level of support
since 2004. The Public Ministry and the Constitutional Court also experienced a slight
decline in the level of public support, but the difference is not statistically significant.

e The level of public trust in the National Civil Police increased slightly, rising from 39
points in 2004 to 43 points in 2006. Still, it has not managed to regain the level of support it
achieved in 2001 when its average level of public support reached 46 points.

e The level of public trust in the system of justice as a whole, as well as in the Supreme
Court, also increased slightly between 2004 and 2006, showing a positive trend.

e The perception of freedom index improved in 2006 compared to 2001 and 2004; the
difference is statistically significant. This index — which measures perceptions regarding the
freedom to vote, demonstrate, run for public office, and participate in community groups —
has been used since 1993, giving us a longitudinal perspective of more than 10 years.

e Guatemalans identified crime and violence as the most serious problems facing the
country, even more than economic and social problems. In 2006, close to 40% of
Guatemalans considered insecurity to the main problem.

e We used various measures in this study to asses personal safety and crime. One of them
measures victimization by crime; that is, the percentage of Guatemalans who were the victim
of some type of criminal act in the previous year. The victimization by crime percentage
increased from 13% in 2004 to 19% in 2006.

e [t is important to note that there are marked differences in terms of victimization according
the respondents’ area of residence. Urban residents are much more likely to be a victim of
crime than people who live in rural areas. In 2006, the percentage of victimization in urban
areas was 25%, while it was only 13% in rural areas.

e Guatemala is located in an intermediate position compared to the other countries
included in this study in terms of victimization by crime. It is worth recalling that
Guatemala is one of the least urbanized countries and, therefore, the overall levels of
victimization in Guatemala are lower than those of the other countries. Nonetheless, if we
compare the victimization levels in the urban areas of the country, it is similar to that of the
other countries in this study that have high crime rates.

e Asking people how safe or unsafe they feel in their neighborhood gave us another perspective
on the impact of crime. In 2006, the perception of insecurity (those who indicated that
they feel somewhat or very unsafe) declined slightly in Guatemala, dropping from 43% in
2004 to 37% in 2006.

e The two relevant factors that influence perceptions of insecurity are the area of residence and
ethnic self-identification: Guatemalans living in urban areas and who identify themselves
as ladino (racially mixed) are more likely to feel insecure.
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In 2004 and 2006, around 70% of Guatemalans considered that crime threatened the
country’s future. This is a worrisome finding.

A related topic is that of youth gangs. While most Guatemalans (57.3%) believe that gang
members can be rehabilitated if they are given a chance, a third (31.4%) believe this is not
possible. The rest (11.3%) did not know or did not want to respond.

Guatemalans and local government

The local government (of each respondent) turned out to be the institution that
Guatemalans most trust. In 2006, it earned 56 points on a scale of 0-to-100.

There was no major variation in satisfaction with local government services between 2004
and 2006. In 2004, the average level of satisfaction was 52 points, while in 2006 it was 53.5
points, again on a scale of 0-to-100.

A multivariable analysis allows us to determine what factors are associated with more or less
satisfaction with municipal governments in Guatemala. Four predictors were found: the
respondent’s area of residence (rural areas show more satisfaction), socioeconomic level (the
higher the socioeconomic level, the greater the satisfaction), ethnic self-identification
(indigenous people are more satisfied), and city size (the impact varied).

With regard to the management of public funds by the local government, urban and rural
residents share similar opinions: 66% of rural residents expressed little or no confidence
in their municipal government’s management of resources; in urban areas it is 63%.

In terms of whether local government should be given more responsibilities and resources,
the results are similar for both urban and rural areas: 36% of urban respondents said that
municipalities should be given more responsibilities and resources, while 39% of rural
respondents held the same view. By contrast, around 40% of people in both areas think
that resources should got to the national government.

With regard to public participation in municipal government, the percentage of people who
attended local government meetings declined in 2006 compared to 2004, both among the
indigenous population and the ladino. Similarly, the percentage of people who petitioned the
municipal government in 2006 also declined, again both among people who identify
themselves as indigenous and people who identify themselves as ladino.

Political participation in Guatemala

This study measured both conventional and non-conventional political participation among
Guatemalans, that is electoral participation as well as other forms of political participation.
Registration is required to be able to vote in Guatemala. While 78.2% of ladino respondents
were registered in 2006, only 69.2% of indigenous people said they were.

Regarding conventional political participation, Guatemala has, comparatively, very low
levels of voter turnout: the penultimate place among the countries studied. Only 56.5% of
respondents reported voting in the 2003 presidential election. The official report of the
Supreme Electoral Tribunal stated that 58% of registered citizens voted in the 2003 election,
which makes the survey data rather close to the official figure of actual voter turnout.

In terms of the division by ethnic group, 60.4% of the ladino population said they voted,
while only 55.8% of indigenous people did.

- .
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e When asked why they did not go to the polls, a fifth of respondents answered that they were
not old enough in 2003; another 13.1% said that they did not have a national identification
card; 17.4% indicated that they had no interest in voting; and 6.2% stated that they did not
like any of the candidates. This means that a quarter (23.6%) of registered respondents
lacked the motivation to vote.

e Sex, education, and age are among the factors that are statistically associated with not turning
out at the polls. Women, people with less education, and the youngest tend to have the
highest abstention rates. It is worth noting that in all cases there is an additive relation
among the explanatory variables; in other words, the variables influence abstentionism
collectively.

e Other variables related to voting abstention also arose. On the one hand, people who consider
the national economic situation to be good tend to abstain more. On the other hand, people
who have an empty conception of democracy tend to vote less than those with a normative
conception.

e The trend of greater abstention among the female population is consistent through all
categories of education except the high school level. The abstention rate among women
without any education stands out: it is much higher than in any of the other groups, reaching
almost 70% in rural areas. The abstention rate among women without any education is also
high in urban areas, reaching almost 64%. Among women with some primary education, the
abstention rate is almost 55%. Even among women with some university education, the
abstention rate is higher than among men with a university education.

e Regarding political participation, the survey also measured how Guatemalans identify
themselves ideologically. Of those who identify where they stand on an ideological scale,
the majority (around 51%) place themselves toward the center. About 22% consider
themselves to be on the left or center-left, and 26% on the right or center-right, according to
the scale used. It should be noted that a third of respondents (31%) did not respond to the
question, indicating that many Guatemalans find it difficult to identify the differences
between the political right and left.

e In terms of trust in representative institutions, we found that municipal government is the
institution that generates the most trust among citizens, earning 56.5 points in 2006 (on the 0-
to-100 point scale used in this study). The Supreme Electoral Tribunal gets relatively high
marks compared to other institutions, but below those received by municipalities. The
Supreme Electoral Tribunal also suffered a decline in the level of public trust between 2004
and 2006, falling from 50.2 to 48.7 points.

e The government, understood as the Executive Branch by Guatemalans, received 44.3 points
in 2006, a decline from its 2004 result.

e In all countries, even advanced democracies, Congress and political parties are the
institutions that tend to receive the lowest levels of public support, despite being essential
institutions to representative democracy. In the case of Guatemala, the levels of public trust
in both institutions improved in 2006 compared to previous years. The level of trust
Congress rose from 37 to 41 points. The change was more impressive with political parties,
however, which jumped from 29.7 points of trust to 40.7.

e Neither men nor women discuss politics much in Guatemala. Among men, 78.4% do not
discuss politics; among women, this percentage rises to 85%. By contrast, only 2% of men
and a similar percentage of women discuss politics on a daily basis.
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e Comparatively speaking, Guatemala is a countries where few people participate in public
demonstrations. In Guatemala, 88.2% of respondents indicated they had never participated
in a demonstration; 5.6% said that they had hardly ever participated, and only 6.2% stated
that they had participated several times.

Social capital in Guatemala

¢ In political science, a country’s social capital is formed by the networks of participation in
social organizations and by the interpersonal trust that exists between people.

e The average level of interpersonal trust has improved in Guatemala, going from 38.7
points in 2001 to 56.9 in 2004, and reaching 59.1 in 2006. This means that Guatemala has
also improved its ranking compared to other Latin American countries, and now finds itself
in an intermediate position.

e Among the factors associated with more interpersonal trust, we found that respondents from
rural areas, men, older people, and those who profess to be Catholics, tend to trust other
people more.

e In terms of attending the meetings different kinds of groups, there is much more
participation in the activities of religious organizations than in other kind of
organization or group. School-related groups have the second highest participation levels
among Guatemalans. Participation in community improvement committees is also important,
but below the levels of the other two groups.

¢ Finally, participation is less common in professional, producer, or merchant associations
(including large, medium, and small business people) and in political movements and groups.

Public ambivalence: support for democratic or authoritarian governments

e We found an increase in the percentage of Guatemalans who stated they preferred
democracy, passing from 64% in 2004 to 71% in 2006. Consequently, the other options
included in the question declined (preference for authoritarian governments or indifference).
In general terms, this is a positive finding.

e The results related to satisfaction with democracy are mixed: in 2006, the percentage of
people who said they were satisfied with democracy fell considerably, dropping from 51% in
2004 to 39% in 2006. The percentage of very satisfied people also fell in the same year,
declining from 7% to 1.8%. It should be remembered that the preference for democracy and
satisfaction with democracy measure different levels of democratic legitimacy.

e Regarding support for authoritarian governments, the preference for a strong-hand
government to resolve the country’s problems as an alternative to a participatory government
has been measured since 1993. In 2006, the percentage of Guatemalans who stated that a
strong-hand government is preferable rose to 53% compared to 2004. However, the
highest levels of preference for a heavy-hand, recorded in 1999, have not returned.

e There was also a rise in the preference for a strong, non-elected leader in 2006 (23.8%)
compared to 2004 (18%).
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. THE NATIONAL CONTEXT

What follows is a brief overview of important economic and political events in
Guatemala in the two years between the last study of democratic culture, in 2004, and the current
2006 study. In the political arena, the period in question was relatively stable since the
administration of President Oscar Berger remained in office. It was not, therefore, a period of
electoral activity or of abrupt changes on the political scene. It can be considered, though, as a
period of readjustment following the 2004 election, and the years prior to it, in which the
candidacy of General Efrain Rios Montt generated heated debate. Nonetheless, there were
important events in the 2004-2006 period that affected the political scene. In particular, the
United Nations Verification Mission in Guatemala (MINUGUA) concluded its mandate after 10
consecutive years in the country and withdrew. In the economic field, this was a period of
recovery and expansion, and relative stability. One of the most important economic events was
the free-trade treaty with the United States (DR-CAFTA) going into effect. Not everything was
positive, however. Socially, there continued to be high levels of poverty and exclusion. On top of
this, hurricane Stan left a wake of destruction that especially affected the most vulnerable sectors
of the country.'

Since this study focuses on Guatemalans’ perceptions, we should start by examining their
main concerns. Both in 2004 and 2006, the questionnaire asked respondents what they regarded
to be the most serious problem facing the country. Table 1.1 shows the results.” As can be seen,
more than 50% of respondents in 2006 considered problems related to crime and violence to be
the most serious issues facing the country. This is a high percentage. The second most mentioned
problem (by 19% of respondents) was economic, or everything related to unemployment,
inflation, and other similar topics. Below this, in third place, are social problems. Given its
importance, poverty, which can be considered either a social or an economic problem, was
assigned its own category. In any case, a fifth of respondents (20.8%) considered poverty and
social problems together to be the most serious issue. The only other problem identified by more
than 5% of the people surveyed had to do with bad government.

In addition to the most important problems highlighted above, between 2004 and 2006,
there was a marked rise in the percentage of people concerned with crime and violence.

' According to Informe Guatemala, the ECLAC evaluation of the impact of hurricane Stan (October 2005)
concluded that the most significant damage was not in the area of production, generally, but deep in the social
fabric, especially among the indigenous and their precarious bases of survival (Informe Guatemala No. 34,
Fundacion DESC, January 2006).

? The questionnaire, which appears in the Annex at the end of the sutdy, shows the problems included in the list in
detail. In this table, the problems have been grouped to make the results clearer.
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Table I.1. The Country’s Most Serious Problem according to Guatemalans: 2004 vs. 2006

Problem (a) Year
2004 2006
Crime, violence 605 733
38.9% 51.4%
Economy, unemployment 610 274
39.3% 19.2%
ng(l:i{tiporr?)blems (health, 31 94
2.0% 6.6%
Infrastructure (lack of) 5 17
.3% 1.2%
St o 7
5.8% 5.0%
?gml?gtrlghts, internal 0 21
.0% 1.5%
Poverty 196 202
12.6% 14.2%
Social protests 3 7
2% 5%
Discrimination 1 5
1% 4%
Environment 12 3
.8% 2%
Terrorism 1 0
e 1% .0%
Total 1554 1427

100.0% 100.0%

(a) Respondents were not read possible answers
Source: LAPOP/Guatemala
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A. The Economic Context

1. Economic Change from 2004 to 2006

In the period between the last survey of democratic culture, in 2004, and the June 2006
survey, the economy was characterized by some positive indicators, a sign of economic recovery
and expansion.’ The rate of economic growth is among these indicators. In Figure L1, it can be
seen that the growth rate increased between 2004 and 2005, and that, so far, it is even greater in
2006, reaching 4.4%. Still, despite the highest economic growth rate in the last five years, the
report Evaluacion econdmica de Guatemala durante el primer semestre de 2006 (ASIES-IDIES,
2006) points out that this has not generated greater development or reduced poverty, explaining
that there are a series of qualitative factors that influence the former. In this, it coincides with
Informe Guatemala No. 34 (Fundacion DESC, 2006), which stated, in January 2006, that the
expected 4.2% growth rate of GDP for this year would be insufficient to modify social
conditions. It also noted that this pace of growth does not have solid bases since it “rests on the
growth of consumer spending stimulated by family remittances, money laundering (drug
trafficking and tax evasion) and the expansion of consumer credit. In other words, it rests on the
availability of funds in the banks that, in the case of large deposits, could leave in search of better
yields at any moment” (Informe Guatemala No. 45, 2006)."

5 4.4
44 3.6

3. 2.7

3.2

Porcentaje

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 /p

Source: Calculations by DICE/ASIES, 2006
Figure 1.1. Growth Rate of GDP in Guatemala

Another positive sign, in the period in question, was the growth of exports by 14.7% from
2004 to 2005, rising from US$2.9387 billion to US$ 3.3708 billion. This, in turn, leads to a

3 We thank David Cristiani, from the Departamento de Investigaciones y Consultoria Académica of ASIES, for
providing us with valuable information for this section of the study. We also thank Ligia Blanco, from the
Departamento de Investigacion Politica of ASIES for her assistance.

* The problems in the banking system in the second semester occured after this study was conducted and, therefore,

are not covered in this report.
- ’
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growth in foreign exchange of 18.8% over 2004. The recovery of coffee prices was partially
responsible for this increase, although all major export products experienced a similar growth.

Another important source of foreign exchange was family remittances, which continued
to rise, although more moderately than in previous years (Revista Momento, 2006). Maquilas
(export processing plants, predominantly textile manufacturing) and tourism also helped tip the
balance of trade in Guatemala’s favor in the amount of US$665.4 million. Maquilas contributed
about the same proportion of foreign exchange in 2005 as it did in 2004, although the sector has
been hit hard by China’s flooding of Guatemala’s traditional markets like the United States. In
fact, during this period more than 50 maquila plants closed, with the loss of more than 30,000
jobs (Informe Guatemala, No. 45, 2006).

The IMAE (indice Mensual de Actividad Econdémica or Index of Monthly Economic
Activity), is an additional indicator that can help illustrate Guatemala’s economic expansion. The
index is made up of 32 production variables representative of the agricultural, industrial,
commercial, and public administration sectors, which together account for about 75% of the
value added that the country generates. This index is used to measure the economic activity of
the productive sector at any given moment. Figure 1.2 shows that the pace of change of this
indicator in the first semester of 2006 was higher than that observed in 2005. Still, the positive
trend had been seen since the last trimester of 2005.”

8 _
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Source: DICE/ASIES, 2006
Figure 1.2. Changes in the IMAE: 2005-2006

In summary, Guatemala’s macroeconomic indicators were favorable during the period
under study, and expected to remain positive through the rest of 2006. Still, as noted above, there
are serious social problems, tax revenue generation is still inadequate, and DR-CAFTA has still
not been accepted by all sectors of the population, some of whom oppose the trade agreement
arguing that it will negatively affect the already vulnerable sectors of the country.

> In both years there is a decline in the indicators during the month of April, which is due to the seasonal decline in
coffee [café de oro] and sugar [cane] production.
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2. Guatemalans’ Perceptions of the Economy

In the previous section, we examined macroeconomic aspects using aggregated
information. In this section, we present public perspectives on the national economy. The 2006
questionnaire on democratic culture included a series of questions unrelated to democracy or
politics. They are used in the analysis as independent control variables to measure whether they
have an effect on the other variables. Among them are four questions regarding how respondents
feel about the economy. Other studies in political science have shown that individuals tend to
differentiate between their view of the economic situation of the country in which they live and
their perception of their personal or family economic situation. The impact of both variables on a
person’s political opinions also tends to be different.

The questions related to the economy included in the 2006 LAPOP questionnaire were
the following:

SOCT1. How would you describe the country’s economic situation? Would you say that it is very good, good,
neither good nor bad, bad or very bad?
(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (4) Bad (5) Very bad (8) Doesn’t know

SOCT2. Do you think that the country’s current economic situation is better than, the same as or worse than it
was 12 months ago?
(1) Better (2) Same (3) Worse  (8) Doesn't know

IDIO1. How would you describe your overall economic situation? Would you say that it is very good, good, neither
good nor bad, bad or very bad?
(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (4) Bad (5) Very bad (8) Doesn’t know

IDIO2. Do you think that your economic situation is better than, the same as, or worse than it was 12 months ago?
(1) Better (2) Same (3) Worse  (8) Doesn't know
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Figure 1.3 shows the results of the first question, which was also included in the 2004
questionnaire. As can be seen, there have not been dramatic changes of opinion in how
respondents view the national economy. In 2004, the greatest number of people (around 40% of
respondents) considered the national economy to be in poor shape. Only a small percentage in
both years, less than 10%, thought the economic situation of the country was good or very good.

Percepcion de la economia nacional en Guatemala: 2004-2006

60%

50%

40% T

30%

Porcentaje

20%

10% 7

0% 7

¢,Como calificaria la situacion econémica del
pais?

Fuente: Proyecto LAPOP/Guatemala
Figure 1.3. Evaluation of the National Economic Situation, Guatemala, 2004-2006
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In the following figure, we can see how respondents perceive their personal economic
situation. The questions about this topic were not included in 2004, which means we cannot
make comparisons. Figure 1.4 shows that when respondents were asked whether their economic
situation in 2006 is better, the same, or worse than it was 12 months prior, most Guatemalans
(51.8%) said it remained the same. By contrast, only 11.5% thought it had improved, while
36.8% believed their personal economic situation had worsened over this period.

En comparacion con hace doce meses, usted considera
que su situacion economica personal es....

Fuente: Proyecto LAPCP/Guatemala, 2006
Figure 1.4 Guatemalans’ Perception of Their Personal Economic Situation in 2006
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B. The Political Context

1. Political Change from 2004 to 2006

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, the period from 2004 to 2006 was characterized
by relative political stability. This was an intermediate period between a new administration
taking office in January 2004 and the phase of intense political campaigning that will begin in
2007 in preparation for the presidential election at the end of the year. The Supreme Electoral
Tribunal will open the campaign season in May 2007 for elections to be held the following
September. A possible runoff election to determine the winning presidential candidate (if no one
receives a majority of the vote in the first round) will be held in November.

Despite the relative stability, no substantial improvements in the political realm were
observed during this period. According to Informe Guatemala, there were two critical
weaknesses to President Oscar Berger’s administration after two years in office: poor
administrative capacity (his economic team excepted) and poor policy implementation (Informe
Guatemala, No. 33, 2006). The weakness of the Berger administration originated in having
gained power through a fragile political alliance that started to fracture shortly after it took
office. This not only affected the public policies emanating from the presidency, but also
weakened its capacity to negotiate with the political forces of Congress. On another front, the
fight against corruption centered on officials from the previous government of the Frente
Republicano Guatemalteco (Guatemalan Republican Front, or FRG) and achieved some partial
successes. Generally, the administration’s attention to social problems, such as health care, was
perceived to be inefficient. In this case, the result was a crisis in the public health care system in
June 2006. But perhaps one of the greatest weaknesses of the Berger administration — as well as
previous administrations — was its incapacity to tackle the growing problems of crime and social
violence. It was not until October 2006 (after this survey had been conducted) that it struck a
direct blow to organized crime by infiltrating and destroying a mafia network that had taken
control of the Pavon jail. It is possible that such government action might have increased the
public’s trust in the system’s institutions.

On the positive side, the Berger administration managed to reinvigorate the Peace
Agreements despite the withdrawal of MINUGUA from the country. Also, despite the
breakdown of talks with various groups in the first few months of 2006, and the working class
(popular) demonstrations, the government team managed to maintain its effort to achieve
consensus through dialogue. There were various tense moments between the government and
these sectors, especially regarding the government’s eviction of peasants who had invaded farms.
In the international sphere, Guatemala also managed some achievements, such as having been
chosen for a position on the new U.N. Human Rights Council.

LAPOP 8
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With regard to other political actors, the atomization of political parties continued in this
period, largely due to internal struggles resulting from the presidential aspirations of many of
their leaders. Both the political right and left continued to be divided by their internal struggles,
which did not help Guatemalans overcome their negative impression of politics. It is worth
recalling that this weariness not only affects politicians but the entire democratic system. An
example of the current atomization in the political realm is the excessive proliferation of parties
that still prevails in the country. Table 1.2 shows the existing parties in Guatemala, their
memership numbers as of September 2006, and their ideological position. The wide range of
presidential contenders, parties and candidates for various popularly-elected posts is not only
confusing for the Guatemalan electorate, but also exacerbates the volatility of the political party
system, which is one of the weakest elements of representative democracy in any country
(Mainwaring, 2001).

Table 1.2. Current Political Parties in Guatemala

ACRONYM MEMBERS

as of Sept.

IDEOLOGICAL
POSITION

CURRENT
REPRESENTATIVES IN

2006

CONGRESS

Gran Alianza Nacional GANA 21,766 Right Yes (32)
Frente Republicano FRG 40,784 Right Yes (28)
Guatemalteco

Partido de Avanzada PAN 37,540 Right Yes (14)
Nacional

Partido Patriota PP 27,692 Right Yes (8)
Partido Unionista PU 17,753 Right Yes (5)
Partido Movimiento MR 17,338 Right Yes (4)
Reformador

Partido Libertador PLP 12,941 Right No
Progresista

Unidad Nacional de la UNE 29,286 Center Yes (23)
Esperanza

Bienestar BIEN 16,900 Center Yes (1)
Centro de Accién Social CASA 16,200 Center No
Union Democratica UuD 16,760 Center Yes (1)
Partido DIA DIA 20,481 Center Yes (1)
Democracia Cristiana DCG 72,041 Center Yes (1)
Guatemalteca

Frente por la Democracia FG 18,842 Center No
Partido PSG 15,729 Center No
Socialdemocrata

Guatemalteco

Los Verdes LV 11,661 Left No
Alianza Nueva Nacion ANN 17,396 Left Yes (4)
Unidad Revolucionaria URNG 17,329 Left Yes (2)
Nacional Guatemalteca

Source: prepared by D. Azpuru based on data from ASIES and INCEP
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A positive event that occurred after the completion of this survey of democratic culture
was the signing of the political agreement Acuerdo Marco Vision del Pais (General Agreement
Vision of the Country) on October 11, 2006. The secretary generals for 10 political parties
represented in Congress (GANA, FRG, UNE, PAN, PATRIOTA, URNG, MR, DCG, DIA, and
UD) agreed to continue essential State policies in the areas of health, education, rural
development, and personal safety over the next 15 years. This agreement, considered historic,
constituted the culmination of an eight month effort in which representatives from these 10
organizations actively participated to formulate such public policies through consensus building
(Carta Informativa Semanal No. 40, 2006). How effective and resilient this agreement will be is
uncertain and will depend on the will of the parties involved.

2. Guatemalans’ Perceptions of Politics

The central focus of this study is to analyze the perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors of
Guatemalans regarding politics and related topics. This is the theme that we develop through the
10 chapters of this report. In this section, we present just an overview of the interest that
Guatemalans have in “politics.” To do this, we examine the results of the following question:

. POL1. How much interest do you have in politics: a lot, some, little or none?
' 1) Alot_2) Some 3)Little 4) None 8) DK ..o

The results to this question can be seen in Figure 1.5, which compares the responses given
by men and women. In both cases, only a small percentage of respondents (2.9% of women and
4.9% of men) indicated that they had much interest in politics. From here on the differences are
greater: men show more interest in politics. Still, even among the male population, around 80%
said they had little or no interest in politics. The percentage of women with little or no interest
climbs to 87%.

LAPOP :
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Interés en la politica en Guatemala, por sexo
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Figure 1.5 Interest in Politics in Guatemala, 2006

C. Other Studies of Political Culture in Guatemala

During the period of authoritarian governments in Guatemala, which ended in 1986 when
a freely elected civil government took power, it was practically impossible to carry out
independent academic studies that involved measuring public opinion. The atmosphere of
repression and censorship that existed neither provided neither safety nor academic certainty.
Measuring public opinion in the country, therefore, only began with the coming of political
democracy. The first study of Guatemalan democratic values was conducted by the University of
Pittsburgh, the Asociacion de Investigacion y Estudios Sociales (Association of Research and
Social Studies, or ASIES), and consulting firms such as Development Associates (of the United
States) starting in 1993. Since then, similar studies have been conducted every two years. In fact,
Guatemala is the Latin American country in which these studies have been most frequent and
consistent. The first survey was conducted in 1993; the second in 1995, and subsequently on a

LAPOP ’
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regular basis (1997, 1999, 2001, and 2004) up to the survey conducted in mid 2006, which is the
seventh study of democratic culture in Guatemala. In each of these years, the findings were
presented to the public in various ways and were later published.

Financial support for these studies was provided by the Agency for International
Development (USAID). The University of Pittsburgh, where the Latin American Public Opinion
Project was initiated under the direction of Dr. Mitchell Seligson, coordinated these studies for
various years. Between 1993 and 1999, these studies were jointly conducted by the University of
Pittsburgh, the Guatemalan research center, ASIES, and the U.S. consulting firm, Development
Associates. ASIES took charge of the 2001 study. In 2004, the study was systematized in various
Latin American countries through the LAPOP project, which moved to Vanderbilt University
that year. In 2004, ASIES was also the Guatemalan academic counterpart. This new study, still
in the framework of the LAPOP project, was coordinated by Vanderbilt University, but there was
some changes in the Guatemalan institutions. In 2006, the fieldwork was conducted by the
Central American firm Borge y Asociados (instead of ASIES), and FLACSO-Guatemala
(Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales, or Latin American Faculty of Social Sciences)
is in charge of diffusing and publishing this seventh study.

All the studies have maintained high academic standards, and there has been an effort to
improve them year after year. Despite the changes in Guatemala, and given that these surveys are
designed to examine topics in depth (rather than conjunctural topics as election surveys do), we
have tried to maintain consistency in the development of certain questions, scales of
measurement, and even forms of analysis and data interpretation. Still, there have been some
important changes in order to try and improve the academic quality of the study, as well as to try
and bring the Guatemalan study in line with other similar ones conducted in various countries of
the Americas. It is worth highlighting that this series of surveys of democratic culture used
questionnaires in some of the country’s Mayan languages in addition to Spanish.

In addition to these studies, the Costa Rican organization PROCESOS has conducted
three studies of political culture in Guatemala: two general ones and one designed for high
school students. ASIES, with the support of the Soros Foundation, conducted a similar study on
the democratic culture of Guatemalan young people and teachers in 2002. In the context of a
project of supporting municipalities, FLASCO-Guatemala conducted a survey that included
some elements of political culture.

LAPOP ’
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II. TECHNICALASPECTS OF THE STUDY
A. The Methodology

This study uses quantitative methodology to analyze the survey data. We use descriptive
statistics, that is the frequency of responses given by respondents, but we also employ inferential
statistics to identify, through multivariable analysis, the factors associated with the different
variables that we try to explain. In each chapter, we use various dependent variables, which give
us an overview of the topic in question. After describing them, we construct statistical regression
models (linear or logistic) using various independent or explanatory variables in order to
examine the relations between them. The following are among the independent variables used in
different ways in the statistical models in each chapter:

= Sociodemographic variables: age, education, sex, place of residence (urban or rural),
religion, socioeconomic level (measured by the number of goods in the home), civil state,
and ethnic self-identification (a very important variable in Guatemala).

= Contextual variables: perception of the economic situation of the country and the personal
economic situation of the respondent, victimization by crime, perception of personal safety,
perception of crime as a threat to the country’s future, victimization by corruption, and the
perception of corruption.

= Variables that can influence political behavior: index of political knowledge, index of
following the news in the media, index of the perception of freedom, index of participation in
social organizations, index of support for the system, evaluation of the what kind of job a
respondent’s municipal government is doing, evaluation of the job the current president is
doing (President Berger in 2006), and the degree of satisfaction with democracy.

LAPOP )



I B Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala: 2006

B. The Sample of the 2006 Study

A study of democratic values, attitudes, and practices should take all citizens into
account, not only those who participate or live in the largest cities. To be able to draw valid
conclusions for the entire Guatemalan population, we need to take a sample of the population
that has similar characteristics to the country as a whole. This sample is like a “miniature
Guatemala” and includes people from all the different ethnic groups, divided by sex, age,
religious beliefs, income, and other characteristics that reflect the composition of the entire
population as accurately as possible. The advantage of public opinion surveys over election polls
is that they tend to include more poor and rural voters, who are often underrepresented by
commercial polls.

The design of the sample used in this study is representative of all adult Guatemalans in
line with the composition reported in the 2002 national census. To avoid biases in choosing
respondents, we used a probabilistic design; that is, we selected people through a process similar
to a raffle. Since this procedure could underrepresent some regions of the country, we devised a
sample for each one of them. This procedure is known as stratification, and each of the regions is
called a strata. This study uses five strata: the Metropolitan Area, Northeast, Southeast,
Southwest, and Northwest. There is also a risk that in each region, more respondents from the
urban areas might be included since they concentrate more people. To avoid this, we repeated the
procedure of separating each strata into an urban and rural area (in accord with the census
definition), and only then did we proceed to create a sample in each of the strata. This type of
design, in which the population is divided into different levels, is called a stratified design.

A sample’s accuracy is usually measured with two parameters: the reliability and the
maximum error. The maximum error refers to how much the sample’s findings can vary from
those that would have been obtained if everyone in the country were interviewed. Although it
would be ideal if this number were zero, it is inevitable to have small differences when a group
smaller than the entire population is selected. Additionally, since the respondents were randomly
selected, it is possible that they might have views that differ from the rest of the population. The
sample’s reliability indicates in how many cases the reported findings differ from those of the
general population in a quantity lower than the maximum error. For example, when we say the
study has a maximum error of 2.9% with a 95% reliability, we are stating that maximum one out
of each of the 20 reported proportions has a 2.9% difference either greater or lower than that
which would have been obtained if we had interviewed all adults living in Guatemela.
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For the sample used in this study, which has a size of 1,498 people, we work with
different precisions according to the group we are interested in analyzing. In the Annex, we show
the maximum error for each of the interest groups (all with a 95% reliability). We also detail the
design errors. It is worth mentioning that the 2006 sample was based on the 2004 sample,
allowing comparisons to be made between them.

C. Comparing the 2004 and 2006 Samples and the
Characteristics of the 2006 Sample

Table II.1 shows a detailed comparison between the samples used in 2004 and 2006.
Although there have been studies of democratic culture in Guatemala since 1993, starting in
2004 the use of a scientific sample and a questionnaire with key questions was systematized here
and in different countries of the continent. These key questions were also used in the 2006
questionnaire. Therefore, many of the findings that we present in this study show the changes
that have occurred between 2004 and 2006.

As can be seen, the 2004 and 2006 samples are similar in various aspects, particularly in
the distribution by sex and area of residence. As indicated above, both samples are representative
of the national population and reflect indicators that are close to the actual composition of the
country’s population. It is worth adding that the items included in Table II.1 more than just
characterize the respondents. They also serve as independent variables, which means that they
are used in the statistical analyses as possible predictors or explanations of other questions. In
other words, we seek to establish a relation between them and key topics, such as support for
democracy.
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Table I1.1. Characteristics of the Respondents: Comparing the 2004 and 2006 Guatemalan Samples
VARIABLE CATAGORIES B 2004 Ji 2006

N % N %
Male 828 | 48,5 | 750 | 50.1
Female 880 | 515 | 748 | 49.9
TOTAL 1,708 | 100% | 1,498 | 100%
Residence Urban 790 | 46.3 706 | 47.1
Rural 918 | 53.7 | 792 52.9
TOTAL 1,708 | 100% | 1,498 | 100%
Ethnic Self- Indigenous 768 | 47.8 574 | 39.2
Identification Ladino 810 | 50.4 | 872 59.6
Garifuna 4 2 2 A
Other 26 1.6 16 1.2
TOTAL 1,608 | 100% | 1,464 | 100%
Civil State Single 447 26.6 | 431 | 29.2
Married or living together 1,134 | 67.4 | 956 64.7
Other 102 6 90 6.1
TOTAL 1,683 | 100% | 1,477 | 100%
Religion Catholic 964 | 56.8 | 810 | 55.6
Protestant 570 33.6 499 34.3
Other 24 1.4 23 1.6
None 138 8.1 124 8.5
TOTAL 1,696 | 100% | 1,456 | 100%
Education None 271 15.9 178 11.9
Primary (1-6) 860 50.4 | 679 | 45.3
Middle school (7-9) 181 10.6 266 17.7
Secondary (10-12) 279 16.2 266 17.8
University (13 +) 117 6.9 109 7.3
TOTAL 1,708 | 100% | 1,498 | 100%
AVERAGE EDUCATION 5.75 6.71
Age 18-25 years 442 25.9 | 487 | 325
26-35 years 482 28.3 | 314 | 21.0
36-45 years 269 15.7 | 299 | 20.0
46-55 years 301 17.6 | 268 17.9
56-65 years 122 7.1 88 5.8
66 + 92 5.4 42 2.8
TOTAL 1,708 | 100% | 1,498 | 100%
AVERAGE AGE 38 years 36 years
Socioeconomic Potable Water 1,237 | 72.4 | 1,207 | 80.6
Status Refrigerator 751 | 44.0 | 813 | 543
(by number of goods  ["v/ehicle (1 0 more) 346 | 20.2 | 319 | 21.3
in the home)
Computer 175 10.2 | 255 17.0

The data shown in Table I1.1 covers the national sample, but it is important to emphasize
the differences found among the respondents themselves, especially in 2006. The following
figures show some of these differences. One of the independent variables that has an impact in
Guatemala, unlike in other countries, is the respondent’s area of residence. As can be seen in
Figure II.1, Guatemala, Jamaica, and Honduras are the only countries in the 2006 round of
LAPOP surveys in which more rural residents were interviewed than urban ones, though the
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margin was small. In fact, the distribution of the population is rather similar: 53% of respondents
live in rural areas while 47% live in urban areas of the country.

Poblacion residente en areas urbanas en perspectiva comparativa, 2006
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Figure 11.1. Area of Residence in Comparative Perspective, 2006.

Using the variable of urban vs. rural residence again as one of the parameters of analysis,
Figure I1.2 shows the distribution of the population interviewed in Guatemala in 2006 in terms of
education. It is worth noting that respondents were asked how many years of education they had,
without specifying whether or not they had finished their studies. Therefore, we should assume
that having a primary level or even university education does not mean that it was completed,
only that respondents studied for some time at this level. With this clarification in mind, we can
analyze the figure. In Table II.1, we saw that the average level of education among all
respondents was 6.7 years. However, in Figure II.3, we can see that there is a clear contrast
between urban and rural areas. In the former, the percentage of people with a higher level of
education is evident, especially high school and even university. While in rural areas only 10.6%
of the population has some degree of high school education, in urban areas this percentage rises
to 25.8%. The contrast is even greater in the next category: while 11.5% of respondents from
urban areas indicated that they had attended the university, in rural areas only 3.5% said that they
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had attended the university. Nonetheless, the majority of the population in rural areas (53.7%)

said that they had some degree of primary education.

Educacion y residencia en Guatemala, 2006
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Flgure 11.2. Distribution of the Guatemalan Sample, 2006: by Residence and Education
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Also related to the distribution of the population, it is important to point out that the
sample uses specific quotas for men and women; that is, the number of respondents of each sex
was predetermined. Figure I1.3 shows the distribution of education by sex for the 2006 sample. It
reveals that the percentage of women without any formal education is higher than that of men.
This difference disappears at the level of primary education, however, and from here on up the
difference between the two sexes remains minimal, even at the university.

Educacion y sexo en Guatemala, 2006
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Figure 11.3. Distribution of the Guatemalan Sample, 2006: by Education and Sex
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Figure I1.4 highlights another important contrast in Guatemala. Still related to the urban-
rural divide, we can see that the majority of the ladino population lives in urban areas (53.4%)
while the rest (46.6%) live in rural areas. The opposite occurs with people who identify
themselves as indigenous. Here the contrast is more striking: only 37.3% of indigenous
respondents live in urban areas, while 62.7% reside in rural areas.

Residenciay autoidentificacion étnica en Guatemala, 2006
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Figure 11.4. Distribution of the Guatemalan Sample, 2006: by Residence and Ethnic Identification
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Age is another important factor in Guatemala. In this study, we only included people over
the age of 18, the legal age to exercise the vote and other civil rights in the country. As can be
seen in Figure IL.5, the population pyramid in Guatemala, as in other developing countries, tends
to widen at the base and narrow at the top. In Table II.1, we saw that the average age of all
respondents in the 2006 survey was 36 years.

LAPOP Guatemala, 2006
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Figure 11.5. Distribution of the Guatemalan Sample, 2006: by Age

Another characteristic of the 2006 sample that is worth highlighting is the difference in
income levels within the population. In this study, we measured the socioeconomic level of the
Guatemalans interviewed through two variables: one that asks respondents to identify the bracket
in which the monthly income of their household falls; and another variable formed by an additive
index composed of the number of electric appliances and goods that respondents say they have in
their home (see the questionnaire in the Annex for the details). The first indicator, family
income, has some limitations. For one, many Guatemalans belong to the informal sector of the
economy and therefore do not have stable monthly incomes. Also, many are housewives or
dependents of somebody else and, therefore, do not know the details of household income.
Throughout this study, therefore, we use the index of the ownership of goods in the home as an
independent variable to see whether or not it influences the results obtained in other questions.
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Nonetheless, it is important to know the distribution of respondents’ monthly family income.
This can be seen in Figure I1.6. This figure shows us that the majority of respondents, about
70%, have monthly incomes less than 2,000 quetzals, while only 4% have incomes greater than
5,000 quetzals per month.

Ingreso familiar mensual en Guatemala, 2006
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Figure 11.6. Distribution of the Guatemalan Sample, 2006: Socioeconomic Level by Income
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I11. DIFFERENT CONCEPTIONS OF DEMOCRACY AMONG
GUATEMALANS

A. Conceptual Framework

In recent years, one of the topics that scholars of public opinion have been discussing is
what democracy means to different people (Mishler, 2006). Is democracy a universal concept
that can “move” from country to country, independent of the culture, the historic circumstances,
and the degree of political development in a particular society?

The purpose of this chapter is not to argue for an ideal conception of democracy. Rather,
it is to establish the kind of conceptions of democracy that people have and how they might
relate to other variables associated with democracy. This chapter, therefore, presents the results
of survey measurements to determine how Guatemalans conceive of democracy. We used a
complex theoretical model to measure the main conceptions of democracy that Guatemalans
have. Respondents were asked to respond to the following question:

DEM13. In few words, what does democracy mean for you? [NOTICE: Do not read choices. After the first
and second response, ask, “does it mean something else?”] . Accept up to three answers.

We focused the analysis on the response that respondents considered to be the most
important for them, generally the first. We then classified these responses according to four
categories developed by the LAPOP project.

1) Normative or intrinsic conceptions of democracy: consider democracy to be something
associated to democratic rules and procedures, such as free elections, the power of the
people, freedom of the press, respect for human rights, etc.

2) Instrumental or utilitarian conceptions: consider democracy to be the means to an
economic or social end, such as well-being, economic progress, growth, job
opportunities, free trade, etc.
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3) Negative or pejorative conceptions: consider democracy to be a bad idea for the country,
bringing such things as social disorder, corruption, the lack of justice, etc.

4) Empty conceptions: used to categorize those people who respond to the question by
claiming that they do not know what democracy is, that it has no meaning, or that its
meaning does not fit in any of the above categories.

We start from the assumption that the long term legitimacy of a political system is associated
with the prevalence of normative conceptions of democracy. By contrast, in a society in which
utilitarian conceptions dominate, legitimacy can erode when there is an economic or political
crisis (Sarsfield, 2006).

B. Guatemalans in Comparative Perspective

The different chapters of this study have a similar structure. First, we compare the
Guatemalan findings to those obtained in other countries that participated in the 2006 round of
the LAPOP project. Then we analyze the national results.

Figure III.1 shows the Latin American distribution of the different conceptions of
democracy. A pattern that stands out is dominance of the normative conception of democracy in
all countries, especially in Chile and Costa Rica where three-quarters of the population have such
a conception. This is not surprising if we consider that both countries, along with Uruguay, are
generally considered to have the most advanced democracies in Latin America, according to
various aggregated indicators. A second group of countries, where normative conceptions
prevails among 60% to 70% of the population, is comprised of Mexico, Colombia, Peru,
Paraguay, Haiti, and Jamaica. In most countries, including Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras,
Nicaragua, Panama, Guyana, and the Dominican Republic, around 50% of the population has a
normative conception of democracy. The empty conception of democracy is the second most
important. Only in El Salvador does 40% of the population have this conception; in the other
countries, the percentage is between 20% and 30%. The utilitarian conception of democracy is
only significant in Panama, where around a fifth of the population holds it. In all countries, less
than 6% of the population has a negative conception.
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C. Analyzing the National Findings
(1) The Findings

In the following figures, we see the distribution of the responses given by Guatemalans to
the questions regarding their conception of democracy. In Figure II1.2, we see that around 56%
of respondents have a normative conception of democracy, that is they relate it to the procedures
and norms of the system. A third of the population, 32.2%, has an empty conception of
democracy, while 7.5% has a utilitarian one. A smaller percentage, 4.3%, has a negative
conception.

Concepciones de democracia en Guatemala, 2006

. Pr 2006
Figure 111.2 Different Conceptions of Democracy in Guatemala, 2006
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(2) Explaining the Relationship between Variables: The
Predictors

Now we turn to analyze what factors are related to one or another conception of
democracy in Guatemala. To do this, we conducted a multivariable statistical analysis (statistical
regressions), through which we tried to find the independent variables related in some way with
what we are trying to explain (in this case, the different conceptions of democracy). In order to
make the text flow, in this and the other chapters of this study, the results of the statistical
regressions are presented in the Annex. According to the multivariable analysis, the different
conceptions of democracy in Guatemala are related to the following factors: the respondent’s
sex, age, educational level, and ethnic self-identification. More specifically, women, people who
identify themselves as indigenous, younger people and those with less education are all more
inclined to have an empty conception of democracy.

Table I11.1. Predictors of the Conception of Democracy in Guatemala, 2006

Predictors of the Conception of Democracy in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF INDEPENDENT DIRECTION OF THE STATISTICAL
VARIABLE VARIABLE RELATION
Sociodemographic Education More education, less empty conception
Sex Male, less empty conception

Ethnic self-identification | Ladino, less empty conception

Age Older, less empty conception
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There are marked differences by education, as can be seen in Figure III.3. The normative
conception of democracy is associated with a university and even high school education. Thus,
while close to 80% of Guatemalans with some university education have a normative conception
of democracy, the percentage falls as educational levels drop. The other contrast appears in the
empty conception of democracy, where the opposite occurs. Close to 60% of Guatemalans
interviewed without any education have an empty conception of democracy, while less than 20%
of people with a high school or with some university education have this vision of democracy.
Education does not appear to play an important role with regard to the other two conceptions of
democracy, the utilitarian and the negative. In fact, in both categories only a small percentage of
the population holds them, as can be seen in Figure I11.2. It should be noted that the variations
among the different conceptions of democracy by education are statistically significant.
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In Guatemala, conceptions of democracy vary by the sex of respondents. In Table I11.2,
we can see the differences in detail. While 58.8% of men have a normative conception, only
53.1% of women do. By contrast, a larger percentage of women than men tend to have an empty
conception of democracy (36.6% of women vs. 27.9% of men). The percentages in the negative
and utilitarian categories do not vary much between the sexes. The differences by sex are
statistically significant.

Table 111.2. Differences in the Conceptions of Democracy in Guatemala, 2006: by Sex

Sex Total
Conception Female Male

Negative 31 34 65
4.1% 4.5% 4.3%
Empty 274 209 483
36.6% 27.9% 32.2%
Utilitarian 46 66 112
6.1% 8.8% 7.5%
Normative 397 441 838
53.1% 58.8% 55.9%
748 750 1498
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: LAPOP Guatemala, 2006

It is worth asking whether sex is a spurious variable (which explains that the causal
relation between the two variables is given by a third) and it is really education that determines
the conception of democracy among Guatemalans. We know that in Guatemala the educational
level of women is similar to that of men, except in the category of people who do not have any
formal education, in which the percentage of women is significantly higher (see Chapter II of
this study). Figure II1.4 shows the differences by sex and education in detail. We excluded
negative and utilitarian conceptions from the figure because their percentages are quite low.
Analyzing the figure, we see that, in fact, there is no difference in the percentage of men and
women with a university education, 37% have a normative conception. Differences start to
appear, however, at the high school level. While 40.6% of men with some high school education
tend to have a normative conception, only 31.2% of the women do. There are fewer differences
among people with secondary and primary education or Guatemalans with no education at all.
Therefore, rather than a spurious relation, it can be said that there is an interactive relation among
the variables, that is, that they only have an effect in some categories.
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In contrast, differences between sexes appear in the empty conception of democracy. The
percentages are similar among people with a university, high school, or secondary education, but
they are different among those who only have a primary education. While 21.5% of women with
a primary education have an empty conception, only 15.6% of men do. The difference among
those who have an empty conception of democracy is especially high among women and men
without any formal education: while 21.3% of men without any formal education have an empty
conception of democracy, 36.5% of women have such a conception.

Concepcidn de la democracia en Guatemala, 2006: por educacion y sexo
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Figure 111.4. Different Conceptions of Democracy in Guatemala, 2006: by Education and Sex
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Another predictor that is important to represent graphically is the difference between
ladino and indigenous people in the country. Figure III.5 shows that Guatemalans who self-
identify as ladino tend to have a more normative vision of democracy, while those who self-
identify as indigenous tend to have a more empty vision of it. As can be seen in the error bars of
the figure, the differences between the indigenous and ladinos are statistically significant in the
normative and empty conceptions, but not in the other two.

Concepciones alternativas de democraciay
autoidentificacion etnica en Guatemala, 2006
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V. SUPPORT FOR STABLE DEMOCRACY IN GUATEMALA

A. The Conceptual Framework

One of the principal weaknesses of new democracies is the low level of legitimacy of the
political system, or in other words, weak social support for democracy and its institutions. The
more legitimacy a democratic regime enjoys, the greater chance it has of deepening the
democracy. By contrast, public support for authoritarian options can undermine efforts to
consolidate democracy. Legitimacy can be defined as the attribute of a state through which it
enjoys sufficient consensus, in a majority of the population, to ensure obedience without needing
to rely on force. Legitimacy is the belief, in a given population, that despite the imperfections
and deficiencies of the existing political institutions, they are better than other possible options
and the rules that govern society require obedience (Linz and Stepan, 1978). An authoritarian
regime does generally not need legitimacy since it relies on force to make citizens obedient.

Frequently, the legitimacy of elected officials (in charge of democratic institutions at a
given moment) is confused with the legitimacy of democracy as a system and its institutions. To
talk about legitimacy, one should refer to the permanent institutions that sustain a regime,
irregardless of the authorities temporarily in charge of them. Still, we find that legitimacy is
closely related to the issue of how efficacious and effective elected officials are. Thus, the
ineffectiveness of rulers weakens the authority of the state and its legitimacy. As political
scientist Larry Diamond claims, the legitimacy of political institutions is closely related to how
well these institutions do their job, especially in resolving the issues of concern to the public
(Diamond, 1999).

One of the central themes that studies of democratic culture try to measure is the
legitimacy of the democratic political system and its institutions, as well as how much the public
accepts a series of basic principals inherent to a democracy, such as tolerance. In this chapter, we
present the results of the measurements of support for the political system and political tolerance
in Guatemala. To measure support for the political system, we used a series of five items in
which respondents were asked to indicate, on a scale from one (none) to 7 (much), how they
would respond the following questions:
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B1. To what extent do you think the courts in Guatemala guarantee a fair trial?

B2. To what extent do you respect the political institutions of Guatemala)?

B3. To what extent do you think that citizens’ basic rights are well protected by the political system of Guatemala?

B4. To what extent do you feel proud of living under the political system of Guatemala?

. B6. To what extent do you think that one should support the political system of Guatemala?

We measured political tolerance through a series of four items in which respondents were
asked to indicate, on a scale of 1 (strong disapproval) to 10 (strong approval), their degree of
approval to the following questions which make up the scale:

D1. There are people who speak negatively of the Guatemalan form of government, not just the
incumbent government but the systemof government. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of such
people’s right to vote?

D2. How strongly do you approve or disapprove that such people be allowed to conduct peaceful
demonstrations in order to express their views? Please read me the number.

D3. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of such people being permitted to run for public office?

D4. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of such people appearing on television to make
speeches?

D5. And now, changing the topic and thinking of homosexuals, how strongly do you approve or
disapprove of such people being permitted to run for public office?

?

To make the results easier to understand, they were recoded onto a 0-to-100 point scale in
which 0 is the worst possible score and 100 the best possible; there is a wide variation in that
scale depending of the responses given by each respondent. In both cases, support for the
political system and political tolerance are combined to create an index that has a high statistical
level of reliability (Alpha Cornbach).

After constructing the index of support for the political system and the index of tolerance,
we divided the two variables into high and low levels. We then proceeded to explore the relation
between support for the system and tolerance in order to develop a predictive model of
democratic stability.® Table IV.1 shows all the theoretically possible combinations between these
variables.

% The scale ranges from 1-to-100 in such a way that 50 points is the natural divison to separate the “high” and “low”
categories. In reality, the scale has 101 points, since zero also counts as a valid value, and the arithmetic division
would be 50.5. In this and other studies, 50 is used because it is more intuitive.
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Table IV.1. Theoretical Relation between Support for the Political System and Tolerance in Institutionally
Democratic Societies

POLITICAL TOLERANCE

SUPPORT FOR THE

POLITICAL
SYSTEM HIGH LOW
(1) Stable Democracy (2) Authoritarian
HIGH Stability
(3) Unstable (4) Democracy-at-Risk
LOwW Democracy

Each possible combination is located in one of the cells of the table. The ideal situation is
that of the first cell (1), called the cell of stable democracy in this model. This represents those
political systems in which most citizens are highly supportive of the system and are highly
tolerant. These systems tend to be the most stable. This prediction is based on the reasoning that
a political system needs solid support, or legitimacy, to guarantee its stability (Norris, 1999).
Systems that are politically legitimate tend to enjoy stable democracy when there is support for
the system and when the public is reasonably tolerant of the rights of minorities. If the public
does not support the political system, and are free to act, the almost inevitable result will be a
change in the system with a tendency toward anarchy.

The second cell (2) is called authoritarian stability. Stable systems are not necessarily
democratic, unless they guarantee the rights of minorities. In this way, if support for the system
is high and tolerance is low, the society can become authoritarian. The two lower cells represent
situations in which there is low support for the system The third cell is called unstable
democracy. The instability does not necessarily result in reduced rights, since this same
instability might lead to a deepening of democracy, especially when people’s values tend toward
political tolerance. For this reason, in a situation of low support and high tolerance, it is difficult
to predict if the instability will result in greater democratization or in a period of instability
characterized by restrictions on civil rights.

The fourth cell represents the most worrisome situation. Cell (4) is called democracy-at-
risk, and it represents a hypothetical situation in which a breakdown of the democratic order
would be a possible result if there were low support for the system and low political tolerance in
a given country. Clearly, it is not possible to predict a democratic breakdown only based on
public opinion data since many other factors play a crucial role, such as the attitude of elites, the
position of the military, and the support or opposition of international actors. However, it is
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possible that those systems in which people neither support the basic institutions of a country nor
the political rights of other citizens would be more vulnerable to a breakdown of democracy.

It is important to note a few things about this model. First, the relations described above
are applicable only to democratic systems in which competitive elections are held regularly and
wide public participation is permitted. These same attitudes in authoritarian systems would have
very different implications. For example, low support for the system and higher tolerance could
cause an authoritarian regime to breakdown and lead to the formation of a democratic one.
Second, it is assumed that, in the long run, both the attitudes of the elite as well as the general
public influence what kind of regime exists. There can be situations in which the attitudes of the
public might be at odds with the type of regime for a long time, but such incongruencies could
eventually lead to a breakdown of the existing regime. For example, Seligson and Booth
examined the case of Nicaragua. For most of the 20th century, the reigning system was
authoritarian and repression was used to maintain the regime, perhaps even despite the
democratic attitudes of the population. But the existence of low support for the political system
might have eventually helped to defeat the Somoza government (Seligson and Booth, 1993).

B. Guatemalans in Comparative Perspective

As in the previous chapter, we present some figures below that allow us see how
Guatemala compares to the other countries included in the 2006 round of LAPOP surveys. As
explained in the section above, there are three basic measurements in this chapter. The first refers
to the support that the people of a particular country show the political system. The second refers
to political tolerance toward other people. And the last measures the perspectives of stable
democracy through a combination of the system support and tolerance indictors.
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Figure IV.1 shows the comparative results of support for the political system. Guatemala
is located in an intermediate position, with an average score of 52.2 on the scale of 0-to-100 used
to measure support. In fact, Guatemala is located in the same range as Guyana, Bolivia, and
Chile, slightly above the 50-point reference line, which determines a positive result. By contrast,
the country with the highest score is Costa Rica, with 64 points, while Ecuador received the
lowest. In comparative perspective, Guatemala improved notably over 2004, when it was among
the three lowest-scoring countries.’

Apoyo al sistema politico en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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Figure 1V.1 Support for the Political System in Comparative Perspective

"It is worth recalling that in 2004 only 10 Latin American countries were included in the comparative study.
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Figure IV.2 shows the comparative results of political tolerance among the same
countries. Guatemala received an average score similar to that for political system support, 52.7
points on the scale of 0-to-100. This result places the country a little lower, this time in the same
range as Peru, Nicaragua, and Colombia. The country with the highest score on the political
tolerance scale is Jamaica, followed by Guyana. In last place is Bolivia. In terms of political
tolerance, in 2006 Guatemala also notably improved its position over 2004, when it was also
located among the three lowest-scoring countries.

Tolerancia politica en perspectiva comparada, 2006
Jamaica _!717! . T
Guyana | 4.3 : -
Costa Rica ;;zr i bt
Haiti 621] : G gl
Rep. Dominicana |59 - -
Paraguay |s7.4] y =
Chile 56.3] I
México 56.2] G
El Salvador |55.8] G
Peri 53.6 s o
Hicaragua E3.5 =gl
Guatemala 527
Colombia 151.8)
Panama Jas.o[_ |-|-4,
Ecuador |as. 8] G ol
Honduras _a6.2| el
Bolivia [a3.9] ol
e :
T | ! T |
u] 20 40 &0 an
Tolerancia promedio (escala 0-100)
I gEey, Fuente: Proyecto LAPOP, 2006

Figure 1V.2. Political Tolerance in Comparative Perspective
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As explained in the introduction to this chapter, countries with high levels of support for
the system and high political tolerance have the ideal combination that can lead to democratic
stability. Figure IV.3 shows the percentage of people in each country who fall into the “stable
democracy” box. As can be seen, Guatemala is located in the middle, with 26.8% of the
population located in this box. This result is not surprising since the country also had an
intermediate position in the measurements of support for the system and political tolerance. This
result also places Guatemala in a better position than other Central American countries like
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Panama, but below El Salvador and Costa Rica. The comparison with
Costa Rica, however, is not the most appropriate since this country historically has been the most
democratic of the region and, as can be seen in the figure, is located not only above Guatemala
but the rest of the countries as well. Again, compared to the 2004 results, Guatemala
significantly improved its position within the group of Latin American counties.

Apoyo ala democracia estable en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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C. Analyzing the National Findings

1. Support for the Political System as a Whole

Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala: 2006

(1) The Findings

Here we start analyzing the results from Guatemala in greater detail. To do this, we
employ a longitudinal analysis, as we have data since 2001.°* In Figure IV.4, we see the results of
each of the different items that make up the index of support for the system. Analyzing this
figure tells us where the changes were that enabled Guatemala to improve its evaluation relative
to the other Latin American countries. It can be seen that, in 2006 compared to earlier years,
there was an improvement in four out of the five items that make up this index. The average rose
for the following items: pride in the Guatemalan political system, respect for its political
institutions, the belief that the system protects basic civil rights, and the belief that the courts
guarantee fair trials. Still, only the difference in the last two years is statistically significant. By
contrast, there was a statistically significant decline, compared to 2004, in the index of support

for the political system
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Figure 1V.4. Support for the Political System in Guatemala, 2001-2006

8 The same questions were used between 1993 and 1999 to measure support for the system, but a different scale of
measurement, with only three points, was used. This prevents us from using the data from these years for

longitudinal comparisons.
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The index of support for the political system is made up of the five variables noted above.
The statistical reliability of the index (Cronbach Alpha) is quite high, above .8. Figure IV.5
shows the index over time. Although in simple numeric terms it would seem that the difference
of three points between 2001 and 2004 versus 2006 was not significant, the error bars appearing
in the upper part demonstrate that the difference is statistically significant. In fact, this difference
signifies two important achievements: 1) that compared to other countries in Latin America,
Guatemala moves from the group of countries with the worst results in this index to an
intermediate position; and 2) that, for the first time since this study began, the index passes the
50-point reference line, which serves as a parameter in the studies to determine whether a result
is either negative (below 50 points) or positive (50 points or greater).
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Figure 1V.5. Index of Support for the Political System in Guatemala, 2001-2006
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(2) Explaining the Relationship between Variables: The
Predictors

Throughout this study, we estimate the existing variations through multivariable
statistical analyses. The regression shows that there are various factors associated with lesser or
greater support for the political system in Guatemala. The details of this support can be seen in
Table IV.1. (The regression table appears in the Annex to this study.)

Table I1V.2. Predictors of Support for the Political System in Guatemala, 2006
Predictors of Support for the Political System in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF INDEPENDENT DIRECTION OF THE
VARIABLES VARIABLE STATISTICAL RELATION
Sociodemographic Ethnic self-identification Ladino, more support for the system
Contextual Perception of safety More perception of safety, more

support for the system

Perception that crime Less perception that crime threatens
threatens the country’s future | the future, more support for the
system

Victimization by corruption Greater victimization, less support
for the system

Perception of corruption Less perception, more support for
the system

Evaluation of the country’s Better perception, more support for

economy the system

Evaluation of the job the Better evaluation, more support for

president (Berger) is doing the system

Among the sociodemographic variables, only ethnic self-identification turns out to be
statistically relevant. Guatemalans who identify themselves as indigenous tend to show lower
support the political system. The average score of ladino Guatemalans was 53.4 points, while for
indigenous Guatemalans it was 50.4 points. This difference, as indicated above, is statistically
significant and can be clearly seen in Figure IV.6.
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Apoyo al sistema politico en Guatemala, 2006: por
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Most explanatory variables of support for the political system in Guatemala are of a
contextual kind, that is, that they are related to the background and living conditions of the
respondents. As we saw in Table IV.1, crime has an important influence on support for the
political system. In this case, it is not having been the victim of a crime that matters, but how
safe a person feels in the neighborhood or community where he or she lives. The perception that
crime constitutes a threat to the country’s future is the other way that it affects Guatemalans’
support for the political system. In various studies, it has been shown that the perception of
different kinds of threats - economic and physical - can affect individuals’ attitudes and actions
(Stenner, 2005). We measured these two independent variables in the LAPOP questionnaire
through two questions, which can be found in the questionnaire located in the Annex at the end
of this report, and in Chapter VI, on the rule of law.

Figure IV.7 shows how the first variable, the perception of personal safety, affects
support for the political system. It can be clearly seen that respondents who stated that they feel
very unsafe in their neighborhood tend to show much less support for the political system. As the
perception of safety increases, so too does the level of support for the political system. In the last
bar there is a slight decrease in support, but this is not statistically significant.
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Figure 1V.7. Support for the Political System in Guatemala, 2006: by Perception of Personal Safety

Corruption is another contextual topics that influences support for the political system in
Guatemala. This is also measured in this study through two different variables, one that measures
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victimization by corruption and the other that measures the perception of corruption among
public officials. The specific questions through which these items were measured can be found in
the questionnaire and the end of this report, and in Chapter V, which addresses the topic of
corruption. Both variables turn out to have a statistically significant impact on public support for
the political system. For example, Figure IV.8 shows that people who have not been the victim
of corruption have a much higher level of support for the political system than those who have
been the victim of some kind of act of government corruption. The slope of the line in the figure
underlines the force of the impact: the greater the victimization by corruption, the less the
support for the system.

Apoyo al sistema politico y victimizacion por corrupcion en Guatemala,
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Figure 1V.8. Support for the Political System in Guatemala, 2006: Victimization by Corruption
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The perception that respondents have of the economic situation is another contextual
factor that turns out to be associated with support for the political system. As explained in
Chapter 11, there are differences between the impact of the evaluations that individuals make of
the national economy and the evaluations they make of their own economic situation. In this
case, only the perception of the national economy influences support for the political system. As
can be seen in Figure IV.9, people who perceive the national economic situation to be very bad
have an average level of support much lower than those who perceive it to be very good. Even
among those people who have an intermediate position, there is a parallel progression: the better
the evaluation of the economy, the greater the support for the political system.

Apoyo al sistema politico en Guatemala y evaluacion de la
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2. Political Tolerance

(1) The Findings

According to the methodology used in this study, political tolerance is the other central
variable in the analysis on the perspective for stable democracy. We specified the questions
through which we measure political tolerance at the start of this chapter. Below, we show the
findings from Guatemala in recent years. Figure IV.10 indicates that, in 2006, there was an
improvement in the levels of political tolerance among Guatemalans in the items that make up
the scale. In all cases, the differences are statistically significant, as the error bars demonstrate.
The greatest increase was in accepting the right of other people to vote. It is interesting to note
that the tendency in all items has been positive since 2001. It is worth recalling that the
measurement was made on the 0-100 points scale that we use in this study, in which 50 points is
the reference line to determine whether a result is positive. In this sense, two of the tolerance
items are positive: approval of people’s right to vote (55.9 point average) and approval that
people participate in peaceful demonstrations (56.4 point average). While the other two items
turned out to fall just below 50 points, both improved in 2006 compared to pervious years.
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As explained above, we combine the four noted items to create the index of political
tolerance. In Figure V.11, we can see the longitudinal results. In 2006, the results of the political
tolerance index surpassed 50 points for the first time since these studies began.

Indice de tolerancia politica en Guatemala, 2001-2006
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Figure 1V.8. Index of Political Tolerance in Guatemala, 2001-2006
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(2) Explaining the Relationship between Variables: The

Predictors

We now turn to analyze the factors or independent variables associated with greater or
lesser political tolerance in Guatemala in 2006. We use the same statistical regression model. But
whereas a series of predictors were identified from the multivariable analysis in the index of
support for the system, in the case of tolerance we only found two contextual predictors. In
Guatemala, none of the sociodemographic variables appear to be associated with more or less

tolerance.

Table 1V.3. Predictors of Political Tolerance in Guatemala, 2006

Predictors of Political Tolerance in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF DIRECTION OF THE
VARIABLES INDEPENDENT VARIABLE STATISTICAL RELATION
Perception that crime Less perception that crime
threatens the country’s threatens the future, more
future political tolerance
Contextual

Evaluation of the country’s
economic situation

Better perception, more tolerance
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Figure IV.12 shows the impact of the predictors in detail. The political tolerance average
is higher among people who think that crime does not represent a threat to the country’s future
(59.4 points). On the other side, people who consider crime to be a possible threat to the
country’s future have a lower political tolerance average (51.4 points).
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We did not explore the influence that a respondent’s region of residence might have
through multivariable analysis. Nonetheless, Figure IV.13 shows us that the levels of tolerance
do, in fact, vary between the different regions of the country. We see that the northeast registers
higher tolerance than all other regions of the country. By contrast, the southwest is the only part
of the country where tolerance does not surpass the 50-point reference line.

Tolerancia politica en Guatemala 2006, por region
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Figure 1V.13. Political Tolerance in Guatemala, 2006: by Region
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3. The Perspectives for Stable Democracy in Guatemala

The conceptual framework, at the beginning of this chapter, explained in detail how the
combination of high/low support for the system and high/low tolerance can help predict the
perspectives for democratic stability in a particular country. Table IV .4, below, shows the results.
In 2006, Guatemalan opinion was distributed equally among the different cells: 26.8% in the
stable democracy box; 26% in the authoritarian stability cell; 21.5% in the unstable democracy
box; and 25.6% in the democracy-at-risk cell. What is most important to note is the positive
change in 2006 compared to 2004: there was a decline in the percentage of Guatemalans in the
democracy-at-risk cell (from 35.7% to 25.6%). Despite the caution with which these results
should be read, the positive trend can be clearly seen.

Table IV.2. Empirical Relation between Support for the Political System and Political Tolerance in
Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006

POLITICAL TOLERANCE
SUPPORT FOR THE
POLITICAL HIGH Low
SYSTEM

Stable Democracy Authoritarian Stability

HIGH 2004 2006 2004 2006
21.2% 26.8% 23.8% 26.0%
Unstable Democracy Democracy-at-risk

Low 2004 2006 2004 2006
19.3% 215% 35.7% | 25.6%
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With a multivariable analysis, we tried to identify the factors that might be associated
with this change. The only two factors that emerged from the analysis as predictors were the area
of residence and the evaluation of the current president. As can be seen in Figure IV.14, the
relation is not lineal. Regarding the area of residence, people who live in rural areas are more
likely to fall into the stable democracy box. This is particularly true for those who believe that
the current president, Oscar Berger, is doing a good job. In similar fashion, people from urban
areas who believe the president is doing a good job tend to give responses that place them in the
stable democracy box, although their percentages are below those from rural areas.

Apoyo a una democracia estable en Guatemala, 2006
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Figure 1V.14. Support for Stable Democracy in Guatemala, 2006: by Area of Residence and Evaluation of the
President Berger
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Curiously, in the above figure, we see that people who believe that President Berger is
doing a good job have less chance of supporting stable democracy. Perhaps this is due to the low
number of people found in this category. To better understand the results, Table IV.5 shows the
distribution of how both urban and rural residents evaluate the job the president is doing. As can
be seen, only a small percentage believe that the president is doing a very good job. By contrast,
a relatively large percentage consider he is doing a very bad job. Therefore, the answers given by
these two groups do not tend to have much influence on the final determination of support for
stable democracy in Guatemala in 2006. Rather, most people are found in the middle categories,
especially the “so-so” one. It is probably these categories that had more influence in the
improvement of the perspectives for democratic stability in the country.

Table I1V.3. Evaluation of President Berger, Guatemala, 2006
Evaluation of Residence
the Job

~ Very bad 58 42

| 8.1% 6.4%

Bad 131 136

| 18.2%  20.6%

So-so 407 358

| 56.5%  54.3%

Good 115 106

| 16.0%  16.1%

Very good 9 17

| 1.3%  2.6%
Total 720 659

100.0% 100.0%
Source: LAPOP/Guatemala, 2006

4. Support for Institutions of the Political System

In addition to the support given the political system as a whole, there are more concrete
measures that allow us to analyze specific government institutions. According to Norris (1999),
legitimacy can have various levels, and the institutions represent a more concrete level (less
abstract, in this case, than support for the political system as a whole). We will return to this
topic in Chapter X. The way to measure the legitimacy of different political institutions in
Guatemala is similar to that used to measure support for the political system: respondents were
asked to indicate, on a scale of 1 (none) to 7 (much), how much they trust each in a series of
political institutions.

Figure IV.15 shows the 2006 results for Guatemala. As can be seen, the respondent’s
municipality, the Office of the Ombudsman, and the army are the only three institutions that
surpass the 50-point reference line. Most institutions are found in the 40-point range, with
Congress and political parties receiving the lowest scores. In this section, we do not present
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longitudinal results since various institutions included in 2006 were not considered in previous
years. However, in specific sections we do present some comparative results over time. For
example, the institutions of the system of justice are analyzed in Chapter VI (Rule of Law), and
electoral institutions in Chapter VIII (Political Participation in Guatemala). For now, the goal is
to provide an overview of the legitimacy of political institutions as a whole in 2006.

Confianza (apoyo)en instituciones publicas en Guatemala,
2006
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55






I B Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala: 2006

V. THE IMPACT OF CORRUPTION

A. The Conceptual Framework

In recent years, international agencies have focused their attention on fighting corruption
and they have been able to establish the negative impact it has on the economic development of
countries. The impact of corruption on political development has been less studied at the
empirical level. Today, however, corruption is often considered to be corrosive in any political
system and to lower its legitimacy in the eyes of the public.

In this chapter, we examine corruption Guatemala from various perspectives. First, we
compare corruption in Guatemala to that in other countries of the region. Next, as in the other
chapters, we describe the national results — through time when there is data — of victimization by
corruption and the perception of corruption among public officials. In both cases, we also
conduct a multivariable analysis to identify which factors or variables are associated with the
perception of or victimization by corruption. Finally, we present some findings regarding the
opinion that people have about certain concrete practices of corruption.

A first group of questions directly asked respondents to indicate whether or not they had
been the victim of an act of corruption in certain specific institutions in the previous 12 months.
The series of concrete questions are the following:

‘Now we want to talk about your personal experience with things
that happen in life...

EXC2. Has a police official ask you for bribe during the past year?
EXC6. During the past year did any public official ask you for a
bribe?

EXC11. During the past year did you have any official dealings in

the municipality/local government?

If the answer is No = mark 9

If it is Yes = ask the following:

During the past year, to process any kind of document (like a

license, for example), did you have to pay any money above that

requiredbylaw?
EXC13. Are you currently employed?

If the answer is No 2 mark 9

If it is Yes = ask the following:

At your workplace, did anyone ask you for an inappropriate

__payment during the pastyear?
' EXC14. During the past year, did you have any dealings with the !
. courts?
! If the answer is No = note down 9

i If it is Yes = ask the following:
. Did you have to pay a bribe at the courts during the last year?
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EXC15. Did you use the public health services during the past
year? If the answer is No 2 mark 9
If it is Yes = ask the following:

In order to receive attention in a hospital or a clinic during the past
year, did you have to pay a bribe?
EXC16. Did you have a child in school during the past year?
If the answer is No 2 mark 9

If it is Yes = ask the following:

Did you have to pay a bribe at school during the past year?

EXC17. Did anyone ask you for a bribe to avoid having the
electricity cut off?

Based on these questions, we constructed a victimization by corruption index which
counted the number of times a person was victimized by corruption in the previous year. Even if
victimization by corruption is a direct measure that can have concrete influence on public
support for democracy and its institutions, in previous studies of democratic culture it has been
found that, independently of victimization, the perception of corruption levels in a given
government can also negatively influence people’s democratic values and attitudes. We
measured the perception of the levels of corruption that exist among public officials through the
following question:

EXC7. Taking into account your own experience or what you have heard, corruption among
public officials is [Read] (1) very common, (2) common, (3) uncommon, or (4) very
uncommon? (8) DK/DR

Below, we present the results for Guatemala of the two kinds of variables associated with
the measurement of corruption.

B. Guatemalans in Comparative Perspective

First, we present the comparative results on the topic. Figure V.1 shows the percentage of
the population that has been a victim of one or more acts of government corruption in the
previous 12 months. The result is based on the questions listed in the previous section. We see
that Guatemala, along with Honduras, the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica, is
part of the group of countries with medium levels of victimization by corruption. Colombia,
Chile, El Salvador, and Panama make up the group with the lowest levels of victimization (less
than 15% of respondents). The group of countries with the highest levels, where more than 30%
of respondents indicated that they had been the victim of corruption, includes Peru, Ecuador,
Bolivia, Jamaica, Mexico, and, much higher, Haiti.

LAPOP 58



Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala

: 2006

Victimizacién por corrupcién en perspectiva comparada, 2006

Haiti |

México —

Bolivia

Jamaica =]

Ecuador —

Perii—

Guyana —|

[25.2]

Paraguay =

|21.7]

Costa Rica—

|19.3]

Guatemala

18.0

Hicaragua -

18.0

Rep. Dominicana =

17.7

Honduras
El Salvador —
Panama -

16.1
13.4
11.3

Colombia

T

Chile —

g.4]

0%

Fuente: LAPOP, 2008

IC:95%

T T T T T T
10% 20% 30% 40% 0% G0%

Porcentaje de la poblacién victima de la corrupcién al menoes una

vez el iltimo aio

Figure V.1. Victimization by Corruption in Comparative Perspective, 2006

As noted in the conceptual framework, victimization by corruption is one thing, and
another is the perception that people have of how corrupt public officials are. Both variables
influence people’s political attitudes, but not always to the same degree. In terms of the second
measurement, the perception of corruption among public officials, Figure V.2 shows that
Guatemala is located among the countries where the perception of corruption is the highest. In
these countries, more than 80% of the population believes that corruption among public officials
is very or somewhat widespread. This does not coincide with the real data of victimization by
corruption presented in Figure V.1. A second group, which includes most of the countries, shows
that between 70% and 79% of the population perceives a high degree of corruption. A last group,
in which the perception of corruption is less (between 60% and 69%) is composed of El
Salvador, Chile and, curiously, Haiti and Bolivia, two of the countries that show the highest
levels of victimization by corruption among respondents.
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Percepcion de corrupcion en funcionarios publicos en perspectiva
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Figure V.2. Perception of Corruption Among Public Officials, Comparative Perspective 2006

C. Analyzing the National Findings
1. Victimization by Corruption

(1) The Findings

Now we analyze in more detail the situation in Guatemala in terms of victimization by
corruption. The battery of questions about victimization was first used in Guatemala in 2004. For
this reason, we do not have longitudinal results beyond these years. As can be seen in Figure
V.3, there was a slight increase in the victimization by corruption in almost all the items
measured, except in municipalities and the schools.
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Figure V.3. Kinds of Victimization by Corruption in Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006

When the number of times a person has been the victim of an act of corruption are added
up, there is no difference between the two years. Both in 2004 and 2006, around 18% of the
population stated that they had been the victim of an act of corruption, while 82% said they had
not been a victim. In Figures V.4 and V.5, we see in detail the percentage of times that
respondents were victims, or not, during both years.
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Figure V.5. Percentage of Victimization by Corruption in Guatemala, 2006

(2) Explaining the Relationship between Variables:The
Predictors

The question that arises is who are victims of corruption, or what are the factors that

determine that a person is or is not a victim. The multivariable analysis allows us to identify
these factors. Table V.1 shows the details.
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Table V.1. Predictors of Victimization by Corruption in Guatemala, 2006

Predictors of Victimization-by-Corruption in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF
VARIABLES

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

DIRECTION OF THE STATISTICAL
RELATION

Sociodemographic Residence

Urban areas, more likely to be a victim

Socioeconomic level

Higher socioeconomic level, more likely to be a
victim

Education

More education, more likely to be a victim

Sex Men, more likely to be a victim of corruption

Figure V.6 shows in greater detail how people with a higher socioeconomic level,
measured in the number of goods, are more frequently victims of corruption. This is particularly
the case among people who have been the victim of corruption once during the previous year.
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Figure V.6. Victimization by Corruption in Guatemala, 2006: by Socioeconomic Level

Figure V.7 shows the differences in victimization rates by sex and the respondent’s area
of residence (urban or rural). It can be seen that in both areas, men are more frequently victims of
corruption. Independently of the respondent’s sex, education also is a factor that influences the
degree of victimization. In both cases, people with a high school education, and particularly
people with some university-level education, are more likely to be victims. However, in urban
areas, women without any education are victims more frequently than women from rural areas
without any education.
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Figure V.7. Victimization by Corruption in Guatemala, 2006: by Education and Residence
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1. The Perception of Corruption among Public Officials

(1) The Findings

As explained in the conceptual framework at the beginning of this chapter, the perception
of corruption is a different measure than victimization by corruption, although it also influences
people's political attitudes. In the case of Guatemala, Figure V.8 shows that the perception that
corruption is very or somewhat widespread among public officials grew in 2006 compared to
2004. During 2004, 71.6% of respondents thought corruption was very widespread (48.7%) and
somewhat widespread (22.9%). In 2006, these percentages rose to 55.3% who considered it to be
very widespread and 35.3% to be somewhat widespread, for a total of 90.6% of respondents. It is
worth recalling that the 2004 survey was conducted a few months after the Oscar Berger
administration took office, and that this government was still in power when the 2006 survey was
conducted.

Percepcion de corrupcion en funcionarios publicos en Guatemala:
2004 vs. 2006
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Porcentaje

P
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Figure V.8. Perception of Corruption Among Public Officials in Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006

Figure V.9 shows that the difference between the years is statistically significant. This
can be seen by examining the error bars. Given the separation between the two, we can conclude
that the differences between these years are statistically significant.
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Figure V.9. Perception of Corruption Among Public Officials in Guatemala: 2004-2006 (Statistical
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(2) Explaining the Relationship between Variables: the

Predictors

Among the explanatory factors of the perception of corruption, we find two similar ones
that explain victimization by corruption plus an additional one. The respondent's area of
residence and the level of education are again factors that influence the perception of corruption;
the additional factor is age. Table V.2 specifies the direction of the statistical relation between
these variables and the perception of corruption in 2006.

Table V.2. Predictors of the Perception of Corruption Among Public Officials in Guatemala, 2006

Predictors of the Perception of Corruption in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF
VARIABLES

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

DIRECTION OF THE STATISTICAL
RELATION

Sociodemographic

Residence Urban areas, more inclined to perceive
corruption

Education More education, greater perception of corruption

Age As age increases, greater perception of

corruption
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Figure V.10 shows how the perception of corruption increases among respondents with
higher levels of education; this increase is especially striking in rural areas. Generally, however,
urban residents perceive more corruption than rural residents in Guatemala.
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Figure V.10. Perception of Corruption Among Public Officials, 2006: by Educational Level
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Figure V.11 shows the difference between urban and rural areas again, but this time in
terms of the age of respondents. We see that there is a marked increase in the perception of
corruption among residents of both areas in people over 56 years of age. Again, we can see that
although the influence of corruption is greater in urban areas, this difference disappears in the

older group of people, since both have a very high perception of corruption among public
officials.
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Figure V.11. Perception of Corruption in Guatemala, 2006: by Age Categories

It is worth asking whether there are other non-sociodemographic factors that influence
the perception of corruption. To do this, we ran a regression model that included how much
attention respondents pay to the news in different kinds of media, having found that people who
read newspapers more frequently tend to perceive higher levels of corruption among public
officials. Figure V.12 shows this relation more clearly.
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Figure V.12. Perception of Corruption in Guatemala, 2006: by Following the News in the Newspapers

Finally, as indicated in Chapter IV, corruption (both victimization by corruption and the
perception of corruption) influence the level of support for the Guatemalan political system. The
graph showing that relationship can be found in Chapter I'V.
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2. The Public and Corruption in Guatemala

In the two previous sections, we examined corruption from the perspective of what
happens at the government level, where the public is unable to control or influence it. A few
questions in the 2006 survey, however, tried to capture whether or not the public plays a role
through its tacit acceptance of the practice of paying bribes and corruption. The following is one
of the questions designed to measure this tacit acceptance:

EXC19. (Cree que en nuestra sociedad el pagar mordidas es justificable debido a los malos servicios
publicos, o no es justificable?

Figure V.13 shows the results. As can be seen, in both rural and urban areas, only a small
percentage of Guatemalans believe that it is justifiable to pay a bribe in order to obtain better
public services. Paying bribes is more accepted in urban areas, where 10.3% of the population
indicated that it is sometimes justifiable. In rural areas, only 7.9% of respondents justified
corruption.

Justificacién del soborno en Guatemala, 2006: por residencia
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Figure V.13. Justifying Bribes in Guatemala, 2006: by Residence

The following is another series of questions included in the 2006 questionnaire that also
tried to capture the acceptance of corrupt acts among Guatemalans:
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Please tell me if you consider the following actions as 1) corrupt and should be punished; 2) corrupt but justified
under the circumstances; 3) not corrupt.

DC1. For example: A congress deputy accepts a bribe of ten thousand dollars from a company.
Do you think that what the deputy did is :

1) Corrupt and should be punished

2) Corrupt but justified

3) Not corrupt DK=8

DC10. A mother of several children needs to obtain a birth certificate for one of them. In order
not to waste time waiting, she pays the municipal official amount and currency of country
equivalent to US$5. Do you think that what the woman did is [Read the options]:

1) Corrupt and should be punished

2) Corrupt but justified

3) Not corrupt DK=8

DC13. An unemployed individual is the brother-in-law of an important politician, and the politician
uses his influence to get his brother-in-law a job. Do you think the politician is [Read the
options]:

1) Corrupt and should be punished

2) Corrupt but justified

3) Not corrupt DK=8

The results can be seen in Figure V.14. It is clear that greatest rejection was to the
question regarding congressmen accepting bribes: 90.5% of respondents considered such acts to
be corrupt and worthy of punishment. By contrast, only 73.5% of respondents thought the fact
that a politician who helps someone find a job is a corrupt act that should be punished. A women
paying additional money to try and streamline some bureaucratic procedure is accepted even
more: only 57.3% of respondents considered that this is a corrupt act that should be punished.
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Figure V.14. Judging Certain Acts of Corruption in Guatemala, 2006
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V1. PERSPECTIVES ON THE RULE OF LAW

A. The Conceptual Framework

The rule of law is one of the fundamental pillars of any democracy and it is one of the
most difficult aspects to consolidate in an emerging democracy like the Guatemalan. Andrade
notes that the rule of law has evolved as the concept of democracy has evolved, moving from a
limited meaning of the state “in which the public powers respect the judicial organization, to
another more evaluative one which the general public understands as a government or regime
that respects civil rights, as a regime clearly the opposite of absolutism, despotism or
totalitarianism” (see Valderas, 2006). The rule of law refers to formal aspects linked to the
conformation of the institutions charged with handing out justice, the procedures for the effective
application of the law, as well as the relation of mutual respect between the state and its citizens.

In this section, we analyze various aspects related to the rule of law. First, we present, as
in the other chapters, the comparative perspective of how Guatemala stands in relation to the
other Latin American countries. Next, we analyze the national results. These are subdivided into
various topics: the trust Guatemalans have in institutions of the judicial system, the perception of
the freedom to exercise political rights, and the impact of crime in the country, seen from a
variety of perspectives.

To measure trust in the institutions of the judicial system, respondents were asked, in a
series of questions, how much trust they had in various institutions, using the following scale:

Now we will use a card...This card has a 7 point scale; each point indicates a score that goes from 1,
meaning NOT AT ALL, to 7, meaning A LOT. For example, if | asked you to what extent you like watching
television, if you don't like watching it at all, you would choose a score of 1, and if, on the contrary, you
like watching television a lot, you would indicate the number 7 to me. If your opinion is between not at all
and a lot, choose an intermediate score. So, to what extent do you like watching television? Read me the
number. [Ensure that the respondent understands correctly].

Not at all Alot . Doesnot
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The perception of the freedom to exercise political rights was also measured through a
series of four questions, which are presented below. The combination of the four questions make
up the perception-of-freedom index, which we use in this study as an independent variable.

If you decided to participate in one of the activities | am going to mention, would you do it without fear,
with a little bit of fear, or with a lot of fear?

DERL. Participate in groups that seek to solve community problems?
DER?2. Vote in a nacional election?

DER3. Participate in a peaceful demonstration ?

DERA4. Run for public office?

Finally, in this chapter, we address the topic of crime and its impact from a variety of
perspectives. On the one hand, we describe victimization by crime, that is, the percentage of the
population who has been victimized, what the principal characteristics of the victims are (the
independent variables associated with victimization), and the impact of crime on Guatemalans’
political attitudes. We also examine the perceptions of personal safety that Guatemalans have,
their predictors, and their impact. An important topic is the perception of crime as a threat to the
future of the country. Finally, we explore some additional variables related to the rule of law,
such as support for due process and support for actions contrary to the rule of law, such as taking
justice into one’s own hands.

B. Guatemalans in Comparative Perspective

Figure VI.1 shows the results related to the trust that people have in the system of justice
as a whole (measured on the scale indicated at the end of the previous section, that is, on a scale
of 0-to-100 points). It can be seen that Guatemala is located in the upper intermediate range of
countries, with an average level of trust in 2006 of 46 points. Only four countries, Guyana,
Mexico, Costa Rica, and Colombia are slightly above the 50-point reference line, while most
countries are located in the 40 to 49 point range. Peru and Paraguay, and especially Ecuador,
have very low averages.

LAPOP -



I B Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala: 2006

Confianza en el sistema de justicia en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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Figure VI.1. Trust in the System of Justice in Comparative Perspective, 2006
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Figure V1.2 shows the comparative data of victimization by crime. Here, Guatemala is
located in an intermediate position, with a victimization level of 19.2%. Peru and Chile are
located above all the others, with victimization levels of 26.2% and 23.1% respectively. A
second group, made up by most of the countries included in the 2006 LAPOP study, has
victimization levels between 15% and 20%. Guatemala is part of this group. Jamaica and
Panama have relatively low levels of victimization: 10% or less. It should be remembered that in
many of the countries included in this study, most of the population lives in urban areas, which
generally have much higher levels of victimization by crime than rural areas. Therefore, one of
the resaons why the overall victimization figure for Guatemala is low is that a large percentage
of the population lives in rural areas.

Victimizacion por delincuencia en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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Figure V1.2. Victimization by Crime in Comparative Perspective, 2006
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In this comparative section, Figure VI.3 presents the differing perceptions of the degree
of personal safety that people feel in the different countries. We measured this with an item that
asked respondents to indicate, thinking of the possibility of being assaulted or robbed, how safe
or unsafe they feel in their neighborhood or community. Guatemala is located in an intermediate
position: 38.6% of the population said they feel very or somewhat unsafe. The country with the
lowest perception of insecurity is Jamaica, while Peru is the country where the greatest insecurity
is perceived.

Percepcion de inseguridad en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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Figure VI1.3. Perception of Insecurity in Comparative Perspective, 2006
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C. Analyzing the National Findings

1. Guatemalans and the Institutions of the Judicial System

We now turn to study in more detail certain variables internal to the country, and in some
cases to do a longitudinal analysis where there is data. The first figure of this section, Figure
V1.4, shows the trust in some institutions of the judicial system over time. To interpret the
results, we turn again to the 0-to-100 point scale used in this study and explained above. As can
be seen, the Office of the Ombudsman is the institution that receives the highest level of support
and the only one, in fact, in 2004 and 2006 to surpass the reference line of 50 points. Still, we
should note a statistically significant reduction in the support for this institution since 2004,
dropping from 57 points in 2004 to 52 points in 2006. It should be recalled that when the 2004
survey was conducted, the Ombudsman had only been in office for a few months; it was a new
official, elected by Congress but with the support of various social sectors.

Support or trust in the other institutions of the judicial system are located in the 40 to 49
point range. The Public Ministry and the Constitutional Court suffered a slight decline in the
levels of public support, but the differences are not statistically significant. The National Civil
Police is one institutions that slightly increased its level of public support, passing from 39 points
in 2004 to 43 points in 2006. Still, it has not managed to regain the level it obtained in 2001,
when its average level of public support reached 46 points.

Confianza en instituciones del sector justicia en Guatemala (2001-2006)

Confianza promedio (escala 0-100)

Ministerio Plblico Folicia Maciomal Procuraduria de Corts de
DOHH Coretitucio malidad.

Fuente: Proyecto LAPOP/Guatemala
IC: 95%

Figure V1.4, Trust in Institutions of the System of Justice in Guatemala: 2001-2006

Figure VI.5 shows in more detail the results for an item that asked about the trust that
people have in the system of justice overall. It also shows the results of public trust in the
Supreme Court. There was an improvement in public trust in both from 2004 to 2006 (these two
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items were not included in 2001), but the difference is only statistically significant for the system
of justice in general, not for the Supreme Court.
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Figure VL.5. Trust in the System of Justice and in the Supreme Court in Guatemala
2004 vs. 2006
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2. The Perception of the Freedom to Exercise Political Rights

As indicated in the conceptual section of this chapter, the free exercise of political rights
is essential to democracy. In a country with a repressive past, like Guatemala, these rights were
violently restricted for many years and do not automatically develop with the formal return of a
democratic regime. For this reason, it has been considered important over the years to measure
whether or not Guatemalans feel they have the freedom to exercise the rights recognized in the
1985 constitution.

Figure VI.6 shows the average freedom people feel they have (when they do not feel
afraid) in terms of the four items measured since 1993 through the questions presented in the
conceptual framework of this chapter. It can be seen that, in every year in which a survey was
conducted, the perception of the freedom to vote in elections is the strongest, with averages since
1993 around 80 points. In fact, the variation that exists is minimal and not statistically
significant.

Greater variation is observed in the second strongest freedom perceived, that of
participating in groups to resolve community problems. While in the first years it remained more
or less in the same range, in 2006 there was a statistically significant increase, catching up to the
perception of the freedom to vote.

The advances in the other two freedoms are not so evident, but if their progression is
analyzed in detail, a positive pattern can be found. The perception of the freedom to demonstrate
peacefully has been increasing over the years, although it has fluctuated. The highest, statistically
significant point was in 1997 and in the most recent 2006 survey. In fact, there was a important
change between 2004 and 2006. Running for public office is the last freedom included in the
study. A series of factors, not necessarily legal restrictions or actions by the state might, limit
participation with regard to this freedom. In any case, it is important to note that the perception
of the freedom to exercise this right is far below the others, although there have been positive
changes over time: in 1995 it received the lowest average with 45 points, while it reached 60
points in 2004 and 63 in 2006; all of these differences are statistically significant.
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Percepcion de libertad para ejercer derechos politicos en Guatemala (1993-2006)
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Figure V1.6. Perception of the Freedom to Exercise Political Rights in Guatemala: 1993-2006

The following figure shows more clearly the trends identified in the perception of the
freedom to exercise these political rights. We see two phenomena. First, year after year, the
perception regarding the right to vote is the most widespread, followed by the perception of the
freedom to participate in community organizations. Below these appears the freedom to
participate in public demonstrations, followed by the perception of the right to run for public
office. Second, we see that generally there have been improvements over time in almost all the
freedoms. However, in 2001, there was a decline in all the freedoms. It is worth noting that only
in the perception of the right to vote has there been a decline since 1997, but this freedom
remains the one most widely perceived by Guatemalans.

LAPOP i



I B Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala: 2006

Tendencias en la percepcion de Iiherta;lggara E%EH:ET derechos politicos en

Guatemalz: 3-200

100 =
=)
E. 90 |Votar en elecciones|
=
=
[
o
%
% 80

L] ]
E ."'*ﬂ. “u"‘ Trguet
] [ i
= *"“'|Participﬂr en manifestaciunes]
L T+
"y .
g » L] » *"
-  — 2
S 60
=
(=
% Postularse para cargo piblico
o 50 —
[
o
4'] -

| | T | | T |
1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2004 2006

Figure VI.7. Trends in the Perception of the Freedom to Exercise Political Rights in Guatemala:
1993-2006

By combining the four noted freedoms, we can construct an index of the public’s
perception of freedom. The statistical reliability of this index is quite high. Figure VI.8 shows the
results of this index in urban and rural areas of Guatemala. Since the repressive policies of
former authoritarian governments hit the rural populations especially hard, we might expect that
the perception of freedom would be less in these areas even after 20 years of democracy. We
should recall, however, that the armed conflict continued in Guatemala until 1996, especially in
the rural areas, although at the end the conflict was not very intense. In any case, the figure
shows that there are no significant differences in the perception-of-freedom index between rural
and urban areas of Guatemala. However, when we conduct an annual comparative analysis, we
find some statistically significant differences over the years. We see that, starting in 1997, there
was an important jump in the perception of freedom, which coincides with the signing of the
Peace Agreements in December 1996. In 2001, there was a decrease in the general perception of

freedom.
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indice de percepcion de libertad en Guatemala, 1993-2006
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Figure V1.8. Index of the Perception of Freedom in Guatemala: 1993-2006
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3. The Impact of Crime in Guatemala

a) Victimization by Crime

(1) The Findings

Now we turn to another topic related to the rule of law and that, according to Table 1.1 in
Chapter I, is one of the problems that Guatemalans considered to be the most serious in 2004 and
especially in 2006: crime and violence.

Unfortunately, we do not have many years of longitudinal information since this question
was first included in the questionnaire only in 1999. Both in 1999 and 2001, respondents were
asked if they or anyone in their families had been the victim of a crime. Starting in 2004,
however, the format was changed to inquire only about the victimization of the respondent, that
is direct victimization. Table VI.1 summarizes the results of this question in the last two studies.

Table VI.1. Victimization by Crime in Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006
Year
2004 2006

Have you been the victim of a Yes 218 283
crime in the last 12 months? 12.8% 19.2%
\[o] 1490 1194
87.2% 80.8%

1708 1477

100.0% 100.0%
Source: LAPOP Project/Guatemala

It is also important to know the kind of crimes respondents were the victim of. These are
shown in Table VI.2. Non-aggressive robbery continued to be the most frequent form of
victimization, followed by aggravated robbery. However, the percentage of victims of these two
types of crime declined in 2006 compared to 2004. By contrast, the percentage of people who
indicated that they had been the victim of damage to their property or home burglary increased
during this period.
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Table VI.2. Types of Victimization by Crime in Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006

Year
What type of crime were you the victim of? | 2004 2006
Robbery without aggression of physical 129 150
threat
59.2% 54.2%
Robbery with aggression or physical threat 69 66
31.7% 23.8%
Physical aggression without robbery 5 10
2.3% 3.6%
Rape or sexual assault 0 1
.0% 4%
Kidnapping 1 )
.5% 1.1%
Property damage 8 21
3.7% 7.6%
Home burglary 4 22
1.8% 7.9%
Extortion 0 4
.0% 1.4%
Other 2 0
.9% .0%
Total 218 277
100.0% 100.0%

(2) Explaining the Relation between Variables: The

Predictors

Now we turn to analyze the victims: who are they, or what factors are associated with
victimization by crime in Guatemala in 2006? Table VI.3 shows that the variables related to
victimization by crime are related to the area of residence, educational level, age, and sex. The
table also shows the direction of this relation: urban residents, people with more education,

younger people, and men are more likely to have been the victim of violence in 2006.

Table V1.3.Predictors of Victimization by Crime in Guatemala, 2006

Predictors of Victimization by Crime in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF INDEPENDENT DIRECTION OF THE STATISTICAL RELATION
VARIABLES VARIABLE
Sociodemographic | Residence Residents of urban areas, more victimization
Education More education, more victimization
Age Younger, more victimization
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The following figures show the direction of the relations suggested in Table VI.3 more
clearly and in greater detail. First, Figure VI.9 highlights the marked differences that exist in
terms of victimization according to the area of residence. Urban residents are much more likely
to be victims than rural residents. This was especially true in 2006. Guatemala is one of the least
urbanized countries compared to the other countries included in this study. For this reason, the
overall results of victimization in Guatemala are lower than those of the other countries. Still, if
we compare the levels victimization in urban areas of the country, Guatemala is similar to other
countries in this study with crime rates, such as Chile, Peru, and Mexico, all of which have
predominately urban populations.

Victimizacion por delincuencia en Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006

[ urbana
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2006

25.3

2004

18.1

I T 1 T T T
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Porcentaje de victimas de un acto de
delincuencia en el dltimo afio

Fuente: Proyecto LAPOP/Guatemala
Figure V1.9. Victimization by Crime in Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006 (by Residence)
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Continuing to use urban versus rural residence as a parameter, Figure VI.10 shows the
different levels of victimization between respondents according degree of education. The pattern
is clear: the greater the education, the greater the victimization. This relation starts to become
clear with secondary education. Respondents with some university education are, in fact, the
most affected, and people who live in rural areas are less affected.

Victimizacion por delincuencia en Guatemala, 2006: por educacién y
residencia
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Fuente: Proyecto LAPOPIGuatemala, 2006

Figure V1.10. Victimization by Crime in Guatemala, 2006: by Residence and Education

Figure VI.11 shows the incidence of the other two independent variables that turned out
to be statistically significant as factors associated with more or less victimization by crime. We
see that, generally, younger respondents, particularly those between the ages of 26 and 45, are
more likely to be victims. In almost all age groups, men suffer more from this phenomenon. Still,
in the 26 to 35 year age group, women suffer most, since 28.3% of them were the victims of
crime.
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Victimizacion por delincuencia en Guatemala, 2006: por género y edad
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Figure V1.11. Victimization by Crime in Guatemala, 2006: by Sex and Age

b) The Perception of Crime and the Threat it Represents

In previous chapters, we saw that not only victimization by crime itself, but the
perception of insecurity and the perception that crime is a threat to the country’s future are
variables that lower support for the political system in Guatemala. In the previous section, we
described the results of victimization by crime. In this section, we describe the results of the
other two variables. The following are the questions through which we measured these two
items:

'AQJ11. Speaking of the place or neighborhood where you live, and thinking of the possibility of becoming |
victimized by an assault or a robbery, do you feel very safe, somewhat safe, somewhat unsafe or very unsafe?
(1) Very safe (2) Somewhat safe (3) Somewhat unsafe (4) Very unsafe (8) DK

AOJ11A. And speaking of the country in general, how much do you think that the level of crime that we have
now represents a threat to our future well-being? [Read the options]

(1) Very much (2) Somewhat (3) Little (4) None (8) NS/NR
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(1) The Findings

Figure VI.12 shows the distribution of the responses regarding the perception of personal
safety in 2004 and 2006. The trend seems to be positive since a greater number of people
indicated feeling somewhat safe in their neighborhood. It is worth recalling, however, that while
the government has increased security measures in some areas, people have also taken their own
measures, such as placing watchtowers and fences in neighborhoods of the metropolitan area that
before were completely open to pedestrian or vehicle traffic.

Percepcion de seguridad en Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006
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Figure V1.12. Perception of Personal Safety in Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006
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The following figure shows that the differences between both years are statistically
significant. We see in Figure VI1.13 that the only important difference between 2004 and 2006 is
among people who feel very unsafe. We derive this by analyzing the error bars, most of which
overlap (indicating that the difference is not significant).
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o
@
1

0% -
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Figure V1.13. Perception of Personal Safety in Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006 (Statistical Differences)

Figure VI.14 shows the results of the question of whether or not respondents consider
crime to represent a threat to the country’s future: three-quarters of the population believes that it
represents a serious threat. However, the percentage of people with this view declined in 2006
compared to 2004. Still, a large majority of Guatemalans feel this way. By contrast, less than 5%
of respondents indicated that crime is not a threat to the country’s future.
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Percepcidon de la delincuencia como amenaza al futuro del pais en
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Figure V1.14. Perception of Crime as a Threat to the Future of Guatemala, 2006

To indicate which factors are associated with a greater or lesser perception of personal
safety, we conducted a multivariable analysis that shows that there are only two explanatory
variables: area of residence and ethnic self-identification. Table V1.4 indicates the direction of

(2) Explaining the Relation between Variables: The
Predictors

the relation between the variables and Figure VI.15 shows the same thing.

Table VI1.4. Predictors of the Perception of Personal Safety in Guatemala, 2006
Predictors of the Perception of Personal Safety in Guatemala, 2006
TYPE OF INDPENDENT DIRECTION OF THE STATISTICAL
VARIABLES VARIABLE RELATION
Sociodemographic Residence Rural residents, more perception of safety
Ethnic self-identification Indigenous, more perception of safety
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The figure shows that, while the average perception of personal safety is highest among
indigenous respondents living in rural areas (with 63 points on a scale of 0-to-100), it is lowest
among ladinos living in urban areas (with 50.8 points on the same scale).

Percepcién de seguridad en Guatemala, 2006: por autoidentificacidon étnicay
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Figure V1.15. Perception of Personal Safety in Guatemala, 2006: by Ethnic Self-ldentification and Residence

c) The Public and the System of Justice

A last series of figures describes other aspects related to the rule of law. Figure VI.16
shows the degree of trust that Guatemalans have in the system of justice, which was measured
through the following question:

AOJ12. If you were a victim of a robbery or assault how much faith do you have that the judicial
system would punish the guilty party? [Read the options]

(1) Alot (2) Some (3) Little (4) None (8) DK/DR
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The results show that most respondents in 2006 have little (35.6%) or no (29.7%) trust.
Both percentages add up to a total of 65.3%. By analyzing the figure, we infer that there was a
decrease in trust between 2004 and 2006, especially among people who said that they had much
trust that the judicial system could punish the guilty.

Confianza en la imparticién de justicia en Guatemala, 2004-2006

40% = B 2004
[]2006
30%
@
5
o
o 20% -
{ 35.6 m
m 28.7
27.0
10°% = m m
0% =
4 <, A 4
%40 % % %

5i fuera victima de un robo o asalto, ; Cuanto confiaria
en gure ef sistema judicial castigaria al cuipable?

Fuente: Proyvecto LAPOP
Figure V1.16. Trust that the System Can Mete Out Justice in Guatemala: 2004 vs. 2006

This lack of trust can have negative influence on people’s attitudes. On the one hand, in
elections people might look to candidates who offer to mount a full scale attack on crime, if
necessary going beyond the limits established by the law. On the other hand, citizens might
decide to take justice into their own hands, for example by lynching suspected criminals. Both
phenomena have occurred in Guatemala in recent years.

Figure VI.17 shows the percentage of Guatemalans who condone authorities who
sometimes act outside the law to control crime. The contrast between 2004 and 2006 is striking.
While 75.9% of respondents indicated that the authorities should always respect the law in 2004,
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this percentage dropped to 56.9% in 2006. As a result, the percentage of people who think that

the authorities can sometimes act outside the law to capture criminals increased.

Creencia en el respeto al debido proceso en Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006
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Figure VI1.17. Belief in the Respect for Due Process in Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006
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Figure VI.18 shows the degree of approval for taking justice into one’s own
hands. In this case, respondents were not asked if they had participated in such an act, but rather
if they condoned people who took justice into their own hands when the state did not punish the
criminals (on a scale of 1-to-10). In 2006, the average support for such action rose in both rural
and urban areas, which is a troubling finding. The difference is statistically significant.
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Figure V1.18. Approval of Taking Justice into One’s Own Hands in Guatemala (2004 vs. 2006): by Residence
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Finally, we analyze two topics that are important in the current Guatemalan context, the
rehabilitation of gang members and the exploitation of girls and women. With regard to the first,
we asked respondents if they believed that gang members could rehabilitate themselves if given a
chance. Figure VI.19 shows the results. Most Guatemalans (57.3%) think that they can
rehabilitate themselves, while a third (31.4%) think that they cannot. The rest (11.3%) did not
know or did not know how to respond to the question.

Creencia que los pandilleros pueden rehabilitarse, Guatemala: 2006
(porcentajes)

31.4
No pueden
rehabiltarse

_57.3
51 pueden
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Fuente: LAPOP Guatemala, 2006
Figure V1.19. Belief that Gang Members Can Rehabilitate Themselves, Guatemala: 2006
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Figure VI.20 shows the percentage of people familiar with cases of children or
adolescents who, in the last year, were victims of labor exploitation (that is, they work for others
who take money from them and, through threats, prevent them from abandoning the work). The
figure also shows the percentage of people who know of particular cases of women, adolescents,
and girls who have been the victims of sexual exploitation (forced to work as prostitutes). While
13.4% of respondents said they were familiar with cases of children who were the victims of
labor exploitation, 10.7% said they knew about cases of women, adolescents, and girls who were
the victims of sexual exploitation.
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Figure V1.20. Knowledge of Cases of Labor Exploitation, Guatemala: 2006
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VIl. GUATEMALANS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

A. The Conceptual Framework

This chapter focuses on a level of government that is often relegated to second place in
many studies about democratization: the local level, or the municipality where a respondent
lives. Nonetheless, there are many programs whose aim is to strengthen local government,
emphasizing decentralization and community participation in public policies at the local level.

As in the earlier chapters, we first compare some of the results from Guatemala with
those from other Latin American countries included in the 2006 study of democratic culture.
Next, we analyze in greater detail the results from Guatemala, making comparisons over time
when possible.

This chapter includes variables that measure the public’s satisfaction with the job that
their municipal government is doing and how they evaluate their treatment by the local
government. A second section analyzes the trust that the public has in the municipality as an
institution, as well as how it manages funds. Finally, we examine the levels of public
participation in municipal meetings and the impact that people believe they have on the decisions
of the municipal government.

B. Guatemalans in Comparative Perspective

Figure VII.1 shows, in comparative perspective, the average satisfaction with municipal
governments in the different countries included in the 2006 round of LAPOP surveys. Again,
Guatemala is located among the upper intermediate group of countries, along with El Salvador,
Honduras, Colombia, and Nicaragua. This can be determined by observing the error bars in the
figure, which are parallel in these countries. Ecuador and the Dominican Republic are above the
Guatemalan average, and below it are another group of countries in the 44 to 49 point range,
including Chile, Guyana, Mexico, Bolivia, Peru, Costa Rica, and Panama. Jamaica and Haiti
have the lowest levels of satisfaction with municipal government.
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Satisfaccion con los servicios del gobierno local en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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Figure VI1.1. Satisfaction with Local Government Services in Comparative Perspective, 2006

The following figure (VIIL.2) compares the levels of participation in municipal
government meetings in Latin America. In this case, Guatemala falls into the lowest group for
the first time in this study; in other words, it is one of the countries with the smallest percentage
of citizens who said they had participated in a meeting called by the local government. In 2006,
only 7.4% of respondents in Guatemala said that had attended a meeting this kind. This contrasts
with the high percentage in countries like the Dominican Republic, with 22.9%, and Honduras,
with 18.5%. Participation in the intermediate group of countries ranges from 9% to 15%.
Ecuador is the country in which people reported the lowest levels of participation, with 4.9%.
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Asistencia a reuniones municipales en perspectiva comparada, 2006
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Figure VI1.2. Attending Municipal Government Meetings in Comparative Perspective, 2006

The last comparative figure is Figure VIL.3, which presents the data on petitioning the
municipal government in the last year. With respect to this question, Guatemala is found at the
bottom, that is along with those countries in which a low percentage of people petition the
government. In 2006, only 11.9% of the population petitioned the municipal government. Only
Colombia, Haiti, Ecuador, and Panama fell below Guatemala. Above Guatemala, the percentage
of people who present petitions increases, reaching higher than 20% in the cases of El Salvador,
Chile, and Peru.
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Figure V11.3. Petitioning the Municipal Government in Comparative Perspective, 2006

C. Analyzing the National Findings

1. Perceptions of Municipal Government

a) Satisfaction with Municipal Services

(1) The Findings

We now turn to analyze the Guatemalan results with regard to municipal government.
Figure VII.4 compares the satisfaction levels with the services offered by municipal governments
in 2004 and 2006 respectively. We do not see significant differences from one year to the next.
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It should be recalled that we saw, in Chapter IV, that the public most trusts their

municipality, among all the political institutions measured. It is worth clarifying that trust in this
institution is a different measure than satisfaction with the services it offers. In this case, both
variables fall in the positive range.

Satisfaccidén con los servicios del gobierno local en Guatemala:
2004 vs. 2006
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(2) Explaining the Relation between Variables:The
Predictors

The multivariable analysis allows us to identify the factors associated with more or less
satisfaction with municipal government in Guatemala. Table VII.1 shows that four predictors
were identified: area of residence, socioeconomic level, ethnic self-identification, and the size of
the city.

Table VII.1. Predictors Satisfaction with Municipal Government in Guatemala, 2006

Predictors Satisfaction with Municipal Government in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF INDEPENDENT DIRECTION OF THE
VARIABLES VARIABLE STATISTICAL RELATION
Sociodemographic Residence Residents of rural areas, more

satisfaction
Indigenous, more satisfaction

Ethnic self-identification
Socioeconomic level Higher level, more satisfaction
Size Varied impact

The predictors of satisfaction with the treatment received by the municipality are almost
the same, but in this case it is sex, not ethnic identity, that makes a difference. This can be seen
in Table VII.2.

Table VII.2. Predictors of Satisfaction with the Treatment Received by the Municipal Government, 2006

Predictors Satisfaction with the Treatment Received in Guatemala, 2006

TYPE OF INDEPENDENT DIRECTION OF THE
VARIABLES VARIABLE STATISTICAL RELATION
Sociodemographic Residence Residents of rural areas, more
satisfaction
Sex Men, more satisfaction
Socioeconomic level Higher level, more satisfaction
Size Varied impact

Before showing the figures related to the predictors of the two dependent variables
discussed, it is interesting to see the relation between the variables themselves. Figure VIIL.5
shows that there is a clear relation between the perception of having been well treated in the
municipal government when carrying out some procedure and satisfaction with the services of
local government. Although this relation might seem logical, it is possible to ask whether
respondents take their personal experience into account when they evaluate local government, or
whether instead, independently of their personal experience, they evaluate local government in
terms of the projects or work it has undertaken in the community. It seems that there exists a
high probability that satisfaction with local government is related to the treatment individuals

receive.
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Figure VIL.5. Perception of Local Government Services in Guatemala, 2006: by Size of the Area of Residence

Figure VIL.6 shows the differences in satisfaction with local government in terms of
ethnic identity and area of residence (urban or rural). It can be seen that indigenous inhabitants of
rural areas appear to be the most satisfied, with an average level of satisfaction of 56.4 points on
a 0-to-100 point scale. By contrast, ladino respondents of rural areas have the lowest satisfaction
average (50.5 points on the 0-to-100 point scale). The differences are statistically significant.
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Figure VI1.6. Satisfaction with Municipal Government Services in Guatemala, 2006: by Ethnic Self-
Identification and Area of Residence

The final figure of this section shows the differences found both in how respondents feel
they have been treated by the municipal government and their satisfaction with the job it has
been doing. In the first place, we see that satisfaction with treatment received is greater than
satisfaction with the job the local government has done. In the second place, we see that people
with a lower socioeconomic level are less satisfied, both in the job the local government has
done and how they have been treated by it.
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Figure VI1.7. Perception of Municipal Services in Guatemala, 2006: by Socioeconomic Level

b) Trust in Local Government

In Chapter IV, we analyzed public trust in various state institutions, highlighting that the
municipal government is the institution that generates the greatest trust among the population
(with 56 points on a scale of 0-to-100). In this section, we analyze something related but
different: how much trust people have that public funds are well-managed by their municipality,
and whether people consider that municipal governments should be given more responsibilities
and resources or that these should be given to the national government instead.
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Figure VII.8 shows the results with regard to the management of funds. In general terms,
there is a good degree of agreement among rural and urban residents on this item: 66% of rural
residents said they had little or no trust in how their municipal government managed funds. This
percentage is 63% in the urban areas of the country.

Confianza en el manejo de fondos por parte del municipio, Guatemala: 2006
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Figure VI11.8. Trust that Local Governments Manage Funds Well, Guatemala, 2006




The results are also similar in urban and rural areas in terms of whether or not it is the
local or national government that should be given more responsibilities and resources. While
36% of urban respondents stated that municipalities should be given more responsibilities and
resources, 39% of rural respondents had the same opinion. By contrast, around 40% of people

from both areas thought that the resources should go to the national government.
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2. Participating in Local Government

In the comparative section, we saw that participation in local government in Guatemala is
relatively low compared to other countries. What is occuring inside the country? Figure VII.10
shows that the percentage of participants in municipal government meetings declined in 2006
compared to 2004, both among the indigenous and ladino population. Similarly, the percentage
of people who petitioned the municipal government declined in 2006, again both among people
who identify themselves as indigenous and among those who identify themselves as ladino. In
both years, however, there was greater participation among the indigenous population than the
ladino, both in terms of attending municipal meetings and in presenting petitions. Even if there
are no evident reasons for the decline in municipal participation, one could imagine that the fact
that 2003 was an election year might have been an influence (respondents were asked if they
attended a meeting or made a petition in the previous 12 months).
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Figure V11.10. Participating in Local Government in Guatemala, 2004 vs. 2006: by Ethnic Identity

Another way to evaluate participation in local government is to analyze if respondents
asked some government official for help, especially at the local level. We see, in Figure VII.11,
that 12% of Guatemalans stated that they had asked a local official for help, a percentage much
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higher than the 4.2% who asked a public institution for assistance or the 3% that asked a
Congressman for help.

Contacto con diversas instituciones publicas en Guatemala, 2006
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More directly related to the functions of local government, respondents were
asked if they had conducted some business or solicited some document from the municipal
government in the last year. According to Figure VII.12, 30% of respondents stated that they had
conducted some bureaucratic procedure. Next, the people who indicated that they had undertaken
some such task were asked if it had been resolved by the municipality. A high percentage (92%)
said it had.
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Figure VI11.12. Satisfaction with Bureaucratic Procedures Conducted in the Municipality in Guatemala, 2006



I B Cultura politica de la democracia en Guatemala: 2006

Likewise, in terms of the perception that people have of their involvement with local
government, respondents were asked how much influence they thought they had in the
municipality. Figure VII.13 shows the results. It is curious to find that there is practically no
difference between urban and rural residents with regard to this topic. Around half of the
population, both in rural and urban areas, believe that they do not have any influence. A third of
the population consider that they have a little influence. A smaller group of people, 26% in urban
areas and 16.8% in rural ones, believe that they have some influence, while only 4% in rural
areas and 3.4% in urban ones estimate that they have much influence on the actions of the local
government.
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Figure VI1.13. Perception of Personal Influence on Local Government in Guatemala, 2006
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The final figure of this section about local government allows us to visualize
whether respondents believe that the mayor is interested in people participating in the affairs of
the municipality. Once more, we do not find large differences between urban and rural residents.
Around a quarter of respondents stated that the mayor is not at all interested, and another quarter
little interested. The highest percentage in both areas, representing almost
40% of Guatemalans, noted that the mayor is somewhat interested in people participating. By
contrast, around 15% indicated that the mayor is very interested. This turns out to be more
positive than was expected, since a majority of the population considers that the mayor is

that the mayor is a

somewhat or very interested in people participating in municipal affairs.
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VIIl. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION IN GUATEMALA

A. The Conceptual Framework

Despite the wide debate among political scientists regarding what democracy is, how to
measure it, and how to classify countries according to their level of democracy, all agree that
there is a essential condition that determines whether or not a country is democratic: holding free
elections. Diamond, Linz, and Lipset describe democracy as a system in which there are three
basic conditions: competitive elections, wide participation, and civil and political rights
(Diamond, Linz and Lipset 1989). The famous political scientist Robert Dahl pointed to free
elections and inclusive citizenship among the basic elements of a political democracy (Dahl,
1999).

This chapter examines topics related to representative democracy from the perspective of
public opinion and the levels of public political participation. To present the findings in a clear
manner, the chapter has been divided into two large topics: conventional and non-conventional
political participation. Dalton mentions that there are different kinds of conventional political
action: voting, participating in political campaigns and interest groups, and other activities
normally associated with politics. But he points out that, beyond the frontiers of conventional
politics, there are other kinds of non-conventional participation: participating in demonstrations
and protests, community-based activities, or having direct contact elected officials by requesting
assistance and presenting petitions, and the like.” He indicates that the latter require more
personal initiative than electoral activities, which are usually managed by political parties
(Dalton, 2006).

In the first section of this chapter, as in the previous ones, we examine how Guatemala
compares to the other countries of the hemisphere. Next, we analyze the data from Guatemala
itself, dividing the analysis, as mentioned above, into conventional and non-conventional
political action. With regard to conventional political participation, it is worth noting that besides
analyzing the political behavior of Guatemalans, we also examine their views of the political
parties and other representative institutions.

B. Guatemalans in Comparative Perspective

Figure VIII.1 shows the voter turnout reported by respondents, that is, whether or not
they participated in the last presidential election held in their country. Guatemala, in this regard,
appears at the lower end of the list, in penultimate place. Only 56.5% of respondents reported
having voted in the 2003 presidential election. At the top of the list are Peru and Bolivia, which

? Dalton classifies participation in non-convential political actions on a scale that goes from non-orthodox actions
(like signing petitions or participating in legal demonstrations), through what he calls direct actions (like
participating in boycots or illegal strikes), illegal actions (like participating in the occupation of buildings and
private properties and in illegal demonstrations) up to actions, at the end of the scale, that involve violence (such as
participating in sabotage, guerrilla organizations, kidnapping, etc.) (Dalton, 2006, p.65).
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reported participation levels around 90%. A second group of countries, composed of Ecuador,
Honduras, and the Dominican Republic have participation rates in the range of 80-89%. Most
countries report rates from 70% to 79%, while El Salvador, Paraguay Nicaragua, and Colombia fall
into the 60% range. Guatemala is the only country in the 50% range, and Jamaica is last with a rate of
48%. These findings are not new; it has been noted for some time that one of the major weaknesses of
representative democracy in Guatemala is low voter turnout. (See, for example, the report Democracy in
Latin America from the United Nations Development Programme.) Still, it is worth noting that the
analysis should go deeper since varying electoral laws can also influence these results. One example of
this is voter registration, which is not automatic in Guatemala the way it is in a number of other countries.
Another factor is mandatory voting. It is important to note that the countries that, according to the UNDP
report, do not have mandatory voting (Colombia, Nicaragua, and Guatemala) are the countries that appear
in the lower range of voter turnout in the 2006 LAPOP survey, as can be clearly seen in Figure VIIIL.1."
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Figure VII1.1. Voter Turnout in Comparative Perspective, 2006

On the other side of the coin is non-conventional political participation, which is
explained above. Figure VIIL.2 shows the percentage of people who reported having participated
in a public protest in the surveyed countries. In this aspect, Guatemala also falls onto the lower
end of the list. Bolivia was the country with the highest percentage of respondents who indicated
having participated in public protests on various occasions. This is not surprising given the

101t is worth noting that there is an error in the UNDP report in this regard. The report states that voting is
mandatory in Guatemala when in actuality it is not, according to the 1985 constitution, which is still in force.
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number of protests that have occurred in the country in recent years. Peru also fell into the 20%
range of participation in protests. A second group, the largest, is made up by those countries in
which 10% to 15% of the population had participated in protests (Chile, Colombia, the
Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Panama, and Honduras). Lastly, 