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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 stimulate a dialogue among governments,

- ;




Il e The Political Culture of Democracy in Mexico: 2006

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 Program (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. Coérdova. 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
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“informed consent” form 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¢éphyr 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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Executive Summary

This report provides an in-depth analysis of the findings from the second survey of
democratic values in Mexico undertaken by the Latin American Public Opinion Project
(LAPOP). It can be seen as a diagnosis — from the viewpoint of public opinion — of the quality
of democracy in Mexico. In it, the reader will discover that the young Mexican democracy
evinces signs of stability and strength, as well as exhibiting weaknesses, while confronting
both challenges and opportunities. The study forms part of the first round of the Barometer of
the Americas, which will eventually include the other nineteen countries on the American
continent. To participate in the Barometer of the Americas adds great value to the results for
Mexico, putting the Mexican findings into comparative perspective with results other
countries of the region.

Mexico has undergone major changes in the past two decades. In economic matters, it went
from a closed economy to one of the most open economies of the region. The opening of the
economy had its formal origin in 1986 when Mexico joined the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT), a predecessor organization to the World Trade Organization (WTO).
Now, two decades later, Mexico has signed free-trade agreements with the European Union,
with all countries in North and Central America, as well as with many in South America.

Mexico’s political opening and democratic transition are similarly recent and dramatic.
Starting with the convulsive events of 1968 and evolving quickly since the end of the eighties,
Mexico has experienced increasing electoral competition and political participation. The
electoral reforms of the nineties not only encouraged electoral participation, but Mexican
elections have become increasingly clean and fair. Several states of the republic, for the very
first time in that decade, experienced an alternation of power between political parties. The
intensification of electoral competition culminated in 2000 with the turnover of the
presidency, after seven decades in the power of a single party.

The results presented in this publication should be understood as a function of the
socioeconomic and political context of mid-2006, just prior to the presidential election. In the
first chapter, we review a few main economic and political indicators, describing this specific
moment in Mexican history for the reader. The survey took place in June 2006, in the month
preceding a hotly-contested presidential election. The 2006 election posed a challenge for
Mexico’s young democracy, given that the predicted margin of difference between the two
leading presidential candidates was less than one percentage point.

The interested reader will find a detailed description of the methodology of the study in
Chapter II, as well as in the two appendixes at the end of the report. These sections show the
methodological robustness of the research, featuring sample selection and composition,
survey characteristics, fieldwork and instrument (i.e., questionnaire) used.

In Chapter III, we analyze how the Mexican population understands the term democracy. The
most common understanding (seven out of every ten surveyed in Mexico) is a normative or
axiomatic perception of democracy, one which emphasizes the processes or values
presumably found in a democracy. The political culture of Mexico now seems very much
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focused on democracy as a process. Of the fifteen countries included in this preliminary
report on the 2006 Barometer of the Americas, only two (Costa Rica and Chile) yield a
greater percentage of the population whose understanding of democracy is normative.

Chapter IV analyzes two types of attitudes considered to be crucial in the emergence of a
political culture conducive to the establishment of a stable democracy: support for the
political system and tolerance. As will be seen in this chapter, close to 70% of Mexicans back
their political institutions.

On a political-tolerance index, ranging from 0 (representing a situation in which all Mexicans
would deny dissidents these political rights) to 100 (all Mexican citizens would extend
political rights to dissidents), Mexico scored 56.2 in 2006 (slightly below the 57.5 of 2004).
Said score is surpassed by only five countries of the fifteen first completed in the 2006
Barometer of the Americas.

The Mexican data show a trend toward greater support for the political system. One may
suppose that such an increase in political support represents enhanced popular confidence in
the authentically-democratic character of the Mexican polity, given a turnover of the party in
power that occurred in 2000. Mexico is now second (after Costa Rica) in support for the
political system, among the fifteen countries in this study. Political support may have
decreased, however, in the post-electoral atmosphere of 2006, a decline that could only be
determined by further survey research.

The combination of high political tolerance and a high degree of support for the political
system are the conditions most conducive to a stable democracy. In 2006, as in 2004, the
percentage of Mexicans exhibiting those two attributes was 41%. Only Costa Rica outdid
Mexico in the percentage of citizens of exhibiting this combination of attitudes among the
fifteen LAPOP countries in 2006. The number of Mexicans expressing attitudes consistent
with and supportive of a stable democracy may be consolidating at a level quite above what
would have been the case in the sixties or seventies. Mexico’s political culture now seems to
be among those in Latin America and the Caribbean most conducive to democratic political
life. This is a notable phenomenon, certainly one of the more surprising, and fortunate,
findings of LAPOP 2006.

Chapter V explores the relationship between corruption and democracy. The chapter
compares perceived levels of corruption in Latin America, using data from Transparency
International. It also analyzes actual victimization of citizens by corruption in Mexico, using
data from the LAPOP 2004 and 2006 surveys, and explores the relationship between
corruption and legitimacy, cross-referencing victimization levels with indicators of support
for and confidence in the political system, political tolerance, respect for governmental
institutions, and evaluations of system performance.

These results are less encouraging. They show that, both for perceptual indicators and actual

victimization, Mexico exhibits an incidence of corruption among the highest in Latin
America. Indeed, the percentage of the Mexican population falling victim to corruption
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increased significantly between 2004 and 2006, with the distribution of the phenomenon
being more homogeneous among the country’s varying socio-demographic segments.

Moreover, the data suggest that exposure to and participation in corruption erodes democratic
political culture, since it has a negative impact on perceptions of and confidence in political
institutions, but leads to justification of the activity, which may in turn lead to an erosion of
legality in Mexico. Undoubtedly, corruption is one of the most important and urgent issues
on the national agenda.

Another serious problem in many countries of Latin America, including Mexico, is
criminality. Chapter VI presents data on exposure to crime and the state of law. Mexican
citizens continue to exhibit uneasiness and anxiety regarding their own exposure to crime and
that of their family and friends. Mexico’s crime victimization rate grew three points beyond
that seen in 2004. In comparative terms, exposure to crime is high in Mexico, matched only
in Ecuador and exceeded only in Peru and Chile.

Additional data suggest a lack of confidence in judicial institutions and other institutions in
which Mexicans must confide if they wish to improve their personal security and obtain
justice should they fall victim to crime. However, the average score for confidence in the
institutions of justice is not high in other countries of the region either, since Mexico placed
third in 2006, just behind Costa Rica and Colombia.

Social-science theory and prior research done through LAPOP studies suggests that citizens
who have been the victims of crime are more willing to endorse actions at the margins of the
law in seeking to punish criminals. Data from the survey corroborate this hypothesis: having
been a victim of a crime leads to an increased willingness to support extra-judicial
procedures, which do not help to consolidate Mexican democracy.

Chapter VII analyzes indicators regarding local governments. The reasons for a recent growth
in interest in this area are several: a growing sense that administrative centralization may not
be the most efficient of administrative structures; a desire to accommodate political pressure
from below; a genuine interest in democratization, represented by a belief that “local
governments are closer to the people”; and stimuli from international donors to get
decentralization programs going.

Although Mexican citizens in 2006 were more inclined to request help from municipal
governments than from federal congresspeople or from other federal officials, their actual
attempts at doing so dropped vis-a-vis levels seen in 2004. Attending town meetings likewise
decreased in June 2006, when the survey was done.

One possible mechanism that might induce local governments render better services to its
citizens is to transfer more monies to them. However, Mexicans do not seem to agree. Almost
half of them believe that transferring municipal powers to the federal government would be
the best way to improve local services.
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Notwithstanding a general level of suspicion toward the potential of local governments,
organizing citizens at a neighborhood and community level into self-help efforts can be a
factor motivating phenomena such as town-meeting attendance, petitioning for help from
local government, and even a greater willingness to pay higher taxes for better local services.
Even listening to the radio and reading the newspaper can have positive effects on certain
types of local participation. As difficult as it seems for Mexico’s citizenry to make sense of
decentralization, the link between strengthening organizations in civil society and the
increased capacity of municipal government should not be overlooked.

In Chapter VIII, we address electoral behavior. The electoral behavior of Mexicans is
structured by party affiliation and by certain socio-demographic factors, especially education.
This chapter presents data on ideology and party leanings, on satisfaction with democracy and
on