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Executive Summary 
Reducing and preventing crime in Central America has become a top priority for policy makers 
in the region and in the United States. Over the past decade, murder rates have skyrocketed in 
Central America, positioning the region as one of the most dangerous in the world (UNPD 2009, 
2012). Violence is especially rampant in the Northern Triangle countries of El Salvador, 
Guatemala, and Honduras, which show the highest levels of youth gangs and violence related to 
drug trafficking (Arnson and Olson 2011). With the objective of creating safer communities in 
Central America, USAID has implemented crime prevention programs throughout the region and 
invested significant resources in the evaluation of their impact (Mayer and Seelke 2011). This 
study seeks to contribute to the identification and measurement of outcome indicators that can be 
monitored to evaluate the impact of USAID crime prevention interventions at the community 
level in Central American countries, particularly Guatemala. 
 
Specifically, the main objective of this study is to develop methodologies to measure community 
resilience and citizen security. An index of community resilience and measures of community 
security were designed and validated using data gathered specifically for this study. Quantitative 
and qualitative data were collected in three communities located in rural and urban areas in 
Guatemala to identify the main dimensions of community resilience and citizen insecurity and to 
validate the proposed measures empirically. 
 
Community resilience refers to residents’ capacity to cope with or adapt to heightened crime and 
violence. While the growth of community resilience is not necessarily expected to result in lower 
crime and violence, it is theorized that community resilience empowers communities to confront 
crime and violence and, as a result, improves residents’ life despite adversity. After reviewing 
literature in criminology, sociology, and political science, six dimensions of community 
resilience, encompassing a total of 16 subcomponents were identified and measured based on 35 
survey items. The six dimensions of community resilience are intra-community relationships, 
state-community relationships, citizen participation, community resources, household resources, 
and residents’ support for the rule of law.  
 
Each of these dimensions is theorized to be of equal importance for building community 
resilience in situations of chronic crime and violence. Thus, an equal weighting scheme was 
adopted for the aggregation of each dimension and its sub-components. In addition, an important 
theoretical assumption in the construction of the index is that community resilience is more 
likely to grow stronger if all of its constituent dimensions, particularly those with the lowest 
baseline scores, show substantial improvements. Thus, to avoid the full compensability of poor 
performance in some variables by exceptional performance in others, geometric aggregation was 
preferred over the arithmetic mean.  
 
The structure of the index was determined empirically using Exploratory Factor Analysis, with a 
split sample strategy based on a rural and urban sample. The index structure was then 
corroborated using Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The structure of the proposed community 
resilience index is shown in the figure below. All subcomponents and dimensions were recoded 
in a 0 to 1 scale, with higher values reflecting higher levels of community resilience. 
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The end result is a statistically reliable community resilience index that project evaluators can 
easily reproduce. After the collection of data through a public opinion survey, the community 
resilience index can be computed in two main steps: 1) scaling of variables in a 0 to 1 scale, and 
2) entering the numbers for each subcomponent in an Excel spreadsheet with the formula of the 
geometric mean. 
 

Community Resilience Index: Dimensions and Sub-Components 

 
The second objective of this study was to design outcome indicators of community insecurity 
and to examine the possibility of constructing a community insecurity index based on those 
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indicators. Thirty-eight questions on different dimensions of community insecurity were 
included in the public opinion survey carried out for this study in the three selected communities. 
The survey items were classified in three distinct categories: 1) citizen perceptions of community 
insecurity, 2) behavioral manifestations of community insecurity, and 3) reports of illicit or 
violent events in the community. 
 
The results of the public opinion survey and focus groups revealed very different and complex 
dynamics in each of the selected communities. First, crime victimization was found to be weakly 
correlated with perceptions of insecurity or fear of crime. This finding suggests that the 
construction of a standardized composite index that integrates elements of crime victimization 
and perceptions of insecurity is likely to misrepresent the level of community insecurity across 
communities. For example, two communities with a similar index score might show very 
different probabilities of objective insecurity or crime victimization.  
 
Second, despite reports of illicit activities and violence among participants in the focus groups 
and in the public opinion survey, residents in the three communities show a low probability of 
being crime victims within the borders of their community, suggesting that crime victimization is 
not the most important variable in determining the extent of insecurity in the selected 
communities. Based on Classification Regression and Tree (CART) Analysis, very distinct 
insecurity patterns were found across communities. Reports of drug trafficking or sale of illicit 
drugs were more predominant in one of the communities selected. On the other hand, gang fights 
or youth in gangs in the community were more likely to be reported in the other two 
communities. This suggests that sources of insecurity differ across communities, which further 
complicates the construction of a comparable insecurity index. Taking into account the results of 
the statistical analysis and the information gathered in the focus groups, our recommendation is 
to monitor communities’ insecurity levels using multiple single indicators rather than a 
standardized composite index. These proposed indicators for monitoring community insecurity, 
which are based on the 38 items in the public opinion survey are: 
 
Perceptions of Insecurity (Total of 11 survey items): 

 Community Insecurity 
 Fear of Crime: Cognitive and Affective 

 
Behavioral Manifestations of Insecurity (Total of 11 survey items): 
 
Reports of Illicit Acts (Total of 16 survey items): 

 Crime Victimization in the neighborhood 
 Reports of Neighborhood Crime 
 Reports of Illicit Activities by Organized Groups 

 
This study is presented in three main chapters. The first chapter defines the concept of 
community resilience and identifies its main theoretical components. The data and methodology 
employed for the construction of a resilience index are also described in the first chapter. Taking 
into account the results of the survey and focus groups, Chapter II examines the extent and 
manifestations of resilience in the three communities included in the study. The third chapter 
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explores insecurity dynamics at the community level and proposes a list of community insecurity 
indicators for monitoring and evaluation.  
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I. Measuring Community Resilience in Contexts of High Crime and Violence 

 
Introduction: The Relevance of Communities in Crime Prevention  
By and large, crime and violence are concentrated in specific communities or neighborhoods 
within regions in a given country. This is a well-documented trend in the criminology literature 
(Bursik and Grasmick 1993, Snell 2001). In the case of Latin America, a similar pattern is 
apparent. As a recent study concludes, crime and violence in Latin America “have a significant 
local dimension—which should serve as the basis of public policy” (UNDP 2013, 4). In the case 
of Guatemala, not only do crime rates vary drastically across municipalities, but crime is also 
concentrated in specific communities or neighborhoods within municipalities with the highest 
levels of crime.  
 
As in other countries in the region, official crime statistics are not reported at the community 
level in Guatemala. However, the data available for this country clearly show that some 
communities are more dangerous than others in municipalities with high crime. Previous 
research funded by USAID confirms this phenomenon. Using a sample of 40 communities in the 
Municipality of Guatemala, Córdova (2012) found that crime victimization rates varied from 5.1 
to 39.6 percent. Thus, the community or neighborhood is a vital unit of analysis for 
understanding the origins and consequences of crime and violence in Guatemala.  In this study, a 
“neighborhood” or “community” is defined as the smallest geographical unit within a given 
municipality (i.e., local government jurisdiction) with a distinct proper name and clearly defined 
borders. The terms neighborhood and community are used interchangeably. 
 
Given the relevance of the “neighborhood” as a social space for reducing crime in Guatemala, 
international donors, along with local institutions are carrying out crime prevention programs at 
the neighborhood level. Yet, a question remains: why are some neighborhoods or communities 
better able than others to adapt or protect themselves from crime and violence in a given 
municipality?  
 
Previous studies reveal a clear characterization of the risk factors that make some geographic 
spaces more vulnerable to criminal activity. In addition to socio-economic factors (Bourguignon 
1999; Fajnzylber et al. 2002), an important correlate of crime is the level of social capital 
(Putnam 1993, 2000) or the quality and strength of interpersonal relations among citizens and 
their capacity for collective action (Lederman et al. 2002; Londoño 1998; Moser 1998; Sampson 
et al. 1997). In the case of Guatemala, citizen awareness of neighborhood associations has been 
found to be lower in high crime neighborhoods (Córdova 2012), suggesting that residents’ 
capacity to organize themselves to improve the living conditions of people in their community is 
an important determinant of neighborhood safety. In addition, a critical component of social 
capital, trust toward people in one’s community, has been found to be negatively correlated with 
perceptions of insecurity in the Guatemalan context (Azpuru 2010). 
 
These findings for Guatemala are consistent with the predictions of a larger theoretical 
framework developed around the concept of “community resilience,” which identifies citizens’ 
organizational capacity and participation in community improvement activities as essential for 
confronting community challenges, including crime and violence. A primary goal of this study is 
to create an index of community resilience.  Before elaborating on the methodology proposed for 
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the construction of a community resilience index, the concept of resilience and its theoretical link 
to crime prevention are discussed.  
 
Theoretical Framework: Community Resilience as a Mechanism to Prevent Crime  
Resilience is defined as “the capacity to rebound from adversity, strengthened and more 
resourceful. It is an active process of endurance, self-righting and growth in response to crisis 
and challenge” (Simich et al. 2006). Although resilience is often considered an individual 
attribute, studies indicate that the characteristics of the social structure or environment 
surrounding individuals are an important determinant of resilience (Lemyre 2007).  The study of 
resilience applied to communities focuses on the capacity of their members to deal with adversity 
together and, therefore, to improve their living conditions through collective action (Kulig et.al. 
2013). Community characteristics are seen as critical determinants of the extent of individuals’ 
empowerment to act collectively. The quality of relationships between residents and family 
members, as well as community-level aspects, are considered important factors for the building 
communities’ capacity to resist adverse events.  
 
In practice, the operationalization and measurement of community resilience have responded to 
specific challenges communities face. Most research has focused on the study of community 
resilience in the context of a decline in the economy (e.g., European Union’s EPSON research 
programme), the loss of natural resources in resource-dependent communities (e.g., Matarrita-
Cascante and Trejos 2013), or natural disasters (e.g., Leykin et al. 2013; Norris et al. 2008). 
When applied to natural disasters, for example, Norris et al. (2008) define community resilience 
as “a process linking a set of adaptive capacities to a positive trajectory of functioning and 
adaptation after a disturbance” (130), and they operationalize the concept of resilience based on 
four overarching factors: social capital, economic development, information and communication, 
and community competence. Other authors, also focusing on natural disasters, identify the 
domain of “emergency preparedness” as a dimension of community resilience (e.g., Cutter et al. 
2008 and Kulig et. al 2013). In sum, there is no a single approach to measure community 
resilience, as its definition and operationalization are contingent on the specific risks to which 
particular communities are exposed. Significantly, a conclusion that can be derived from the 
current literature is that there are only a few empirical studies that have developed measures of 
community resilience (Wickes 2010).  
 
This study focuses on the measurement of community resilience in contexts of high vulnerability 
to crime and violence. The most comprehensive study on the topic is Davis’ (2012) study entitled 
Community Resilience in Situations of Chronic Violence, which was prepared for USAID. Davis 
(2012) provides a qualitative account of how communities in eight cities in different countries 
and regions of the world cope and adapt to situations of chronic violence.1 The theoretical 
framework in this study is primarily derived from Davis’ (2012) research.  
 
Davis (2012) defines community resilience in context of high crime and violence as “acts 
intended to restore or create effectively functioning community-level activities, institutions, and 
spaces in which the perpetrators of violence are marginalized and perhaps even eliminated”(9). 
Davis adds that resilience refers to “the ways that actors and institutions at the level of the 
                                                   
1 Davis’s (2012) explores the mechanisms through which residents build community resilience in the cities of 
Johannesburg, Karachi, Kigali, Managua, Medellín, Mexico City, Nairobi, and São Paolo. 
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community actually cope with or adapt” to chronic violence (20). As can be observed, an 
important conclusion drawn from this definition is that high levels of community resilience do 
not necessarily result in lower levels of insecurity. However, higher levels of community 
resilience, at a minimum, should be indicative of an improvement in the capacity of communities 
to confront crime and violence or to adapt to insecurity. 
 
Thus, an index of community resilience should incorporate quantitative measures of aspects that 
equip communities to be better prepared to cope or adapt to situations of violence, rather than 
integrate actual measures of citizen security such as crime victimization or fear of crime. For this 
reason, we propose to measure and monitor the extent of community resilience and safety 
separately in this study. An important implication for monitoring and evaluation is that, even if 
crime and violence are not fully eradicated or reduced, crime prevention programs can still be 
considered successful if they lead to the creation of community resilience or capacity to resist 
criminal activity.  
 
Taking into account Davis’ (2012) theoretical insights and findings, we construct an index of 
community resilience based on four central principles: 1) community resilience can be positive 
or negative, 2) positive community resilience entails strong intra-community relationships as 
well as strong community ties with state institutions, 3) positive community resilience also 
necessitates the willingness of residents to abide by the law and, consequently, to oppose 
community actions to fight crime that violate this premise, and 4) higher levels of positive 
community resilience do not necessarily result in reduced crime and violence, but they should 
result in increased community capacity to resist or adapt to criminal activity. Thus, we focus on 
the identification of rebuilding strategies that can strengthen communities’ abilities to “bounce 
back” from the distress insecurity causes. Figure I.1 summarizes Davis’ (2012) findings on the 
different strategies communities can implement to confront crime. 
 
An initial conclusion we derive from Figure I.1 is that community resilience is clearly a 
multifaceted phenomenon; consequently, any quantitative measure of community resilience 
should be multidimensional in nature. Indeed, Davis’ account of community resilience confirms 
the notion that community resilience is a “complex, multidimensional, multi-layered process 
through which communities demonstrate a capacity to withstand and respond positively to stress 
or change” (Wickes et al. 2010). Second, after reviewing Davis’ findings, we conclude that an 
index of community resilience employed for the monitoring and evaluation of crime prevention 
programs should focus on “positive” resilience and, therefore, result in lower scores when 
community residents favor extra-legal actions to fight crime. Davis (2012) distinguishes between 
the concepts of negative and positive resilience, defining each construct as follows: 
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 Positive Resilience: “Strong and cooperative relationships between the state and 

community, and between different actors tend to characterize positive resilience” (9). 
 Negative Resilience:  “Occurs when violence entrepreneurs have gained effective 

control of the means of coercion, and impose their own forms of justice, security, and 
livelihoods” (9). 

 
Figure I-1. Community Resilience in Situations of Chronic Violence: Theoretical Framework 

 
 
Positive resilience is theorized not only to bring about tight-knit community relationships that 
materialize in collective action, but also to support a strong community connection with state 
institutions. For example, Davis (2012) reports that in the communities included in her study, 
“views of the police were central, whether as a potentially positive agent who might partner with 
individuals and communities against other violent actors or as the enemy” (73). Following Davis 
(2012), we consider intra-community and state-community relationships as two distinct 
dimensions of positive community resilience, with weaker intra-community and community-state 
relationships resulting in lower levels of positive community resilience.  
 
Since aspects of negative and positive resilience can coexist in a community, to effectively 
evaluate a community’s progress in developing positive capacities to resist and overcome 
violence, a valid measure of community resilience should take into account whether or not 
increases in positive forms of community resilience have coincided with increases in negative 
resilience. We theorize that resident attitudes toward the rule of law and vigilante justice, 
captured with public opinion surveys, can be employed as proxy variables of the extent to which 
community residents are willing to support community engagement in acts that are 
manifestations of negative resilience. As with other quantitative indicators of community 
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resilience, however, to have a better understanding of communities’ internal dynamics and how 
positive or negative community resilience manifest in residents’ everyday life, it is important to 
complement data obtained from public opinion surveys with qualitative information gathered 
from in-depth interviews or focus groups with community residents, as will be demonstrated in 
this study. 
 
In addition to strong intra-community and state-community relationships and support for the rule 
of law, the literature suggests that communities are better equipped to confront crime and 
violence when they have access to adequate public services such as public lighting and clean 
public spaces. The literature suggests that residents’ resources are also important for community 
resilience, as higher income and better educated individuals are more likely to participate in 
community activities at higher rates and be more effective leaders than residents with lower 
socio-economic status.  
 
Building from Davis study and previous literature in sociology, criminology, and political 
science, we identify a subset of indicators that are likely to be associated with strong intra-
community and state-community relationships, support for the rule of law, and community and 
household resources. In the next few pages, we present the theoretical aspects and 
operationalization of each indicator.  
 
Indicators of Strong Intra-Community Relationships 
After reviewing the literature, we identified four indicators associated with intra-community 
dynamics relevant for the study of community resilience: social cohesion, residents’ 
participation, community leadership, and resident inclusiveness. Below we provide a brief 
description of the theoretical significance of each indicator and present the items included in a 
pilot survey conducted specifically for this study to measure each construct.   
 
Social Cohesion 
Introduced by Durkheim (1893), the notion of social cohesion is linked to the concept of 
solidarity and its contribution to social integration (Dickes et al. 2010). Evidence suggests that 
social cohesion increases the likelihood that neighborhood residents will regularly take actions 
for the common good, including actions to prevent crime (Brown et al. 2004, Sampson and 
Raudenbush 1999, Sampson et al. 1997).2 Indeed, the empirical evidence available indicates that 
higher levels of social cohesion are associated with reduced crime and violence (Sampson et al. 
1997 ; Brown et al. 2004).3 Following prior studies,4 we measure social cohesion in this study 
based on the items in the survey that ask respondents to what extent they agree or disagree with 
the following statements:5 
 

 SC1. Neighbors organize themselves 
                                                   
2 The combination of social cohesion and the willingness of local residents to intervene for the common good is known 
in the sociology literature as “collective efficacy.” 
3 Villareal and Silva (2006), for example, assess the link between social cohesion and crime in the Latin American 
context in 197 neighborhoods in Belo Horizonte, Brazil.  
4 The first four items are from Sampson et al. (1997) 
5 These items are asked using a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means “strongly agree” and 5 means “strongly 
disagree.” The exact wording of these items and all other survey questions, as asked in Spanish, can be found in 
Annex 1.  
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 SC2. The neighborhood is unified 
 SC3. Neighbors are willing to help 
 SC4. Neighbors get along 
 SC7. You can trust your neighbors 

 
Participation 
As communities become more cohesive, resident participation in community improvement 
activities is expected to increase. An underlying assumption at the core of the notion of social 
capital (Putnam 1993, 2000) is that stronger interpersonal relations will manifest in higher levels 
of civic participation. Yet, previous studies have documented that this assumption does not find 
strong empirical support in the context of Latin America (Córdova 2008). In other words, strong 
social ties manifesting in high levels of social cohesion or trust do not necessarily result in higher 
civic participation. For this reason, we treat community participation as a separate indicator of 
community resilience. In particular, we focus on residents’ participation in those activities that 
community improvement committees organize. 
 
Previous studies indicate that Guatemala ranks high in comparison to other Latin American 
countries in terms of the level of civic participation at the community level (Azpuru 2012). 
Specifically, among 24 Latin American countries, Guatemala shows the second-highest level of 
citizen participation in activities that community improvement committees organize. 
Interestingly, the poorest countries in Latin America show the highest community participation 
rates, with Haiti showing the highest rate, followed by Guatemala and Bolivia. This evidence 
suggests that community participation is an important resilience strategy in Guatemala and in 
other poor countries in the region. 
 
Another related form of participation at the community level is citizens’ involvement in activities 
the local government organizes. In many Latin American countries, including Guatemala, 
decentralization reforms granted a leading role to community committees as channels for 
“bringing the state closer to the people” (Selee 2004) and have arguably strengthened the 
capability of neighbors to act collectively and become politically active in local governments’ 
activities. Eaton (2012, 39) lists the opening of “new spaces for the direct participation of local 
community organizations” as one of the most prominent political changes that decentralization 
has brought to the region. For this reason, we explore empirically if both residents’ participation 
in activities that community improvement organizations and the local government organize build 
community resilience. To measure the extent of residents’ participation, we use the following 
two items in the survey: 
 

 PART 3. Do you participate in meetings of a committee for community improvement 
once a week, once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never? 

 PART 4. Do you participate in meetings organized by the local government once a 
week, once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never? 
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Community Leadership 
Residents’ participation is more likely to materialize in higher levels of resilience if communities 
have effective leaders. The literature indicates that leaders who are well known and respected by 
community residents are more likely to mobilize community residents successfully and to 
achieve community goals (Fox 1996, Krishna 2007, Oliver 1984, Oliver and Marwell 1988, 
Samuels 2003). For example, Krishna (2007) finds that in rural villages in India, social capital, 
including trust toward neighbors, was more likely to grow when villages had good leadership. To 
assess the influence of community leadership on community resilience, the following eight 
questions were drafted specifically for this study and included in the survey questionnaire: 
 

 How would you rate the job of community leaders in the following areas?  
o COMP8. Leaders communicate with residents 
o COMP9. Leaders involve residents in decision-making 
o COMP10. Leaders do a good job in improving the neighborhood 

 
 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

o COMP2. This neighborhood has good leaders 
o COMP 4. Neighborhood leaders abide by the law 
o COMP 5. You can trust neighborhood leaders 

 
 CFM7. How much trust do you have in the neighborhood association or committee of 

your community? 
 

 CFM8. Would you say that the job of the neighborhood association of this community 
is very good, good, neither good nor bad, bad, or very bad?  

 
Resident Inclusiveness 
For community resilience to bring about positive outcomes for the entire community, it has to 
entail the involvement of disadvantaged groups within communities in the planning of 
community activities. Strong leadership without the participation of disadvantaged residents can 
lead to “elite capture” or to a form of community resilience that primarily favors privileged 
groups (Machado 2013). To ensure that our index reflected patterns of community resilience 
substantiated in social equity practices, the following items on resident inclusiveness were 
included in the survey: 
 

 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
o COMP6. Women are accepted in leadership roles 
o COMP7. The poor are accepted in leadership roles 
o COMP1. People like you have real influence on community decisions 
o COMP3. There are many opportunities for residents to participate in decision 

making in this community 
 
Indicators of Strong State-Community Relationships 
The quality of state-community relationships is measured using survey items on the extent of 
political institutions’ legitimacy among residents. Political legitimacy has been classically 
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defined as citizens’ “belief that existing political institutions are the most appropriate and proper 
ones for the society” (Lipset 1983, 64). The literature suggests that political legitimacy is an 
important driver of citizens’ political participation; if citizens do not trust political institutions, 
they are less likely to engage in democratic processes and support democratic ideals (Mishler and 
Rose 2005). Thus, along with strong intra-community relationships, residents’ attitudes toward 
political institutions influence the building of community resilience. The following survey 
questions are employed to measure the extent of residents’ confidence in political institutions: 
 
Political legitimacy of local government:  
 

 CFM4A. Trust in municipality 
 CFM4D. Trust in mayor 
 CFM1. Trust in good management of funds by municipality 
 CFM3. Municipality provides good services 

 
Political legitimacy of national government: 
 

 CFM4B Trust in national government 
 CFM4E. Trust in the president 

 
Political legitimacy of the national police: 
 

 CFM4B Trust in national government 
 CFM4E. Trust in the president 

 
Indicators of Support for the Rule of Law 
Along with El Salvador and Honduras, Guatemala has been classified as a country with high 
crime and low respect for the rule of law (Malone 2012). Extra-legal practices to apprehend 
perpetrators of crime are justified by a relative high proportion of citizens in Guatemala (Azpuru 
2012). An important preoccupation in the Guatemalan context is the relative high approval of 
vigilante justice among citizens (Ibid., 233). Azpuru (2012) reports that individuals who self-
identified as indigenous show a higher level of approval of citizens’ taking the law into their own 
hands. As noted by Davis’ (2012), positive community resilience entails citizens’ willingness to 
abide by the law. Thus, we measure citizens’ respect for the rule of law using two items in the 
survey: 
 
Disapproval of Circumventing the Law: 
 

 CONN4. Sometimes is justifiable that neighbors circumvent the law to catch 
criminals. 
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Disapproval of Vigilante Justice: 
 

 CONN6. Sometimes is justifiable that neighbors take the law into their own hands to 
punish criminals. 

 
Indicators of Community and Household Resources 
Lastly, the literature points to community and household resources as important components of 
community resilience (Sherrieb et al. 2010). Community resources as measured by the extent of 
“physical disorder” in the neighborhood have been theorized to be strongly correlated with 
neighborhood crime and violence (Sampson and Raudenbush 1999; Perkins et al. 1993; Perkins 
and Taylor 1996). Physical disorder refers to “the deterioration of urban landscapes,” including 
lack of street lighting and garbage in the streets (Sampson and Raudenbush 1999, 603-4). We 
measure community resources using the following three items in the public opinion survey: 
 

 SOD6. Street lighting  
 SOD5. Vacant lot cleanup 
 SOD4. Street cleanliness 

 
Although objective data on community resources were collected through the systematic 
observation of blocks in each community, we decided to base our analysis on data from the 
public opinion survey because the latter allow us to assess citizens’ ratings of the quality of 
public services related to those resources. As pointed out in previous studies, results of the 
systematic observation of neighborhoods depend highly on the time during the day that resources 
are observed (Sampson and Raudenbush 1999). For example, since neighborhoods are typically 
observed during the day, data from systematic observations do not allow corroboration of 
whether public lights actually work.  
 
In addition to community resources, household resources are cited as an important aspect of 
community resilience (Sherrieb et al. 2010). In particular, the literature points to schooling and 
economic well-being as important determinants of effective citizen participation in civic and 
political activities (Brady et al., 1995). The following survey items are used to measure 
residents’ socio-economic status or household resources: 
 
Education: 
 

 EDU. Percent of residents with at least one year of secondary education. 
 
Income (at least one minimum salary per family): 
 

 INCOME1. Percent of residents with a household income of 2500 quetzales or more. 
 
Perception of Economic Well-being: 
 

 INCOME2. Household income is enough 
 



14 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

Data Collection in Pilot Communities 
The data employed in the statistical analysis of this study include 300 voting-age individuals 
interviewed in three communities in Guatemala. One hundred face-to-face interviews were 
carried out in each community during December 2013. To assess the validity of the index in 
urban and rural contexts, two communities were selected from the municipality of Guatemala, 
and one was selected from the rural municipality of San Juan Sacatepéquez. Both municipalities, 
Guatemala and San Juan Sacatepéquez, belong to the Department of Guatemala.  
 
According to the latest census (INE 2002), 46.5 percent of the population in San Juan 
Sacatepéquez lives in the rural area, while the entire population in the municipality of Guatemala 
is considered urban. The municipality of San Juan Sacatepéquez is also characterized by a high 
percentage of indigenous people; 65.4 percent of the population in San Juan Sacatepéquez is 
indigenous in comparison to 13.5 percent in the municipality of Guatemala (Ibid). Regarding the 
level of criminality, crime and violence affect both municipalities, although at very different 
rates. The most recent data available show that the homicide rate in the municipality of 
Guatemala was 103.1 homicides per 100,000 inhabitants in 2102, one of the highest in the world. 
On the other hand, the homicide rate in San Juan Sacatepéquez for the same year was 38.6 
homicides for each 100,000 inhabitants. 
 
The selection of communities in each municipality was based on two main criteria: 1) the size of 
the community—so that at least 100 interviews could be completed in each community, and 2) 
the level of crime. To ensure the safety of the fieldwork team, communities fully controlled by 
gangs or other illicit groups (¨hot spots¨) were excluded from the list of eligible communities. 
Thus, although the communities selected are considered “at risk,” or vulnerable to crime and 
violence, they do not necessarily show the highest incidence of criminal activity in the 
municipality. Taking into account these selection criteria, the project team selected 
“Communities 1 and 2” in the municipality of Guatemala and “Community 3” in the 
municipality of San Juan Sacatepéquez. To ensure the confidentiality of responses, we omit the 
names of communities in this report and thus only refer to the three communities as Community 
1, Community 2, and Community 3.  
 
Two questionnaires were administered in each community: 1) a public opinion questionnaire 
containing demographic information, items on resilience, and measures of citizen security, and 
2) “systematic observation” questionnaire that follows previous literature (Perkins and Taylor 
1996; Sampson and Raudenhush 1999) to collect objective information on community resources, 
such as the presence of a police station or a community center. To complement the results of the 
statistical analysis and thus further understand internal dynamics within communities, qualitative 
data were gathered in each community through focus groups with community leaders.  
 
Methods of Analysis 
Given the multidimensional nature of community resilience, an important step in the 
construction of the index was to examine the underlying structure of the data and to assess 
whether or not the data confirm the components of community resilience identified in the 
literature.  Multivariate techniques are employed to examine the correlations between the survey 
items that are hypothesized to measure each dimension of community resilience and to determine 
the number of distinct but related dimensions that comprise the index (OECD 2008).  
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A three-step procedure was followed to compare the statistically identified structure of the 
dataset to the proposed theoretical framework. First, Factor Analysis was used to determine 
empirically the unidimensionality of the survey items employed for the construction of sub-
components or intermediate variables. In other words, before examining the structure of 
community resilience empirically, we assessed if intermediate variables or sub-components such 
as social cohesion, community leadership, and resident inclusiveness could be treated as single 
variables in the analysis.  
 
Second, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to identify the structure of the data and to 
propose a preliminary index structure. EFA is considered a “data-driven approach to identifying 
a smaller number of underlying factors or latent variables” (Harrington 2009). The main purpose 
of EFA is to aid researchers in the generation of models or explanatory theories. The last step in 
the multivariate analysis of the data consisted of testing the statistical significance of the data 
structure identified in the EFA using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Thus, CFA was used 
to validate statistically the structure of the proposed community resilience index in contexts of 
insecurity.  
 
Following the suggestions of previous studies (e.g., Dickes et al. 2010; Damasio et al.  2011), a 
split sample strategy was employed to explore the multidimensionality of the index. The EFA 
was performed in the first sub-sample of the data, and CFA was then carried out using the second 
sub-sample. A split sample strategy was followed to rule out the possibility that the results of the 
CFA were driven by the data structure identified in the EFA. If both the EFA and CFA are 
executed in the same sample, the results of the CFA are likely to be biased. A model is more 
likely to fit the data from which it was created than the data from any other sample from the 
same population. Thus, performing the EFA and CFA using the same sample would have 
artificially increased the probability of validating the proposed data structure and, therefore, of 
overestimating the results of the CFA.  
 
For this reason, we split the sample in two sub-samples, performing the EFA and CFA in 
different datasets. The EFA was performed using data for Community 3 in the municipality of 
San Juan Sacatepéquez. Since CFA works best in larger samples (Harrington 2009), the CFA 
was carried out using the pooled dataset for the two communities in the Municipality of 
Guatemala, Communities 1 and 2. An important substantive advantage of splitting the total 
sample in this way is that we are able to assess if community resilience is likely to manifest in a 
similar way in urban and rural communities in Guatemala, and to examine the suitability of our 
index to measure community resilience in urban and rural contexts. 
 
Figure I.2 summarizes the different steps we followed to construct the index. As will be 
explained in detail below, after performing the CFA, the next steps in the process were to 
standardize all variables on the same scale and to determine the aggregation rules. The last step 
consists of presenting the results for each dimension of community resilience and the index as a 
whole in each community. 
 



16 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

Figure I-2. Construction of a Community Resilience Index: Methodological Steps 

 
 
Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 
Table I.1 presents the descriptive statistics of the sample for each community. Since individuals 
were interviewed using a pre-determined sex and age quota, the final sample achieved in each 
community reflects a relatively balanced distribution of those characteristics. However, 
important differences are observed across communities in the level of education and household 
income. Community 1 shows a much higher percentage of the population with at least one year 
of secondary education (47 percent) than residents in Community 2 (27 percent) and Community 
3 (41 percent). We also find a similar pattern in the level of household income across 
communities; about 48.5 percent of residents in Community 1 reported having a household 
income equal to 2,500 quetzales or less, approximately 319 USD or less per month. In 
Community 3 and Community 1 that figure is 68.4 and 79.6 percent, respectively. Thus, 
residents in Community 2 have lower levels of education and income than those in the two other 
communities in the sample. 
 
Important differences in the ethnic composition of communities are also observed. As expected, 
Community 3 in the municipality of San Juan Sacatepéquez shows a much higher percentage of 
residents self-identifying as indigenous; 92 percent of respondents in Community 3 considered 
themselves indigenous, while only 7 percent of respondents in Community 1 and 34.7 percent of 
respondents in Community 2 self-reported as indigenous.  
 
In sum, differences in socio-economic and demographic characteristics across communities 
allow us to explore the structure of community resilience in communities with very different 
backgrounds. 
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Table I-1. Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

 Community 1 
(N=100) 

Community 2 
(N=100) 

Community 3 
(N=100) 

Total 
(N=300) 

 No. Col % No. Col % No. Col % No. Col % 
Gender         
Female 48 48 50 50 49 49 147 49 
Male 52 52 50 50 51 51 153 51 
Age         
18-25 25 25 25 25 39 39.4 89 29.8 
26-35 25 25 23 23 11 11.1 59 19.7 
36-45 19 19 22 22 20 20.2 61 20.4 
46-55 15 15 16 16 14 14.1 45 15.1 
56+ 16 16 14 14 15 15.2 45 15.1 
Education Level          
None 10 10 18 18 7 7 35 11.7 
Primary 38 38 55 55 49 49 142 47.3 
Secondary 47 47 27 27 41 41 115 38.3 
Higher 5 5 0 0 3 3 8 2.7 
Monthly Household Income         
2500 Quetzales or less 47 48.5 78 79.6 67 68.4 192 65.5 
More than 2500 Quetzales 50 51.5 20 20.4 31 31.6 101 34.5 
Ethnicity         
Ladina 89 89 61 62.2 4 4 154 51.7 
Indigenous 7 7 34 34.7 92 92 133 44.6 
Other 4 4 3 3.1 4 4 11 3.7 

 
Construction of a Community Resilience Index 
 
STEP 1: Construction of Intermediate Variables  
Thirty-five survey items were identified as measures of different aspects of community 
resilience. As indicated previously, many of those items are theorized to form unidimensional 
constructs or intermediate variables. Specifically, that is the case for the items related to social 
cohesion, community leadership, resident inclusiveness, local government legitimacy, national 
government legitimacy, and support for the rule of law.  At least two items from the survey are 
theorized to measure each of these constructs. In this section, we explored empirically if, as 
hypothesized, survey items could be grouped into single intermediate variables using factor 
analysis.  
 
Table I.2 presents the results of the factor analysis for checking the unidimensionality of 
intermediate variables. The purpose of factor analysis is to describe a set of M variables x1, x2, 
x3…xm in terms of a smaller number of q factors and to explore the relationship between 
variables. In other words, factor analysis is a technique to examine if there are groups of items 
that go together or form a single factor or construct. If items are associated with one factor, they 
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should be correlated with each other, and correlations should go only in one direction or be 
positively associated with the factor. Principal Component Factor (PCF) was employed as a 
method of extraction to identify the strength of correlations between items theorized to measure a 
single factor or construct.6   
 
The results of the factor analysis in Table I.2 indicate that social cohesion, community 
leadership, resident inclusiveness, local government legitimacy, national government legitimacy, 
and support for the rule of law are unidimensional constructs (i.e., each of them form only one 
factor). The factor loadings for each item of a given factor are reported in Table I.2. Factor 
loadings allow for the assessment of how items are related to a factor. If an item has a loading 
over 0.4 on a factor, it is considered a good indicator of that factor (Acock 2010). As can be 
observed, in all cases the factor loading associated with each survey item forming a factor is 
above 0.6, indicating that individual items are strongly correlated with a given factor or 
construct. 
 
In addition to analyzing factor loadings, we explore the internal consistency of items forming 
each intermediate variable. Table I.2 reports the Cronbach's alpha (α) coefficient for each 
intermediate variable, assuming that all items are retained and the alpha coefficient that would be 
obtained if an item is dropped. Cronbach's alpha (α) coefficient is the most commonly used 
measure of internal consistency of items in a model. It examines how well a set of items 
measures a single unidimensional factor. In general, an α > 0.70 is considered adequate 
reliability (Nunnally 1978). As can be observed, the α coefficient for the social cohesion index is 
0.804; if any of the items measuring social cohesion were dropped, a lower α coefficient would 
be obtained, indicating that all items should be kept as measures of social cohesion. The α 
coefficient associated with community leadership is particularly large, 0.878. If an item were 
dropped from the community leadership indicator, a lower α would also be obtained. The α 
coefficient related to the other intermediate variables (e.g., resident inclusiveness, local 
government legitimacy, national government legitimacy, and support for the rule of law) is also 
much larger than the 0.70 threshold. The results also suggest that dropping any individual item 
from these intermediate variables would result in lower internal consistency or reliability. 
 
Since we were able to corroborate empirically that individual items can be grouped in a subset of 
intermediate variables, the total number of variables employed for measuring community 
resilience was reduced from 35 to 16 variables, simplifying the construction of the index. The 
next section presents the results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to uncover the main 
components of the resilience index. 
 

                                                   
6 Initial solutions were rotated using Varimax orthogonal rotation, which does not allow factors to be correlated with 
each other.  
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Table I-2. Construction of Intermediate Variables: Factor Analysis and Reliability Results 

Intermediate 
Variables 

Survey Item Obs. Mean St. Dev. Factor 
Loading 

alpha 

Social Cohesion  299 0.700 0.191  0.804 
 SC1. Neighbors organize themselves 296 0.709 0.267 0.752 0.767 
 SC2. Neighborhood is unified 299 0.696 0.265 0.808 0.746 
 SC3. Neighbors are willing to help  297 0.698 0.242 0.762 0.765 
 SC4. Neighbors get along 298 0.690 0.239 0.772 0.757 
 SC7. Trust toward neighbors 300 0.708 0.263 0.652 0.798 
Community 
Leadership 

 280 0.672 0.173  0.878 

 CFM7. Trust in neighborhood association 260 0.623 0.294 0.670 0.871 
 CFM8. Neighborhood association does a good job 261 0.693 0.190 0.709 0.868 
 COMP8. Leaders communicate with residents 279 0.649 0.226 0.808 0.857 
 COMP9. Leaders involve resident in decision making 279 0.659 0.229 0.812 0.853 
 COMP10. Leaders do a good job in improving the 

neighborhood 
280 0.678 0.219 0.806 0.855 

 COMP2. Neighborhood has good leaders 278 0.647 0.255 0.678 0.867 
 COMP4. Neighborhood leaders abide by the law 268 0.717 0.242 0.698 0.865 
 COMP55. Trust toward neighborhood leaders 282 0.708 0.237 0.689 0.866 
Resident 
Inclusiveness 

 289 0.659 0.211  0.788 

 COMP1. Influence on community decisions 280 0.594 0.281 0.780 0.733 
 COMP3. Residents participate in the decision making process 278 0.664 0.250 0.805 0.717 
 COMP6. Women are accepted in leadership roles 280 0.721 0.241 0.761 0.751 
 COMP7. The poor are accepted in leadership roles 278 0.683 0.267 0.770 0.741 
Political 
Legitimacy of 
Local 
Government 

 300 0.586 0.241  0.804 

 CFM4A. Trust in municipality 294 0.567 0.327 0.854 0.716 
 CFM4D. Trust in mayor 296 0.553 0.333 0.818 0.743 
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Intermediate 
Variables 

Survey Item Obs. Mean St. Dev. Factor 
Loading 

alpha 

 CFM1. Trust in good management of funds by municipality 290 0.495 0.332 0.764 0.772 
 CFM3. Municipality provides good services 298 0.719 0.209 0.746 0.784 
Political 
Legitimacy of 
National 
Government 

 297 0.493 0.318  0.859 

 CFM4B Trust in national government 296 0.490 0.337 0.936  
 CFM4E. Trust in the president 296 0.495 0.343 0.936  
* Principal Component Factor Analysis was used as the method of extraction, with Varimax rotation. 
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STEP 2: Exploratory Factor Analysis 
The theoretical framework proposed suggests that positive community resilience can be 
measured based on various components, including intra-community relationships, state-
community relationships, participation, community resources, household resources, and support 
for the rule of law. We use a total of 16 variables related to the theoretical constructs identified in 
the literature to examine the structure of positive community resilience. As explained above, an 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed using a split sample strategy and taking into 
account the 16 variables. The EFA was carried out using Principal Component Factor Analysis 
with Oblimin rotation based on data for Community 3. The Oblimin rotation was chosen to allow 
for the possibility of correlation between factors. Two criteria were considered to determine the 
number of factors to retain: 1) only factors with eigenvalues larger than 1 were kept, and 2) 
factors retained had to account for more than 60 percent of the overall variance. The expectation 
was to find that each item had a factor loading of 0.40 or higher on a given factor, and lower 
loading on other factors. Table I.3 presents the results of the EFA. 
 
Table I-3. Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Community Resilience Assessment 

   Factor Loadings    
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Social Cohesion 0.094 0.737 0.057 -0.030 -0.179 -0.056 
Community Leadership 0.180 0.846 0.022 -0.016 0.102 -0.054 
Resident Inclusiveness 0.187 0.835 0.000 -0.036 0.007 -0.031 
Political legitimacy-Local Government 0.753 0.157 0.005 0.107 0.106 -0.076 
Political legitimacy-National Government 0.910 0.097 -0.039 0.044 0.020 -0.078 
Political legitimacy-National Police 0.749 0.308 -0.045 -0.073 -0.100 -0.069 
Participation in community meetings  -0.094 0.084 -0.120 0.043 0.849 0.016 
Participation in local government meetings  0.144 -0.104 0.165 -0.109 0.819 -0.095 
Street cleanliness  0.022 -0.077 0.864 -0.200 0.121 0.037 
Vacant lot cleanup -0.056 0.150 0.753 0.245 -0.055 -0.045 
Street lighting  -0.072 0.045 0.790 -0.202 -0.079 0.055 
Perceptions of economic well-being 0.144 -0.091 -0.183 0.753 -0.160 -0.092 
Household Income  0.129 0.031 -0.026 0.754 0.188 -0.054 
Education -0.238 -0.067 -0.123 0.678 -0.140 0.225 
Disapproval of circumventing the law -0.183 -0.052 0.052 -0.157 0.003 0.808 
Disapproval of vigilante justice -0.065 -0.107 0.012 0.187 -0.095 0.765 
Factor 1: State-Community Relationships; Factor 2: Intra-Community Relationships; Factor 3: Community Resources; Factor 
4: Household Resources; Factor 5: Participation; Factor 6: Support for the Rule of Law. 
*Principal Component Factor Analysis was used as the method of extraction, with Oblimin rotation. Loadings greater than 0.5 
(absolute values) are highlighted. N=93. 

 
Table I.3 indicates that community resilience should be measured using a multidimensional 
index. More specifically, the distribution of factor loadings suggests that community resilience 
can be measured with a composite index of six factors. Factor loadings can be thought of as 
being the correlations between each item and each factor. As can be observed, the three items on 
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political legitimacy are strongly correlated with the first factor, each item showing a factor 
loading larger than 0.7. The second factor is defined by social cohesion, community leadership, 
and resident inclusiveness, with factor loadings larger than 0.7. Based on these results, we 
theorize that the first factor corresponds to the state-community relationships component, and the 
second corresponds to intra-community relationships.  
 
The third and fourth factors cluster the items related to community and household resources, 
respectively. Factor loadings are larger than 0.7 for each factor, except for the variable on 
education (0.678). We also find that the items on participation in meetings of a community 
improvement committee and meetings convened by the local government form a single factor, 
with factor loadings larger than 0.8. Thus, we identify participation as one dimension of 
community resilience. Finally, the results of the EFA also suggest that community resilience is 
integrated by a sixth factor, support for the rule of law. The two survey items measuring support 
for the rule of law show factor loadings larger than 0.7 on the sixth factor. All factor loadings 
derived from the EFA are large enough to conclude that the 16 variables in our model tap into six 
dimensions of community resilience.   
 
To verify the factor structure obtained from the EFA based on data for one community, 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted using data for the other two communities in 
the sample. The following section shows the results of the CFA. 
 
STEP 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
CFA allows for the testing of the hypothesis that a relationship between the observed variables 
and their underlying factors exists. In particular, CFA enables researchers to examine the 
reliability of individual items, factors or dimensions, and the overall model. Maximum-
Likelihood CFA was employed to testing the fit of the model uncovered using EFA. The model’s 
goodness-of-fit was examined using different tests based on generally accepted thresholds. 
Following Kline’s (2005) recommendation, we report the results of the Chi-Square, Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) tests. 
 
The Chi-Square value is a measure for evaluating overall model fit, and it “assesses the 
magnitude of discrepancy between the sample and fitted covariance matrices” (Hu and Bentler, 
1999, 2). A good model fit would provide an insignificant result at a 0.05 threshold or more. 
However, as Harrington (2009) notes, the Chi-Square test has the limitation that it is almost 
always significant with large samples, which is our case here (N=172). RMSEA indicates “how 
well the model, with unknown but optimally chosen parameter estimates, would fit the 
population covariance matrix” (Hooper et al. 2010, 54). Brown (2006) recommends a RMSEA 
close to 0.06 or less. The CFI tests the hypothesis that all factors are uncorrelated. A CFI greater 
than 0.9 indicates good model fit (Kline 2005, 140). Lastly, the SRMR is based on the 
discrepancy between the correlations in the input matrix and the correlations predicted by the 
model (Harrington 2009). SRMR values "less than .10 are generally considered favorable" 
(Kline 2005, 141). Table I.4 reports the goodness–of–fit estimates for a community resilience 
model with six dimensions based on 16 variables, as shown above. 
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Table I-4. Goodness-of-Fit Indicators for Community Resilience Model (n=172) 

Fit Statistic   
Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square 131.383 (p<0.001) 
Population Error RMSEA 0.054 
Baseline Comparison CFI 0.947 
Size of Residuals RMSE 0.062 

 
Except for the Chi-Square test, which was expected to reach statistical significance, the 
goodness–of–fit indicators associated with the proposed community resilience model are within 
the acceptable range. Thus, the results of the CFA, based on a subsample of data for the two 
urban communities selected for the study, support the findings of the Exploratory Factor 
Analysis, based on data for the rural community in the sample.  
 
The results of the CFA are presented graphically in Figure I.3. The correlations among the six 
components of community resilience are shown next to the curved lines. For example, the 
correlation between Intra-Community Relationships and State-Community Relationships is 0.49, 
the correlation between Intra-Community Relationships and Community Resources is .20, the 
correlation between State-Community Relationships and Participation is 0.26, and the correlation 
between Participation and Household Resources is -0.38. All correlations between dimensions of 
the index are statistically significant, except for the correlation between Intra-Community 
Relationships and Household Resources, State-Community Relationships and Community 
Resources, State-Community Relationships and Support for the Rule of Law, Participation and 
Community Resources, and Participation and Support for the Rule of Law.  
 
The statistically significant correlations suggest that the dimensions of the index are related, as 
would be expected given that they are all hypothesized to be aspects of community resilience, 
but the correlations are not so high as to suggest that they are all measuring the same component 
or dimension.  
 
The factor loadings are shown on the arrows from the six dimensions to the observed variables. 
The factor loadings are the estimated coefficients and can be interpreted as measures of the 
validity of observed variables. As a general rule of thumb in CFA, loadings above 0.71 are 
excellent, those above 0.63 are very good, those above 0.55 are good, those above 0.45 are fair, 
and those at or below 0.32 are poor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Using Tabachnick and Fidell’s 
(2007) rule of thumb, all factor loadings or coefficients in the model are considered fair to 
excellent. All loadings are equal to 0.51 or greater and are statistically significant (p < 0.001).  
 
As can be observed in Figure I.3, the loadings for the three observed variables on Intra-
Community Relationships range from 0.52 (Social Cohesion) to 0.93 (Community Leadership).7 
The loadings for the three variables on State-Community Relationships range from 0.73 
(Political Legitimacy of the National Government) to 0.88 (Political Legitimacy of the National 
Police). The loadings for the two variables on Participation range from 0.74 (Participation in 
meetings organized by the local government) to 0.84 (Participation in meetings of community 
improvement committees). The loadings for the three variables on Household Resources range 
                                                   
7 Loadings are standardized coefficients.  
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from 0.51 (Household Income and Perceptions of Economic Well-Being) to 0.64 (Secondary 
education). The factor loadings for the three variables on Support for the Rule of Law range from 
0.53 to 0.85, and the loadings for Community Resources range from 0.71 to 0.78.  
 
Figure I.3 also reports the fraction of the variance of each observed variable explained by a given 
dimension—the so-called “coefficient of determination” or R-Square. The results show that the 
intra-community dimension of the index accounts for about 30 percent of the variance of social 
cohesion, while that figure is 86.6 and 57.7 percent for community leadership and resident 
inclusiveness, respectively. The remainder of the variance of each of these items is accounted for 
by ε—unique aspects of the item or measurement error.  
 
R-square is larger than 50 percent for all items on state-community relationships, with the 
variable on the political legitimacy of the police showing the largest value, about 70 percent. 
This suggests that the dimension of state-community relations is particularly important for 
explaining views about the police. It can also be observed that of the two items on citizen 
participation, participation in meetings of a community improvement committee show the 
highest percent of the variance explained (about 80.4 percent); on the other hand, the 
participation dimension accounts for about 57.2 percent of the variance on participation in 
meetings convened by the local government. The variance accounted for by community 
resources ranges from 49 to 60 percent. The variance explained by household resources ranges 
from about 27 to 58 percent.  
 
Lastly, the R-square values associated with the dimension on support for the rule of law is larger 
for the item on disapproval of circumventing the law (92 percent) than for the item on 
disapproval of vigilant justice (27 percent). Taken together, these results indicate that, although 
there is some variation in the percent of the variance of single items accounted for by a given 
dimension of the index, individual items are importantly related to the theorized dimensions. 
Moreover, the total coefficient of determination (total R-square), which is an estimate of 
reliability of the overall instrument, indicates that the proposed index of community resilience 
performs well. The total R-square is 99.99 percent. Table A1 in the appendix shows the 
individual items that form each of the six dimensions of the final index. 
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Figure I-3. Results Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Standardized Estimates 
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 STEP 4: Standardization of Variables 
After the main dimensions of the index and their respective measures are identified, the next step 
in the construction of the index is to standardize all variables so that they are represented in the 
same scale. We use the Linear Scaling Transformation (LST) to standardize all variables that use 
a Likert-scale. LST is commonly employed for the construction of composite indexes; the UNDP 
uses it for the construction of the Human Development Index (Salzman 2003). Each variable 
takes a value between 0 and 1 after applying the LST formula.  
 
Each observation i of each of the sixteen variables was scaled according to the following 
formula: 
 

퐼 =
푂푏푠푒푟푣푎푡푖표푛 −푀푖푛

푀푎푥 − 푀푖푛  
 
Where Min is the minimum value that a variable takes, and Max corresponds to the maximum 
value.  
 
STEP 5: Index Aggregation 
Following prior studies on the measurement of community resilience (Sherrieb, Norris, and 
Galea 2010), an equal weight approach was chosen as a weighting strategy. That is, variables 
measuring each of the six dimensions of community resilience were given an equal weight. 
Similarly, each of the six dimensions was treated as equally important for increasing community 
resilience.  
 
Indeed, the literature suggests that all aspects of resilience are equally important to improving the 
capacity of communities to cope with challenges. For example, in our case, it would had been 
inappropriate to assume that the most important aspect of community resilience under conditions 
of crime and violence is resident participation rather than the relationship of the community with 
state institutions or residents’ support for the rule of law. Thus, similarly to previous studies, we 
conceive community resilience as a multi-faceted phenomenon that entails a balance between its 
constituent elements. Each of the six dimensions identified and their constituent elements have 
an important role to play in building community resilience. Thus, we opted for an equal 
weighting scheme. For further discussion on the advantages of an equal weight scheme in 
comparison to other weighting methods such as expert opinions and Principal Component 
Analysis (PCA), see Appendix I.1. 
 
Taking into account our view that community resilience requires a balance between its 
components, and therefore that a high increase in one of them cannot fully compensate for the 
deterioration of another, we chose the geometric mean, instead of the arithmetic mean, as a 
method of aggregation. An undesirable characteristic of additive methods such as the arithmetic 
mean is that they allow for full compensability, meaning that poor performance in some 
variables can be fully compensated for by high values in other variables. For example, the use of 
the arithmetic mean as a method of aggregation might lead to a high value in the overall index if 
a substantial improvement in community resources takes place even if, at the same time, intra-
community relationships significantly deteriorate. If the geometric mean had been used in this 
case, the overall index would not necessarily have improved. This is because the geometric mean 
penalizes low values in a given variable even if values for other variables are high. In other 
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words, in contrast to the arithmetic mean, geometric aggregation does not assume full 
compensability. 
 
An interesting implication of using geometric aggregation is that project implementers have a 
greater incentive to work on the improvement of community resilience in areas in which 
communities rank the lowest, rather than targeting resources to areas where communities are 
already performing relatively well. In other words, an increase in the index of community 
resilience is more likely to be achieved if variables with the lowest baseline values are improved 
significantly. 
 
The aggregation of variables into components, and components into an overall index of 
community resilience, was performed based on geometric aggregation using the following 
formula: 

퐺푒표푚푒푡푟푖푐 푀푒푎푛 = ( 푎 )  

 
Where, 푎  is variable or dimension 푖, and 푛 is the number of variables or dimensions. 
 
STEP 6: Exploration of Results 
Figure I.4 presents the value of the six dimensions of community resilience for each of the three 
communities in the sample. Each axis represents one of the six dimensions of community 
resilience. Because of the scaling method used, values on each dimension range from zero to 
one. After aggregating the variables related to each dimension using the formula for the 
geometric mean, we find that the three communities show similar values on the intra-community 
dimension of the index. As can be observed in Figure I.4, the lines representing each community 
overlap on the intra-community axis. Yet, different values are observed on the other five 
dimensions across the communities. Community 1 ranks much higher in household and 
community resources relative to Community 2 and Community 3. Community 2, however, 
shows a better indicator of state-community relationships and higher citizen participation than 
both Community 3 and Community 1.  The communities do not differ much in terms of support 
for the rule of law, although Community 1 shows slightly lower support for the rule of law than 
the other two communities. Figure I.4 also shows that Community 3 performs distinctively worse 
than the other two communities in the areas of state-community relationships and community 
resources. 
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Figure I-4. Results: Components of Resilience by Community 

 
 
After aggregating the values associated with each dimension using the formula for the geometric 
mean, Community 2 shows a community resilience index of 0.432 on a scale from zero to one, 
Community 1 and Community 3 show a community resilience index of 0.416 and 0.329 
respectively. In sum, the extent of community resilience is particularly low in Community 3, the 
indigenous community; it is noteworthy, however, that three communities show a community 
resilience index lower than the middle point of the scale (0.5), which suggests that, in general, 
community resilience is relatively low in the three communities. Table I.5 summarizes the results 
for each dimension of the index and for the index as a whole for each community.  
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Table I-5. Community Resilience Index: Constitutive Elements 

 Community 1 Community 2 Community 3 
Intra-Community Relationships 0.662 0.653 0.651 

Social Cohesion 0.621 0.645 0.675 
Community Leadership 0.690 0.659 0.636 
Resident Inclusiveness 0.677 0.656 0.643 

State-Community Relationships 0.478 0.594 0.351 
Legitimacy Local Government 0.689 0.651 0.418 
Legitimacy National Government 0.500 0.605 0.375 
Legitimacy National Police 0.316 0.531 0.277 

Participation 0.145 0.366 0.144 
Participation in Meeting of a Community 
Committee 

0.195 0.423 0.173 

Participation in Meetings of the Local Government  0.108 0.317 0.120 
Community Resources 0.570 0.337 0.223 

Street cleanliness 0.490 0.208 0.170 
Vacant lot cleanup 0.648 0.365 0.353 
Street lighting 0.583 0.505 0.185 

Household Resources  0.546 0.309 0.429 
Perception Economic Well-Being 0.606 0.537 0.566 
Secondary Education 0.520 0.270 0.440 
Household Income 0.515 0.204 0.316 

Respect for the rule of law 0.361 0.437 0.405 
Disapproval of circumventing the law 0.357 0.388 0.347 
Disapproval vigilante justice 0.365 0.492 0.472 

Community Resilience Index 0.416 0.432 0.329 
 
Conclusion 
After reviewing previous studies, dimensions and sub-components of community resilience were 
identified in this chapter. Using Exploratory Factor Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
the structure of a community resilience index was corroborated empirically. Six dimensions of 
community resilience and a total of 16 subcomponents were identified and measured based on 35 
survey items. The six dimensions of community resilience are intra-community relationships, 
state-community relationships, citizen participation, community resources, household resources, 
and residents’ support for the rule of law. An equal weight scheme was adopted for the 
geometric aggregation of each dimension and its sub-components.  The end result is a 
statistically reliable community resilience index that project evaluators can reproduce easily. 
After the collection of data through a public opinion survey, the community resilience index can 
be computed following two main steps: 1) scaling of variables in a 0 to 1 scale, 2) entering the 
numbers for each subcomponent in an Excel spreadsheet with the formula of the geometric 
mean. 
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II. Evaluating Community Resilience using Quantitative and Qualitative Data  
 
The main objective of this chapter is to complement the quantitative results of the community 
resilience index with the qualitative information gathered in the focus groups. Specifically, we 
explore the internal dynamics or processes that help to explain differences across communities in 
the 16 sub-components of the community resilience index. Quantitative information was 
gathered through focus groups in the three communities in December of 2013 and January of 
2014. Community leaders of each selected community comprised the focus groups. The number 
of community leaders who participated in each focus group by gender is presented in Table II-1. 
A total of 36 community leaders accepted the invitation to be part of the focus group 
conversation; 33.33 percent of focus group participants were women.  
 

Table II-1. Number of Focus Group Participants 

Participants Community 1 Community 2 Community 3 Total 
Women 3 8 1 12 
Men 11 1 12 24 
Total  14 9 13 36 

 
As explained in the previous chapter, the community resilience index has six dimensions and 16 
sub-components. The index reflects individual, household, and collective factors that allow 
community residents to cope with or adapt to crime and violence. To facilitate the interpretation 
of results across communities, we suggest the use of the following classification scheme:  
 

Range Rating 
Between 0.0 and 0.19 Very low 
Between 0.2 and 0.39 Low 
Between 0.4 and 0.59 Medium 
Between 0.6 and 0.79  High 
Between 0.8 and 1.0 Very High 

 
The original scale for each sub-component of the community resilience index ranged from 0 to 1, 
with one indicating the highest score on a given sub-component. The original scale was divided 
into five intervals to rank communities according to the following classification: very low, low, 
moderate, high, and very high levels of community resilience on a given sub-component. Using 
this classification scheme and the information gathered in the focus groups, we proceed to 
describe the results for each sub-component of community resilience across the three 
communities included in the study. 
 
Intra-community relationships 
The first dimension of community resilience consists of three sub-components: social cohesion, 
community leadership, and resident inclusiveness. For the benefit of the reader, the survey items 
employed to measure each sub-component are listed in this chapter as well.  
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Social Cohesion 
The survey items employed to measure social cohesion ask respondents to what extent they agree 
or disagree with the following statements:  
 

 SC1. Neighbors organize themselves 
 SC2. The neighborhood is unified 
 SC3. Neighbors are willing to help 
 SC4. Neighbors get along 
 SC7. You can trust your neighbors 

 
As can be observed in Figure II-1, the three communities included in the study show “high” 
levels of social cohesion. On a scale from 0 to 1, the highest average score corresponds to 
Community 3 (0.675) and the lowest to Community 1 (0.621). However, the difference between 
them is small and not statistically significant. Thus, the three communities show similar and high 
levels of social cohesion.8 
 

Figure II-1. Intra-Community Relationships: Social Cohesion 

 
 
The information gathered in the focus groups sheds light on the internal dynamics in each 
community that might explain in part the relatively high levels of social cohesion across 
communities. Focus group participants in each of the three communities indicated that a 
neighborhood improvement organization operates in their community. Moreover, focus group 
participants in the three communities indicated that this organization has promoted residents to 
take collective action to solve neighborhood problems. Focus group participants regarded 
neighborhood improvement organizations as important institutions that promote trust, mutual 
help, and good relationships between community residents. 
                                                   
8 To determine the statistical significance of the difference among values, the confidence intervals associated with 
each value are compared. If the confidence intervals overlap, it is concluded that the difference between the two 
values is small and not significant. All the graphics shown in this chapter of the study show confidence intervals of 
95 percent, which indicates that the error attributed to a given value is only 5 percent. 
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In Community 1, focus group participants expressed that they are organized in a Comité Único 
de Barrio (CUB). They added that the local government of the Municipality of Guatemala 
encouraged the consolidation of a CUB in their neighborhood. Thus, state institutions, 
particularly the local government, help to encourage strong intra-community relationships.  
 
According to residents in Community 1, the most recent project of the CUB was the installation 
of a security post at the entrance of the community. With the help of the CUB, neighbors hired a 
private security guard who controls access to the community. We found that hiring of a private 
guard and having a single access point to the community are some of the most common 
initiatives neighborhood residents in urban areas in Guatemala undertake to prevent crime. 
Moreover, according to focus group participants, residents and the leaders of community 
improvement committees have carried out these actions collectively.  
 
In rural communities, acts of resilience manifest in a slightly different way, particularly in 
communities of indigenous origin, such as Community 3. In comparison to urban communities, 
local leaders in rural areas are granted more autonomy in making decisions regarding community 
affairs. For example, in Community 3, a community of Mayan origin, it is customary for 
community leaders to guide residents on standards of conduct and to promote the preservation of 
values and culture. In addition to the elected mayor in the municipality, indigenous communities 
appoint local mayors who help arbitrate and solve problems that may arise among the neighbors. 
Thus, local mayors in indigenous communities cultivate social cohesion by helping to solve 
disputes and promote a sense of common cultural identity.  
 
Community Leadership 
The results of the focus groups also highlight the importance of community leadership to build 
strong intra-community relationships. To measure community leadership, the following survey 
items were considered: 
 
How would you rate the job of community leaders in the following areas? 
 

 COMP8. Leaders communicate with residents 
 COMP9. Leaders involve residents in decision-making 
 COMP10. Leaders do a good job of improving the neighborhood 

 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
 

 COMP2. This neighborhood has good leaders 
 COMP4. Neighborhood leaders abide by the law 
 COMP5. You can trust neighborhood leaders 

 
CFM7. How much trust do you have in the neighborhood association or committee of your 
community? 
CFM8. Would you say that the job of the neighborhood association of this community is 
very good, good, neither good nor bad, bad, or very bad?  
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As indicated above, the information gathered in the focus groups revealed that community 
leaders play an important role in the community through neighborhood improvement 
organizations. The results of the survey were consistent with the qualitative information from the 
focus groups. As can be observed in Figure II-2, in the three communities, residents show “high” 
scores for the sub-component of community leadership.  On a scale from 0 to 1, Community 1 
shows the highest score (0.690), and Community 3 shows the lowest score (0.636). Yet, since 
confidence intervals overlap, it can be concluded that there are no statistically significant 
differences between the three communities in regard to community leadership scores. 
 
High levels of trust toward community leaders and high approval of their performance may 
provide a partial explanation for the high acceptance of community leadership. The survey 
results reveal that 55 percent of all respondents trust their community leaders and that 57 percent 
of them rate their leaders’ performances as good or very good. The approval of leaders’ 
performance can be attributed in part to the responsiveness of neighborhood improvement 
organizations to the needs of residents. Indeed, the survey results indicate that about 75 percent 
of residents who asked for help from their neighborhood organization received the help they 
needed. 
 

Figure II-2. Intra-Community Relationships: Community Leadership  

 
 
The high score on community leadership in Community 1 might also be explained in part by the 
fact that this community recently appointed the members of the CUB. The election of new 
leaders seems to have restored residents’ confidence in their community leaders and 
neighborhood organization. The previous community leaders had already served as board 
members of the CUB for several years. In Community 2, the high appreciation of community 
leaders can be explained in part by the active role that the members of the CUB have played in 
the negotiation of the provision of public services for the community with the local government 
of the Municipality of Guatemala.  
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Resident Inclusiveness 
The third sub-component of Intra-Community Relationships is residents’ inclusiveness. This 
sub-component is measured using the following survey items: 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
 

 COMP6. Women are accepted in leadership roles 
 COMP7. The poor are accepted in leadership roles 
 COMP1. People like you have real influence on community decisions 
 COMP3. There are many opportunities for residents to participate in decision making 

in this community. 
 
This sub-component also shows high average scores in the three communities. On a scale from 0 
to 1, Community 1 has the highest score (0.677), and Community 3 has the lowest score (0.643). 
Yet, differences between communities are not statistically significant (see Figure II-3).  
 

Figure II-3. Intra-Community Relationships: Resident Inclusiveness 

 
 
Residents’ participation in community organizations’ decision-making processes may influence 
their perceptions of inclusion. About 63 percent of those interviewed in the three communities 
indicated that they strongly agree or agree that they are granted opportunities to participate in the 
decision-making processes in their community. In addition, the overwhelming majority of 
residents in the three communities agree that women and the poor are given participation 
opportunities in their community, with 75 percent and 70 percent of respondents answering 
“strongly agree” or “agree” to those questions, respectively.  
 
In Community 1, the views that citizens are included in decision-making and have real 
participation opportunities in their community have been reinforced through a recent community 
event in which, according to focus group participants, more than 700 residents participated. The 
purpose of the meeting was to elect the new board members of the CUB. However, as discussed 
in the section on community participation, residents do not report very frequent participation in 
events organized by neighborhood organizations.   
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State-Community Relationships 
As stated in the previous chapter, this dimension of community resilience refers to residents’ 
extent of confidence in three political institutions: the local government or municipality, the 
national government, and the national police.  
 
Political legitimacy of local government 
The legitimacy of the local government is evaluated using the following questions in the survey: 
 

 CFM4A. Trust in municipality 
 CFM4D. Trust in mayor 
 CFM1. Trust in good management of funds by municipality 
 CFM3. Municipality provides good services 

 
As can be seen in Figure II-4, residents of Community 1 and 2 have a high level of confidence in 
the local government of the Municipality of Guatemala (0.689 and 0.651 on a scale from 0 to 1, 
respectively). Conversely, residents of Community 3 have a low level of confidence in the local 
government of the Municipality of San Juan Sacatepéquez (0.418).  
 

Figure II-4. State-Community Relationships: Local Government Legitimacy 

 
 
As indicated previously, the Municipality of Guatemala has promoted the structuring of CUBs as 
the type of organization through which it seeks to relate to neighborhood residents from the 
various zones of the capital. Each zone also has an Auxiliary Mayor (Community 1 and 2 have 
the same Auxiliary Mayor), who is the direct link between the municipality and CUBs. This 
form of permanent contact may be one of the factors that explains the high level of confidence 
that residents from the two neighborhoods in the capital express. As an example of the strong 
link between communities and the local government in the capital city, as can be read in the Web 
site of the municipality, a new building was inaugurated this year for the school of Community 2 
with the help of the local government. 9   
 
                                                   
9 For more information, see: http://abastos.municipalidaddeguatemala.com/index.php/rn/13572-escuelazona18  
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In other municipalities in the Department of Guatemala, the primary community organizations 
are the Consejos Comunitarios de Desarrollo (COCODE), which link residents to their 
municipal governments.  
 
Legitimacy of the National Government 
The political legitimacy of the national government is measured on the basis of survey questions 
about residents’ confidence in the national government and in the President of the Republic. On a 
scale of 0 to 1, the results indicate a high acceptance of the national government and the 
President in Community 2 (0.605), moderate acceptance in Community 2 (0.500), and low 
acceptance in Community 3 (0.375) ( See Figure II-5). 
 

Figure II-5. State-Community Relationships: National Government Legitimacy 

 
 
These results contrast with the greater confidence residents expressed with respect to the 
municipality and the mayor. This result could be influenced by the fact that communities are in 
close contact with municipal authorities that provide public services (e.g., education, health and 
security), while they have no direct contact with national authorities. 
 
Legitimacy of the National Civil Police  
On a scale from 0 to 1, the survey results indicate that residents in Community 2 have a moderate 
level of trust in the National Police (0.531). On the other hand, residents in Community 1 and 3 
show low trust in the National Police, with scores of 0.316 and 0.277, respectively (see Figure II-
6). 
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Figure II-6. State-Community Relationships: Legitimacy of the National Police 

 
 
The focus groups confirmed these results. In the case of Community 1, one of the participants gave 
his opinion on the lack of effectiveness of the National Police stating the following: “…we have 
the problem that there is a police unit there that arrives nearly every weekend and there are never 
any results…there are doubts now about them acting in some places but not in others.”  
 
In Community 2, perceptions about the National Police are very different. The National Police is 
well regarded in the community. Leaders of this community attribute improvement in security to 
the intervention of the PNC (Policía Nacional Civil). They had the particular problem of gangs 
putting roadblocks across access roads and charging people to enter the neighborhood. 
According to focus group participants from Community 2, the intervention of security forces was 
necessary to stop this illegal charge. One of the focus group participants provided the following 
comment: “…they made two or three blocks across the three gates and there was someone there 
who would charge you, and they even told me that they were from a different gang, certain 
people would be charged by one gang, and others by another gang, and sometimes they would 
charge you twice, and people would pay them so as not to put their children at risk. It was pretty 
complicated for us.”  
 
Participation 
Resident participation is measured through two questions in the survey: 
 

 PART 3. Do you participate in meetings of a committee for community improvement 
once a week, once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never? 

 PART 4. Do you participate in meetings organized by the local government once a 
week, once or twice a month, once or twice a year, or never? 

 
Civic participation is measured in terms of residents’ attendance at community organization 
meetings (see Figure II-7). On a scale from 0 to 1, the results indicate moderate levels of 
participation in Community 2 (0.423) and very low participation in Community 1 (0.195) and 
Community 2 (0.173).  
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Figure II-7. Participation in Community Organizations 

 
 
Considering the results of the community leadership component, according to which the majority 
of interviewees expressed confidence in their leaders, this low participation could be associated 
with indifference among residents in terms of the activities carried out in the community and 
with their willingness to leave responsibility to the leaders.  
 
Political participation is measured in terms of residents’ attendance at municipal or local 
government meetings (see Figure II-8). On a scale from 0 to 1, the results reflect low 
participation in Community 2 (0.317) and very low participation in both Community 1 (0.108) 
and Community 3 (0.120). The percentage of residents who never attend these meetings is 82 
percent in the two communities with lowest participation and 57 percent in Community 2.  
 
Thus, although residents in the two urban communities generally expressed confidence in the 
local government and the mayor, the level of participation in meetings organized by the local 
government is low in these communities.  
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Figure II-8. Political Participation  

 
Community Resources 
This dimension of community resilience is assessed through characteristics of the community 
that impact the residents’ perception of insecurity and that are related to the quality of public 
services. The three defined sub-components are the following services that the municipality 
provides: 
 

 SOD6. Street lighting  
 SOD5. Vacant lot cleanup 
 SOD4. Street cleanliness 

 
Street cleaning is a service that municipalities provide, but it is generally limited to the main 
roads in urban centers. Within the neighborhoods or barrios, the job primarily falls to the 
residents. The collection of domestic garbage is a service private companies provide and for 
which residents pay.  
 
As can be observed in Figure II-9, citizens’ perceptions of the extent to which their streets are 
clean were particularly negative in the indigenous community (Community 3). On a scale from 0 
to 1, Community 3 only had an average score on this sub-component of 0.170. This figure is also 
low in Community 2 (0.207). On the other hand, residents in Community 1 expressed a more 
positive view about the conditions of the streets in their neighborhood (0.490).  
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Figure II-9. Community Resources: Street cleanliness  

 
 
Just as with street cleanliness, the responsibility and financial burden of vacant lot cleanup 
generally falls to the residents. This activity mainly happens through joint action on the part of 
the residents, who pay for the cleanup, and the respective community organizations, which carry 
out the work. The results of the survey for residents’ perceptions of the physical condition of 
vacant lots are similar to those for street cleanliness (see Figure II-10). Community 1 shows a 
much higher score on the sub-component of vacant lot cleanup than the other two communities, 
indicating that the physical infrastructure of Community 1 is in better condition.  
 

Figure II-10. Community Resources: Vacant Lot Cleanup 

 
 
Street lighting is another service the municipalities provide but for which the residents pay. The 
charge for electricity includes a charge for street lighting that is paid to the municipalities. There 
is no specific legislation that regulates this charge; therefore, each municipality applies different 
criteria (the majority charge a percentage that varies between 10 and 13 percent of domestic 
consumption).  
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As can be observed in Figure II-11, rating for this service, measured in a range between 0 and 1, 
is very low in Community 3 (0.185) and moderate in Community 1 (0.583) and in Community 2 
(0.505). Eighty-two percent of those interviewed rated the lack of public lighting as a serious or 
very serious problem in Community 3.  
 

Figure II-11. Community Resources: Street Lighting  

 
 
Household Resources 
Household resources that enable or limit residents’ ability to build community resilience have 
been grouped in the following sub-components: 
 

 INCOME2. Household income is enough 
 INCOME1. Percent of residents with a household income of 2500 quetzales or more  
 EDU. Percent of residents with at least one year of secondary education. 

 
As can be observed in Figure II-12, there are no statistically significant differences in residents’ 
perceptions of their economic well-being across communities. However, significant differences 
are observed in the level of reported household income and education.  
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Figure II-12. Household Resources: Perception of Economic Well-Being  

 
 
The average household income in Community 1 is much higher than in the other two 
communities (see Figure II-13). In Community 1, more than 50 percent of residents stated that 
their household income is higher than 2,500 Quetzales or the equivalent to a minimum wage per 
family. In Community 3 and 2, that percentage was 31.6 and 20.4 percent, respectively. 
 

Figure II-13. Household Resources: Household Income 

 
 
As can be seen in Figure II-14, in Community 1, 52 percent of residents have at least one year of 
secondary education. This proportion falls to 44 percent in Community 3 and 27 percent in 
Community 2. One of the focus group participants in Community 2 confirmed the low schooling 
levels among residents in this community. He stated the following: “during 2003 people were 
trained in certain subjects, like the social subject; there were many training courses taking place, 
even the issue of literacy was taken seriously, because there are many people here who cannot 
read or write; last year, a pastor who lives in sector three helped in teaching how to read and 
write.”    
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Figure II-14. Household Resources: Education  

 
 
Respect for Rule of Law 
In order to assess the extent of support for the rule of law in the communities studied, 
respondents were asked about their disapproval of actions that imply circumventing the law, 
even when done in pursuit of their own security. Based on this measures, as can be observed in 
Figure II-15, the level of support for the rule of law is low (less than 0.4 points on a scale from 0 
to 1) in the three communities. 
 
About 60 percent of the respondents in the three communities agreed or strongly agreed that 
sometimes residents are justified in acting outside the law in order to catch criminals. These 
results could be related to the low political legitimacy of the National Police in these 
communities. 
 
In this respect, one of the focus group participants in the Community 2 commented that he would 
prefer taking the law into his own hands rather than calling the police: “…if someone comes into 
my house, they know what will be waiting for them, I make that very clear, because if the police 
come, if I report it, they will kill my entire family…”   
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Figure II-15. Support for the Rule of Law: Disapproval of Circumventing the Law 

 
 
Figure II-16 shows the results for the second indicator of residents’ support for the rule of law: 
disapproval of vigilante justice. The results of the survey indicated that about 50 percent of 
respondents in the three communities agree or strongly agree that sometimes it is necessary for 
residents to use vigilante justice to punish criminals. 
 

Figure II-16. Support for the Rule of Law: Disapproval of Vigilante Justice 

 
 
In the focus group held in Community 2, one of the participants described an experience in 
which she witnessed vigilante justice in the community: “…there had just been a house robbery, 
they went to find out who had robbed the house and the people went to get the things back, I 
don’t know how it happened, but they made them give the things back, it was just the family that 
did it, because as a neighbor I didn’t get involved, but I saw what was going on near to my 
house…”  
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Conclusion 
Based on the results presented in this chapter, it is clear that there are factors that promote and 
limit resilience within the three communities studied. Factors related to intra-community 
relationships generate the most favorable dynamics. In all three cases, the presence of high levels 
of social cohesion, community leadership, and resident inclusiveness were noted.  
 
However, there are other factors that do not generate the same positive effects for resilience or a 
common trend for the three communities, as is the case for community-state relationships. The 
municipal government has a high level of acceptance in the two urban communities within the 
capital; however, its acceptance is low in the rural community included in the study. The 
situation is different for the National Government and the National Police; their acceptance is 
high in Community 2 and low in Communities 1 and 3. 
 
One of the dimensions that presents unfavorable results for community resilience is participation. 
Very low levels of participation were found in Communities 1 and 3 in particular. Community 
resources measured by the quality of public services available and household resources measured 
by income and education also show different trends in the three communities studied. The results 
for these components indicate moderate availability of community and household resources in 
Community 1 and low availability in the other two communities.  
 
However, a common characteristic among the three communities is a low level of resident 
support for the rule of law. The relatively high level of citizen approval for circumventing the 
law in order to tackle insecurity provides some explanation of this trend. 
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III. Developing Indicators of Community Insecurity 
 

“From a purely scientific standpoint, research on the fear of crime 
can continue indefinitely…However, from both a scientific and practical 
standpoint, it is useful periodically to take stock of where we are, so that 

policy implications can be drawn from what is known and general priorities 
can be set to guide future research.”10 

 
As the epigraph suggests, measuring the extent of “danger” associated with criminal activity is 
not an easy task. Focusing on either fear of crime or crime statistics alone is insufficient to assess 
levels of citizen insecurity. For instance, crime victimization might not lead to intensified 
perceptions of insecurity when citizens get used to high violence or are predominantly fearful of 
certain types of crime (UNDP 2013). Thus, even in contexts of high crime, citizens might feel 
safe. On the contrary, individuals might live in fear of being a crime victim without objective 
evidence that they are, in fact, at risk. In this case, subjective measures of insecurity would 
overestimate the problem of crime. Indeed, the bulk of the empirical literature suggests that there 
is a weak connection between feelings of insecurity and actual likelihood of crime victimization. 
This mismatch is known in the literature as the “paradox of fear” (e.g., Hollway and Jefferson 
1997; Warr 1987). 
 
The fragile link between fear of crime and crime victimization complicates the construction of an 
index of citizen insecurity. Both fear of crime and crime victimization are theorized to be 
important aspects of citizen safety, suggesting that both dimensions should be taken into account 
in the assessment of insecurity levels. Yet, crime victimization patterns might be very different 
from observed dynamics in fear of crime and, therefore, lead to contradicting conclusions. 
Recognizing this difficulty, the criminology literature typically evaluates crime victimization and 
fear of crime separately, as two different and often unconnected realms of insecurity.  
 
Irrespective of crime levels, subjective measures of insecurity, including fear of crime, are 
considered critical indicators of citizen well-being. The degree to which citizens feel safe largely 
determines their quality of life (Federici et al. 2012). The literature consistently finds that fear of 
crime is associated with numerous adverse individual and collective outcomes. At the individual 
level, fear of crime has been found to be related to detrimental physiological, psychological, and 
behavioral factors (Doran and Burgess 2008). Fear of crime also imposes an economic burden on 
national economies by forcing businesses and families to spend resources on the protection of 
their property and personal integrity (The World Bank 2011). At the community level, the 
empirical evidence also suggests that fear of crime is associated with weak social ties and 
community disintegration, which in turn can make entire communities more vulnerable to crime 
and violence (Millie and Herrington 2005).  In the political arena, fear of crime is correlated with 
a myriad of undesirable political outcomes, including increased support for vigilante justice 
(Malone 2012) and negative views of political institutions (Malone 2010).  
 
Given the well-documented pervasive consequences of fear of crime, policymakers in many 
countries are making its reduction, along with reduction in crime and violence, a priority in the 
                                                   
10 Garofalo, James. 1981. The Fear of Crime: Causes and Consequences. Journal of Criminal Law and 
Criminology. 72 (2): 839-57.  
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fight against insecurity. For example, the U.S. Department of Justice promotes community 
policing as a strategy for reducing fear of crime (Cordner 2010). In Latin American countries, as 
documented by the Inter-American Development Bank, “reducing fear (making people feel 
safer) is increasingly common among the explicit components of the regional citizen security 
efforts in the region” (IADB 2012, 4).  
 
In this chapter, we focus on the identification of community-level measures of citizen insecurity 
that tap into both fear of crime and crime victimization. Similarly to previous studies, we find a 
weak relationship between reports of crime victimization and fear of crime measures in the 
communities included in the analysis. In addition, our results suggest that contextual factors 
related to communities’ internal dynamics largely determine perceptions of insecurity. For these 
two reasons, we conclude that citizen insecurity can be best examined by using multiple single 
indicators rather than by employing a single standardized-composite index that integrates 
objective and subjective measures. Our research also highlights the importance of employing a 
mixed method strategy, based on quantitative and qualitative methodologies, to have a better 
understanding of the different manifestations of insecurity in Guatemalan communities. 
 
Taking into account the results of our statistical analysis, our recommendation is to monitor 
communities’ insecurity levels using single indicators related to the following dimensions: 
perceptions of community insecurity, fear of crime (cognitive, affective, and behavioral), crime 
victimization in the neighborhood, reports of neighborhood crime, and reports of illicit activities 
by organized groups. We describe the variables associated with each construct below and 
propose a data reduction procedure to create individual scales for some of these indicators. The 
results of the survey for each community based on the proposed indicators of insecurity are also 
presented. This analysis is then complemented with the information gathered in the focus groups. 
 
Uncovering Insecurity Patterns at the Community-Level 
The first question to be answered in this chapter is whether or not the data gathered for this study 
reveal that a composite index of citizen insecurity can be constructed. One important assumption 
in index construction is that the underlying structure of the data resembles similar patterns in 
different contexts. Thus, we first we examine if a standardized composite index will be a valid 
measure for comparing and ranking different units (e.g., communities) according to the values of 
an index. If the structure of the data is very different between units, the aggregation of variables 
in a composite index will likely result in scores that cannot be compared. In our case, for 
example, if the data show that citizen insecurity has utterly different manifestations across 
communities, it would be misleading to conclude that communities with similar index scores 
show a similar level of insecurity. Thus, if insecurity is a highly context-specific phenomenon, 
even if two communities show a similar index score, it might be the case that in reality one of 
them is much more dangerous than the other, as the probability of crime victimization is higher 
even if fear of crime is lower. 
 
To determine the underlying structure of the data or internal dynamics of insecurity in each 
community included in the study, two methodologies are used: 1) correlation analysis and 2) 
Classification and Regression Tree (CART) analysis.  
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Correlation Analysis 
The strength of the association between different indicators of citizen insecurity in each 
community was examined based on 25 items in the survey related to crime victimization and fear 
of crime.11 Table III.1 presents the 25 variables and their corresponding descriptive statistics. 
 

Table III-1. Insecurity Indicators: Descriptive Statistics  

Item Description Mean SD 
INSG01 Fear when at home with your family during the day 0.136 0.220 
INSG02 Fear when home alone during the day 0.181 0.246 
INSG03 Fear when home alone at night 0.295 0.325 
INSG04 Fear when walking alone in the neighborhood during the day 0.293 0.310 
INSG1 Worry that someone would come into your house to steal when there is no one home 0.740 0.330 
INSG2 Worry that someone will stop you in the street, threaten you, hit you or hurt you in 

this community 
0.698 0.340 

INSG3 Worry that someone from your family will be stopped, threatened, hit or hurt in this 
community 

0.753 0.331 

INSG10 Avoid walking through some areas in the community because they can be dangerous 0.522 0.500 
INSG11 Avoid going out at night in the community 0.492 0.501 
INSG12 Avoid allowing  your kids to play outdoors 0.534 0.500 
INSG13 Avoid shopping in local stores in the community 0.283 0.451 
INSG6 Perception of the overall level of insecurity 0.378 0.269 
VIC1 and 
VICT1C 

Crime victimization in the community 0.077 0.267 

NEIG1 Robberies over the last twelve months in the community 0.426 0.495 
NEIG2 Damage to private property over the last twelve months in the community 0.185 0.389 
NEIG3 Sale of illegal drugs over the last twelve months in the community 0.262 0.441 
NEIG4 Extortion or blackmail over the last twelve months in the community 0.477 0.500 
NEIG5 Sexual violence over the last twelve months in the community 0.157 0.365 
NEIG8 Shootings over the last twelve months in the community 0.324 0.469 
NEIG9 Lynching over the last twelve months in the community 0.098 0.298 
NEIG6 Kidnappings over the last twelve months in the community 0.098 0.298 
NEIG7 Murders over the last twelve months in the community 0.221 0.416 
SOD8 Young people or children that live in the community who are in gangs or maras 0.713 0.328 
SOD18 Drug traffic or the sale of illegal drugs in the community 0.540 0.381 
SOD10 Gang or maras brawls or fights in the community 0.596 0.394 

 
To simplify the analysis, the 25 variables in the list above were reduced to nine indicators of 
relevant dimensions of crime victimization and fear of crime. The theoretical basis of each 
dimension and scale construction will be explained below. To examine how different aspects of 
citizens insecurity manifest in each community, here we present the correlation or strength of 

                                                   
11 Although the survey includes other items on citizen insecurity, for this analysis we chose those with the 
highest frequencies or variation. 
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association between the identified dimensions of insecurity. The correlation matrix for each 
community is presented in Table III.2. 
 

Table III-2. Correlation Analysis by Community 

Community 1 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Crime victimization 1         
Reports of neighborhood 
crime 

0.489 1        

Cognitive fear of crime 0.109 0.2425* 1       
Affective fear of crime 0.226 0.2453* 0.4157* 1      
Behavioral fear of crime 0.005 0.2672* 0.3309* 0.4701* 1     
Community insecurity 0.085 0.1888 0.3322* 0.1303 0.2444* 1    
Youth in gangs  0.319 0.2518* 0.3073* 0.4130* 0.2813* 0.0453 1   
Gang fights 0.494 0.3580* 0.1627 0.2258* 0.2286* 0.0452 0.4476* 1  
Drug-trafficking 0.612 0.4712* 0.3020* 0.4354* 0.4073* 0.195 0.6219* 0.5674* 1 
Community 2 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Crime victimization 1         
Reports of neighborhood 
crime 

0.145 1        

Cognitive fear of crime 0.205 0.1223 1       
Affective fear of crime 0.077 0.0083 0.2379* 1      
Behavioral fear of crime 0.258 0.2957* 0.2968* 0.0692 1     
Community insecurity 0.149 0.1722 0.5608* 0.2134* 0.2056* 1    
Youth in gangs  0.143 0.3079* 0.2378* 0.1461 0.1244 0.1776 1   
Gang fights 0.065 0.1377 0.1276 0.1335 -0.0044 0.1343 0.3633* 1  
Drug-trafficking 0.083 0.2372* 0.0737 0.1536 -0.0828 0.1081 0.4667* 0.6205* 1 
Community 3 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Crime victimization 0.145         
Reports of neighborhood 
crime 

0.205 1        

Cognitive fear of crime 0.077 0.183 1       
Affective fear of crime 0.258 0.2425* 0.2447* 1      
Behavioral fear of crime 0.149 0.3953* 0.1338 0.3188* 1     
Community insecurity 0.143 0.2725* 0.4114* 0.2463* 0.1833 1    
Youth in gangs  0.065 0.1967 0.0211 -0.0865 0.0205 0.1014 1   
Gang fights 0.083 0.3023* 0.0315 -0.0968 0.1086 0.0846 0.7718* 1  
Drug-trafficking 1 0.1941 0.0155 -0.0234 0.0542 0.0735 0.7207* 0.7758* 1 
*Pairwise Pearson correlations for continuous variables. Statistically significant correlations are marked with an 
asterisk (p<0.05). 
Correlations between dichotomous variables (i.e., crime victimization) and continuous variables were estimated 
using Polychoric correlations, corresponding to the first column in the table. 
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These correlation matrices indicate that the chosen security indicators are related to each other in 
a very complex way and that the relationship between indicators varies across communities. For 
example, consistent with previous literature, having been a crime victim does not appear to be 
strongly correlated with other measures of insecurity, including fear of crime. At the same time, 
however, we observe some variations in the way crime victimization is related to other variables 
across communities. To better understand how insecurity manifests in each community, we use 
CART analysis. 
 
Classification and Regression Tree (CART) Analysis 
Classification and Regression Tree (CART) analysis is a statistical technique employed for 
identifying the main explanatory variables that differentiate groups, in this case communities. In 
addition, CART analysis makes it possible to identify further splits in the data to analyze the 
characteristics of homogenous subsets (Katz 2006). Practitioners have recommended the use of 
CART Analysis for identifying core indicators related to a given phenomenon, such as food 
security across households (International Food Policy Research Institute 1999). 
Methodologically, CART analysis has two main advantages: 1) it makes no assumptions about 
variable distributions or relationships and 2) it is capable of identifying complex and unsuspected 
interactions (Cairney et. al 2014). 
 
Using CART analysis, we are able to assess the main variables that differentiate insecurity 
patterns across communities and to investigate further the characteristics of subgroups that 
express positive or negative responses to survey questions identified by this analysis as the most 
important variables for understanding communities’ patterns associated with crime and violence. 
Thus, CART analysis allows us to analyze the main differences between communities and their 
internal dynamics, as reported by their residents.  CART analysis was performed using the 
conditional inference trees (Ctree) package in the statistical analysis program R 3.0.1. The 
conditional inference trees are constructed with cquad-type test statistics and α = 0.05 with a 
simple Bonferroni correction. Each split needs to send at least one percent of the observations 
into each of the two daughter nodes. The sample size in each node is restricted to 20 
observations. Results are shown in Figure III.1. 
 
The CART analysis reveals that, among the 25 survey items listed in Table III.1, the most 
important variable explaining differences between communities is reported incidence of drug 
trafficking in the neighborhood in the past 12 months (NEIG3). The CART analysis program 
split the sample between residents who reported incidents of drug trafficking in the 
neighborhood (n=74, 24.3 percent) and those who did not report incidents of drug trafficking 
(n=226, 75.3 percent). Within the group that reported the sale of illicit drugs in the neighborhood 
in the past year, the next level of classification was between those who did not report lynching in 
the neighborhood (n=66, 89.1 percent) and those who reported incidents of lynching (n=8, 10.9 
percent). Individuals who reported the sale of illicit drugs but no lynching are predominantly 
residents of Community 1. Residents who reported both the sale of illicit drugs and lynching are 
predominantly from Community 3. 
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Figure III-1. Results of CART Analysis 

 

 
Within the group that did not report the sale of illicit drugs in the past year in their neighborhood, 
the next classification was based on the degree to which residents identified the occurrence of 
gang brawls or fights as a serious problem in the community, suggesting that drug trafficking and 
gang activity do not necessarily occur simultaneously. The majority of the 96 residents (42.5 
percent) who reported gang brawls as a serious problem live in Community 3. On the other hand, 
the residents who did not identify gang brawls as a serious problem but did identify youth in 
gangs in the neighborhood as a serious problem and also reported fear of letting children play 
outdoors are predominantly from Community 2. However, most of these residents in Community 
2 did not feel unsafe in their home at night. These results suggest that residents in Community 2 
are more fearful of being a victim of crime in the streets of their neighborhood than at home.  
 
An interesting finding from the CART analysis is that having been a victim of crime in the 
neighborhood does not appear as a determining factor in perceptions of neighborhood safety. 
This finding reinforces the conclusion derived from the correlation matrices presented above. In 
general, crime victimization and perceptions of neighborhood safety or fear of crime are not 
strongly associated. Thus, perceptions of insecurity are not strongly related to the actual 
probability of being a victim of crime among community residents. 
 
Taken together, the correlation matrices presented above and the results of the CART analysis 
demonstrate that the manifestations of neighborhood insecurity are multifaceted and contextually 
determined. The complexity of the links between different indicators of crime and violence and 
the differences observed across communities suggest that measuring community insecurity using 
a standardized composite index is likely to misrepresent the insecurity levels in a given 
community in comparison to others.  
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Exploratory Factor Analysis 
The complexity of the links between different indicators of crime and violence and differences 
between communities were also confirmed through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). The 
results of the EFA are shown in Appendix III.2. Since several indicators on insecurity are 
dichotomous, the EFA was conducted based on a polychoric correlation matrix. Similarly to the 
analysis performed for community resilience, we employed a split sample strategy. We first 
carried out the EFA using data for the rural community in the sample (Community 3), and then 
replicated the analysis using data for the two urban communities. Because some acts of violence 
or manifestations of fear of crime are more predominant in some communities than others, 
different variables were dropped from the analysis due to missing values. For example, 
consistent with the findings of the CART analysis, because incidents of lynching were reported 
at a much higher rate in the rural community, this variable was dropped from the EFA for the 
urban sample. STATA (the statistical software employed) yielded an error message when 
missing values in the correlation matrix were encountered, and therefore those variables were 
dropped from the EFA.  
 
As can be observed in Appendix III.2, the results of the EFA based on the variables left in the 
analysis indicate that the structure of the data in the rural community and urban communities is 
very different. Variables load in different factors across communities, which indicates that a 
composite index of community insecurity would not be reliable. In addition, crime victimization 
in the community, a key variable for a community insecurity index, does not distinctively load in 
any of the identified factors when the urban sample is employed. In fact, there are several 
variables that load in more than one factor or dimensions when either the rural or urban sample is 
employed. Taken together, these results reinforce the suggestion that a composite measure of 
community insecurity would not be reliable. In other words, community rankings would not be 
meaningful or would not necessarily indicate lower or higher levels of community insecurity.  
       
Indicators of Community Insecurity 
Based on the empirical evidence presented above, we recommend monitoring and evaluating the 
insecurity dynamics at the community level using single indicators that tap into the main 
dimensions of insecurity identified in the literature. Specifically, we recommend monitoring 
indicators of community insecurity related to the following dimensions of insecurity: 
 

 Perceptions of Insecurity: 
o Community Insecurity 
o Fear of Crime: Cognitive and Affective 

 
 Behavioral Manifestations of Insecurity 

 
 Reports of Illicit Acts  

o Crime Victimization in the neighborhood 
o Reports of Neighborhood Crime 
o Reports of Illicit Activities by Organized Groups  

 



53 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

In this section, we develop indicators for each of these dimensions and present the results of the 
survey for each community based on those indicators.   
 
Perceptions of Insecurity  
Community Insecurity 
Residents’ assessments of the overall level of insecurity in their community were evaluated using 
the following items in the survey: 
 

 INSG6. In your opinion, [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD] is very safe, somewhat 
safe, somewhat unsafe or very unsafe? 

 INSG7. Do you believe the current level of violence in [NAME OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD] is greater than, the same as or less than other neighborhoods, 
residential development areas or communities in this municipality? 

 INSG8. Do you believe the current level of violence in [NAME OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD] is greater than, the same as or less than 12 months ago? 

 
Together, these items allow for the examination of citizens’ perceptions of the level of insecurity 
in their community as a whole; whether or not those perceptions can be explained, in part, by 
residents’ views of how their community ranks in comparison to others in the same municipality; 
and/or their perceived changes in the levels of community insecurity in the past months. 
 
The survey item on perceptions of community insecurity was recoded into a scale from 0 to 1, 
where 0 indicates very safe and 1 very unsafe. The results indicate that the overall perception of 
insecurity in the communities included in the study is relatively low. As can be observed in 
Figure III.2, the average level of perceptions of insecurity is lower than 0.5 in the three 
communities. Although differences are observed between communities, the overlapping 
confidence intervals suggest that those differences are not statistically significant. Yet, the 
overall trend matches the contextual characteristics of the municipality where each community is 
located. The community located in the most rural municipality with lower overall levels of crime 
(Community 3) shows a lower level of perception of community insecurity relative to the two 
communities located in the municipality of Guatemala City, which shows some of the highest 
crime levels in the country. 
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Figure III-2. Perceptions of Neighborhood Insecurity  

 
 
We attribute the relatively low levels of perceptions of insecurity in these communities to the 
fact that respondents perceive that the level of insecurity in their community is lower than the 
level in other communities in the same municipality, as well as to perceptions of improved 
security conditions in the past 12 months. As reported in Table III.3, the overwhelming majority 
of residents in the three communities perceive that the level of violence in their community is 
lower compared with other communities in the same municipality. About 83 percent of residents 
in Community 3 stated that the level of violence in their community is lower compared with 
other communities in the municipality, while that figure is over 65 percent in Community 1 and 
Community 2. Similarly, the overwhelming majority of residents in the three communities 
perceive a decrease in the level of violence in their communities, with more than 60 percent of 
residents indicating that the level of violence is currently lower than it was 12 months ago. 
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Table III-3. Perceptions of Neighborhood Insecurity 

 
Although most citizens rate their community as not very unsafe in comparison to other 
communities in the municipality and to their community 12 months ago, in Community 2 an 
important proportion of residents stated that they have felt the need to move to another 
neighborhood due to fear of crime (27 percent). In the other two communities, particularly in 
Community 3, the overwhelming majority of residents do not report to have considered moving 
to another neighborhood due to fear. 
 

Figure III-3. Need to Move to another Neighborhood due to Fear of Crime 

 
 
Cognitive Dimension 
The second dimension of community insecurity is fear of crime. The literature identifies three 
main ways in which fear of crime is externalized: cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects of 
insecurity (Fattah and Sacco, 1989). As Franklin et al. (2008, 205) summarize, “the cognitive 
dimension involves a rational thought process whereby perceptions of risk are developed; the 
affective dimension recognizes emotions associated with fear; and the behavioral dimension 
captures physical responses to the situation at hand.” We recommend monitoring indicators 
related to each of these three dimensions of feelings of insecurity. 
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 Current level of violence in comparison to other 
neighboroods in the muninicipality  

(based on INSG7) 

Current level of violence in comparison to 12 
months ago 

(based on INSG8) 
 Community  

1  
(%) 

Community 2 
(%) 

Community 3 
(%) 

Community  
1 

(%) 

Community 2 
(%) 

Community 3 
(%) 

Greater 16.16 9.18 1 6.06 6.06 4.04 
Same 14.14 24.49 16 15.15 14.14 32.32 
Less 69.7 66.33 83 78.79 79.8 63.64 
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The cognitive dimension of fear of crime is typically measured using indicators of perception of 
risk at home and the neighborhood at night or during the day. Four items were included in the 
survey to measure this dimension. The wording of the questions is as follows: 
 
Now, changing the subject, could you tell me how safe or unsafe you would feel in the 
following situations? Would you feel very safe, somewhat safe, neither safe or unsafe, 
somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe? 
 

 INGS01. Being at home with your family during the day. 
 INGS02. Being home alone during the day.  
 INGS03. Being home alone at night. 
 INGS04. Walking alone in this neighborhood during the day. 

 
Each of these items were recoded into a 0-1 scale, where 0 indicates very safe and 1 very unsafe. 
As can be observed in Figure III.4, there are differences between communities in the way their 
residents perceive risks, although those differences are in general small and not statistically 
significant (i.e., confidence intervals overlap). However, statistically significant differences exist 
between Community 2 and Community 1 on the average level of fear of being home alone at 
night, with Community 1 showing a higher average. The overall trend across communities 
reinforces the findings of the CART analysis presented above. In Community 2, residents are 
particularly fearful of being a crime victim in the streets of their neighborhood, but not as much 
when they are at home.  
 



57 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

Figure III-4. Indicators of Cognitive Fear of Crime 

 
 
Factor analysis and reliability tests indicate that a scale of cognitive fear of crime can be 
constructed based on these four items in the survey. The results of the factor analysis and 
reliability tests are shown in the appendix of this chapter. The scale of cognitive fear of crime 
can takes values between 0 and 1. Using this scale, as shown in Figure III.5, we do not observe 
statistically significant differences across communities. Moreover, consistent with residents’ 
perceptions of neighborhood safety, cognitive fear of crime is “low” in the three communities.12  
 

                                                   
12 To classify communities according to the level of a given indicator, we use the same classification scheme 
employed in the previous chapter. Average values between 0 and 0.19 are classified as “very low,” between 0.2 and 
0.39 as “low,” between 0.4 and 0.59 as “moderate,” between 0.6 and 0.79 as “high,” and between 0.8 and 1 as “very 
high.” 
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Figure III-5. Scale of Cognitive Fear of Crime 

 
 
Affective Dimension 
The affective dimension of fear of crime is related to feelings of “worry” about the possibility of 
being a crime victim in the neighborhood. Thus, affective feelings of fear reflect greater concern 
about the possibility of being a crime victim than simply perceptions of risk related to cognitive 
fear. Affective fear of crime is measured using the following three survey items:  
 
How worried are you in the following situations? Would you be very worried, somewhat 
worried, not very worried, or not worried in the following situations? 
 

 INSG1. How worried are you that someone would come into your house to steal when 
there is no one home.  

 INSG2. How worried are you that someone will stop you in the street, threaten you, 
hit you or hurt you in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD]?  

 INSG3. How worried are you that someone from your family will be stopped in the 
street, threatened, hit or hurt in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD]? 

 
Each of these items was recoded into a 0-1 scale, where 0 indicates not worried and 1 indicates 
very worried. Figure III.6 presents the result for each item by community. As can be observed, 
the extent of fear of crime as given by affective feelings of worry is greater than cognitive 
perceptions of risk. Feelings of worry about being a crime victim range from “moderate” to 
“very high.” In Community 2 in particular, feelings of worry that the respondent or someone in 
his or her household could be stopped and attacked in the streets of the neighborhood are “very 
high.” On the other hand, as the non-overlapping confidence intervals indicate, compared to 
residents in the other two communities, residents in Community 3 are significantly less 
concerned that someone from their family can be stopped and attacked in their neighborhood. 
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Figure III-6. Indicators of Affective Fear of Crime 

 
 
Factor analysis and reliability tests indicate that, based on these three items in the survey, a scale 
of affective fear of crime can be constructed. The scale of affective fear of crime can take values 
between 0 and 1. Using this scale, as shown in Figure III.7, Community 3 shows a lower level of 
affective fear of crime (0.66) than Community 1 (0.74) and Community 2 (0.80), although only 
the difference between Community 2 and Community 3 is statistically significant. 
 

0.77

0.84

0.66

0.70

0.80

0.59

0.74

0.77

0.72

Community 1

Community 2

Community 3

Community 1

Community 2

Community 3

Community 1

Community 2

Community 3

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00

Worry that someone from your family will be stopped,
threatened, hit or hurt in this community

Worry that someone will stop you in the street,
threaten you, hit you or hurt you in this community

Worry that someone would come into your house
to steal when there is no one home

95% C.I.



60 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

Figure III-7. Scale of Affective Fear of Crime 

 
 
Behavioral Manifestations of Insecurity  
Eleven items were included in the survey to examine the behavioral dimension of fear of crime. 
Questions included asking respondents whether or not they had avoided going out in their 
neighborhood as a way to protect themselves from crime, and if they had taken a series of either 
individual or collective actions to improve their safety. The 11 items in the survey are listed 
below. 
 
In order to protect yourself from a crime, in the last 12 months, have you taken any 
measure such as …  
 

 INSG10. Avoiding walking through some areas in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD] 
because they can be dangerous? 

 INSG11. Avoiding going out at night in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD]? 
 INSG12. Avoiding allowing your kids to play outdoors?  
 INSG13. Avoiding shopping in local stores in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD]? 
 INSG14. Contracting a private security service or a private security guard? 
 INSG15. Asking for help from the police? 
 INSG16. Asking for help from the municipality? 
 INSG17. Building additional walls, installing bars or exterior walls at your house? 
 INSG18. Installing barbed wire, razor wire, an electric fence or broken glass around 

your house? 
 INSG19. Taking action with your neighbors in order to protect yourself from crime? 
 INSG20. Getting or buying a firearm? 

 
Figure III.8 presents the frequency distribution of the survey questions that asked neighborhood 
residents if they had avoided going out in the neighborhood. As can be observed, the percentage 
of residents indicating that they had taken precautions by avoiding different actions is 
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particularly high in Community 2. Residents in Community 2 were more likely to indicate that 
they had avoided shopping in local stores, allowing their kids to play outdooors, going out at 
night in the neighborhood, and walking through some areas in the community because they can 
be dangerous. This evidence is consistent with the results of cognitive fear across the 
communities. 
 

Figure III-8. Indicators of Behavioral Fear of Crime 

 
 
Figure III.9 presents the results for the other behavioral items related to fear of crime. An 
interesting finding is that residents in Community 1 show a higher likelihood to have taken an 
action to protect themselves from crime, ranging from having a higher probability to take action 
with their neighbors to getting or buying a firearm. Thus, while a higher percentage of residents 
indicated that they have engaged in collective action with their neighborhoods to protect 
themselves from crime, they were also more likely to report engaging in individual actions such 
as getting a firearm or installing barbed wire or an electric fence. Moreover, in comparison to 
taking action with neighbors, asking the municipality or the police for help in protecting 
themsleves from crime is a less frequently cited strategy in all communities, particularly in 
Community 3. 
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Figure III-9. Additional Indicators of Behavioral Fear of Crime 

 
 
Reports of Illicit Acts 
 
Crime Victimization in the Neighborhood 
We recommend measuring crime victimization in the neighborhood using the following two 
items in the survey: 
 

 VICT1. Now, changing the subject, have you been a victim of any type of crime in the 
past 12 months? That is, have you been a victim of robbery, burglary, assault, fraud, 
blackmail, extortion, kidnapping, violent threats or any other type of crime in the past 
12 months?  
(1) Yes              (2) No        (88) DK    (98) DA  

 VICT1C. Could you tell me, in what place that last crime occurred? 
In your home      (2) In this neighborhood    (3) In this municipality (4) In another 
municipality 
(5) In another country      (88) DK       (98) DA   (99) N/A 

 
The first item (VICT1) makes it possible to determine whether or not neighborhood residents 
have been victims of crime, and the second item (VICT1C) makes it possible to determine the 
place where a given respondent was victim. Since the goal is to measure crime victimization at 
the neighborhood level, residents who reported having been crime victims in either their home or 
neighborhood were coded as one, while all other residents were coded as zero. Figure III.10 
indicates the percentage of respondents that reported having been a crime victim in their 
community. 
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Figure III-10. Personal Crime Victimization in the Neighborhood 

 
 
The percentage of residents who reported being a victim of crime is higher for Community 2, 
although differences between communities are not statistically significant. About 13 percent of 
community residents in Community 2 reported having been a victim of crime in the 
neighborhood, while that number is six and four percent in Community 1 and Community 3, 
respectively. Yet, as mentioned above, there is a weak connection between crime victimization 
and fear of crime in most communities. For example, in Community 2, as the correlation matrix 
presented above shows, the correlations between crime victimization and the other variables on 
insecurity are lower than 0.25. 
 
The survey also asked respondents who reported having been a victim of a crime to identify the 
type of crime they were victims of. As can be observed in Figure III-11, in the community with 
the highest incidence of crime, Community 2, nine out of the 13 individuals who reported having 
been victims of crime suffered a violent crime. These results further confirm differences in the 
dynamics of crime between communities. 
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Figure III-11.Victim of a Violent crime 

 
 
Victims of crime were also asked to indicate the identity of the perpetrator(s). Figure III-12 
shows the pooled results for the three communities. As can be observed, more than 70 percent of 
respondents indicated that they were victims of a crime committed by people foreign to the 
community, either strangers or people from other communities. Only four crime victims or the 
equivalent of 17.4 percent identified perpetrators as neighbors. These results suggest that 
although residents in these communities are exposed to violence in their communities as a result 
of people in the community belonging to gangs or drug trafficking, residents have a low 
probability of being victimized by their own neighbors. 
 

Figure III-12. Identity of Perpetrators  
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Reports of Neighborhood Crime 
As the CART analysis presented above indicates, reports of neighborhood crime vary 
substantially across communities. Respondents were asked if they were aware of any instances of 
nine different types of crime occurring in their community in the past 12 months. these questions 
are shown below. 
 
Taking into account your own experience or what have you heard mentioned, which of the 
following acts of crime have occurred in the last 12 months in [NAME OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD] 
 

 NEIGH1. Have robberies happened over the last twelve months in [NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH2. Has damage to private property happened over the last twelve months in 
[NAME OF NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH3. Has the sale of illegal drugs happened over the last twelve months in 
[NAME OF NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH4.  Have extortion or blackmail happened over the last twelve months in 
[NAME OF NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH5. Has sexual violence happened over the last twelve months in [NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH8. Have shootings happened over the last twelve months in NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH9. Have lynchings happened over the last twelve months in NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH6. Have kidnappings happened over the last twelve months in [NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 NEIGH7. Have murders happened over the last twelve months in [NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

 
Figure III.13 summarizes the answers provided to each questions across the communities. The 
occurrence of murders and shootings were more commonly reported in the urban communities 
included in the sample. Consistent with the results of the CART analysis, a higher percentage of 
individuals reported the sale of illegal drugs in Community 1 (36 percent). Kidnappings, sexual 
violence, and damage to private property were less frequently reported in all the communities. 
On the other hand, robberies and extortions were frequently reported in the three communities. In 
the urban communities in particular, more than 40 percent of neighborhood residents reported 
robberies, and more than 45 percent of residents reported the occurrence of extortions in the past 
12 months. 
 
In sharp contrast with the urban communities, 21 percent of residents in Community 3 indicated 
that lynching had occurred in their neighborhood, while less than five percent of residents 
reported lynching in the two urban communities. It is important to note that these numbers do not 
necessarily indicate that these crimes in fact occurred in these neighborhoods; these figures only 
reflect citizens’ knowledge of the incidence of these crimes in their community based on their 
experience or what they had heard. 
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Figure III-13. Reports of Neighborhood Crime 

 
 
Reports of Illicit Activities by Organized Groups 
The survey also asked residents to what extent illicit activities by organized groups were a 
problem in their community. The following three questions were asked in the survey: 
 
I am now going to read a series of situations that may or may not be a problem in some 
neighborhoods. Please tell me which of the following situations is a very serious problem, 
somewhat serious, not so serious, not serious or not a problem in [NAME OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD].  
 

 SOD8. Young people or children that live in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD] who 
are in gangs or maras 

 SOD10. Drug traffic or the sale of illegal drugs in [NAME OF NEIBHBORHOOD]   
 SOD18. Gang or maras brawls or fights in [NAME OF NEIBHBORHOOD] 

 
Responses were recoded on a 0 to 1 scale, where 0 means not a problem and 1 means a very 
serious problem. Figure III.14 presents the results for each community. In the three communities, 
residents identified young people or children who are in gangs or maras as a problem; this trend 
was particularly evident in Community 2 and Community 3. However, gang brawls were 
reported to be a serious problem mainly in Community 3. Drug trafficking was reported to be a 
serious problem predominantly in Community 1 and Community 2, with the former showing a 
higher score. The CART analysis presented above shows in more detail the specific dynamics 
reported by residents in each community as relates to the effects of reported illicit activities by 
organized groups on neighborhood crime and fear of crime. 
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Figure III-14. Reports of Illicit Activities by Organized Groups 

 
 
Main Findings from Focus Groups 
The low perception of insecurity expressed in the three communities was confirmed in the focus 
groups, whether comparing the current situation with that of the previous year, or with that of 
other communities in the municipality. In the case of Community 1, a security checkpoint was 
installed to control access to the neighborhood. One of the participants stated the following: 
“…with the measures taken to implement the security checkpoint, violence within the 
neighborhood has reduced quite a lot. There hasn’t been as much violence between our young 
people; there has always been rivalry between them, even in sports, but it has gone down a lot, 
thank God, and I think the checkpoint that was installed had a lot to do with it.” 
 
In the case of Community 2, security forces installed a camp within the neighborhood and made 
continual patrols to maintain order. There were also comments around the low perception of 
insecurity. One of the participants commented: “…this year crime has gone down in the sense 
that there were fewer deaths in the neighborhood, years ago, if I grabbed a scoreboard and 
marked every cross, they would stretch from the church I go to over there all the way to the 
bridge over there, where there were boys from outside the neighborhood doing harm, it’s people 
coming across who do the harm…”  
 
Conflicting with the perception that there has been a reduction in the level of criminality 
affecting them were indications from focus group participants that they had a high level of fear 
of being affected by criminality. In Community 2, one of the participants expressed this as 
follows: “Right now, thank God, they haven’t killed anybody, but it scares me because really, 
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you’re walking in the street and you feel it, they shoot one bullet and if that doesn’t kill them they 
shoot two, because once, they killed a boy near Doña Juanita’s place, and a lady says that a 
bullet passed really close by her, she fell down near the boy…” 
 
One of the focus group participants in Community 1 expressed fear of the violence that can 
affect them outside of the community:  “…I am a truck driver, and out on the road you realize 
what’s going on, we are living with fear of extortion, which is a very real fear; despite the 
authorities being there, we haven’t seen any progress.  Look at the case of Limón, it is full of 
soldiers and police and people are still being killed every three or four days, someone pays 
extortion money and they kill people right under their noses for saying something, and nothing is 
clear, so I think when they say the neighborhood is safe, it’s safe, but there are like 80 or 90 
soldiers there, there is a station that deals with the boys over there, so it isn’t real security with 
the authorities there.” 
 
With regard to criminal occurrences reported in the communities, lynching was mentioned in 
Community 3 by a significant number of interviewees (23 percent). In the focus group held in 
this community, it was not confirmed whether this was a practice frequently used by individuals 
to take justice into their own hands. However, it was mentioned that in accordance with the 
customs of indigenous communities, punishment often takes the form of public flogging for 
those who have committed a crime, with the aim of deterring criminals and avoiding a repeat of 
the incident in future. It was added that the families of those who had been punished by people in 
the community did not dare to report the assault to the authorities, given that they could be 
marginalized from their own communities.  
 
In terms of illicit activities within the communities, according to community leaders, the problem 
that most affects communities studied is that of mobs or gangs. Participants in the focus groups 
confirmed the existence of this problem. In Community 2, one of the participants advised: 
“There aren’t many, one with maybe 15 families, there aren’t many, but they are a disturbance, 
sector 3 is the worst, because in sector 2 it’s not so bad, it’s calm there, here in sector 1 there 
are a few.” Another participant stressed the risk they run by reporting the problem to the 
authorities: “…we are scared of reporting it because the family of the person we report will 
come and attack us, so really, that’s the problem that’s happened here in Community 2 and 
that’s why we stay out of it…” 
 
The same problem was also expressed in the focus group in Community 1: “Just like 
everywhere, in this neighborhood there are good people and bad people, we have a good school 
and sometimes the education that is carved out in the neighborhood is good, but unfortunately 
because of the culture they are brought up in, they don’t like studying, and that is where young 
people start forming their groups and gangs, we’re not talking about something massive here, 
but there are groups of one set of young people that belong to a certain gang, there are three or 
four groups, with around 10 boys per group.” In terms of the socio-economic characteristics of 
these young people, they advised: “they are from families with very few resources, that have no 
academic degrees in any sense of the word, broken homes, and that is what leads them to belong 
to a gang.”  
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The responses from focus group participants confirm that in each community, there are distinct 
dynamics related to insecurity and violence, not just in terms of the problems being faced, but 
also the causes of those problems, and the solutions that can be applied. The problems should 
therefore by analyzed in accordance within the specific context of each one of the communities.  
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IV. Conclusion: Targets Memo 
 
Proposed Targets for Improving Community Resilience through Future USAID/Guatemala 
Interventions 
Building resilience to protect communities from crime and violence requires promoting strong 
community relationships with state institutions, as well implementing activities that reinforce 
residents’ capacity to organize and achieve broad community involvement. The results of this 
study indicate that residents in urban and rural pilot communities in Guatemala have established 
formal mechanisms for community participation and communication with state institutions, 
particularly with local governments. In addition, the formal consolidation of community 
improvement organizations such as Comités Unicos de Barrio (CUB) and COCODES (Consejos 
Comunitarios de Desarrollo) has been an important step in the building of community resilience 
in Guatemala. Yet while formal mechanisms of citizen participation and local government 
accountability have been institutionalized in the Law of National System of Councils for Urban 
and Rural Development (Ley del Sistema Nacional de Consejos de Desarrollo Urbano y Rural), 
much work remains to be done to strengthen community resilience to prevent crime and 
violence, as illustrated by the fact that the pilot communities evaluated in this study have only 
low or moderate overall levels of resilience. 
 
Based on the results of this study, there are five main areas for improving community resilience 
that future USAID interventions should target. These are 1) the promotion of stronger 
connections between communities and national and local government institutions, 2) the 
promotion of community policing, 3) investments in human capital at the community level, 4) 
investments in community infrastructure, and 5) the development of periodic and standardized 
data collection systems at the community level. Each of these areas and their specific targets are 
described below. 
 
Promotion of Stronger Connections between Communities and Local and National 
Government Institutions  
 
Recommendation #1: Random selection is proposed as an optimal strategy to maximize the 
chances of selecting communities with low baseline scores on the sub-component of resilience 
related to community-local government ties. Random selection will ensure the validity of impact 
evaluation results, as it will increase the probability that observed changes in community 
resilience can be attributed to USAID interventions rather than to the influence of initial 
community characteristics. 
 
Recommendation #2: In addition to strengthening ties between local governments and 
communities, it is important to develop stronger connections with national government 
institutions. The involvement of the newly formed Vice Ministry for Violence and Crime 
Prevention in community projects can be particularly important in the building of resilience in 
beneficiary communities. 
 
The results of this study revealed an uneven involvement of state institutions in community 
affairs across the pilot communities. Strong links between the local government and 
communities were found in the two urban communities from the Municipality of Guatemala, 
while a much weaker connection with the local government was found in the rural and 
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indigenous community in San Juan Sacatepéquez. Since USAID’s crime prevention programs 
involve the creation of linkages between communities and local governments, its interventions 
have great potential to build community resilience by strengthening communities’ ties with local 
governments in urban and rural areas. However, to ensure that communities with relative weak 
ties with local governments also benefit from USAID interventions, it is important to select 
beneficiary communities from a broader list of communities pre-determined by external 
evaluators, rather than by local governments or project implementers.  
 
Promotion of Community Policing 
 
Recommendation #3: The integration of community policing in USAID crime prevention 
interventions is likely to result in higher trust towards the police, and consequently in higher 
support for the rule of law. We recommend the continuation of USAID support to police reform 
in Guatemala by training police officers in community policing strategies. 
 
One of the main findings of this study was that there exist only moderate or low levels of support 
for the rule of law in the selected communities. The low level of support for the rule of law 
among residents can in part be explained by high levels of distrust of the national police. 
Residents who question the effectiveness of the national police to prevent and reduce crime are 
more likely to favor extra-legal measures to protect their communities from crime.  
 
Investments in Human Capital at the Community Level 
 
Recommendation #4: We recommend making investments in human capital a priority. In 
particular, we recommend investments at the community level in the following areas: 
 

 Literacy programs 
 Vocational training programs 
 Leadership training programs  
 Promotion of school attendance among the youth 

 
One of the greatest constraints related to building community resilience is the lack of broad 
resident participation in community activities. We found that while residents have positive views 
of the performance of their community leaders, in general community residents delegate most of 
the work to community leaders, and thus their participation in in community is minimal. This 
phenomenon can be in part explained by the low socio-economic status of residents living in 
communities exposed to high levels of crime and violence. Standards of living, as measured by 
household income and education, are particularly low in marginalized communities in 
Guatemala. A high proportion of residents have only some primary education, which limits the 
extent to which they can effectively participate in community affairs. Low levels of education 
also result in low-paying jobs and, consequently, in low levels of income. Low-income residents 
are likely to prioritize the search for personal economic opportunities over participation in 
community development activities. 
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Investments in Community Infrastructure 
 
Recommendation #5: Investments in community infrastructure will facilitate gains in 
community resilience in contexts of high crime and violence. Examples of such investments 
include the illumination and beautification of public spaces. Investments in physical 
infrastructure to strengthen social networks, such building parks, soccer fields, and community 
centers, are also important for strengthening community resilience. 
 
Our study found that the lack of adequate community infrastructure makes communities more 
vulnerable to crime and violence. Physical disorder or the deterioration of public spaces triggers 
fear of crime and increases the probability of crime victimization. Thus efforts to improve the 
physical environment in such communities are likely to have a positive impact on indicators of 
community resilience. 
 
Development of Periodic and Standardized Data Collection Systems  
 
Recommendation #6: We recommend the creation of a periodic and standardized data 
collection system that allows USAID to gather objective data on indicators of community 
resilience, such as the number of meetings or events organized by community improvement 
committees, and participation rates of women and men. These data could be complemented with 
data gathered by local crime observatories. 
 
An important limitation in the design, monitoring, and evaluation of community resilience 
programs is the lack of data at the community-level. As in other countries in the region, data at 
this level of analysis are not collected by the Guatemalan National Statistics Bureau. Ensuring 
that such data are collected alongside data from surveys and focus group discussion will allow 
USAID to have a complete understanding of changes in indicators of community resilience. 
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Appendix I.1. Discussion on Weighting Choices 
 
Excerpt from Salzman. 2003. Methodological Choices Encountered in the Construction of Composite 
Indices of Economic and Social Well-Being.  Center for the Study of Living Standards 
(http://www.csls.ca/). 
 

Although correlation PCA has some mathematical sophistication, its use in weighting  
components of social indices is dubious. For example, it may lead to variables in a data set  
which have little variation being assigned small weights. However, the index constructor chose  
variables that were deemed to be.  As has been pointed out, PCA removes control over the  
weighting of individual variables from the people who construct the index (Booysen references  
Ginsberg 1986), and gives an index a false aura of mathematical objectivity, one that may never  
be achieved a social index.  
  
On the other hand, expert weighting, or weighting done by policy makers or public  
opinion polls suffer from disadvantages as well. As discussed before, an assignment of weights  
that implies the knowledge of relative valuation of variables is difficult, especially when  
different facets of social and economic well-being are aggregated. Policy makers or government  
officials will most likely be unable to represent their constituents relative valuations of  
components in a social index. And constituents may be unlikely to be able to compare such  
disparate aspects of well-being; indeed, this may be impossible, as people’s preferences can be  
non-transitive, especially with high number of variables. For this reason, it may be wise to  
abandon the notion that there exists a set of weights capable of perfectly capturing the relative  
contribution of variables to overall well-being.  
  
In light of the difficulties surrounding the explicit third party determination of weights, as  
well as the lack of interpretive meaning for PCA, we should consider turning our attention to the  
idea that all variables should a priori be weighted equally. Although equal weighting is certainly  
an explicit weighting scheme, the a priori decision to adopt the technique of equal weighting for  
methodological purposes makes the choice of weights less subjective. A motivation for this  
approach is that it is objective in the sense that if adopted as a common technique of index  
aggregation, the subjective component of construction of indices would lie exclusively in the choice of 
variables. There is an advantage of this approach: namely, that a debate over the  
inclusion of variables, that is, which variables are important, can be conducted on a more basic  
level than a discussion that centers around the choice of numerical weights.  
  
Another strength of this approach is that if variables are chosen as variables for  
something that cannot be perfectly quantified such as inequality, from the perspective of the  
social indicator constructor, the variables chosen as variables for a category of measurement  
should form a collection of multidimensional variables that is a sampling of indicators that may  
represent the category. Since the variables are variables and not measurements in themselves, it  
is more consistent to treat them as statistical objects that are not subject to further subjective  
numerical interpretation. As discussed earlier, involved statistical techniques such as PCA or  
factor analysis do not always make sense to apply to social indices due to the complex nature of  
social and economic phenomena. As a result, the case for uniformly aggregated variables, that  
is, a priori equal weights, is strengthened. 
 
Excerpt from Salzman. 2003. Methodological Choices Encountered in the Construction of  
Composite Indices of Economic and Social Well-Being.  Center for the Study of Living Standards. 
Page 20. Available at http://www.csls.ca/events/cea2003/salzman-typol-cea2003.pdf  



74 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

Appendix I.2: Six Dimension of Community Resilience Index: Survey Items 
 

 Survey Items 
Intra-Community Relationships  
I.1Social Cohesion SC1. Neighbors organize themselves 
 SC2. Neighborhood is unified 
 SC3. Neighbors are willing to help  
 SC4. Neighbors get along 
 SC7. Trust toward neighbors 
I.2 Community Leadership  CFM7. Trust in neighborhood association 
 CFM8. Neighborhood association does a good job 
 COMP8. Leaders communicate with residents 
 COMP9. Leaders involve resident in decision making 
 COMP10. Leaders do a good job in improving the neighborhood 
 COMP2. Neighborhood has good leaders 
 COMP4. Neighborhood leaders abide by the law 
 COMP 5. Trust toward neighborhood leaders 
I.3 Resident Inclusiveness COMP 1. Influence on community decisions 
 COMP 3. Residents participate in the decision making process 
 COMP 6. Women are accepted in leadership roles 
 COMP 7. The poor are accepted in leadership roles 
State-Community Relationships  
II.1 Political legitimacy-Local Government CFM4A. Trust in the municipality 
 CFM4D. Trust in the mayor 
 CFM1 Trust in good management of funds by municipality 
 CFM3. Municipality provides good services 
II.2 Political legitimacy-National 
Government 

CFM4B. Trust in national government 

 CFM4E. Trust in the president 
II.3 Political legitimacy-National Police CFM4C. Trust in the national police 
Participation PART3. Participation in meetings of a neighborhood committee 
 PART4. Participation in meetings convened by the local 

government 
Community Resources SOD4. Street cleanliness  
 SOD5. Vacant lot cleanup 
 SOD6. Street lighting  
Household Resources INCOME2. Income is enough 
 INCOME1  
 Education 
Support for the Rule of Law CONN4. Disapproval of circumventing the law 
 CONN6. Disapproval vigilante justice 
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Appendix III.1. Cognitive and Affective Fear of Crime: Factor Analysis and 
Reliability Results 
 

Scale Survey 
Items 

Description Factor 
Loading 

alpha 

Cognitive Fear of Crime  0.823 
 insg01r Fear when at home with your family during the day 0.773 0.802 
 insg02r Fear when home alone during the day 0.907 0.705 
 insg03r Fear when home alone at night 0.827 0.767 
 insg04r Fear when walking alone in the neighborhood during the 

day 
0.723 0.824 

Affective Fear of Crime  0.836 
 insg1r Worry that someone would come into your house to steal 

when there is no one home 
0.817 0.846 

 insg2r Worry that someone will stop you in the street, threaten 
you, hit you or hurt you in this community 

0.892 0.733 

 insg3r Worry that someone from your family will be stopped, 
threatened, hit or hurt in this community 

0.893 0.732 
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Appendix III.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis for Insecurity Variables  
 
The polychoric correlation matrices for the split analysis of the rural and urban samples are 
presented below. As can be observed, there are several empty cells in the matrices. In the case of 
the rural sample, several variables on insecurity incidents have very low levels of occurrence in 
the community. Therefore, those variables are dropped them from the analysis. The following 
variables do not have enough positive cases to be included in the Exploratory Factor Analysis 
when the sample for the rural community is employed: 

In order to protect yourself from a crime, in the last 12 months, have you taken any measure such 
as …  
INSG13. Avoiding shopping in local stores in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD]? 

INSG14. Contracting a private security service or a private security guard? 

INSG16. Asking for help from the municipality? 

INSG17. Building additional walls, installing bars or exterior walls at your house? 

INSG18. Installing barbed wire, razor wire, an electric fence or broken glass around your house? 

INSG19. Taking action with your neighbors in order to protect yourself from crime? 

INSG20. Getting or buying a firearm? 

Taking into account your own experience or what have you heard mentioned, which of the 
following acts of crime have occurred in the last 12 months in [NAME OF NEIGHBORHOOD] 

NEIGH3. Has the sale of illegal drugs happened over the last twelve months in [NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 

The following variables do not have enough positive cases to be included in the Exploratory 
Factor Analysis when the sample for urban communities is employed: 

INSG14. Contracting a private security service or a private security guard? 
INSG19. Taking action with your neighbors in order to protect yourself from crime? 
INSG20. Getting or buying a firearm? 
NEIGH9. Have lynchings happened over the last twelve months in NAME OF 
NEIHBORHOOD]? 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis- Rural Community (Community 3) 

*** Variables dropped due to insufficient positive cases: insg13r, 
insg14r, insg16r, insg17r, insg18r, insg19r, insg20r, and neig3r 
 
Variable Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 
insecper 0.04 -0.01 0.11 0.10 0.02 0.85 0.03 
worry 0.32 -0.11 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.16 0.86 
insg6r 0.18 0.09 0.07 0.26 0.16 0.73 0.16 
insg10r 0.09 0.21 0.81 0.19 0.20 -0.02 0.02 
insg11r 0.23 -0.04 0.89 0.18 -0.03 0.08 0.12 
insg12r 0.48 0.00 0.77 -0.06 0.15 0.12 0.08 
insg15r -0.03 0.25 0.30 0.34 0.55 -0.15 0.53 
crimevbarr 0.05 0.05 0.16 -0.08 0.92 0.11 -0.01 
neig1r 0.24 0.27 0.25 0.81 -0.09 0.26 0.10 
neig2r 0.23 0.09 0.09 0.93 0.04 0.04 -0.03 
neig4r 0.77 -0.02 0.15 -0.06 0.01 -0.28 -0.02 
negi5r 0.75 -0.07 0.08 0.22 -0.11 0.28 -0.12 
neig8r 0.65 0.33 0.26 0.16 0.27 0.10 -0.27 
neig9r 0.70 0.22 0.29 0.23 0.19 -0.04 0.26 
neig6r 0.88 0.00 0.19 0.04 -0.24 0.07 0.26 
neig7r 0.71 0.19 -0.13 0.40 0.44 0.06 0.14 
sod8r 0.02 0.93 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.03 -0.02 
sod18r 0.09 0.92 0.08 0.28 0.02 -0.02 -0.09 
sod10r 0.08 0.96 -0.02 -0.05 0.02 0.03 0.06 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis- Urban Communities 

*** Variables dropped due to insufficient positive cases: insg14r, insg19r, insg20r, and neig9r  
 

Variable Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 
insecper 0.07 0.17 0.18 0.16 0.86 0.10 -0.04 
worry 0.09 0.37 -0.12 0.37 0.35 -0.48 -0.02 
insg6r 0.13 0.27 0.02 -0.01 0.62 -0.08 0.37 
insg10r 0.21 0.81 0.03 0.11 0.07 0.10 0.23 
insg11r 0.19 0.90 0.01 0.15 0.09 -0.06 0.01 
insg12r 0.11 0.84 0.27 -0.14 0.05 0.07 -0.07 
insg13r 0.01 0.62 0.37 0.10 0.28 0.02 -0.29 
insg15r -0.07 0.60 0.59 0.14 -0.16 0.05 -0.06 
insg16r -0.25 0.46 0.62 0.18 -0.43 0.06 0.14 
insg17r -0.05 0.15 0.82 -0.05 0.15 0.13 0.26 
insg18r 0.18 0.14 0.88 0.08 0.16 -0.16 -0.14 
crimevbarr 0.47 0.02 0.28 0.18 0.05 -0.19 0.60 
neig1r 0.88 0.07 0.02 0.10 -0.05 -0.24 0.00 
neig2r 0.76 0.14 0.05 -0.12 0.03 -0.02 0.08 
neig3r 0.77 0.09 0.22 0.36 0.03 0.15 -0.09 
neig4r 0.80 0.01 -0.04 0.06 0.05 0.18 -0.03 
negi5r 0.58 0.26 -0.05 -0.01 0.13 0.36 -0.15 
neig8r 0.60 0.06 -0.26 0.12 0.25 0.34 0.39 
neig6r 0.25 0.13 -0.02 0.14 0.07 0.86 -0.04 
neig7r 0.64 0.33 -0.17 0.33 -0.04 0.33 0.20 
sod8r 0.21 0.19 -0.02 0.76 0.15 0.02 -0.19 
sod18r 0.07 0.10 0.05 0.77 -0.05 0.16 0.38 
sod10r 0.32 0.03 0.15 0.84 0.07 -0.02 -0.02 
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Rural Sample: polychoric correlation matrix (missing cells highlighted) 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 
insecper 1.0                           
worry 0.2 1.0                          
insg6r 0.4 0.3 1.0                         
insg10r 0.0 0.2 0.3 1.0                        
insg11r 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.7 1.0                       
insg12r 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.8 1.0                      
insg13r 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.5 . 1.0                     
insg14r 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 . . 1.0                    
insg15r -0.1 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.0                   
insg16r -0.1 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.7 1.0 1.0                  
insg17r 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 . 0.9 1.0 0.6 0.8 1.0                 
insg18r 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.6 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.9 1.0                
insg19r 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.5 1.0               
insg20r -0.1 0.5 0.0 . -1.0 1.0 . 1.0 . . . 1.0 . 1.0              
crimevbarr 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.3 . 1.0             
neig1r 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 . 0.0 1.0            
neig2r 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3 . 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 . 0.0 0.9 1.0           
neig3r 0.1 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.5 -0.9 -0.9 0.4 0.5 0.2 -0.9 -0.9 0.6 0.8 1.0          
neig4r 0.0 0.2 -0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 -1.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.3 1.0         
negi5r 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 . 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 1.0        
neig8r 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.6 0.4 . 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.5 1.0       
neig9r 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.4 . 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6 1.0      
neig6r 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.4 . 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 -0.9 -0.2 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 1.0     
neig7r 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.1 . 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.6 1.0    
sod8r 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.0 . 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 1.0   
sod18r 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.5 0.4 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.3 0.9 1.0  
sod10r 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.8 0.9 1.0 
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Urban Sample: polychoric correlation matrix (missing cells highlighted) 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

insecper 1.0                           
worry 0.3 1.0                          
insg6r 0.5 0.2 1.0                         
insg10r 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.0                        
insg11r 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.9 1.0                       
insg12r 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.8 1.0                      

insg13r 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.7 1.0                     

insg14r 0.0 -0.1 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.4 1.0                    

insg15r 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.7 1.0                   

insg16r -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.9 1.0                  

insg17r 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.6 1.0                 

insg18r 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.7 1.0                

insg19r 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 1.0               

insg20r -0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6 1.0              

crimevbarr 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 1.0             

neig1r 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0            

neig2r 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 -0.2 -0.1 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.7 1.0           

neig3r 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.5 1.0          

neig4r 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.4 -0.1 -0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.4 0.7 1.0         

negi5r 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 -0.1 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 1.0        

neig8r 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 -0.3 -0.2 0.0 -0.3 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.4 1.0       

neig9r 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.2 . 0.0 . 0.3 0.2 . -0.9 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.8 0.5 1.0      

neig6r 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.0 . 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 . 1.00     

neig7r 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.56 1.00    

sod8r 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.17 0.54 1.00   

sod18r 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.22 0.39 0.51 1.00  

sod10r 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 -0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.16 0.40 0.60 0.65 1.00 
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Annex 2: Public Opinion Survey Questionnaire 
 

Estudio sobre resiliencia y seguridad ciudadana a nivel comunitario, 2013 
 

CUESTID.  Número de cuestionario [asignado en la oficina] 
 

 

PROV. 01 Guatemala  01 
MUNICIPIO. Nombre Municipio:     
(101) Guatemala   
(110) San Juan Sacatepéquez 

 

NOMBAR. Nombre del Barrio/ Colonia/Comunidad_________________________________ 
101051 Renacimiento Municipal 
101105 Nueva Jerusalén 
110069 Sajcavillá 
110028 Loma Alta [Alternativa] 

 

Manzana. Número de manzana______________________________________________ 
 

 

CUADRA. Número de cuadra dentro de la manzana o pasaje_____________________ 
 

 

 
Fecha.  Día ______  Mes_______________ 
 

 

HORA. Hora de inicio: _____:_____AM  PM    
ATENCIÓN: ES UN REQUISITO LEER SIEMPRE LA HOJA DE CONSENTIMIENTO 
 INFORMADO ANTES DE COMENZAR 

 
 

SEX. SEXO [ANOTAR, NO PREGUNTE]:  
(1) Hombre  
(2) Mujer 
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Para comenzar,  me gustaría que me dijera si … 
 Una vez 

a la 
semana 

Una o dos 
veces 
al mes 

Una o dos 
veces 
al año 

Nunca NS 
 

PART1. ¿Participa en reuniones de un 
grupo religioso? [LEER ALTERNATIVAS] 

1 2 3 4 88  

PART2. ¿Participa en reuniones de una 
asociación educativa (de la escuela, 
colegio, instituto, o universidad)? 

1 2 3 4 88  

PART3. ¿Participa en reuniones de un 
comité o junta de mejoras para la 
comunidad? 

1 2 3 4 88  

PART4. ¿Participa en reuniones 
convocadas por la alcaldía o 
municipalidad? 

1 2 3 4 88  

PART5. ¿Participa en reuniones de un 
partido político? 

1 2 3 4 88  

PART6. ¿Participa en reuniones de algún 
otro grupo o asociación voluntaria? 

1 2 3 4 88  

 
A continuación me gustaría hacerle unas preguntas sobre [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] 

IT1. Hablando de la gente de por aquí, ¿diría que la gente de [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] es: [LEER 
ALTERNATIVAS]   

(1) Muy confiable (2) Algo confiable (3) Poco confiable 
(4) Nada confiable (88) NS (98) NR 

 

 

TIE1. ¿Durante su niñez, creció usted aquí en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]?  
(1) Sí [Pase a PART7]     (2) No [Siga]               (88) NS [Pase a PART7]     (98) NR[Pase a PART7] 

 

TIE2. ¿En qué año se vino a vivir  aquí? [Si el entrevistado no recuerda, sondee: me podría 
decir más o menos en qué año]  
Año [Cuatro dígitos]   |__|__|__|__|         (88) NS  (98) NR (99) INAP 

 

PART7.¿En los últimos doce meses usted ha contribuido para la solución de algún problema de 
su comunidad o de los vecinos de su barrio o colonia? Por favor, dígame si lo hizo por lo menos 
una vez a la semana, una o dos veces al mes, una o dos veces al año, o nunca.  

(1) Una vez a la semana (2) Una o dos veces al mes (3) Una o dos veces al año 
(4) Nunca  (88) NS (98) NR 

 

 

 
CFM4A. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene en la municipalidad? [Leer alternativas] 
(1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 

 

CFM4B. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene en el Gobierno Nacional? [Leer alternativas] 
((1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 

 

CFM4C. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene en la Policía Nacional Civil? [Leer alternativas] 
(1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 

 

CFM4D. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene en el alcalde de [NOMBRE MUNICIPIO]? [Leer 
alternativas] 
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(1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 
CFM4E. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene en el Presidente de la República? [Leer alternativas] 
(1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 

 

 
PROB1. En su opinión ¿cuál es el problema más grave que enfrenta [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]? [NO 
LEER ALTERNATIVAS; SÓLO UNA OPCIÓN] 

 

Agua, falta de 19 Medio ambiente/Basura en las calles  10 
Áreas de recreación, falta de 71 Migración    16 
Áreas de recreación, mal estado 72 Narcotráfico    12 
Balaceras o tiroteos 74 No hay problemas 73 
Caminos/vías en mal estado  18 Pandillas/Maras   14 
Consumo de drogas    11 Violencia 57 
Corrupción    13 Pobreza     04 
Delincuencia, crimen 05 Protestas populares (huelgas, cierre de 

carreteras, paros, etc.) 
06 

Desempleo/falta de empleo  03 Salud, falta de servicio   22 
Desigualdad 58 Secuestro   31 
Desnutrición    23 Seguridad (falta de)   27 
Desplazamiento forzado   32 Tierra para cultivar, falta de 07 
Discriminación    25 Transporte, problemas con el 60 
Drenajes, falta de (no hay tuberías) 75 Vivienda, malas condiciones   55 
Economía, problemas con, crisis de  01 Otro 70 
Educación, falta de, mala calidad  21 NS 88 
Electricidad, falta de   24 NR 98 
Explosión demográfica/sobre 
población/hacinamiento 

20   

 
A veces la gente y las comunidades tienen problemas que no pueden resolver por sí mismas, y para 
tratar de resolverlos piden ayuda. 
¿Para tratar de resolver algún problema alguna vez 
ha pedido usted ayuda o cooperación ... [LEA CADA 
OPCIÓN Y ANOTE LA RESPUESTA]  

Si No NS NR  

AD1. A algún diputado del Congreso?  1 2 [Pasar AD2] 88 98  
AD1A. Le ayudaron a resolver su problema?  1 2 88 98  
AD2. A alguna autoridad local como el alcalde o  la 
municipalidad?  1 2 [Pasar a AD3] 88 98  

AD2A. Le ayudaron a resolver su problema?  1 2 88 98  
AD3. A algún ministerio/secretario, institución 
pública, u oficina del estado?  1 2 [Pasar a AD4] 88 98  

AD3A. Le ayudaron a resolver su problema?  1 2 88 98  
AD4. ¿Para tratar de resolver algún problema 
alguna vez ha pedido usted ayuda o cooperación .. 
A una asociación de vecinos de este barrio? 

1 2 [Pasar a AD5] 88 98 
 

AD4A. Le ayudaron a resolver su problema?  1 2 88 98  
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AD5. A alguna organización no gubernamental o 
ONG. 1 2 [Pasar a AD6] 88 98  

AD5A. Le ayudaron a resolver su problema?  1 2 88 98  
AD6. ¿Para tratar de resolver algún problema 
alguna vez ha pedido usted ayuda o cooperación... 
A algún vecino suyo? 

1 2 [Pasar a SC1] 88 98 
 

AD6A. Le ayudaron a resolver su problema? 1 2 88 98  
 

Ahora, le voy a leer algunas frases acerca de cosas que las personas en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] 
pueden o no hacer. Para cada una de estas frases, por favor dígame si usted está muy de acuerdo, de 
acuerdo, ni  de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en desacuerdo. 
 

Muy de 
acuerdo 

De 
acuerdo 

Ni  de 
acuerdo 
 ni en 
desacuerdo 

En 
desacuerdo 

Muy en 
desacuerdo NS NR 

SC1. La primera frase dice…cuando hay un 
problema en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO], los 
vecinos suelen organizarse para tratar de 
resolverlo. ¿Usted diría que está muy de 
acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni de acuerdo ni en 
desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en 
desacuerdo con esta frase?  

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SC2. [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] es un barrio 
unido. ¿Usted diría que está muy de 
acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni de acuerdo ni en 
desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en 
desacuerdo con esta frase? 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SC3. La gente de [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] 
está dispuesta a ayudar a sus vecinos. 
¿Usted diría que está muy de acuerdo, de 
acuerdo, ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, 
en desacuerdo, o muy en desacuerdo con 
esta frase? 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SC4. Generalmente, los vecinos de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]  se llevan unos con 
otros. ¿Usted diría que está muy de 
acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni de acuerdo ni en 
desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en 
desacuerdo con esta frase? 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 
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SC6. Sus vecinos suelen echarle un ojo a su 
casa cuando no hay nadie. ¿Usted diría 
que está muy de acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni 
de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo,  en 
desacuerdo, o muy en desacuerdo con 
esta frase? 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SC7. Usted puede confiar en los vecinos de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. ¿Usted diría que 
está muy de acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni de 
acuerdo ni en desacuerdo,  en 
desacuerdo, o muy en desacuerdo con 
esta frase? 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

 
 Sí No NS NR Inap  
PART8. ¿Hay una asociación o comité  de vecinos en [NOMBRE DEL 
BARRIO], como por ejemplo un Consejo Comunitario de Desarrollo 
(COCODE) o un Comité Único de Barrio (CUBs)? [Si la respuesta es NO, 
pase a PART12]   

1 0 88 98  

 

PART9. ¿Es usted miembro de esa asociación o comité?  1 0 88 98 99  
PART9. En los últimos tres meses, ¿ha asistido usted a una reunión 
convocada por la asociación o comité de vecinos?  1 0 88 98 99  

PART10. En los últimos tres meses, ¿ha realizado usted trabajo 
voluntario para esa asociación o comité?  1 0 88 98 99  

PART11.  En los últimos tres meses, ¿ha promovido la asociación o 
comité de vecinos de  [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] actividades para 
prevenir la delincuencia, tales como tomar medidas de seguridad 
para el vecindario u otras actividades?  

1 0 88 98 99 

 

 
CFM7. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene en la asociación o comité de vecinos en [NOMBRE DEL 
BARRIO]? [Leer alternativas] 
 (1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 

 

CFM8. ¿Diría usted que el trabajo que está llevando a cabo la asociación o comité de vecinos 
en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] es: [Leer alternativas]                                                                                                        
(1) Muy bueno               (2) Bueno         (3) Ni bueno ni malo (regular)             (4) Malo        (5) 
Muy malo (pésimo)               (88) NS                 (98) NR 

 

 
  
PART12. ¿Hay alguna otra asociación o institución que esté promoviendo programas para la 
prevención de la delincuencia en  [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]?  
(1) Sí                             (2) No                                (88) NS                            (98) NR 
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Cómo calificaría a los líderes de su comunidad en las siguientes áreas. Diría que el trabajo que están 
haciendo es muy bueno, bueno, ni bueno ni malo, malo, o muy malo [Repetir después de cada 
pregunta para ayudar al entrevistado]          
 Muy 

Bueno 
(a) 

Bueno 
(a) 

Ni  
bueno 
(a) ni 
malo (a) 

Malo 
(a) 

Muy 
 
Malo 
(a) 

No 
leer: 
no 
hay 
líderes  

NS NR  

COMP8. La comunicación que 
mantienen los líderes de su 
comunidad con los residentes 
es… 

1 2 3 4 5 99 88 98  

COMP9. El trabajo de los líderes 
de su comunidad para 
involucrar a los residentes en la 
toma de decisiones es… 

1 2 3 4 5 99 88 98  

COMP10. El trabajo de los 
líderes  de su comunidad para 
lograr mejoras en la comunidad 
es.. 

1 2 3 4 5 99 88 98  

 
Ahora le voy a leer una serie de frases. Para cada una de ellas, por favor dígame si usted está muy de 
acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni  de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en desacuerdo. [Repetir 
“Muy de acuerdo”,  “De acuerdo”, “Ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo”, “En desacuerdo” ó “Muy en 
desacuerdo” después de cada pregunta para ayudar al entrevistado]          
 Muy de 

acuerdo 
De 
 
acuerdo 

Ni de 
acuerdo ni  
en 
desacuerdo 

En 
desacuerdo 

Muy en 
desacuerdo 

NS NR 

COMP1. La gente como usted 
tiene influencia real sobre las 
decisiones que se toman en la 
comunidad. Está usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

COMP2. Su comunidad tiene 
buenos líderes, está usted 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

COMP3. Hay muchas 
oportunidades para que los 
residentes participen en la toma 
de decisiones comunitarias. Está 
usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 
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 Muy de 

acuerdo 
De 
 
acuerdo 

Ni de 
acuerdo ni  
en 
desacuerdo 

En 
desacuerdo 

Muy en 
desacuerdo 

NS NR 

COMP4. Los líderes de su 
comunidad siempre actúan en el 
marco de la ley. Está usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

COMP5. Usted confía en que los  
líderes de la comunidad toman 
las mejores decisiones para su 
comunidad. Está usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

COMP6. Las mujeres de esta 
comunidad son aceptadas en 
roles de liderazgo. Está usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

COMP7. Las personas de escasos 
recursos económicos son 
aceptadas en roles de liderazgo. 
Está usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

 
Ahora para cada una de las siguientes frases, por favor dígame si es muy probable, algo probable, 
poco probable o nada probable que la gente en su barrio pueda actuar del siguiente modo: 
 Muy 

probable 
Algo 
probable 

Poco  
probable 

Nada  
probable NS NR  

ICON1. Si un grupo de niños del 
vecindario estuviera faltando a la 
escuela y vagando en las calles, ¿qué 
tan probable es que sus vecinos 
hagan algo al respecto?   

1 2 3 4 88 98 

 

ICON2. Si algunos niños estuvieran 
manchando las paredes del 
vecindario, ¿qué tan probable es que 
sus vecinos hagan algo al respecto? 

1 2 3 4 88 98 

 

ICON3. Si hay un pleito enfrente de 
su casa y alguien está siendo 
amenazado o golpeado, ¿qué tan 
probable es que sus vecinos traten 
de parar la pelea? 

1 2 3 4 88 98 

 

ICON4. Si una persona desconocida 
fuera encontrada in fraganti robando 
en el barrio, ¿Qué tan probable es 
que sus vecinos actuen por su cuenta 
y persigan al ladrón para capturarlo? 

1 2 3 4 88 98 

 

ICON5. Si una persona desconocida 
fuera encontrada in fraganti robando 
en el barrio, ¿Qué tan probable es 
que sus vecinos llamen a la policía? 

1 2 3 4 88 98 
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ICON6. Si una persona desconocida 
fuera encontrada in fraganti robando 
en el barrio, ¿Qué tan probable es 
que sus vecinos no hagan nada al 
respecto? 

1 2 3 4 88 98 

 

 
Ahora cambiando de tema… 
CFM1. ¿Qué grado de confianza tiene usted en el buen manejo de los fondos por parte de la  
municipalidad? [Leer alternativas]  
(1) Mucha confianza (2) Algo de confianza (3) Poca confianza (4) Nada de confianza (88) NS  
(98) NR 

 

CMF2. En su opinión, ¿los proyectos que lleva acabo la municipalidad benefician a su barrio o 
colonia?  

(1) Si, los proyectos benefician (2) No, los proyectos no benefician 

 

CFM3. ¿Diría usted que los servicios que la municipalidad está dando a la gente son: [Leer 
alternativas]                                                                                                                                                                                   
(1) Muy buenos                     (2) Buenos                        (3) Ni buenos ni malos (regulares)                
(4) Malos        (5) Muy malos (pésimos)               (88) NS                 (98) NR 

 

 
Para cada una de las siguientes frases, por favor dígame si usted está muy de acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni 
de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en desacuerdo. [Repita después de cada 
pregunta “muy de acuerdo, de acuerdo, ni de acuerdo ni en desacuerdo, en desacuerdo, o muy en 
desacuerdo” para ayudar al entrevistado] 
 Muy de 

acuerdo 
De 
acuerdo 

Ni de 
acuerdo ni 
en 
desacuerdo 

En 
desacuerdo 

Muy en 
desacuerdo 

NS NR 

CONN1.  Los vecinos de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] están 
trabajando con la 
municipalidad para hacerle 
frente a los problemas de este 
barrio. 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

CONN2.  Los vecinos de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] están 
trabajando con instancias del  
gobierno nacional para hacerle 
frente a los problemas de este 
barrio. 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

CONN3.  Los vecinos de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] están 
trabajando con la policía para 
hacerle frente a los problemas 
de este barrio. 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 
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CONN4.  Algunas veces se 
justifica que los vecinos actúen 
al margen de la ley para 
capturar a los delincuentes 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

CONN5.  No vale la pena 
contactar instancias del 
gobierno para resolver los 
problemas de este barrio. 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

CONN6. Algunas veces se 
justifica que los vecinos hagan 
justicia por su propia cuenta 
para castigar a los criminales  

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

CONN7. Para proteger a 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] del 
crimen, más vecinos deberían 
de adquirir armas de fuego. 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

 
Ahora, me podría decir, ¿qué tan seguro o inseguro se sentiría usted en las siguientes situaciones? 

 Muy 
seguro 

Algo 
seguro 

Ni seguro 
ni 
inseguro 

Algo 
inseguro 

Muy 
inseguro 

NS NR 

INSG01. Estar en su casa con su 
familia cuando es de día ¿Se sentiría 
usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

INSG02. Estar solo (a) en su casa 
cuando es de día ¿Se sentiría 
usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

INSG03. Estar solo (a) en su casa 
cuando es de noche ¿Se sentiría 
usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

INSG04. Caminar solo (a) por este 
barrio cuando es de día ¿Se sentiría 
usted… 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

 
Ahora, me podría decir, ¿qué tan preocupado(a) se sentiría usted en las siguientes situaciones? 

 Muy 
preocupado 

Algo 
preocupado 

Poco 
preocupado 

Nada 
preocupado 

NS NR 

INSG1. ¿Qué tan preocupado está usted 
de que alguien entre a su casa a robar 
cuando no hay nadie? Está usted… 

1 2 3 4 88 98 

INSG2. En general, ¿qué tan preocupado 
(a) está usted de que alguien lo (la) 
detenga en la calle, lo (la) amenace, 
golpee, o le haga daño en [NOMBRE DEL 
BARRIO]? Está usted…  

1 2 3 4 88 98 
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INSG3. En general,  ¿qué tan 
preocupado(a) está usted de que a algún 
miembro de su familia lo detengan en la 
calle, lo amenacen, golpeen, o le hagan 
daño en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]? Está 
usted…  

1 2 3 4 88 98 

INSG4. Ahora hablando de otros lugares 
de [NOMBRE MUNICIPIO], ¿qué tan 
preocupado (a) está usted de que alguien 
lo (a) detenga en la calle, lo (a) amenace, 
golpee, o le haga daño en este municipio? 
Está usted…  

1 2 3 4 88 98 

 
INSG6. En su opinión, [Nombre Barrio] ¿es una comunidad  muy segura, algo segura, algo 
insegura, o    muy insegura? 
(1) Muy segura    (2) Algo segura   (3) Algo insegura   (4) Muy insegura   (88) NS  (98) NR 

 

 
 Mayor Igual Menor NS NR  
INSG7. ¿Considera usted que el nivel de violencia actual 
en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] es mayor, igual, o menor que el 
de otras colonias o comunidades en este municipio? 

1 2 3 88 98 
 

INSG8. ¿Considera usted que el nivel de violencia actual 
en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] es mayor, igual, o menor que el 
de hace 12 meses? 

1 2 3 88 98 
 

 
INSG5. ¿Ha sentido usted la necesidad de cambiar de barrio o colonia por temor a la 
delincuencia?  
(1) Sí        (2) No       (88) NS       (98) NR   

 

Para protegerse de la delincuencia,  en los  últimos 12 meses, ¿usted realizó 
algún tipo de medida como... Sí No NS NR  

INSG10. Evitó pasar por algunos lugares en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] porque 
pueden ser peligrosos? 1 2 88 98  

INSG11. Evitó salir de noche aquí en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]      
INSG12. Evitó que menores de edad salieran a jugar a la calle 1 2 88 98  
INSG13. Evitó ir a comprar a una tienda en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO] 1 2 88 98  
INSG14. Contrató un servicio de seguridad privada o a un vigilante privado? 1 2 88 98  
INSG15. Pidió ayuda a la policía? 1 2 88 98  
INSG16. Pidió ayuda a la municipalidad? 1 2 88 98  
INSG17. Construyó muros, rejas o paredes exteriores adicionales en su 
casa? 1 2 88 98  

INSG18. Puso alambre de púas, malla electrificada  o vidrio roto alrededor 
de su casa? 1 2 88 98  

INSG19. Tomó medidas conjuntas con sus vecinos para protegerse de la 
delincuencia? 1 2 88 98  

INSG20. Adquirió o compró un arma de fuego? 1 2 88 98  
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Ahora voy a leerle una lista de situaciones que pueden o no ser problema en algunos barrios.  Por 
favor dígame si las siguientes situaciones son un problema  muy serio, algo serio, poco serio, nada 
serio o no son un problema en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. [Repita después cada pregunta “es esto un 
problema muy serio, algo serio, poco serio, nada serio o no es un problema” para ayudar al 
entrevistado] 
 Muy  

serio 
Algo 
serio 

Poco 
serio 

Nada 
serio 

No es un 
 
problema 

NS NR 

SOD1. Manchas, pintas o graffiti en las paredes 
de [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD3. Casas abandonadas en [NOMBRE DEL 
BARRIO] 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD4. Basura en las banquetas o calles de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD5. Terrenos baldíos con montes altos en 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD6. Calles o lugares oscuros o sin iluminación 
en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD7. Jóvenes o niños  en las calles sin hacer 
nada, que andan vagando  en [NOMBRE DEL 
BARRIO]. 

1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD8. Jóvenes o niños que viven en [NOMBRE 
DEL BARRIO]  en pandillas o maras 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD9. Ataques o daños intencionales a la 
propiedad privada en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD10. Venta o tráfico de drogas ilegales en 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD13. Gente borracha en las calles  de 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD15. Robo a viviendas en [NOMBRE DEL 
BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD16. Asaltos a las personas cuando caminan 
por las calles de [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

SOD17. Balaceras en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 
SOD18. Riñas o peleas de pandillas o maras en 
[NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]. 1 2 3 4 5 88 98 

 
VICT1. Ahora pensando en las cosas que le pueden pasar a uno ya sea en el barrio o en 
cualquier otro lugar… 
¿Ha sido usted víctima de algún acto de delincuencia en los últimos 12 meses? Es decir, ¿ha sido 
usted víctima de un robo, hurto, agresión, fraude, chantaje, extorsión, amenazas o algún otro 
tipo de acto delincuencial en los últimos 12 meses?  
(1) Sí [Siga]                   (2) No [Pasar a VICT3]         (88) NS [Pasar a VICT3]   (98) NR [Pasar a 
VICT3]  

 

VICT1A. ¿Cuántas veces ha sido usted víctima de un acto delincuencial en los últimos 12 meses? 
___________[Marcar el número]____________         (88) NS       (98) NR               (99) INAP 
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VICT1B. Pensando en el último acto delincuencial del cual usted fue víctima, de la lista que le 
voy a leer, ¿qué tipo de acto delincuencial sufrió? [Leer  alternativas] 
(01) Robo sin arma sin agresión o amenaza física 
(02) Robo sin arma  con agresión o amenaza física 
(03) Robo con arma  
(04) Agresión física sin robo 
(05) Violación o asalto sexual 
(06) Secuestro 
(07) Daño a la propiedad 
(08) Robo de la casa 
(10) Extorsión  
(11) Otro  
(88) NS                 (98) NR            (99) INAP (no fue víctima) 

 

VICT1C. ¿Podría decirme en qué lugar ocurrió el último acto delincuencial del cual usted fue 
víctima? [Leer alternativas] 
(1) En su hogar 
(2) En este barrio o comunidad 
(3) En este municipio 
(4) En otro municipio  
(5) En otro país 
(88) NS                 (98) NR            (99) INAP (no fue víctima) 

 

VICT1D. La última vez que fue víctima de la delincuencia, el o los atacantes eran: 
(1) Un extraño o un grupo de extraños  
(2) Personas de otras comunidades en el municipio  
(3) Vecinos 
(4) Amigos cercanos a usted o su familia 
(5) Miembros de su hogar    
(6) Otros parientes   
(7) No vio 
(88) NS                 (98) NR            (99) INAP (no fue víctima) 

 

VICT2. ¿La última vez que fue víctima, denunció el hecho a alguna institución? 
(1) Sí  
(2) No lo denunció  
(88) NS                 (98) NR            (99) INAP (no fue víctima) 

 

VICT3. ¿Alguna otra persona que vive en su hogar ha sido víctima de algún acto de delincuencia 
en los últimos 12 meses? Es decir, ¿alguna otra persona que vive en su hogar ha sido víctima de 
un robo, hurto, agresión, fraude, chantaje, extorsión, amenazas o algún otro tipo de acto 
delincuencial en los últimos 12 meses? 
(1) Sí                       (2) No         (88) NS                  (98) NR           
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Teniendo en cuenta su experiencia o lo que ha oído 
mencionar, ¿cuáles de los siguientes actos de delincuencia 
han ocurrido en los últimos 12 meses en [NOMBRE BARRIO] 

Sí  No NS NR 
 

NEIG1. Han ocurrido robos en los últimos 12 meses en 
[NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG2. Han ocurrido  daños a la propiedad privada en los 
últimos 12 meses en [NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG3. Han ocurrido  ventas de drogas ilícitas en los últimos 
12 meses en [NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG4. Han ocurrido  extorsiones en los últimos 12 meses 
en [NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG5. Han ocurrido  violaciones sexuales en los últimos 12 
meses en [NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG8. Han ocurrido balaceras en los últimos 12 meses en 
[NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG9. Han ocurrido  linchamientos en los últimos 12 meses 
en [NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG6. Han ocurrido  secuestros en los últimos 12 meses en 
[NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

NEIG7. Han ocurrido  asesinatos en los últimos 12 meses en 
[NOMBRE BARRIO]? 1 2 88 98  

 
En esta comunidad o barrio donde usted vive, que tanto está usted satisfecho con lo siguiente: 
[Repetir “Muy satisfecho”,  “Satisfecho”, “Insatisfecho(a)”, “Muy insatisfecho(a)” después de cada 
pregunta para ayudar al entrevistado]          
 Muy 

satisfecho  
(a)     

Satisfecho 
 (a)  

Insatisfecho 
 (a)  

Muy 
insatisfecho  
(a) 

NS  NR  

SD1.  La comunidad como un 
lugar para vivir 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD2. Las vías y calles de su 
comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD4. La calidad del aire en su 
comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD5. La calidad del agua en su 
comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD8. La apariencia física de su 
comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD9. El flujo del tráfico en su 
comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD10. Las banquetas o vías 
peatonales  en su comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

SD11. La disponibilidad de 
parques, plazas y áreas verdes 
en su comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  
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SD12. La disponibilidad de 
sitios públicos adecuados para 
que la gente pueda practicar 
deportes en su comunidad 

1 2 3 4 88 99  

 
POLI1. En general, ¿usted diría que está muy satisfecho(a), satisfecho(a), insatisfecho(a) o muy 
insatisfecho(a) con  el trabajo realizado por la Policía Nacional Civil en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]? 
[Leer alternativas] 
(1) Muy satisfecho    (2) Satisfecho         (3) Insatisfecho     (4) Muy insatisfecho  (7)  [espontánea 
no leer]La policía no está haciendo nada  (88) NS (98) NR 

 

 
POLI2. ¿Con qué frecuencia  la Policía Nacional Civil patrulla en [NOMBRE DEL BARRIO]? Usted 
diría: [LEER ALTERNATIVAS] 

(1) Varias veces al día (2) Al menos una vez al día (3) Algunas veces por 
semana 

(4) Algunas veces por mes (5)  Rara vez  (6)  Nunca  
   (88)  NS         (98)  NR 

 

 
VOTE1. ¿Está empadronado para votar?  
(1) Sí                             (2) No                                              (88) NS            (98) NR 

 

VOTE2. ¿Votó usted en la segunda ronda de las últimas elecciones presidenciales de  2011? 
(1) Sí votó                     (2) No votó                                    (88) NS             (98)  NR  

 

VOTE3. ¿Votó por algún candidato a alcalde en las últimas elecciones de 2011?  
(1) Sí votó                     (2) No votó                                    (88) NS             (98)  NR 

 

 
INT1. ¿Qué tanto interés tiene usted en la política: mucho, algo, poco o nada?  
(1) Mucho                      (2) Algo            (3)Poco             (4)  Nada                      (88)  NS         (98)  NR 

 

 
Ahora queremos saber cuánta información sobre política y sobre el país tiene la gente… 
ME1. ¿Con qué frecuencia sigue las noticias, ya sea en la televisión, la radio, los periódicos, o el 
internet?  [Leer opciones]:   
(1) A diario       (2) Algunas veces a la semana      (3) Algunas veces al mes      (4) Rara vez         (5) 
Nunca      
  (88) NS (98) NR 
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Cambiando de tema... 
EDUC1. ¿Cuál fue el último  grado de educación  que usted aprobó?  
_____ Año de ___________________ (primaria, secundaria, universitaria, superior no 
universitaria) = ________ años total [Usar tabla abajo para código] 

 

 10 20 30 40 50 60  

Ninguno 0            
Primaria 1 2 3 4 5 6  
Secundaria  (Básicos: primero básico,  
segundo básico, tercero básico)  

7 8 9     

Diversificado (bachillerato, magisterio o 
secretariado) 

10 11 12 12 12   

Universitaria 13 14 15 16 17 18  

Maestría o doctorado 19 20 21 22    
NS 88            
NR 98       

 
AGE. ¿Cuál es su edad en años cumplidos? __________ años  (NS=888, NR=988)  

 
ESTCIV. ¿Cuál es su estado civil? [NO LEER ALTERNATIVAS]    
(1) Soltero              (2) Casado             (3) Unión libre (acompañado, unido)                (4) Divorciado 
  (5) Separado                (6) Viudo                       (88) NS (98) NR 

 

HIJO. ¿Tiene hijos(as)? ¿Cuántos?  _________ (00= ninguno)    NS=88 NR=98    
 

ETHNIC. ¿Usted se considera una persona ladina, indígena, u otra?               
(2) Ladina       (3) Indígena                 (7) Otra        (88) NS      (98) NR 

 

 
RELIG1. Si usted es de alguna religión, ¿podría decirme cuál es su religión? [NO LEER OPCIONES]  
(01) Católico  
(02) Cristiano no católico  
 (06) Religiones tradicionales o nativas (religiones Mayas) 
(03) Otra no cristiana 
(04) Ninguna  
(88) NS      (98) NR  

 

RELIG2. ¿Con qué frecuencia asiste usted a servicios religiosos? [Leer alternativas] 
(1) Más de una vez por semana 
(2) Una vez por semana 
(3) Una vez al mes 
(4) Una o dos veces al año 
(5) Nunca o casi nunca 
(88) NS      (98) NR 

 

 



102 
For Internal Use Only/Not for Public Distribution 

EMPLEO1. ¿A qué se dedica usted principalmente? ¿Está usted actualmente: [LEER 
ALTERNATIVAS] 
(1)  ¿Trabajando?  [Siga] 
(2)  ¿No está trabajando en este momento pero tiene trabajo? [Siga] 
(3)  ¿Está buscando trabajo activamente? [PASAR A INCOME1] 
(4)  ¿Es estudiante?  [PASAR A INCOME1] 
(5)  ¿Se dedica a los quehaceres de su hogar? [PASAR A INCOME1] 
(6)  ¿Está jubilado, pensionado o incapacitado permanentemente para trabajar? [PASAR A 
INCOME1] 
(7)  ¿No trabaja y no está buscando trabajo? [PASAR A INCOME1]         
(88) NS [PASAR A INCOME1]               (98) NR [PASAR A INCOME1] 

 

EMPLEO2.  En su ocupación principal usted es: [Leer alternativas] 
  (1) ¿Asalariado del gobierno o empresa estatal? 
  (2) ¿Asalariado en el sector privado? 
  (3) ¿Patrono o socio de empresa? 
  (4) ¿Trabajador por cuenta propia? 
  (5) ¿Trabajador no remunerado o sin pago? 
  (88) NS   (98) NR   (99) INAP  

 

 
 [ENTREGAR TARJETA “A”] 
INCOME1. ¿En cuál de los siguientes rangos se encuentran los ingresos familiares mensuales de 
este hogar, incluyendo las remesas del exterior y el ingreso de todos los adultos e hijos que 
trabajan? [Si no entiende, pregunte: ¿Cuánto dinero entra en total a su casa al mes?]  
  
(00) Ningún ingreso 
(01) Menos de 1000 quetzales 
(02) Entre 1001 - 1500 quetzales 
(03  Entre 1501 a 2000 quetzales 
(04) Entre 2001 a 2500 quetzales 
(05) Entre 2501 a 3300 quetzales 
(06) Entre 3301 a 4000 quetzales 
(07) Entre 4001 a 5000 quetzales 
(08) Entre 5001 a 6600 quetzales 
(09) Entre 6601 a 9500 quetzales 
(10) 9500 quetzales y más  
(88) NS [No leer]                              98) NR [No leer]     [RECOGER TARJETA  “A”] 
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REMESA1. ¿Usted o alguien que vive en su casa recibe remesas o ayuda económica del 
extranjero? 
(1) Sí                                (2) No                        (88) NS                      (98) NR  

 

REMESA2.  ¿Tiene usted intenciones de irse a vivir o a trabajar a otro país en los próximos tres 
años? 
(1) Sí                               (2)  No                     (88) NS                     (98) NR 

 

REMESA3.  ¿Tiene usted intenciones de irse a vivir a otro barrio, colonia, o comunidad en el 
próximo año?               (1) Sí                               (2)  No                    (88) NS                      (98) NR 

 

INCOME2.  El salario o sueldo que usted recibe y el total del ingreso familiar: [LEER 
ALTERNATIVAS] 
(1) Les alcanza bien y pueden ahorrar                               
(2) Les alcanza justo sin grandes dificultades                
(3) No les alcanza y tienen dificultades                            
(4) No les alcanza y tienen grandes dificultades              
(88) [No leer] NS                   (98) [No leer] NR                                                             

 

 
VIV4. Me podría decir, ¿de qué material es la mayor parte de las paredes  de su vivienda? [No 
leer alternativas] 
(1) Concreto, bloque, o ladrillos pegados con cemento 
(2) Bahareque 
(3) Adobe 
(4) Madera 
(5) Lámina metálica 
(6) Paja, palma, caña, u otro vegetal 
(7) Materiales reciclables (cartón, papel, etc.) 
(8) Otro 
(88) NS                            (98) NR 

 

 
VIV9. ¿Cuál es la forma de tenencia de la vivienda que ocupa este hogar? Es la familia que 
ocupa esta vivienda [Leer alternativas]: 
(1) En propiedad                              (2) Alquilada                                  (3) Cedida (prestada o 
regalada)  
(4) Invadida                                       (88) NS                                         (98) NR 

 

 
HOG1. ¿Cuántas personas habitan en esta vivienda contando los niños pequeños, los 
ancianos, y otras personas que duermen aquí? 

 

VIV8. Del total de cuartos, ¿Cuántos utilizan exclusivamente como dormitorios? ________ 
(88) NS           (98) NR                   (99) INAP 
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EDUC2.  ¿Cuántos niños entre 6 y 17 años viven en esta casa? _______________  
0. Ninguno [Pase a R1]    (NS=888, NR=988) [Pase a R1] 

  

EDUC3. ¿Cuántos de estos [Número de niños en EDUC2] niños entre 6 y 17 años estudian o van 
a la escuela actualmente? _______________  0. Ninguno [Pase a R1]    (NS=888, NR=988, 
INAP=999) [Pase a R1] 

 

EDUC4. ¿Cuántos de estos [Número de niños en EDUC3]  niños entre 6 y 17 años  que estudian 
participan regularmente en actividades extra escolares, es decir actividades después de clases o 
de la jornada escolar, como por ejemplo actividades culturales o deportivas?_______________  
0. Ninguno   (NS=888, NR=988)  

 

 
Para finalizar, podría decirme si en su casa tienen: [LEER ALTERNATIVAS] 

R1. Televisor  (0) No (1) Sí 
R3. Refrigeradora (nevera) (0) No (1) Sí 
R4. Teléfono fijo de casa (0) No (1) Sí 
R4A. Teléfono celular (0) No (1) Sí 
R5.  Vehículo. ¿Cuántos? (0) No (1) Uno (2) Dos (3) Tres o más 
R6. Lavadora de ropa (0) No (1) Sí 
R7. Microondas (0) No (1) Sí 
R8. Motocicleta (0) No (1) Sí 
R12. Agua potable dentro de la casa (0) No (1) Sí 
R14. Cuarto de baño dentro de la casa (0) No (1) Sí 
R19. Ducha para agua caliente (0) No (1) Sí 
R15. Computadora (0) No (1) Sí 
R16. Televisor de pantalla plana (0) No (1) Sí 
R18. Servicio de internet (0) No (1) Sí 

 
Estas son todas las preguntas que tengo. Muchísimas gracias por su colaboración. 
 

  

Yo juro que esta entrevista fue llevada a cabo con la persona indicada. 
Firma del entrevistador__________________ Fecha  ____ /_____ /_____  
Firma del supervisor de campo _________________ 
Comentarios: 
____________________________________________________________________________________  
Firma de la persona que digitó los datos __________________________________ 
Firma de la persona que verificó los datos _______________________________ 
HORA1. Hora de finalización: _____:_____AM  PM  
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Tarjeta “A” 
 
(00) Ningún ingreso 
(01) Menos de 1000 quetzales 
(02) Entre 1001 - 1500 quetzales 
(03  Entre 1501 a 2000 quetzales 
(04) Entre 2001 a 2500 quetzales 
(05) Entre 2501 a 3300 quetzales 
(06) Entre 3301 a 4000 quetzales 
(07) Entre 4001 a 5000 quetzales 
(08) Entre 5001 a 6600 quetzales 
(09) Entre 6601 a 9500 quetzales 
(10) 9500 quetzales y más 
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Annex 3: Systematic Observation Questionnaire 
 

Estudio sobre resiliencia y seguridad ciudadana a nivel comunitario, 2013 
Observación Sistemática 

 
 
CUESTID.  Número de cuestionario [asignado en la oficina]__________________ 

 

PROV. Guatemala  01 
MUNICIPIO. Nombre Municipio:     
(101) Guatemala   
(110) San Juan Sacatepéquez 

 

 
NOMBAR. Nombre del Barrio/ 
Colonia/Comunidad_________________________________ 
101051 Renacimiento Municipal 
101105 Nueva Jerusalén 
110069 Sajcavillá 
110028 Loma Alta (Alternativa) 

 

 
Manzana. Número de 
manzana______________________________________________ 

 

 
CUADRA. Número de cuadra dentro de la manzana _____________________ 

 

 
Fecha.  Día ______  Mes_______________  
HORA. Hora de inicio: _____:_____AM  PM    

 
Apariencia física de la cuadra 
Anote si observa lo siguiente en esta cuadra del barrio: Sí No  
PHD1. Botaderos o montones de basura al aire libre  1 2  
PHD2. Basura o vidrios rotos tirados en la calle o banquetas 1 2  
PHD6. Paradas de buses o microbuses en esta cuadra 1 2  
PHD7. Cantinas o tiendas para la venta de alcohol en esta cuadra 1 2  
PHD9. Locales de bailes exóticos ("barra shows" o "table dance") en 
esta cuadra 

1 2  

PHD5. Viviendas en esta cuadra que tienen balcones en las ventanas o 
rejas en las puertas 

1 2  

PHD8. Graffiti o murales alusivos a pandillas 1 2  
PHD4. Graffiti o murales no alusivos a pandillas 1 2  
FPH1. Botellas/latas de licor o cerveza vacías tiradas en la calle o 
banquetas 

1 2  

FPH2. Cajetillas o colas de cigarro tiradas en la calle o banquetas 1 2  
FPH3. Carros u otros medios de transporte en mal estado o abandonados 1 2  
FPH9. Terrenos baldíos con montes altos 1 2  
FPH4. Casas abandonadaso saqueadas 1 2  
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FPH5. Casas con vidrios o ventanas rotas 1 2  
FPH6. Casas localizadas en sitios de riesgo de desastres naturales (en las 
cercanías de barrancos, ríos, zonas de deslaves).  

1 2  

 
Anotar si observa o no lo siguiente en esta cuadra del barrio: Sí No  
FPH7.Presencia de aguas negras o residuales en las calles. 1 2  
FPH8.Lugares que generen malos olores (mataderos, fábricas, letrinas). 1 2  

 
Material de la calle de la cuadra 
PHD3. Material de la calle en la cuadra 
1. Pavimento o asfalto       2. Cemento    3. Adoquines 4. Tierra    5. Piedra  6. 
Piedrín  7. Otro  

 

 
Observaciones de personas en la cuadra 
 Anotar si observa o no lo 
siguiente en esta cuadra del 
barrio: 

Sí No 
 

DISO1. Personas discutiendo 
de una forma agresiva o 
violenta (hablando en un tono 
de voz muy alto, con enojo) 

1  2   

DISO2. Niños en las 
banquetas o calle sin la 
supervisión de un adulto 

1  2   

DISO3. Jóvenes en las calles 
sin hacer nada, o sea, 
vagando 

1  2   

DISO4. Presencia de jóvenes 
con tatuajes en partes visibles 
del cuerpo 

1  2   

DISO5. Mendigos o personas 
pidiendo dinero  

1  2   

DISO6. Personas 
prostituyéndose en la calle 

1  2   

DISO7. Personas en estado 
de ebriedad o bajo la 
influencia de drogas en la vía 
pública 

1  2   

 

Recursos de la cuadra 
Anotar si esta cuadra cuenta 
con los siguientes recursos: Sí No  

RESO1. Alumbrado 
eléctrico público  

1 2  

RESO2. Puesto de policía 1  2   
RESO3. Parques o áreas 
recreativas 

1  2   

RESO4. Iglesia católica 1  2   
RESO5. Iglesia 
evangélica/protestante 

1  2   

RESO6. Centro educativo 
público 

1  2   

RESO7. Centro educativo 
privado 

1  2   

RESO8. Guardería infantil 1 2  
RESO9. Hospital o puesto 
de salud público  

1  2   

RESO10. Clínica privada 1  2   
RESO11. Salón comunal 1  2   
RESO12. Casa de la cultura 1  2   
RESO13. Otra oficina de 
una institución privada 

1 2  

RESO14. Otra oficina de 
una institución pública 

1 2  

RESO15. Café internet u 
otro establecimiento que 
provea servicios de Internet 
a la comunidad.  

1 2  
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Observación final  
TRAT1. ¿Cómo le trataron las personas residentes en esta cuadra del barrio? 

(1) (1) No había gente alrededor 
(2) (2) No le pusieron mucha atención  
(3) (3) Le trataron bien, lo saludaron 
(4) (4) Le trataron con desconfianza 
(5) (5) Le interrogaron de forma agresiva sobre lo que andaba haciendo 

 

 
HORA. Hora de finalización: _____:_____AM  PM    

 
Comentarios sobre el aspecto físico/recursos de la cuadra: 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________ 
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Annex 4: Focus Groups Guideline 
 
a. RESILENCIA Y SEGURIDAD CIUDADANA   
 
GÚIA DE TEMAS A TRATAR  PARA LA REUNIÓN  CON GRUPOS FOCALES 
 
1- Datos generales 
 
Nombre de la comunidad __________________________________________ 
 
Dirección __________________________________________________________ 
 
2- Comunidades para realizar la reunión de grupos focales 
 
Nueva Jerusalem y Renacimiento Municipal del municipio de Guatemala, y las 
comunidades de Sajcabilla o Loma Alta en el municipio de San Juan Sacatepéquez 
 
3- Días para realizar las reuniones: 11, 12 y 13 de diciembre de 2013 
 
 
4. Objetivo del grupo focal: 
 
Conocer las percepciones de líderes comunitarios y vecinos de la comunidad de 
(nombre) acerca de las capacidades existentes en la comunidad para enfrentar los 
problemas que le afectan. 
 
 
4- Temas generales a ser abordados 
 
 
4.1 Introducción 
 
Explicar a los participantes que se les invitó para tener una conversación con ellos 
sobre temas de interés de la comunidad y conocer su opinión.  Que los comentarios 
que ellos puedan dar son importantes, motivarlos a sentirse en confianza de expresar 
su opinión. Indicar que toda información brindada es confidencial, que nunca se usaran 
sus nombres en el estudio final. Además, indicar que para tener un orden en la 
actividad se les pide levantar la mano cuando quieran participar. 
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Tema Pregunta generadora Producto esperado  
Apertura  Romper el hielo y motivar la 

participación 
Seguridad 
ciudadana 

1. Vamos a hablar de cómo está la 
seguridad en (comunidad). 
Recordemos este año 2013,  y si 
hay alguna situación en especial 
que haya afectado a 
(comunidad). 

 
2. Cuéntenos cual fue esa  

situación y cómo se resolvió. 
 

3. ¿Hay algún comité de vecinos en 
la comunidad que trabaja en la 
promoción de la seguridad de la 
comunidad? 
 

 
4. ¿Qué tan involucrada está la 

municipalidad en la resolución 
de los problemas de la 
comunidad? 
 

5. ¿Qué tan involucrada está la 
policía en la resolución de los 
problemas de la comunidad? 
 

6. ¿Hay alguna otra instacia 
pública o privada que esté 
apoyando a la comunidad en la 
prevención del crimen y la 
violencia? 
 

7. ¿Qué otros problemas existen 
en su comunidad? 
 

(A medida que los participantes 
responden, profundizar en los 
productos esperados) 

Conocer si hay grupos 
organizados que crean temor e 
inestabilidad  entre la población, y 
si han encontrado alguna forma 
para reducir su presencia o evitar 
que causen daño. 
 
Percepción del rol desempeñado 
por la Policía Nacional Civil y la 
municipalidad (confianza para 
resolver hechos delictivos, ayuda 
a la prevención del delito y mejora 
de la seguridad ciudadana). 
 
Percepción del rol asumido por la 
comunidad (si ha tomado la ley 
por su propia mano) y si cree que 
es la mejor forma de resolver el 
problema. 
 
Percepción del rol desempeñado 
por el Ministerio Público y el 
Organismo Judicial (si están 
impartiendo justicia). 
 
Percepción sobre la calidad de los 
servicios que recibe o tiene la 
comunidad relacionados con la 
seguridad.  
 
Tipo de infraestructura para 
contar con mayor seguridad 
ciudadana (ej. iluminación, 
rehabilitación del espacio 
público). 
 
Cambio en la percepción de la 
criminalidad respecto al 2012. 
 

Resiliencia 8. Frente a las situaciones difíciles 
que han compartido, ¿qué hacen 
específicamente los vecinos 
para prevenirlas?  

Conocer la existencia de comité 
comunitario de prevención del 
delito y qué tan exitoso es para la 
prevención y si tiene relación con 
entidades y organizaciones del 
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9. ¿Hay alguna organización 
comunitaria o junta directiva en 
su barrrio o comunidad? (por 
ejemplo, un Consejo 
Comunitario de Desarrollo 
(COCODE) o un Comité Único 
de Barrio (CUBs)) 
 

10. ¿Quiénes participan más en las 
organizaciones comunitarias y 
las reuniones de esas 
asociaciones? ¿hay 
participación de las mujeres, 
jóvenes, y personas de todos los 
estratos sociales en esas 
asociaciones comunitarias? 
 

11. ¿Qué tanto se involucran los 
vecinos de la comunidad en las 
actividades promovidas por los 
líderes comunitarios y las 
organizaciones comunitarias que 
representan? 
 

12. ¿Dirían ustedes que sus barrios 
son muy unidos? ¿Qué factores 
facilitan la acción colectiva en 
sus barrios? ¿Qué factores 
impiden la acción colectiva para 
mejorar las condiciones de vida 
en el barrio o comunidad? 
 

13. En algunos barrios y 
comunidades del país, los 
pobladores han decidido 
organizarse para hacerle frente 
por sí solos al problema del 
crimen y la violencia. En algunos 
casos los pobladores han 
decidido hacer justicia por su 
propia cuenta. ¿Qué opinan de 
dichas acciones? ¿Dado los 
niveles de inseguridad, creen 
que se justifican? ¿Qué tan 
probable es que los vecinos de 

Estado, municipales y ONG para 
fortalecer la seguridad ciudadana.  
 
Participación de los comités en la 
toma de decisiones. 
 
En la vida diaria, los vecinos 
están integrados, participan  
en conjunto para     mejorar las 
condiciones de vida en su 
comunidad, realizan acciones 
para la propiciar la 
participación  de la comunidad 
en el mejoramiento de la 
seguridad ciudadana (ej. foros, 
eventos entre vecindarios, 
festivales, ferias) 
 
Acciones de las organizaciones 
sociales y la comunidad para 
apartar a los jóvenes de actos 
delictivos (ej. encuentros 
deportivos, eventos 
recreacionales, charlas y eventos 
sobre la prevención del delito) 
 
¿Son las organizaciones 
comunitarias o comités 
comunales inclusivos?  
 
Sondear opiniones y acciones 
relacionadas con resiliencia 
negativa. 
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su barrio decidan hacer justicia 
por su propia cuenta? 
 

14. ¿Hay algo más que quisieran 
compartir con nosotros sobre 
sus barrios?  
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Annex 5: Scope of Work
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For more information, contact: 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

DevTech Systems, Inc. 
1700 North Moore St. 

Suite 1720 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

703-312-6038 
www.devtechsys.com 

 


