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1. Background and Methodology 

Background 

The 1980s will be recalled as a period of dramatic change in world events. 

The demise of socialist regimes and the rise of democracies stand out as the 

hallmarks of the period. At the same time, there were major economic shifts as 

well. The big governments and state run corporations that had so long 

characterized much of the Third World were subjected to the serious challenge of 

neo-liberal policies that emphasized downsizing of government and privatization.of 

industry. By the early .1990s governments were simultaneously undergoing major 

political and economic reorganization, with the result that democratization, the 

shrinking of the public sector and strengthening of the private sector are now going 

on throughout the world. 

These transformations are not without their down sides. In the context of 

this dynamic process, many public services that citizens once counted on are no 

longer being provided by their central governments. To replace these services, 

NGOs have arisen in huge numbers. Today, considerable portions of development 

assistance world-wide is being channeled through these NGOs. They are thought 

to be more efficient than the public agencies that they have been replacing. Even 

though there is much that is good in the work done by NGOs, there is much to 
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criticize as well. In particular, NGOs have sometimes been little more than 

employment generation for middle class job seekers who no longer can find 

positions in state bureaucracies. There are many NGOs with no popular support 

base at all. A more serious problem, and one that concerns us directly in this 

report, is that NGOs sometimes compete with the extant local governments for 

services that they are, or should be, providing. At times that competition can be 

helpful, but other times it can lead to frustration as resource-starved local 

governments compete with well-funded NGOs. 

Local governments have been operating in Central America since the colonial 

period and are institutions that are well known and widely accepted, if often 

criticized for their incompetence and lack of resource. Local governments are 

stable organizations that are likely to remain as a basic building block of 

government for decades if not centuries to come. NGOs, on the other hand, tend 

to be ephemeral and, in most cases, have an agenda that may diverge considerably 

from the wishes of citizens they hope to serve. NGOs do not stand for elections, 

but municipal government officials, in the era of democracy, regularly do so and are 

regularly thrown out of office for not performing their jobs well enough. In short, 

local governments are a vitally important component of democratic governance in 

Central America, and strengthening them implies strengthening democratic process 

in the region. 

Unfortunately, local governments are little studied in Central America, and 

elsewhere for that matter. They are not "sexy," in that they normally only involve 

3 

criticize as well. In particular, NGOs have sometimes been little more than 

employment generation for middle class job seekers who no longer can find 

positions in state bureaucracies. There are many NGOs with no popular support 

base at all. A more serious problem, and one that concerns us directly ir:l this 

report, is that NGOs sometimes compete with the extant local governments for 

services that they are, or should be, providing. At times that competition can be 

helpful, but other times it can lead to frustration as resource-starved local 

governments compete with well-funded NGOs. 

Local governments have been operating in Central America since the colonial 

period and are institutions that are well known and widely accepted, if often 

criticized for their incompetence and lack of resource. Local governments are 

stable organizations that are likely to remain as a basic building block of 

government for decades if not centuries to come. NGOs, on the other hand, tend 

to be ephemeral and, in most cases, have an agenda that may diverge considerably 

from the wishes of citizens they hope to serve. NGOs do not stand for elections, 

but municipal government officials, in the era of democracy, regularly do so and are 

regularly thrown out of office for not performing their jobs well enough. In short, 

local governments are a vitally important component of democratic governance in 

Central America, and strengthening them implies strengthening democratic process 

in the region. 

Unfortunately, local governments are little studied in Central America, and 

elsewhere for that matter. They are not "sexy," in that they normally only involve 



I 
I 4 

themselves in the most pedestrian of matters, such as paving streets and collecting 

trash. They are devoid of armies, air forces and ambassadors, and for that reason 

might seem to the outside observer to be very boring subjects of study. In fact, 

however, world-wide citizens have more contact with their local governments than 

they do with their national governments. In Central America, where most citizens 

in rural areas do not pay income tax, in many cases their only contact with national 

government is with local government. 

What do Central Americans think about their local governments? Until now, 

it has been very difficult to answer that question. A search of the literature reveals 

only a handful of studies on the subject, and then they are often comprised only of 

random questions scattered in large polls. As far as can be determined, to date 

there is not a single study that compares the attitudes of the citizens of each of the 

countries of Central America toward their local government. This report makes a 

first attempt to fill that lacuna. 

Methodology 

On February 1, 1994, the author of this report was contracted by RHUDO, 

via its cooperative agreement with ICMA (International City/County Management 

Association) of Washington, D. C.), to undertake an study of the opinions of 

Central Americans toward their local governments. In consultation with the 

RHUDO staff in Guatemala, a series of ten questionnaire items was drafted and the 

content agreed upon. 
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Throughout the month of February, a series of pre-tests of the items was 

conducted in each of the Central American countries. The pre-tests consisted of 

I administration of the questions to respondents in both urban and rural areas. The 

pre-tests were conducted by experts in each country: Guatemala, Lic. Jorge 

Castillo Velarde of ASIES; El Salvador, Ricardo C6rdova, Executive Director of 

FundaUngo; Honduras Rafael Dfaz Donaire of World Neighbors; Nicaragua, Andrew 

Stien, Ph.D. candidate, University of Pittsburgh and Visiting Professor, National 

University of Nicaragua; Costa Rica, Lic. Miguel G6mez B., Professor of the 

University of Costa Rica, and Panama, Orlando P6rez, Ph.D. candidate, University 

of Pittsburgh and Research Associate of CELA (Centro de Estudios Latinamericanos 

I 	 Justo Arosemena"). In early March, the consultants from Panama and Nicaragua 

were able to come to the U.S. (to attend a professional meeting) during which time 

they reviewed the pre-tests from each of the countries. The pretests revealed a 

number areas in which the questions needed improvement. Based upon the input 

from the six pre-test consultants, a final version of the questionnaire was drafted 

I and transmitted to RHUDO. Although the items are identical in content for each 

country, minor differences in questionnaire wording were necessitated to best 

reflect the terminology used in each of the six countries of the region. The final 

versions are included in Appendix I of this study. 

On March 13, 1994 the final versions of the six questionnaires were faxed 

to C.I.D. Gallup in Costa Rica. By prior arrangement, Gallup had agreed to include 
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the questions in its regular series of omnibus surveys. The dates of each survey 

and sample size are reported upon in the following table: 

Table 1. Survey and Sample Characteristics 

Country' Date Sample size 

Guatemala June, 1994 1,212 

El Salvador May, 1994 1,212 

Honduras June, 1994 1,220 

Nicaragua April, 1994 1,202 

Costa Rica April, 1994 1,204 

Panama March, 1994 1,218 

Total 7,268 

In total, 7,268 Central Americans were interviewed for this study. In each 

country, the samples are national probability in design, with the respondents from 

the primary sampling unit being selected based upon the "last birthday system"' 

plus a quota system (age and sex). The samples for each country were weighted 

based on population size, and the final weighted combined sample produced a file 

of 7,254 cases. It is that combined file that is analyzed in this report. All of the 

interviews were conducted face-to-face with trained interviewers of Gallup except 

in Costa Rica, where 500 interviews were conducted over the telephone. The 

ubiquitous availability of telephones in Costa Rica made the use of phone 

'The interviewer determines the dates of the birthdays of all household 
members and interviews the member whose birthday is closest to the date of the 
interview. 
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interviews possible. The remaining interviews were directed to those without 

phones. Interviewers were individuals with high school education or greater. 

Approximately one-quarter of all of the interviews were revalidated by telephone or 

personal follow up by field supervisors. In each country the survey focused on the 

voting age population, generally those 18 years of age and older. 

Upon completion of each survey, Gallup entered the responses into its data 

base system and sent to Pittsburgh a diskette with the results. In a number of 

cases minor errors emerged from the preliminary analysis and Gallup corrected 

those errors and express mailed a corrected diskette to Pittsburgh. Seligson 

traveled to Costa Rica in June, 1994 to work directly with CID Gallup in the 

preparation of the final data sets. In August, the final data base (Guatemala) 

reached Seligson. The data base (originally in ASCII format) was converted into 

SPSS/PC + format for each survey. Then the ten items on municipal government 

plus key socio-economic and demographic information were taken from each 

country's data base and combined into a single file with all of the 7,254 weighted 

cases. The report that follows represents the major findings of the analysis. 
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11. The Questions Asked on Local Government 

The Questions Asked 

We live in a complex world, and human cognition reflects that reality. It is 

not surprising, therefore, that citizens have complex attitudes toward various 

aspects of political life. Consider the reaction of a "typical" U.S. voter towards an 

incumbent administration. The voter might be very highly impressed by a 

President's record on foreign policy, but much more negative on his record on 

domestic policy. In reality, the situation is even more complex than that, since 

there may be aspects of domestic policy that get a high rating (e.g., the economy) 

but others that get a low rating (e.g., crime). 

Central American citizens are no different. They, too, see the political world 

in its complex reality and have opinions on various aspects of that reality. In this 

study, funding limitations prevented the exploration of the full range of attitudes 

toward local government; a maximum of ten questions could be asked in each 

country. Consultation with RHUDO, and the consultant's more than twenty years 

of experience in Central America, led to the conclusion that the three most 

essential elements of opinion toward local government were: 1) participation, 2) 

satisfaction, and 3) legitimacy. Each of these dimensions is explained, and its 

operationalization in terms of the questions used is given. 

1 8 
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Participation 

In democratic politics, citizens can chose to involve themselves with local 

government in three basic ways. First, they can attend meetings of the local 

government. Second, they can petition local government for assistance. Finally, 

they can vote in local elections. The survey included questions on each of these 

three forms of participation. 

Attendance at local government was measured by the following question: 

U 
Have you had the opportunity to attend a session or meeting convened by 

the municipality during the last 12 months? 

I 
The question varied somewhat depending upon the country. For example, in 

Honduras, Nicaragua and El Salvador, municipalities may hold open town meetings, 

called cabildos abiertos, in addition to regular municipal meetings. In other 

countries, regular and extraordinary meetings of municipal government are regularly 

I held. There is also variation in terms of the openness of municipal government to 

citizen participation. For example, in El Salvador meetings have traditionally been 

closed to the public, but beginning in 1986 when the cabildo abiertro was 

introduced as part of the new municipal code, this alternative mechanism for 

citizen participation was introduced.2 

I 
2The "consulta popular" was also introduced. This is a form of local 

plebiscite, but one that has not been utilized with any frequency. 

I 

9 

Participation 

In democratic politics, citizens can chose to involve themselves with local 

government in three basic ways. First, they can attend meetings of the local 

government. Second, they can petition local government for assistance. Finally, 

they can vote in local elections. The survey included questions on each of these 

three forms of participation. 

Attendance at local government was measured by the following question: 

Have you had the opportunity to attend a session or meeting convened by 

the municipality during the last 12 months? 

The question varied somewhat depending upon the country. For example, in 

Honduras, Nicaragua and EI Salvador, municipalities may hold open town meetings, 

called cabildos abiertos, in addition to regular municipal meetings. In other 

countries, regular and extraordinary meetings of municipal government are regularly 

held. There is also variation in terms of the openness of municipal government to 

citizen participation. For example, in EI Salvador meetings have traditionally been 

closed to the public, but beginning in 1986 when the cabildo abiertro was 

introduced as part of the new municipal code, this alternative mechanism for 

citizen participation was introduced. 2 

2The "consulta popular" was also introduced. This is a form of local 
plebiscite, but one that has not been utilized with any frequency. 



I 
1
 
10 

Not all citizens have equal access to local government. One factor that 

limits participation is the resident's distance from the county seat; those who live 

far away will have more difficulty in attending meetings. Another factor involves 

the competing obligations confronted by individuals who might wish to attend a 

municipal meeting. Women in particular face competing demands on their time as 

they are often required to stay at home to care for children and are thus unable to 

easily attend municipal meetings. This same problem affects the very poor, who 

must spend virtually all of their time earning a living. One needs to be sensitive to 

each of these factors (and others) in exploring levels of participation in local 

government. 

Attendance at a meeting does not necessarily mean that the individual is an 

active participant in that meeting. Citizens may go to such meetings merely to 

attend a community social event, or out of curiosity. In many other cases, 

community delegations attend the meetings to show solidarity with their 

community leader. All that can be known from this item is that the individual 

attended one or more meetings during the course of the year. Interpretation of the 

quality of participation is left to other questions in the study. 

It is important to note that the one-year time frame for meeting attendance 

was selected so as to enable comparisons of participation levels from one year to 

the next. If the question had included a longer time frame, than a study done in the 

following year would not pick up variation (up or down) in recent local government 

participation. It is important to note, however, that individuals have difficulty 
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recalling with precision their behavior of several months before. Therefore, the 

one-year time frame should be taken as a general guideline for participation. 

I The second question in the participation series gets more directly at the 

question of active involvement. The question reads: 

Have you asked for help or presented a petition to some office, employee, or 

municipal official of the municipality during the last 12 months? 

Here again, there is variation in the wording of this item across the six nations. In 

some countries the local officials are called "municipes," while in others they are 

called "consejales. " The questionnaire used the terminology appropriate for each 

country. See Appendix 1 for the specific wording. 

Petitions and requests for help can be of two types: personal or communal. 

An individual can request that the municipality provide a building permit or a birth 

certificate. This would be an example of a personal request. On the other hand, 

I there can be requests that a school room be constructed or a road be paved. This 

would be an illustration of a communal request. The current survey does not 

distinguish between these two types of activities, and it would be important to do 

so in future studies if more funding can be made available for a more extensive 

series of questions. 

Voting, finally, is the quintessential form of participation in a democracy. In 

Central America, until the early 1980s, most elections (when they occurred) were 
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manipulated and participation was limited. Only in Costa Rica is there a long 

history of free and fair elections. With the establishment of democratic procedures 

in each of the Central American countries in the 1980s, elections have become 

regular events, and most observers have found them to be free and fair. In this 

study the focus is on local elections. Election procedures vary throughout the 

region, but all allow for voters to cast a ballot for local officials. The question read 

as follows: 

Did you vote in the last elections for municipal candidates? 

I It is reasonable to anticipate variation in this item depending upon the date 

of the last election. Elections that occurred right before the survey was 

administered are more likely to recall casting their vote than those who voted 

several years before. People tend to forget about events that are far more 

momentous than voting, so one cannot expect great accuracy for recall beyond six 

I months to a year. 

I 
Satisfaction 

I Participation in local government may bring rewards, it may bring frustration, 

or a combination of the two. Much dependents upon the capacity and ­

responsiveness of local government. In the series on participation, all that could be 
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determined was the level of activity. With this series of items, one can measure 

the respondents' evaluation of municipal government. 

The first item in this series is the most general: 

Would you say that the services that the municipality is giving to the people 

are excellent, good, average, poor or very bad? 

This is the first item in the ten-item set of questions that uses a five-point 

scale response format. The idea of using such a scale is to go beyond a simple, 

"yes-no" dichotomy, and thus to allow for intensity of approval/disapproval. 

Researchers have found that five points are about ideal for capturing variation in 

public opinion; fewer points throw away real differences of opinion, whereas more 

points add little discriminating power to the measure. 

The second item directly concerns the respondents' evaluation of the 

manner in which the municipality treats its clients. The item reads as follows: 

How do you think that you or your neighbors have been treated when they 

have gone to the municipality to take care of some business? Did they treat 

you very well, well, average, badly or very badly? 

In this item the focus is on the evaluation of routine matters that citizens need to 

carry out at their local governments. In many countries these matters include 
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obtaining identity cards, paying for services such as trash collection, and obtaining 

birth and death certificates. The range of actions varies from country to country. 

The final item in this series is designed to compare current and previous 

municipal government. The prior evaluation items may demonstrate, for example, 

that they are dissatisfied with the services of the municipality, but this last item in 

the series can demonstrate that their level of satisfaction is increasing. 

Alternatively, citizens may perceive a deterioration in the quality of service. The 

question reads as follows: 

Would you say that the current municipality is giving service that is much 

better, somewhat better, the same, somewhat worse or much worse than 

before? 

Legitimacy 

A fundamental building block for democratic theory is that in order for there 

to be political stability, citizens must believe in the legitimacy of their government. 

This is the belief that the political system, even when it makes decisions disliked by 

its citizens, has the basic right to be making those decisions and will be supported. 

The concept of legitimacy has typically been utilized to study government at 

the national level. In Central America, where municipal government has almost 
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always been overshadowed by far more powerful central governments, it is 

important to know if citizens perceive a legitimate role for their local governments. 

It would not be surprising to find that some Central Americans find local 

government superfluous. On the other hand, irresponsible and/or repressive central 

governments may be so disliked that some Central Americans would prefer to 

increase local government power and authority at the expense of central 

government. This series of four items was designed to measure these sentiments. 

The first item directly compares local and national government: 

In your opinion, who has responded better to help resolve the problems of 

this community? Would it be the central government, the national legislators 

or the municipality? 

The motivation for providing three options, including national legislators 

(diputados), is that pre-tests of the item demonstrated that some citizens made a 

clear distinction between their central government and their national legislators. 

When the item is analyzed to explore the central/local distinction, however, central 

government and legislators are combined into a single option. For the remainder of 

the analysis, however, the three separate responses are retained. The response 

format also allowed for the options "neither" and "all are equal." These responses 

emerged in pre-testing and for the purpose of establishing dimensionality ( see 

below) are collapsed into the non-local response. 
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The next item in the legitimacy series attempts to measure the extent to 

which citizens would rather see a stronger local government or would instead 

prefer a stronger central government. The item reads: 

In your opinion, should local government be given more responsibility and 

more funding, or should we let the central government assume more 

responsibilities and municipal services? 

The response format allowed for two additional replies, neither of which was read 

to the respondent: "don't change anything," and "more to the municipality if it 

gives better service." 

It is one thing to demand a better local government and it is quite another to 

be willing to pay for it. In the following item, the respondents were, in effect, 

being asked to "put their money where their mouth is." The were asked: 

Would you be willing to pay more taxes to the municipality to enable it to 

provide better service or do you think that it is not worth it to pay more? 

The final item in this series attempts to provide an overall evaluation of the 

legitimacy of municipal government. The focus is on the responsiveness of local 

government to popular demands. The item reads as follows: 
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Do you think that the municipal officers and the mayor of this municipality 

respond to what the people want almost always, the majority of the time, 

once in a while, almost never or never? 

Once again the five-item response category is employed in this item in order to 

finely grade the sentiments of the those interviewed. 

The Structure of Attitudes Toward Local Government 

in.the previous section the three theoretical dimensions of evaluation of local 

government were outlined. Those three dimensions were developed by the 

researcher as three distinct clusters of attitudes. It may be, however, that Central 

American citizens do not sense the same clear-cut dimensions as did the 

researcher. In order to determine if Central Americans see these three dimensions 

as distinct, it is necessary to turn to the data that was collected and to apply a ­

procedure known as "factor analysis." 

Factor analysis is a statistical procedure designed to determine if a series of 

items contains one or more underlying dimensions. The procedure is blind to the 

wishes of the researcher. It does not know, for example, that the researcher 

developed three dimensions for evaluating municipal government. All the 

procedure does is to examine the pattern of responses given by those who were 
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interviewed and to determine if distinct dimensions emerge. In the worst of all 

cases, the ten-item series would produce ten dimensions, indicating that no 

question is related to any other. At the other extreme, if all ten items are really 

tapping the same dimension, a single "factor" would emerge from the analysis. 

The results of the factor analysis are presented in Table 1 below. In this 

analysis all of the data from all six countries are included so that it can be 

determined if there is a common set of dimensions that can be employed for all of 

Central America. A factor analysis will show distinct dimensions if a group of 

variables has high "loadings" i.e., coefficients, on one dimension and low loadings 

on ll other dimensions. 

The factor analysis confirms quite well the theoretical dimensions established 

by the researcher. As can be see, three clear factors emerge. Factor 1, the 

strongest of the three dimensions, is satisfaction with local government. These 

three items explain 22.3 percent of the variance of the ten item set. Legitimacy 

comprises the second dimensions, with 13.2 percent of the variance, and 

participation the final factor, with 12.3 percent of the variance. This analysis 

confirms that Central Americans see three distinct dimensions to the evaluation of 

local government. It therefore makes sense to analyze the data along the lines of 

these three dimensions. Chapters III, IV and V of this report covers each of those 

dimensions. 
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Table 1. Factor Analysis of Ten-Item Series 

Variable Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: 

Satisfaction Legitimacy Participation 

Attend meetings -.01 .14 .73 

Requested help -.06 -.00 .76 

Voted .08 -.07 .42 

Service .79 .17 .03 

Treatment .81 .04 .03 

Comparison .77 . .09 -.01 

Local vs. Central .06 .69 -.06 

More responsibility -.06 .66 -.06 

More taxes .08 .44 .07 

Responsiveness .27 .57 .02 

% Variance explained 22.3 13.2 12.3 

eigenvalue 2.23 1.32 1.23 
Principal components analysis with varimax rotation, Kaiser normalization. Pairwise 

missing data treatment. 
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11. Participation in Local Government 

Attending Meetings 

The analysis begins by looking at the first item in the participation series. 

Here the attention is on attendance at meetings of the municipality. The six-nation 

result is contained in Figure 1. For Central America as a whole, 11.3 percent of 

those interviewed had attend a municipal meeting. There is, however, considerable 

variation among the countries. El Salvador stands out as having far higher 

attendance at municipal meetings than any other country. The difference is 

statistically significant (F ratio <.0001). Participation in Guatemala is also high, 

significantly higher than Costa Rica and Panama, but not significantly higher than 

Honduras or Nicaragua (Duncan multiple range test < .05). 
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Attendance at Municipal Meetings 

%who attend 
20.0%­

17.7%
 

15.0%1 

6-nation average 

10.0% 8.6% 8.% 

5.0% 

0.0%- GuatemalaEl Salvador Honduras Nicaragua Costa Rica Panama 

Figure 1 

Gender differentiates Central Americans in a wide variety of ways. As noted 

above, women may find it more difficult to participate actively in local government 

because they are tied to their households, caring for their children. As the Figure 2 

shows, males participate in municipal meetings at levels far higher than females, a 

difference that is statistically significant for each of the six countries. The gap 

between male and female is widest in Guatemala, and narrowest in Costa Rica. 
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Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
by Gender 
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U 
I In many studies of political participation, education has shown to be a 

powerful predictor. Specifically, those with higher education tend to participate 

more. Their education apparently gives them the intellectual tools to be able to link 

I their interests with their behavior, but, perhaps more importantly, it gives them 

community respect so that when they participate they will be taken seriously by 

their peers. Education, of course, is related directly to income, and those with 

higher incomes have more free time to participate and find it easier to obtain the 

resources (e.g., buss fare) to participate. 

In Central America, education tends to be related to education in a fully 

linear fashion in only in Costa Rica and Panama. As is shown in Figure 3 below, 
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the higher the education the greater the participation. The differences are 

statistically significant (< .001 for each country). El Salvador and Nicaragua also 

tend to follow a linear patter, but there is a fall-off among high school educated 

citizens, but a return to higher levels for those with university education (see Figure 

4). Finally, Honduras and Guatemala have an unusual pattern, with high education 

relating to lower participation (Figure 5). Only in Honduras, however, are the 

highest levels of education related to the lowest levels of participation. University 

educated Honduras participate at levels equivalent to Panamanians with no 

education. In Guatemala, in contrast, even though participation declines at the 

highest levels of education, it is still higher than those with the lowest levels of 

education. 

Education and Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
Linear Pattern: Costa Rica and Panama 
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Non-Linear Pattern: El Salvador and Nicaragua 

% who attend 
25.0% 

20.0% El Salvador 
15.0% 

10.0% I Q.D%::::: : Nicaragua 
5.0% 

0.0% 
4'.$ 

C' a A 

Education 

Figure 4 

Education and Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
Non-Linear Pattern: Guatemala and Honduras 

%who attend 
25.0% 

20.0% Guatemala 
15.0% 

Honduras
10.0% 

5.0% 

0.0% 
Edcto 

Education 

Figure 5 

24 

Education and Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
Non-linear Pattern: EI Salvador and NIcaragua 

% who attend 
25.0% 

20.0% 

15.0% 

10.0% 
Nicaragua 

5.0% ~ 

O.O%-'----~---~--~---~--~ 

Figure 4 

;::.0 
~o 

Education 

Education and Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
Non-Linear Pattern: Guatemala and Honduras 

% who attend 
25.0% 

20.0% 

15.0% 

i~~~~~~~~::::~~ __ -lH~onduras 
10.0%~ 

5.0% 

Education 

Figure 5 



25
 

Age also defines participation in many countries. Studies of voting behavior 

have frequently shown, for example, that participation is low among the youngest 

potential voters, largely because they see little reason to become involved. As the 

voter grows into full adulthood, however, and gains a stake in life (property, 

children, etc.), they find that they need to vote in the hopes of putting in office 

individuals who will protect their interests better than other candidates. As the 

voter ages, however, it is frequent to find a loss of interest in politics coupled with 

a decrease in mobility due to infirmity that lowers voting once again. 

The voting pattern just described found in many nations is one that matches 

closely attendance at municipal meetings in Central America. Figure 6 below 

shows the pattern for the entire region. 
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Although the region as a whole matches the standard pattern, there are 

some significant variations among the six countries. In Figure 7 below, we find 

that Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras and Panama experience a slight decline in 

participation for those between the ages of 20 and 24. This decline is perceptible 

in Figure 6 as well, but only barely so. The decline among the oldest respondents 

is also somewhat contradicted by the patterns of Panama and Honduras, where 

older respondents increase their participation. 

Age and Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
Non-Standard Pattern 
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Figure 7 

Nicaragua and Costa Rica display the more conventional pattern, with 

participation increasing in the younger years and declining as the individual moves 

toward older ages. The pattern is shown in Figure 8. 
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The proceeding discussion has covered the basic demographic (gender and 

age) and socio-economic characteristics (i.e., education) that are directly related to 

levels of participation in meetings of local government. There is, however, an 

additional factor that is not a function of the individual but rather of the community 

in which the individual lives that can have a profound affect on participation. It has 

long been known in the social sciences that community size is an important 

determinant of many characteristics of that community. In the United States and 

elsewhere, for example, crime rates are higher and church attendance lower in big 

cities than in small towns. Conversely, it has been found that community 

participation is higher in small towns and lower in big cities. Central America, as a 

region, seems to follow this same pattern. 
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levels of participation in meetings of local government. There is, however, an 

additional factor that is not a function of the individual but rather of the community 

in which the individual lives that can have a profound affect on participation. It has 

long been known in the social sciences that community size is an important 

determinant of many characteristics of that community. In the United States and 

elsewhere, for example, crime rates are higher and church attendance lower in big 

cities than in small towns. Conversely, it has been found that community 

participation is higher in small towns and lower in big cities. Central America, as a 

region, seems to follow this same pattern. 
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Figure 9 shows the overall pattern for Central America. The very low level 

of participation in the smallest towns may appear surprising, but it is also the case 

that these are most likely to be remote villages in which citizens have to travel 

considerable distances on foot to get to their county seat where municipal 

government meetings take place. Participation peaks in the small-to-medium sized 

communities, and drops off dramatically in the larger towns and cities. The reader 

should be cautioned not to interpret these figures to imply that fewer people attend 

meetings in large towns and cities. Rather, these figures are showing per capita 

participation rates. Therefore, even though per capita rates might be lower in a 

larger city in Central America, the total number of persons attending a municipal 

meeting might well be greater than in a small town. 
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The pattern for the individual countries varies in some important ways. 

Small communities in Salvador stand out as having an extraordinarily high level of 

participation in local government meetings. As can be seen on Figure 10, 58 

percent of Salvadorans in communities of 5-10,000 people have attended a 

municipal meeting in the last year. The widespread utilization of the cabildo abierto 

system in El Salvador since 1986 largely accounts for this high level of 

participation. Once community size reaches 10,000 or more, participation drops 

dramatically, although still is higher than that found in other Central American 

countries. Finally, once community size reaches over 100,000, participation drops 

to comparatively low levels. It should be noted that CID Gallup did not sample in 

any community smaller than 5,000 in El Salvador, but it is very likely that 

participation levels in communities smaller than that size are as high if not higher 

than the 5,000-10,0000 level shown here because many municipalities in El 

Salvador are very small. Of El Salvador's 262 municipalities, 161 of them have 

populations under 10,000 (USAID Municipal Development Project Paper, 1994:5), 

and 63 have populations of less than 5,000 (1993 preliminary population census 

reports). 
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The remaining countries in Central America follow more typical pattern, with 

participation rates higher in small communities and lower in large cities, but with 

variation not nearly as dramatic as found in El Salvador. The only major differences 

among the remaining five countries are Guatemala and Panama. Guatemalan 

participation rates within the smallest communities is very high, 25 percent. 

Panama, on the other hand, had very low rates in the smallest communities, but 

those quickly rose to match the rates in the other countries in communities of 

5,000 or more. 
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Community Size and Attendance at Municipal Meetings 
Five countries 
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Requests For Assistance 

The second question asked in the series on participation, it will be recalled, 

concerned a more active form, one in which the citizen directly petitions the local 

government for assistance. It will also be recalled that this assistance can be for 

personal or community needs. Figure 12 below shows the overall pattern for the 

six nations. There are two countries that stand out: Costa Rica and Nicaragua. 

Costa Rica's citizens are far more likely to request some sort of assistance from 

their local governments that are the citizens of any other country. At the other 
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extreme is Nicaragua, in which 11 percent of citizen have made such requests 

during the year prior to the survey. The differences are statistically significant.3 

Requests for Help from Local Government 
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Gender variations on requesting help from local government are much the 

same as we saw for attendance at municipal meetings. In each country, women 

are less likely to request assistance than men. The difference is widest in 

'The first administration of these items in the Gallup poll in Nicaragua, April, 
1994, contained an error in the questionnaire on this item introduced by CID 
Gallup. The question was asked again in August, 1994, and the responses show 
here are for the corrected item. 
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Nicaragua and Guatemala, but very slight in El Salvador, Honduras and Costa Rica 

(see Figure 13). 

Requests for Help from Local Government 
by Gender 
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Education is associated with greater probability of a citizen requesting 

assistance from his/her local government, but the relationship is not linear. As can 

be seen in Figure 14, in Costa Rica and El Salvador, those with no education are 

about as likely to request help from local government as are those with university 

education. It is also clear that irrespective of level of education, Costa Ricans are 

more likely to request help from their local government. In Figure 15 a somewhat 

different pattern is shown with Guatemala and Honduras. In these two countries, 

participation increases through high school levels of education, but then declines 

among those with university education. 
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The relationship of requesting help from local government and age is shown 

in figure 16 below. It follows a pattern similar to that uncovered in the discussion 

of attendance at municipal meetings; initially it is low, rises as the individual 

becomes older and falls in the senior years. Once again the peak years for 

participation are in the mid 20s. The patterns for the individual countries follow 

relatively closely this general pattern, and as a consequence the individual patterns 

are not shown for each country. 

Age and Request for Help from Local Government 
Central America 
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Community size has the same relationship to requesting help from local 

government as it did with attendance at municipal meetings. As is shown in Figure 

17 below, requests peak in small communities and decline among the larger ones. 
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Community size has the same relationship to requesting help from local 

government as it did with attendance at municipal meetings. As is shown in Figure 

17 below, requests peak in small communities and decline among the larger ones. 
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Community Size and Requested Help from Local Government 
All Central America 
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The pattern for all of the countries in the region except Panama is similar, in 

that there is higher participation in the smaller communities. In the case of 

Guatemala and El Salvador, the highest levels are in the smallest communities. As 

is shown in Figure 18, request levels in small communities in El Salvador and 

Guatemala are higher than it is any other country in the region. Only in Costa Rica 

do levels exceed those of Guatemala and El Salvador, and then in towns of 25­

50,000 people. It is important to note that even though participation in El Salvador 

is high in terms of requests, it does not stand out as the exceptional case the way 

it did in terms of municipal meting attendance. Apparently, high levels of municipal 

meeting attendance does not spill over into demand-making in terms of petitions, 
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etc. In Panama the pattern is different, with requests for municipal assistance 

taking an uptick in the largest cities (see figure 19). Even in Panama, however, the 

very highest level of requests for municipal assistance occurs among those citizens 

who live in communities of 5-10,000 people. 
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Community Size and Request for Help from Local Government 
Panama 
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Voting 

The final form of local participation is voting in elections. This is the form of 

political participation that is the more widespread than any other. Indeed, in many 

countries in Latin America, voting is obligatory. For the region as a whole, 68.6 

percent of those interviewed stated that they had voted in the most recent 

municipal election prior to the interview. The figures for each country are 

contained in Figure 20 below.4 Guatemala and Nicaragua have had low turnout 

'Respondents who chose not to answer this question were counted as non­
voters. Excluding the non-voters changes the percentages slightly, increasing 
participation by a few percent in each country. 
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rates in recent elections, and these data reflect that fact. The August, 1994 

election in Guatemala for deputies to the national congress had an abstention rate 

of 79%, and the prior election was reported as having less than 50% turnout. 

Voted in Previous Municipal Election 
All Central America 
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The differentiation between males and females found in municipal meeting 

attendance did not emerge in voting behavior, with the important exception of 

Guatemala (see Figure 21), where men voted in much higher numbers than women. 

In the other countries there is no statistically significant difference in levels of local 

voting among males and females. 
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Vote by Country and Gender
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Education plays a role in voting, boosting the level of voting among the most 

highly educated (see Figure 21). But its impact is far less than it was for the other 

forms of municipal participation reviewed in this report. 
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Vote and Education 
All Central America 
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The pattern for the individual countries is shown on Figure 23 below. Only 

Honduras differs from the pattern of the other countries; voters there who have 

more education are more likely to abstain except those who have university 

education. 
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The pattern for the individual countries is shown on Figure 23 below. Only 

Honduras differs from the pattern of the other countries; voters there who have 

more education are more likely to abstain except those who have university 

education. 
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Vote and Education 
by Country 
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Age is related to the vote in the same manner in which it is related to 

attendance at municipal meetings. Specifically, for Central America as a whole, it 

is lower among the youngest voters, rises in the 20s and then falls off as voters 

reach their 50s. Figure 24 shows the pattern for the region and Figure 25 for the 

individual countries. The only notable deviation is that the downturn in the older 

groups does not occur in Panama, and there is a slight uptick in Honduras. 

42 

Vote and Education 
by Country 

% who voted 
100.0%1 

90.0% l =:::::3 
iUit~= ;;. :ygg;:;;:::=: 
30.0% ~ 20.0% 
10.0% 
O.O%~.---~.-. ---~~. ---o~.---~~.--~~ 

~o~ ,<i- _o~ ,~ (Jo ~<iJ 
""~ 0- ,..~ ...1 .. 4.0 

,.~~.., ~,~ O~~v b-t$" <\)~ 
" ;:.~ (j O~ q . q,0 q,0(j 

Education 

- Guatemala + EI Salvador 7(- Honduras 

-...... Nicaragua -¥- Costa Rica ......... Panama 

Figure 23 

Age is related to the vote in the same manner in which it is related to 

attendance at municipal meetings. Specifically, for Central America as a whole, it 

is lower among the youngest voters, rises in the 20s and then falls off as voters 

reach their 50s. Figure 24 shows the pattern for the region and Figure 25 for the 

individual countries. The only notable deviation is that the downturn in the older 

groups does not occur in Panama, and there is a slight uptick in Honduras. 



43
 

Age and Vote in Municipal Elections 
Central America 
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Community size and vote follows a pattern similar to that found in 

attendance at municipal meetings, but the trend is far less exaggerated. Voting is 

highest in the communities in the 10-25,000 range, and drops off in the largest 

cities, but the variation is small. 

Community Size and Vote in Municipal Elections 
All Central America 
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The individual countries vary somewhat from the overall trend. In Nicaragua 

there appears to be no impact of community size on turnout in local elections. In 

Guatemala, on the other hand, turnout is level among the smaller communities, 

dropping in the 100-500,000 sized cities and increasing again in the largest cities. 
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The individual countries vary somewhat from the overall trend. In' Nicaragua 

there appears to be no impact of community size on turnout in local elections. In 

Guatemala, on the other hand, turnout is level among the smaller communities, 

dropping in the 100-500,000 sized cities and increasing again in the largest cities. 
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Panama, Nicaragua and Guatemala all show slight increases in turnout in the 

largest cities. 
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IV. Satisfaction with Local Government 

As noted in Chapter 2 of this report, participation can lead to positive or 

negative evaluations of local government. We need to know how citizens evaluate 

their municipal governments, and in this chapter, we turn to that question. There 

are three questions on which to base the evaluation, and we analyze each in turn. 

All three items utilize a five point scale to measure opinion. In order to make the 

interpretation of the results clearer, the five-point scale is recoded to range from 0 

to 100, with 0 being the lowest or most negative score and 100 being the highest 

or most positive score. What has been done is that a score of 1 in the responses, 

which normally refers to the most positive evaluation ("excellent" or "mucho 

mejor") has been recoded to equal 100, a score of 2 recoded to equal 80, etc. 

This means that there is a false zero point on the scale, since no score can be less 

than 20, but since this is uniform across all questions in the series, there is no 

distortion of interpretation. 

Evaluation of Service 

The first item in the series asks the respondent to evaluate the service 

provided by the local government. The overall evaluation for each of the six 

countries is contained in Figure 28. In order to put these numbers into perspective, 

the coding scheme needs to be kept in mind. The original range of possibilities ran 

from a high of 1 to a low of 5. When converted into the 0-100 range shown in the 
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figure, scores of 40 or below would be a clearly negative response, while scores of 

80 or above would be a clearly positive response. As we see from the results, all 

of the countries are grouped into the middle range, neither highly favorable or 

highly unfavorable. An examination of the original data will perhaps make this 

point clearer, and a table presenting that data is found directly below Figure 28. 

An examination of the table shows that only a very small percentage of the 

respondents selected the extreme responses; only in Nicaragua do as many as 

6.7% of the respondents given an evaluation of "excellent" to municipal services, 

whereas only in Costa Rica do as many as 11.5% of the population provide a 

response of "very bad." The most frequent response is "average" (regular in 

Spanish). Also note that non-response (don't know) is relatively low, averaging 

less than 10%. In any event, it becomes readily apparent that working with 

numerical averages of these responses presents a far clearer overall pattern, and it 

-is with those averages that this report operates. 

The country with the most positive evaluation in El Salvador, with a score 

that is significantly ( F-ratio < .001) higher than the series. This is the first 

evidence we have that the greater level of participation in municipal meetings is 

having an impact on popular perception of local government since it will be recalled 

that Salvadorans are more likely to attend municipal meetings than citizens of any 

other country in the region. 

It must be emphasized that attendance along may not be the crucial variable 

here, since the Municipalities in Action (MEA) program in El Salvador has channeled 
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comparatively vast resources through local governments as part of the post-civil 

war reconstruction effort. Therefore, it may not be citizens reacting to meetings, 

but citizens reacting to services given to them by local government. In fact, a 

correlational analysis between the attendance variable and the evaluation of service 

variable shows a statistically significant relationship for the six countries as a 

whole, and a higher, significant relationship for El Salvador in particular (r = .10, 

sig.= < .001). This implies that attendance alone does positively influence 

attitudes in El Salvador. In Honduras we also find a significant relationship 

between attendance and positive evaluation of municipal services. In Costa Rica 

and Panama, however, there was no significant relationship between attendance 

and evaluation, and in Guatemala and Nicaragua there was a negative statistically 

significant relationship, indicating that the more citizens attend local government 

meetings, the more negative they are about municipal services. 

These findings clearly show that participation by itself does not lead to 

positive perceptions of municipal government. Indeed, it may lead to greater 

frustration when citizens do not get what they are demanding. In the remaining 

sections of the analysis of the satisfaction with services variable, we will see if 

various characteristics of the individual or the environment are in part responsible 

for variation in attitudes. 
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Table 3. Evaluation of Hunicipal Servica 

Country of interview 

Guatemala El Salvador Honduras Nicaragua Costa Rica Panama 

% (N) % (N) % (N) I (N) I (N) % (N) 

Evaluation of
 
municipal
 
services
 

Don't know 4.1% 51 11.2% 136 9.6% 116 6.2% 76 4.7% 57 12.6% 152
 
Exclent 3.2% 40 4.9% 59 3.7% 45 6.7% 82 2.8% 34 2.8% 33
 
Good......... 11.3% 140 30.3% 365 27.5% 334 20.1% 248 22.2% 267 12.1% 145
 
Average. 52.2% 649 40.2% 485 37.9% 461 41.5% 513 41.9% 504 52.0% 626
 
Bad........ . 26.5% 329 11.3% 136 16.6% 202 16.0% 198 16.8% 201 10.3% 124
 
Vexy bad..... 2.6% 33 2.1% 26 4.7% 58 9.6% 119 11.5% 139 10.3% 124
 

TOTAL........ 100.0% 1,241 100.0% 1,207 100.0% 1,216 100.0% 1,236 100.0% 1,201 100.0% 1,204
 

Gender, education and age have virtually no impact on citizen evaluation of 

municipal services,,as can be seen in Figures 29, 30 and 31. This would seem 

to seem to suggest that differences of opinion are not a function of the personal 

characteristics of individuals but of true differences in the services actually 

rendered. The higher positive opinion found in El Salvador may, therefore, be taken 

as a reflection of better municipal services in that country. 
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Age and Evaluation of Municipal Services 
All Central America 
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In contrast to the lack of impact that personal characteristics have on the 

evaluation of municipal services, the size of the locale does seem to influence 

those evaluations. In Figure 32 below, El Salvador and Costa Rica share a common 

pattern, with more positive evaluations being given by residents of smaller towns 

and villages than those in the large cities. Turning back to Chapter 2, one notes 

that Salvadoran participation in municipal meetings was highest in the smaller 

towns, another indication that participation and positive evaluations go hand-in­

hand. 
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Community Size and Evaluation of Municipal Services 
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The pattern for the remaining countries is shown in Figure 33. As can be 

seen, for those countries, population size makes little difference, with the 

exception of Nicaragua, in which evaluations of services are higher in the major 

urban centers. 
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The pattern for the remaining countries is shown in Figure 33. As can be 

seen, for those countries, population size makes little difference, with the 

exception of Nicaragua, in which evaluations of se.rvices are higher in the major 

urban centers. 
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Community Size and Evaluation of Municipal Services 
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Treatment by Municipality 

The next item measuring satisfaction with local government examines the 

question of satisfaction with treatment of those who handle various kinds of 

paperwork, such as requesting a voting card or permit. The results for Central 

America a whole, using the same scaling system that was used to measure 

satisfaction with services is contained in Figure 34 below. The results are very 

similar to the evaluation of services item analyzed above. Once again El Salvador 

has the most favorable evaluation, but the difference between it and Honduras is 

slight and statistically insignificant. Guatemala, however, reports the lowest level, 

a difference that is statistically significant. 
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Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 
Six nations
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Gender, education, age and community size have no impact on citizen 

evaluation of treatment by their municipal governments. This is shown in the 

figures below. 

54 

Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 
Six nations 

100 

80 
70 69 

60 

40 

20 

o 
Guatemala EI Salvador Honduras Nicaragua COBta RIca Panama 

Figure 34 

Gender, education, age and community size have no impact on citizen 

evaluation of treatment by their municipal governments. This is shown in the 

figures below. 



55
 

Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality
 
by Gender 

100­

80­
6971 6870 66 6 
 467 

60 62 
60- 55 54 

40­

20­

0 
Guatemala El Salvador Honduras Nicaragua Costa Rica Panama 

U Male Female 

Figure 35 

Education and Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 

100
 
90
 
80
 
70 ­
60
 

40 ­
30 ­
20 ­
10­
0
 

Education 

Guatemala El Salvador - Honduras 

-6 Nicaragua * Costa Rica * Panama 

Figure 36 

55 

Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 
by Gender 

100 

80 

60 

40 

20 

o 
Guatemala EI Salvador Honduras N[r;aragua Costa Rica Panama 

I_ Male I!!!!J Female 1 

Figure 35 

Education and Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 

-

'!U : + - ! : ! 

j!j 
, , , , , 

,,' 0' R' 0' ~- ~ 
~o 

,,, 
oJ" ," o· " .~ l' ~.~ 

~. 

q;;:'~ .~ ",($ 
I>~ 0'- 0'-

q ", .. ", .. 
Education 

-Guatemala + EI Salvador -;;<- Honduras 

-.- Nicaragua * Costa Rica -+- Panama 

FIgure 36 



56
 

Age and Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 

100­

90 ­
80 H 
70­

60
 

50­

40­

30­

20­

10
 

0-


Age 

Figure 37 

Community Size and Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 

100­
90­
80­

50­40 ­
40 
30 ­
20 
10 
0 

IN' t q t R 

Population Size 

Guatemala El Salvador * Honduras 

Nicaragua * Costa Rica - Panama 

Figure 38 

56 

Age and Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 

'"' 90 

80 

70 

60 

50 -

40 

30 

20 

10 

o " ~ 

~" <I" 
" 

Age 

Figure 37 

Community Size and Evaluation of Treatment by Municipality 

100 -
90 
80 
70 - t--~ i !-s+;M ; 60 • 
50 ..-----
40 -
30 -
20 
10-

0 ,," ,,~ ,," ,," ". ". ,," x 
~. <," . " ~ . o· ". ". "'~ ~. " :; ,," ~ ,. ,," .. ,0 ." ,,~ ". .~ " " •• , ". ". 0" ". ". ,. 

" .,. ". ~. 
~ 

Population Size 

-Guatemala + EI Salvador "*" Honduras 

~Nicaragua * Costa Rica -+- Panama 

Figure 38 



57 

Comparison with Prior Municipal Governments 

The final item in the series on satisfaction with local government attempts to 

compare the present regime with service in prior years. The overall pattern is 

presented in Figure 39 below. These findings are similar to those of the previous 

two items, with El Salvador providing the most favorable view than the other 

countries and Guatemala providing the least favorable view. Once again, the range 

of scores is about in the center.5 
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'An error made by CID Gallup in the printing of the final version of the 
questionnaire resulted in this item bei'ng deleted from the Panama survey. The item 
will be included in the next survey conducted in 1994, and the results will be 
incorporated into a revised version of this report. 
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5An error made by CID Gallup in the printing of the final version of the 
questionnaire resulted in this item being deleted from the Panama survey. The item 
will be included in the next survey conducted in 1994, and the results will be 
incorporated into a revised version of this report. 
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An examination of gender, education, age and population size did not 

produce any notable differences on this item. For that reason, and since similar 

results were reported for the previous two items in this series, the table for gender, 

education, age and population are not included here. 
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V. Legitimacy of Local Government 

The final series of questions in the 1994 survey compares support for local 

government versus central government. In some ways this is the acid test of 

programs designed to strengthen local government; if citizens are not committed to 

their municipal governments and would prefer central government to take over their 

functions, the battle may already have been lost. There are four items in this 

cluster to be analyzed. 

Who Responds Best to Solving Local Problems? 

In this question, respondents had to select among three options: central 

government, deputies of the legislature, and local government. In addition, two 

other responses were recorded, even though the respondent was not given these 

choices: a) neither, and b) all are the same. These last responses we consider to 

indicate an alienated citizen, one who either believes that no government can help 

solve local problems or that all do it equally the same. In order to be able to best 

visualize the responses on this item, two graphs are given with the same data. In 

Figure 40, the percentage of respondents for each choice is given. In Figure 41 

(the "stacked" bar chart), one can more easily see the proportion that each 

response takes up out of the 100% total. In Figure 40 it is immediately evident 

that in every country except Panama, municipal government is more likely to be 
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seen as the best agent for resolving local problems. Indeed, in Guatemala, El 

Salvador, Honduras and Nicaragua, municipal government is preferred over central 

government and legislators combined. In Costa Rica the combination of the central 

government and legislators exceeds local government, and in Panama, the most 

popular response was "neither," indicating a deep sense of alienation. It is also 

notable that in Nicaragua, Honduras and Costa Rica, the "neither" response was 

popular as well. In the second figure, one can more easily appreciate the 

popularity of the choice of municipal government for each of the countries except 

Panama. 
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In order to explore the relationship between gender, education, age and size 

of community, on the one hand, and preference for local government on the other, 

it is best if we simplify the question. In the following analysis, the focus is on the 

percentage of the respondents who selected municipal government as the best 

problem solver versus those who selected all other options (central government, 

legislators, neither or "all the same"). To make this comparison clearer, Figure 42 

below shows the percentage in each country who have selected the municipal 

government as the best problem solver. As can easily be seen, local government is 

most popular in Guatemala, and least popular in Panama. Correlational analysis 

also finds that in El Salvador and Nicaragua, those who attended more municipal 

61 

Who Resolves Better Community Problems? 
Six-nations 

% selecting 
100% 

75% 

50% 

25% 

0% 
Guatemala EI Salvador Honduras Nicaragua Costa Rica Panama 

f1!!l Central government f2:l Legislators 

• Municipality D Neither 

[J All the same 

Figure 41 

In order to explore the relationship between gender, education, age and size 

of community, on the one hand, and preference for local government on the other, 

it is best if we simplify the question. In the following analysis, the focus is on the 

percentage of the respondents who selected municipal government as the best 
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meetings were significantly (<.01) more likely to prefer local government over 

central government or legislators. In the other countries, the relationship is in the 

same direction, but it is not statistically significant in any of them. 

Preference for Municipal Government as Local Problem Solver 
Six-nations 
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Figure 42 

Gender makes a difference in this preference for local government, although 

it is not the same in each country. Figure 43 below shows these results. In 

Nicaragua and Costa Rica, females clearly prefer local government as the problem 

solver. This is also the case in El Salvador and Honduras, but the differences 

there are not significant. Finally, in Guatemala and Panama, males prefer local 

government more than females, but the differences are not significant. 
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Gender makes a difference in this preference for local government, although 

it is not the same in each country. Figure 43 below shows these results. In 

Nicaragua and Costa Rica, females clearly prefer local government as the problem 

solver. This is also the case in EI Salvador and Honduras, but the differences 

there are not significant. Finally, in Guatemala and Panama, males prefer local 

government more than females, but the differences are not significant. 
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Preference for Local Government as Problem Solver 
by Gander 
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Figure 43
 

Education is positively related to preference for local government in both 

Costa Rica and Panama. As can be seen in Figure 44 below, those with higher 

education are more likely to prefer municipal government, although there is a slight 

decline among university educated Costa Ricans. A different pattern is found in 

Nicaragua and Honduras, with preference for local government peaking among 

those with some high school, and declining among those with higher levels of 

education (see Figure 45). Finally, Guatemala and El Salvador (Figure 46) show a 

very different pattern, with preference for municipal government declining with 

higher levels of education, but then rebounding among the most highly educated. 

This complex pattern found among the six Central American republics needs to be 

studied carefully since it represents such divergent attitudinal relationships. 
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Costa Rica and Panama. As can be seen in Figure 44 below, those with higher 

education are more likely to prefer municipal government, although there is a slight 

decline among university educated Costa Ricans. A different pattern is found in 

Nicaragua and Honduras, with preference for local government peaking among 

those with some high school, and declining among those with higher levels of 

education (see Figure 45). Finally, Guatemala and EI Salvador (Figure 46) show a 

very different pattern, with preference for municipal government declining with 

higher levels of education, but then rebounding among the most highly educated. 

This complex pattern found among the six Central American republics needs to be 

studied carefully since it represents such divergent attitudinal relationships. 
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Preference for Local Government as Problem Solver 
by Education: Guatemala and El Salvador 
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Figure 46
 

Age has no relationship with preference for local government, but 

community population size does. Figure 47 shows that in El Salvador, the 

preference is extraordinarily high in villages of 5,000, but drops dramatically in 

larger towns and cities. In the rest of the countries, there is also a trend toward 

greater preference for local government in the smaller towns, but it is not as 

marked as it is in El Salvador. In Guatemala, Nicaragua and Panama, there is also 

an uptick in the largest cities (Figure 48) . 
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Age has no relationship with preference for local government, but 

community popUlation size does. Figure 47 shows that in EI Salvador, the 

preference is extraordinarily high in villages of 5,000, but drops dramatically in 

larger towns and cities. In the rest of the countries, there is also a trend toward 

greater preference for local government in the smaller towns, but it is not as 

marked as it is in EI Salvador. In Guatemala, Nicaragua and Panama, there is also 

an uptick in the largest cities (Figure 48) . 
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by Community Size: El Salvador 
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by Community Size: Five countries 
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Local vs. Central Government 

The second item in the legitimacy of local government series asks the 

respondent if he/she would prefer that local government be given more 

responsibilities and more funding, or would he/she prefer that the central 

government take over more municipal functions. The overall responses to this item 

is contained in Figure 49 below. There are three important observations to be 

made about these results. First, in every one of the six countries, more citizens 

would prefer to give more responsibility and support to local government than to 

central government. Second, there are sizeable minorities, reaching as high as 40 

percent in Nicaragua who prefer increasing central government responsibility over 

local matters. Third, the strongest support for local government is found in 

Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras, with the lowest support in Nicaragua and 

Panama. Only, in Nicaragua and Panama are less than half of the respondents 

supportive of increasing local government responsibility. However, it should be 

noted that in-Panama, a sizeable percentage of the respondents (17%) would also 

have supported municipal government if they could be assured of getting better 

service. This was a response that was not included in the choices read to the 

respondents, but emerged during the course of the interviews. If those 

respondents are added to those who preferred municipal government, then a 

majority supports municipal government in every country. 
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In order to examine the impact of gender, education, age and community 

size on this questionnaire item, we isolate those respondents who expressed 

support for municipal government and then compare the relevant groupings.6 

Figure 50 below contains the results. Gender makes no difference in Guatemala, El 

Salvador and Honduras. In southern Central America, males significantly prefer 

local government to females, with the difference being strongest in Costa Rica, but 

also notable in Nicaragua and Panama. This is certainly an interesting finding, but 

one whose explanation is not immediately apparent. 

'To simplify further, those who responded "no change" and "more for the 
municipality if it would give better service" were moved into the missing data field. 
In this way, we have a direct comparison of those who support local government 
versus those who support more central government. 
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size on this questionnaire item, we isolate those respondents who expressed 

support for municipal government and then compare the relevant groupings. 6 

Figure 50 below contains the results. Gender makes no difference in Guatemala, EI 

Salvador and Honduras. In southern Central America, males significantly prefer 

local government to females, with the difference being strongest in Costa Rica, but 

also notable in Nicaragua and Panama. This is certainly an interesting finding, but 
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Preference for Local Government versus Central Government 
by Gender 
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Figure 50 

Age and community size were found to have no relationship to preference 

for local government over national government, and therefore the figures for these 

results is not presented. Education shows little relationship to local government 

preference except, however, among the most highly educated. As is shown in 

Figure 51 below, in each country in the region those with university education are 

more likely to prefer local government than central government. This pattern 

conforms to that for Panama and Guatemala shown in the analysis of the first 

question in this series on legitimacy, but contradicts the pattern found in the other 

countries. It is obvious, therefore, that respondents see a difference between the 

first item, which focuses on which level of government has responded best to local 

problems, and the second item, which focuses on preferences for the future in 
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terms of local versus national control. More highly educated Central American 

citizens uniformly would prefer more local authority even if in several countries 

they agree that local government has not yet been the most responsive to local 

needs. 

Preference for More Responsibility for Municipal Government 
by Education 

% preferring municipal government 
100.0% 

80.0% 

60.0% 

40.0% 

20.0% 

0.0% 

Education 

Guatemala + El Salvador - Honduras 

Nicaragua -x- Costa Rica - Panama 

Figure 51 

Willinaness to Pay Increased Taxes 

Citizen may want improved government, but often they are not willing to pay 

for it. This is the case in the United States (witness Proposition 14 in California), 

and is also the case in Central America, based on the results of the next item in the 

legitimacy series. For the region as a whole, 66 percent of all respondents, and 

72 percent of those who had an opinion, said that they would not be wiling to pay 
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Willingness to Pay Increased Taxes 

Citizen may want improved government, but often they are not willing to pay 

for it. This is the case in the United States (witness Proposition 14 in California), 

and is also the case in Central America, based on the results of the next item in the 

legitimacy series. For the region as a whole, 66 percent of all respondents, and 

72 percent of those who had an opinion, said that they would not be wiling to pay 
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increased taxes in order to obtain better services. As is shown in the following 

table, there is significant variation among the countries, with Costa Ricans far 

exceeding the other countries in willingness to pay higher taxes. This may in part 

be a function of Costa Rica's greater wealth, but since Panama has a GNP per 

capita similar to Costa Rica's and a far lower willingness to pay increased taxes, 

this cannot be the primary explanation. The surprisingly willingness of Costa 

Ricans to pay increased taxes is more likely a direct indication of their trust in 

government. Costa Ricans must perceive that in the past their tax dollars were 

relatively well spent and as a result they enjoy many services made possible by 

those tax dollars. Any visitor to Costa Rica readily appreciates the excellent road 

network, the ubiquitous phone and electric system (Costa Rica has a higher number 

of telephones per capita than any other country), and the presence of schools and 

teachers in even the most remote villages. Central Americans in other countries 

have not had a similar experience. Yet, the country with the second highest level of 

support for paying increased taxes is El Salvador, perhaps a reflection of the fact 

that municipal governments there through the MEA program and the SRN (National 

Reconstruction Secretariat) have indeed been able to provide improved services to 

their citizens. 
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Willingness to Pay Higher Taxes for Better Services
 
Six-nations 
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It is important to emphasize the implications of the findings reported in 

Figure 52. Throughout all of Central America, only a minority, often a small 

minority, would be willing to pay more taxes for better service. Since many of the 

decentralization plans have a tax component as a critical factor in increasing the 

ability of local government to service local needs, these findings suggest that the 

plans may run into trouble. Citizens need to be persuaded that paying more taxes 

is in their best interests. Perhaps some sort of publicity campaign needs to be run 

in these countries before taxes are increased, lest citizens become alienated from 

their local governments. 

Gender does differentiate Central Americans in their willingness to pay taxes. 

In every country the pattern is the same; men are more willing to pay increased 

72 

Willingness to Pay Higher Taxes for Better Services 
Slx~natlon9 

% willing to pay more 
100% 

80% 

60% 
50% 

40% 

20% 

0% 
Guatemala EI Salvador Honduras Nicaragua Costa Rica Panama 

Figure 52 

It is important to emphasize the implications of the findings reported in 

Figure 52. Throughout all of Central America, only a minority, often a small 

minority, would be willing to pay more taxes for better service. Since many of the 

decentralization plans have a tax component as a critical factor in increasing the 

ability of local government to service local needs, these findings suggest that the 

plans may run into trouble. Citizens need to be persuaded that paying more taxes 

is in their best interests. Perhaps some sort of publicity campaign needs to be run 

in these countries before taxes are increased, lest citizens become alienated from 

their local governments. 

Gender does differentiate Central Americans in their willingness to pay taxes. 

In every country the pattern is the same; men are more willing to pay increased 



73
 

taxes than women (see Figure 53). Perhaps this is a reflection of the fact that men 

control far more of the wealth in the region than women. 

Willingness to Pay Increased Taxes for Improved Services 
by Gender 
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Figure 53
 

Education shows a consistent relationship and willingness to pay taxes for all 

six countries. As is shown in Figure 54 below, higher education leads to higher 

support for increased taxes for local government. The unusually high level of 

support for increased taxes among Costa Ricans with no education may be an 

anomaly; only 30 Costa Ricans without any education were interviewed and it is 

difficult to rely upon a group that small to draw firm conclusions. 
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six countries. As is shown in Figure 54 below, higher education leads to higher 

support for increased taxes for local government. The unusually high level of 

support for increased taxes among Costa Ricans with no education may be an 
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Willingness to Pay Increased Taxes for Better Services 
by Education: six nations 
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Figure 54 

Age is also found to be directly associated with willingness to pay more 

taxes, with older citizens less willing than younger. Part of this difference is no 

doubt a reflection of the lower levels of education found among older Central 

Americans. All six nations show the same pattern, as can be seen in Figure 55. 
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Age is also found to be directly associated with willingness to pay more 

taxes, with older citizens less willing than younger. Part of this difference is no 

doubt a reflection of the lower levels of education found among older Central 

Americans. All six nations show the same pattern, as can be seen in Figure 55_ 
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Figure 55
 

Size of community shows no consistent relationship to willingness to 

pay increased taxes and as a result, the figure is not shown here. 

Responsiveness of Elected Municipal Officials to Popular Demands 

The final item in the legitimacy series focuses on the responsiveness of 

elected municipal officials to popular demands. The question is structured with the 

same five-choice response format utilized in earlier questions. Once again, the 

coding scheme is revised to have the answers range from 0 to 100. The overall 

responses to the responsiveness question are shown in Figure 56 below. There is 
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pay increased taxes and as a result, the figure is not shown here. 

Responsiveness of Elected Municipal Officials to Popular Demands 

The final item in the legitimacy series focuses on the responsiveness of 

elected municipal officials to popular demands. The question is structured with the 

same five-choice response format utilized in earlier questions. Once again, the 

coding scheme is revised to have the answers range from 0 to 100. The overall 

responses to the responsiveness question are shown in Figure 56 below. There is 
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significant variation among the countries in the region, with Guatemala arid El 

Salvador having the most positive public perception and Panama the most 

negative. Once again, scores 40 and below represent the negative range, 80 and 

above the positive range, so national averages in Central America fall in the middle 

range, with Guatemala and El Salvador closest to the positive range. 
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Gender, education, age and community size have no significant impact on 

evaluation of responsiveness of local officials, and for that reason the figures 

showing these breakdowns are not given here. The only major variation, therefore, 

is between countries rather than among different segments of the local population. 
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VI. Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research 

Conclusions 

This study has presented a great deal of data and it would be difficult to 

repeat each of the findings here. There are, however, some findings that need to 

be highlighted. 

*This is the first study ever conducted that compares the behaviors and attitudes 

of Central Americans from all six Spanish-speaking republics toward local 

government. In total, 7,268 people were interviewed in the period March through 

June, 1994. 

*The questions asked were grouped into three main categories: 1) participation, 

2) satisfaction and 3) legitimacy. The ten items formed three distinct dimensions. 

*For Central America as a whole, 11.3 percent of the population has attended a 

municipal meeting within the last year. El Salvadorans attended at significantly 

higher rates (17.7%) than did the citizens of any other country. 

*Males attend municipal meetings far more frequently than females. 
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0Education has a clear positive relationship with participation only in Costa Rica 

and Panama. 

* Highest participation rates were found among those in their 20s and early 30s. 

Very young and very old participate at lower levels. 

*Participation in Central America is much higher in communities of 1,000-10,000 

in size, and drops off steadily as community size increases. Participation reaches 

extraordinary levels in El Salvador (nearly 60%) in communities of 5,000-10,000. 

* In Costa Rica, over one-fifth of the respondents had made a request for 

assistance from their local governments within the past year, in the other countries 

the rate was lower, between 11 and 16 percent. 

0 Males are more likely to make requests than females, with the difference greatest 

in Guatemala and smallest in El Salvador and Costa Rica. 

0Requests for assistance peak among respondents in their 20s, and declines for 

older respondents. 

0Requests for assistance from local government tend to be higher in smaller 

communities. 
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*Voting in local government elections is very high in El Salvador, Costa Rica and 

Panama, and lower in Guatemala and Nicaragua. 

*Males are far more likely to vote than females in Guatemala, but in the other 

countries there is little difference in vote by gender. 

*More educated Central Americans are more likely to vote than the less educated. 

SAge follows a similar pattern to other forms of participation, with the vote 

peaking among those in their 20s and 30s, and declining among the older citizens. 

*Municipal services and treatment by municipal officials are evaluated as average 

by most Central Americans. In El Salvador there is a more favorable evaluation 

than in the other countries. In El Salvador and Costa Rica, citizens in smaller 

communities are more satisfied with municipal services. 

SIn comparison with prior municipal governments, most Central Americans feel 

that their present government is about the same. 

* In every country except Panama, Central Americans believe that local 

government is more responsive to their needs than central government or national 

legislators. Such beliefs are strongest in Guatemala. 
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SIn small communities of El Salvador, preference for local government over central 

government is extremely high. 

SIn each of the six countries, respondents are far more likely to prefer giving more 

responsibility and resources to their local governments than to have central 

government assume greater control over local matters. 

*Only in Costa Rica would as many as half of the respondents be willing to pay 

increased taxes for better service. In the other countries, less than one-third would 

be willing to do so. Respondents with higher education and males are more willing 

to pay increased taxes. 

Recommendations 

We now have, for the first time, an image of public attitudes toward local 

government in Central America. That image is likely to shift over time as 

decentralization programs take hold in the various countries. If the programs are a 

success, we should see increased participation (as has already occurred in El 

Salvador) and increased willingness to pay taxes to obtain better services. Even at 

this time, however, Central Americans are clearly predisposed to prefer increased 

local control over central control and therefore any programs that move in this 

direction are likely to be met with a positive response. 
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USAID should consider monitoring public opinion in Central America in the 

years to come in order to determine the impact of its programs. Such monitoring 

should continue to look at all six countries so that relevant comparisons can be 

made. At the same time, however, surveys should also be targeted at -beneficiaries 

of specific programs. For example, if a group of municipalities in a given country is 

selected for increased funding, or expanded training of municipal officials, one 

would want to interview the citizens of those municipalities to see how they are 

reacting. 

It is troubling (but not surprising) to find that women are often less 

participant than men in Central America. In some countries (e.g., Guatemala), the 

gender differences are very large. Municipal development programs need to 

consider how female participation can be enhanced. 

On the other hand, it is encouraging to see that in smaller communities, 

participation is higher and attitudes toward local government are often more 

positive than in larger cities. One cannot forget that much of the insurgency that 

afflicted Central America in the 1980s was based in rural areas. Perhaps the 

region has turned a corner, and this survey is reflecting that new reality, or perhaps 

the violent activism of the 1980s has translated into more conventional activism in 

the 1990s. One would want to explore in more detail the attitudes in these smaller 

communities to see what is working and why. Perhaps those lessons could be 

translated to larger towns and to those small towns where participation and 

attitudes are not nearly so favorable. 

81 

USAID should consider monitoring public opinion in Central America in the 

years to come in order to determine the impact of its programs. Such monitoring 

should continue to look at all six countries so that relevant comparisons can be 

made. At the same time, however, surveys should also be targeted at·beneficiaries 

of specific programs. For example, if a group of municipalities in a given country is 

selected for increased funding, or expanded training of municipal officials, one 

would want to interview the citizens of those municipalities to see how they are 

reacting. 

It is troubling (but not surprising) to find that women are often less 

participant than men in Central America. In some countries (e.g., Guatemala), the 

gender differences are very large. Municipal development programs need to 

consider how female participation can be enhanced. 

On the other hand, it is encouraging to see that in smaller communities, 

participation is higher and attitudes toward local government are often more 

positive than in larger cities. One cannot forget that much of the insurgency that 

afflicted Central America in the 1980s was based in rural areas. Perhaps the 

region has turned a corner, and this survey is reflecting that new reality, or perhaps 

the violent activism of the 1 980s has translated into more conventional activism in 

the 1990s. One would want to explore in more detail the attitudes in these smaller 

communities to see what is working and why. Perhaps those lessons could be 

translated to larger towns and to those small towns where participation and 

attitudes are not nearly so favorable. 



1 

Appendi 1: Spanish Language Questionnaires 
Versi6n: Costa Rica
 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la municipalidad de este cant6n.
 
NP. tHa tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a una sesi6n o reunion convocada por la municipalidad durante
 
los 6ltimos 12 meses ?
 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabe/ no recuerda 

NP2- tHa solicitado ayuda o presentado una petici6n a alguna oficina, funcionario, regidor o sindico municipal 
durante los 01timos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabe/ no recuerda 

NP3. tVot6 usted en las lltimas elecciones para candidatos municipales? 

1. Si vot6 2. No vot6 3 Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabe/no recuerda 

SGL1. tDiria usted que los servicios que la municipalidad est4 dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, 
regulares, malos o p6simos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5. p~simo 8. No sabe 

SG2. tComo considera que le ban tratado a usted o a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la municipalidad para hacer 
trimites? 4Le han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, mal o muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. tDiria usted que la actual municipalidad presta un servicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, algo peor, a 
mucho peor, que antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5 mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGL1. En su opini6n, Zquien ha respondido mojor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? -
Seria 6El gobiemo central? tLos diputados? o 6La municipalidad? 

1. el gobierno central 2. los diputados 3. La municipalidad 4. ninguno 
5. todos igual [No leer 4# o # 51 
8. No sabelno contesta 

LGL2. En su opini6n 6se le debe de dar mis obligaciones y mbs dinero a la municipalidad, o debemos dejar que 
el gobiemo central asuma mis asuntos y servicios municipales? 

1. mas a la municipalidad 2. mas al gobiemo central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mis a la municipalidad si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe
 
[No leer # 3 o # 4]
 

LGL3. LEstaria usted dispuesto a pagar mis impuestos a Ia municipalidad para que Asta pueda prestar mejores 
servicios municipales o cree usted que no vale la pena pagar mis? 

1. mis impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mas 8. No sabe 

LGL4 tCree usted que los municipes y sindicos de este cant6n responden a to que quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca o nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Versi6n: Guatemala 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la municipalidad de este municipio 

NPI. tHa tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a una sesi6n o reuni6n convocada por la municipalidad durante 
los altimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. tHa solicitado ayuda o presentado una petici6n a alguna oficina, funcionario, regidor o sindico de la 
municipalidad durante los Oltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabe/ no recuerda 

NP3 tVot6 usted en las cltimas elecciones para candidatos municipales? 

1. Si vot6 2. No vot6 3. Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabeino recuerda 

SGL1. tDiria usted que los servicios qua la municipalidad estd dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, 
regulares, malos o pdsimos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4 malo 5. p~simo 8. No sabe 

SG2. ZComo considera que le han tratado a usted o a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la municipalidad para hacer 
trdmites? 4Le han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, mal o muy mal? 

1. muy blen 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. tDiria usted qua la actual municipalidad presta un servicio mucho major, algo major, igual, algo peor, o 
mucho peor, qua antes? 

1. mucho major 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGLI. En su opini6n, 4quien ha respondido mejor pare ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria 6El gobierno central? tLos diputados? o LLa municipalidad? 

1. el gobierno central 2. los diputados 3. La municipalidad 4. ninguno 
5. Todos igual 8. No sabe/no contesta [No leer # 4 o # 5] 

LGL2 En su opini6n tse le debe de dar mis obligaciones y mas dinero a la municipalidad, o debemos dejar que 
el gobiemo central asuma mis asuntos y servicios municipales? 

1. mis a la municipalidad 2. m~s al gobiemo central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mis a la municipalidad si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe
 
[No leer # 3 o # 4]
 

LGL3. tEstaria usted dispuesto a pager mis impuestos a la municipalidad para que esta pueda prestar mejores 
servicios municipales o cree usted que no vale la pena pager mas? 

1- mds impuestos 2- no vale la pena pager mas 8. No sabe 

LGL4. tCree usted que los regidores y el Alcalde de este municiplo responde a lo qua quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca o nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Version: Guatemala 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la municipalidad de esle municipio 

NP1. "Ha lenido usled la oportunidad de asisl" a una sesion 0 reunion convocada por la municipalidad duranle 
los ullimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No.8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. "Ha solicilado ayuda 0 presenlado una pelicion a alguna oficina, funcionano, regidor 0 sindico de la 
municipalidad duranle los ullimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No.8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP3 i. Vola usled en las ullimas elecciones para candidalos municipales? 

1. Si vola 2. No vola 3. Vol6 en blanco 4. No lenia edad 
8. No sabelno recuerda 

SGL 1. "Diria usled que los servicios que la municipalidad esla dando a la genie son excelenles, buenos, 
regulares, males 0 pesimos? 

1. excelenle 2. bueno 3. regular 4 malo 5. pesimo 8. No sa be 

SG2. "Como considera que Ie han Iralado a usled 0 a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la municipalidad para hacer 
Iramiles? "Le han Iralado muy bien, bien, regular, malo muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. "Diria usled que la actual municipalidad presta un servicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, algo peor, 0 

mucho peor, que anles? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGL 1. En su opinion, "quien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria i.EI gobierno cenlral? "Los dipulados? 0 "La municipalidad? 

1. el gobierno cenlral 2. los dipulados 3. La municipalidad 4. ninguno 
5. Todos igual 8. No sabelno conlesla [No leer # 4 a # 5] 

LGL2 En su opinion "se Ie debe de dar mas obligaciones y mas dinero a la municipahdad, 0 debemos dejar que 
el gobiemo central asuma mas asuntos y selVicios municlpales? 

1. mas a la municipalidad 2. mas al gobiemo cenlral 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mas a la municipalidad si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe 
[No leer # 3 a # 4] 

LGL3. "Eslaria us!ed dispueslo a pagar mas Impues!os a la municipahdad para que esta pueda preslar mejor"s 
selVicios municipales 0 cree usted que no vale la pena pagar mas? 

1. mas impues!os 2. no vale la pen a pagar mas 8. No sabe 

LGL4. "Cree usled que los regidores y el Alcalde de este municipio responde a 10 que quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca 0 nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la maya ria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Versi6n: Honduras
 
Ahora vamos a hablar de Ia alcaldia de este municipio.
 

NP1. LHa tenido usted la oportunidad de asisir a un cabildo abierto, una sesi6n municipal u otra reunion 
convocada por la Alcaldia durante los Oltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. LHa solicitado ayuda o presentado una petici6n a alguna oficina, funcionario, o regidor de-la Alcaldia 
durante los lltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2 No. 8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP3 tVot6 usted en [as (iltimas elecciones para el alcalde municipal? 

1. Si vot6 2. No vot6 3. Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabe/no recuerda 

SGL1. tDiria usted qua los servicios que la Alcaldia esta dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, regulares, 
malos 0 p6simos9 

1. excelentes 2. buenos 3. regulares 4. malos 5. p~simos 8. No sabe 

SG2. LComo considera que le han tratado a usted o a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
tramites? tLe han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, mal o muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. ADiria usted que la actual Alcaldia presta un servicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual; algo peor, 0 mucho 
peor, qua antes? 

1. mucho major 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGL1. En su opini6n, 6quien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria LEl gobiemo central? 6Los diputados? o 6La Alcaldia9 

1. el gobierno central 2. los diputados 3. La municipalidad 4. ninguno 
5. todos igual 8. No sabel no contesta [No leer # 4 o # 5] 

LGL2. En su opini6n Lse le debe de dar mas obligaciones y mis dinero a la Alcaldia, o debemos dejar que el 
gobiemo central asuma por mas asuntos y servicios municipales? 

1. mis a la Alcaldia 2. mis al gobiemo central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mis a la Alcaldia si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe
 
[No leer # 3 o # 4]
 

LGL3. LEstaria usted dispuesto a pagar mis impuestos a la Alcaldia para qua Asta pueda prestar mejores 
servicios municipales o cree usted que no vale Ia pena pagar m~s? 

1. mis impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mis 8. No sabe 

LGL4. tCree usted que los regidores y el Alcalde del municipio responden a lo qua quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca o nunca? 

1.siempre 2. Ia mayoria de las veces 3. de ver en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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SG2. ~Como considera que Ie han tratado a usted 0 a sus veclnos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
trilmites? ~Le han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, malo muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. ~Diria usted que la actual Alcaldia presta un selVicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual; algo peor, 0 mucho 
peor, que antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGL 1. En su opinion, ~quien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria ~EI gobiemo central? ~Los diputados? 0 ~La Alcaldia? 

1. el gobiemo central 2. los diputados 3. La municlpalidad 4. ninguno 
5. todos igual 8. No sabel no contesta [No leer # 4 0 # 5] 

LGL2. En su opinion ~se Ie debe de dar mas obhgaciones y mas dinero a la Alcaldia, 0 debemos dejar que el 
gobiemo central asuma par mas asuntos y serviclos municipales? 

1. mas a la Alcaldia 2. mas al gobierno central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mas a Ie Alcaldia si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe 
[No leer # 3 0 # 4] 

LGL3. ~Estaria usted dispuesto a pagar mas impuestos a la Alcaldia para que esta pueda prestar mejores 
selVicios municipales 0 cree usted que no vale la pena pagar mas? 

1. mas impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mas 8. No sabe 

LGL4. ~Cree usted que los regidores y el Alcalde del municipio responden a 10 que qUiere el pueblo casi 
siempre. la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca 0 nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Versi6n: NicaraQua
 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la alcaldia de este municipio.
 

NP1. 6-1a tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a un cabildo abierto, una sesi6n municipal u otra reuni6n 
convocada por la Alcaldia durante los 6ltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. tHa solicitado ayuda o presentado una petici6n a alguna oficina, consejal o funcionario de la Alcaldia 
durante los 6ltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabe/ no recuerda 

NP3. LVot6 usted en las iltimas elecciones para candidatos concejales? 

1. Si vot6 2. No vot6 3. Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabe/no recuerda 

SGL1-. Diria usted quo los servicios que la Alcaldia estA dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, regulares, 
malos o p~simos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5. pesimo 8. No sabe 

SG2 LComo considera que le han tratado a usted o a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
trimites? 6Le han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, mal o muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. 6 Diria usted que la actual Alcaldia presta un servicio mucho mejor, algo mojor, igual, algo peor, o mucho 
peor, que antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8 No sabe 

LGL1. En su opini6n, Equien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria El gobiemo central ? &Los diputados? o ALa Alcaldia? 

1. el gobierno central 2. los diputados 3. La Alcaldia 4. Ninguno 
5. Todos igual 8. No sabe/ no contesta [No leer # 4 o # 5J 

LGL2. En su opini6n tse le debe de dar m6s obligaciones y mis dinero a la Alcaldia, 0 debemos dejar que 61 
gobiemo central asuma mas asuntos y servicios municipales? 

1. mds a la Alcaldia 2. mis al gobiemo central 3. no cambiar nada 
8. No sabe [No leer # 3] 

LGL3. LEstaria usted dispuesto a pagar mis impuestos a la Alcaldia para que Asta pueda prestar mejores 
servicios municipales o cree usted que no vale la pena pagar mAs? 

1. m~s impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mis 8. No sabe 

LGL4. tCree usted que los consejales y Alcalde de la municipalidad responden a lo que quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, ]a mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca o nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8 No sabe 
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Version: Nicaragua 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la alcaldia de este municipio. 

NP1. l.Ha tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a un cabildo-abierto, una sesi6n municipal U otra reunion 
convocada por la Alcaldia durante los ultimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. B. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. i,Ha sohcitado ayuda 0 presentado una peticion a alguna oficina, consejal 0 funclonano de la Alcaldia 
durante los ultimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. B. No sabel no recuerda 

NP3. i, Vot6 usted en las ultimas elecciones para candidatos conce]ales? 

1. Si vot6 2. No vot6 3. Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
B. No sabelno recuerda 

SGL 1. i,Oiria usted que los servicios que la Alcaldia esta dan do a la gente son excelentes, buenos, regulares, 
malos 0 pesimos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5. pesimo B. No sabe 

SG2 "Como considera que Ie han tratado a usted 0 a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
tramites? "Le han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, malo muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal B. No sabe 

SGL3. GDiria usted que la actual Alcaldia presta un selVicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, alga peor, 0 mucho 
peor, que antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor B No sabe 

LGL 1. En su opini6n, "quien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria i.EI gobiemo central? "Los diputados? 0 i.,La Alcaldia? 

1. el gobierno central 2. los diputados 3. La Alcaldia 4. Ninguno 
5. Todos igual B. No sabel no contesta [No leer # 4 0 # 5] 

LGL2. En su opinion "se Ie debe de dar mas obligaciones y mas dinero a la Alcaldia, 0 debemos dejar que el 
gobierno central asuma mas asuntos y selVicios municipales? 

1. mas a la Alcaldia 2. mas al gobiemo central 3. no cambiar nada 
B. No sabe [No leer # 3] 

LGL3. '"Estaria usted dispuesto a pagar mas impuestos a la Alcaldia para que esta pueda prestar mejores 
selVicios municipales 0 cree usted que no vale la pena pagar mas? 

1. mas impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mas B. No sabe 

LGL4. "Cree usted que los consejales y Alcalde de la municipalidad responden a 10 que quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca 0 nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca B No sabe 
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Versi6n: Panam6
 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la alcaldia de este distrito.
 

NP1. 6Ha tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a una sesi6n del consejo municipal u otra reuni6n convocada-por 
la Alcaldia durante los fltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2- tHa solicitado ayuda o presentado una petici6n a un representatne del corregimiento, alguna oficina, 
funcionario, de la Alcaldia durante los 0ltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabe/ no recuerda 

NP3. tVot6 usted en las 01timas elecciones para candidatos a Representante de Corregimiento? [eleciones de 
1989] 

1. Si vot6 2. No vot6 3. Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabe/no recuerda 

SGL1. tDiria usted que los servicios quo la Alcaldia est dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, regulares, 
malos o p6simos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5 p6simo 8. No sabe 

SG2. AComo considera que le han tratado a usted o a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
trdmites? 6Le han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, mal o muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3 Diria usted quo la actual Alcaldia presta un servicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, algo peor, o mucho 
peor, que antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho poor 8. No sabe 

LGL1. En su opini6n, Lquien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria LEl gobiemo central? &Loslegisladores? o tLa Alcaldia? 

1. ol gobierno central 2. los legisladores 3. La alcaldia 4. ninguno 
5. todos igual 8. no sabe/ no contesta [No leer #4 o #5] 

LGL2. En su opin16n ese le debe de dar mas obligaciones y m~s dinero a la Alcaldia, o debemos dejar que el 
gobierno central asuma de mis asuntos y servicios municipales? 

I mas a la Alcaldia 2. mas al gobierno central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mis a Ia Alcaldia si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe
 
[No leer # 3 o # 4]
 

LGL3. tEstaria usted dispuesto a pagar mis impuestos o tarifas a Ia Alcaldia para quo 6sta pueda prestar 
mejores servicios municipales o cree usted quo no vale la pena pagar mis? 

1. mis impuestos 2- no vale la pena pagar mis 8. No sabe 

LGL4. tCree usted que los representantes de corregimiento y el Alcalde del municipio responden a lo quo 
quiere el pueblo casi siempre, la mayoria de los veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca o nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de los veces 3. de vez en cuando
 
4 casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe
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Version: Panama 
Ahara vamos a hablar de la alcaldla de esle dlslnla. 

NP1. ~Ha lenlda usled la aportunldad de aslsllr a una sesl6n del canseja municipal u alra reunion convocada'por 
la Alcaldia durante los ultimos 12 meses? 

1. SI 2. No.8. No sabe! no recuerda 

NP2. ~Ha solidlado ayuda 0 presenlado una pelidon a un representalne del corregimlenlo, alguna ofidna, 
fundonano, de la Alcaldla duranle los ultimos 12 meses? 

1. SI 2. No.8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP3. ~ Vola usled en las ullimas elecdones para candidalos a Represenlanle de Corregimienlo? [eledones de 
1989] 

1. SI vola 2. No vola 3. Vola en blanco 4. No lenla edad 
8. No sabelno recuerda 

SGL 1. ~Dirla usled que los servidos que la Alcaldla esla dando a la genIe son excelenles, buenos, regulares, 
maIDs 0 pesimos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5 peslmo 8. No sabe 

SG2. leoma considera que Ie han tratado a usted a a sus vecinos cuando han ida a la Alcaldia para hacer 
Iramiles? ~Le han Iratado muy bien, bien, regular, malo muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3 ~Dirla usled que la aclual Alcaldla presla un servido mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, algo peor, 0 mucho 
peor, que anles? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algD mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No Gabe 

LGL 1. En su opinion, ~quien ha respondldo mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esla comunidad? 
Serla ~EI goblemo cenlral? ~Los leglsladores? 0 ~La Alcaldla? 

1. el gobierno central 2. los leglsladores 3. La alcaldla 4. ninguno 
5. lodos igual 8. no sabe! no conlesta [No leer #4 0 #5] 

LGL2. En su opinion 6se Ie debe de dar mas obligaciones y mas dinero a la Alcaldla, 0 debemos dejar que el 
gobierna central asuma de mas asuntos y servicios municipales? . 

1 mas a la Alcaldla 2. mas al gobierno central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mas a la Alcaldla si dan mejores servidos 8. No sabe 
[No leer # 3 0 # 4] 

LGL3. ~Eslarla usted dispueslo a pagar mas impueslos 0 lanfas a la Alcaldia para que esla pueda prestar 
mejores servicios municipales 0 cree usted que no vale la pena pagar mas? 

1. mas impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mas 8. No sabe 

LGL4. ~Cree usled que los represenlanles de corregimienlo y el Alcalde del municipio responden a 10 que 
quiere el pueblo casi siempre, fa mayoria de los veces, de vez en cuando, caSI nunca 0 nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayorla de IDS veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4 casl nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Versi6n: El Salvador
 
Ahora vamos a hablar de Is alcaldia de este municipio.
 

NP1. tHa tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a un cabildo ablerto, una sesi6n municipal u otra reuni6n 
convocada por la Alcaldia durante los Oltimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. 61Ha solicitado ayuda o presentado una petici6n a alguna oficina, funcionario, regidor o sindico de la 
Alcaldia durante los Oltimos 12 meses? ­

1. Si 2. No. 8. No sabe/ no recuerda 

NP3. tVot6 usted en las Oltimas elecciones pare concejos municipales? 

1. Si vot6 2 No vot6 3 Vot6 en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabe/no recuerda 

SGL1. 6Diria usted que los servicios que la Alcaldia esta dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, regulares, 
malos o p~simos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5. p6simo 8. No sabe 

SG2. aComo considera que le han tratado a usted o a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
tramites? tLe han tratado muy bien, bien, regular, mal o muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. tDiria usted quo la actual Alcaldia presta un servicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, algo peor, o 
bastante peor, quo antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo major 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGLI. En su opini6n, 6quien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria ZEl gobierno central? &Los diputados? o ALa Alcaldia? 

1. el gobiemo central 2. los diputados 3. La Alcaldia 4. Ninguno 
5. Todos igual 8. No sabe/ no contesta [No leer #4 o #5 

LGL2. En su opini6n tse le debe de dar mas obligaciones y mis dinero a la Alcaldia, o debemos dejar quo el 
gobierno central asuma mds asuntos y servicios municipales? 

1. m~s a la Alcaldia 2. mas al gobiemo central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mds a la Alcaldia si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe
 
[No leer # 3 o # 4]
 

LGL3. tEstaria usted dispuesto a pagar mis impuestos a Is Alcaldia para que 6sta pueda prestar mejores 
sevicios municipales o cree usted que no vale Ia pena pagar mAs? 

1. mas impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mis 8. No sabe 

LGL4. ,Cree usted quo los regidores y el Alcalde del concejo municipal responden a lo que quiere el pueblo casi 
siempre, la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca o nunca? 

1. siempre 2. Ia mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Version: EI Salvador 
Ahora vamos a hablar de la alcaldia de este municipio. 

NP1. ~Ha tenido usted la oportunidad de asistir a un cabildo abierto, una sesion municipal u otra reunion 
convocada por la Alcaldia durante los ultimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. NO.8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP2. ~Ha sohcitado ayuda 0 presentado una peticion a alguna oficina, funcionario, regidor 0 sindico de la 
Alcaldia durante los ultimos 12 meses? 

1. Si 2. No.8. No sabel no recuerda 

NP3. 6 Voto usted en las (dtimas elecciones para concejos municipales? 

1. Si voto 2 No voto 3 Voto en blanco 4. No tenia edad 
8. No sabe/no recuerda 

SGL 1. l.Diria usted que los servicios que la Alcaldia esta dando a la gente son excelentes, buenos, regulares, 
males 0 pesimos? 

1. excelente 2. bueno 3. regular 4. malo 5. pesimo 8. No sabe 

SG2. ~Como considera que Ie han tratado a usted 0 a sus vecinos cuando han ido a la Alcaldia para hacer 
tramltes? ~Le han tratado' muy bien, bien, regular, malo muy mal? 

1. muy bien 2. bien 3. regular 4. mal 5. muy mal 8. No sabe 

SGL3. ~Diria usted que la actual Alcaldia presta un selVicio mucho mejor, algo mejor, igual, algo peor, 0 

bastante peor, que antes? 

1. mucho mejor 2. algo mejor 3. igual 
4. algo peor 5. mucho peor 8. No sabe 

LGL 1. En su opinion, ~quien ha respondido mejor para ayudar a resolver los problemas de esta comunidad? 
Seria ~EI gobierno central? ~Los dipulados? 0 ~La Alcaldia? 

1. el gobiemo central 2. los diputados 3. La Alcaldia' 4. Ninguno 
5. Todos igual 8. No sabel no contesla [No leer #4 0 #5] 

LGL2. En su opinion ~se Ie debe de dar mas obligaclones y mas dinero a la Alcaldia, 0 debemos dejar que el 
gobiemo central asuma mas asuntos y servicios municipales? 

1. mas a la Alcaldia 2. mas al gobierno central 3. No cambiar nada 
4. mas a la AlcBldia si dan mejores servicios 8. No sabe 
[No leer # 3 0 # 4] 

LGL3. ~Estaria usted dispuesto a pagar mas impuestos a la Alcaldia para que esta pueda prestar mejores 
servicios municipales 0 cree usted que no vale la pen a pagar mas? 

1. mas impuestos 2. no vale la pena pagar mas 8. No sabe 

LGL4. ~Cree usted que los regidores y el Alcalde del concejo municipal responden a 10 que quiere el pueblo casl 
siempre. la mayoria de las veces, de vez en cuando, casi nunca 0 nunca? 

1. siempre 2. la mayoria de las veces 3. de vez en cuando 
4. casi nunca 5. nunca 8. No sabe 
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Fellowships, Grants and Awards 
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Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, "The Impact of Soviet aod East Europeao Reforms on Cuba." 1990-1992 ($248,000). 

University of Pittsburgh, Central Research Development Fund, "Determinaots of Foreign Policy Attitudes in the Mass Public: 
The United States aod Costa Rica." 1990 ($4,400). 

Commission for the Study of International Migration aod Cooperative Economic Development, "Remittaoces aod Small 
Enterprise Development in El Salvador," 1989 ($20,550). 

United States Agency for International Development, Evaluation of Laod Titling Project in Ecuador, 1988-1992 ($650,000). 

United States Agency for International Development aod the World Council of Credit Unions, "Baseline Study of 
Cooperatives in Honduras," 1988 ($125,000). 

University of Pittsburgh, Office of Research Small Grants Program, "Elite Support of Democracy under Crisis Conditions," 
1987 ($6,500). 

University of Arizona, Social aod Behavioral Sciences Research Institute, Graot for study of mass/elite support for democracy 
in Costa Rica, 1987 ($5,000). 
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U. S. National Science Foundation, "Inequality, Violence, and Regime Stability," 1986-87, Grant No. SES85-21098, with 
Edward N. Muller, University of Arizona ($50,000). 

Agency for International Development, "Evaluation of the Impact of a Land Title Security Program in Honduras," 1985-1988 
($86,000). 

Social and Behavioral Sciences Research Institute, University of Arizona, Research Grant for longitudinal study of diffuse 
support in Costa Rica, 1985. Principal investigators: Mitchell A. Seligson and Edward N. Muller ($2,000). 

University of Arizona Foundation, grant for research on diffuse support under crisis conditions, 1983-1984 ($3;000). 
Cornell University Rural Development Committee/AID, research support for a study of agrarian reform in Costa Rica, 1981 
($11,000). 

The Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace grant for research on political tolerance in Israel, 
1979. Principal investigators: Mitchell A. Seligson and Dan Caspi ($5,000). 

U. S. Department of Labor, grant for research on "The Mexican Border IndustrializationProgram," 1978-1979. Grant No. 
21-04-78-29. Principal investigators: Mitchell A. Seligson and Edward J. Williams ($120,000). 

Grant from the Instituto de Tierras y Colonizaci6n of Costa Rica to attend the Conference on Agrarian Reform in Latin 
America, organized by the Comisfon de Estudios Rurales de CLASCO, La Catalina, Costa Rica, June, 1978. 

Ford and Rockefeller Foundations Joint Population and Development Policy Research Program grant for research on the 
impact of land reform on family planning, 1976-1978 ($25,000). 

Supplement to above for additional field work, 1977 (total project: $30,000). 

The Border States Consortium for Latin America, grant for organizing an interdisciplinary conference on political 
participation in Latin America, 1976 ($500). 

Latin American Studies Association grant for organizing an interdisciplinary conference on political participation in Latin 
America, 1976 ($1,000). 

University of Texas at San Antonio, grant for an interdisciplinaryconference on politicalparticipation in Latin America, 1976 
($4,000). 

University of Arizona Foundation, grant for research on Costa Rican peasant project 1974 ($2,000). 

University of Arizona National Science Foundation institutional grant for research on Costa Rican peasant project, 1974 
($3,000). 

Institutional Grants:
 
The Heinz Current Issues in Latin America Research Grants, 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992 ($1.1 million)
 

Tinker Foundation Field Research Grant, 1991-1994 ($75,000, including matching funds). 

U.S. Department of Education Title VI National Resource Center for Latin America, University of Pittsburgh/Cornell 
University, 1986-87; 1987-88 ($360,000); 1988-91 ($690,000); 1991-94 ($900,000 approx.) 

U.S. Information Agency, Academic Affiliations Grant with the Universidad Cat6licaMadre y Maestra, Dominican Republic, 
1988-1991) ($49,000). 

Alcoa Foundation, for projects in Latin America, 1989-93 ($75,000). 
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Tinker Foundation Field Research Grant, 1986-87; 1987-88 ($30,000). 

United States Information Agency, Scholar-in-Residence Fulbright, 1988 ($10,000). 

Awards and Other Recognition: 
Nominated for the Franklin L. Burdette Pi Sigma Alpha Award for the paper "Political Culture and Democratization: 

Alternative Paths in 'Nicaragua and Costa Rica," presented at the 1990 American Political Science Association Annual 
Meeting, San Francisco, CA. 

Best Paper Award (Pi Sigma Alpha) at the 1982 Annual Meeting of the Southwestern Political Science Association, 
for "The Illusion of Authoritarian Values: Democratic Values and Political Structures in Mexico." Co-authored with John 
A. Booth. 

The Hoover Institution Annual Prize for the Best Scholarly Article on Latin America Published in 1984 for "The 
Political Culture of Authoritarianism in Mexico: A Reexamination, "with John A. Booth, LatinAmerican ResearchReview, 
19 (No. 1, January, 1984), pp. 106-124. 

Listed in Who's Who in American Education, Third Edition, 1992-93
 
Indexed in Who's Who in America, 1994, 48th edition.
 
Listed in Who's Who in America, 1995, 49th edition.
 
Listed in Dictionaryof InternationalBiography,23rd edition, Cambridge, England.
 

Member of the "Consejo de Honor" [Council of Honor], FLACSO (Facultad Latinoamericanade Ciencias Sociales), 
1992-present. 

Fellowships For Graduate Study:
 
--Danforth Foundation Kent Fellowship 1972-1973; renewed 1973, 1974.
 
--National Defense Foreign Language Fellowship Title VI (NDEA), 1970-1971; renewed 1971-1972.
 
--National Defense Education Act Fellowship Title IV (NDEA), 1967-1968.
 
Dissertation Year Fellowships:
 
--Ford Foundation Foreign Area Fellowship (SSRC) 1972-1973; renewed, 1973-1974.
 
--Fulbright Hays Dissertation Fellowship, HEPFLAS (awardee).
 
--Grace L. Doherty Latin American Fellowship (awardee).
 
--Organization of American States Fellowship (awardee).
 
Graduate Honors:
 

Elected to Phi Kappa Phi National Honor Society of Graduate Students. Awarded the Arnold J. Heidenheimer Essay Prize 
in Comparative Politics. 

Consulting 
--USAID and Development Associates, Inc, for a study of Civil Society, Reconcilation and Local Government in El Salvador, 
July-September, 1994. 
--World Bank and the Land Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin, for a project on land titling in Honduras, July, 1994. 
--Development Alternatives, Inc., revisions of a CDIE Assessment on Investments in Agriculture, July, 1994. 
--International City/County Management Association (ICMA), study of public attitudes toward local government in Central 
America, February-September, 1994. 
--United States Agency for International Development, El Salvador, design for a project to strengthen participation in local 
democratic government, July-August, 1993. 
--Pew Memorial Trust and Georgetown University, a study of the Mexican "maquiladora" program and migration, May-June, 
1994. 
--United States Agency for International Development and Abt Associates, El Salvador, Chief of Party for a study of The 
Future of Land Tenure in El Salvador, January-September, 1993 
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--United States Agency for International Development and Development Associates, Inc., Guatemala, Indicators of Support 
for Democracy in Guatemala, September, 1992-August, 1995 
--United States Agency for International Development, El Salvador, Chief of Party for the Evaluation of Legislative 
Strengthening Project, September, 1992-February, 1993 
--United States Agency for International Development, Guatemala, Democratic Indicators for Guatemala; March-June, 1992. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Sample design for drug abuse survey in Panama, October, 1991. 
--State University System, State of Florida, evaluation of Latin American Studies programs, October, J991. 
--University of Arizona, evaluation of Latin American Studies program, 1991. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Indicators for Strategic Democratic Initiatives in Latin America, 
October-November, 1990. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Evaluation of Strategic Democratic Initiatives in Honduras, 
September, 1990. 
--United States Information Service, Academic Specialists Program, for lectures at the Universidad de Costa Rica, San Jos6, 
Costa Rica, July-August, 1990. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Washington, review of legislative development in Bolivia, Chile Peru 
and Central America, February, 1989. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Guatemala, review of socio-economic development in the Guatemalan 
Highlands, 1950-1988, January, 1989. 
--Inter-American Foundation, Washington, D. C., workshop on survey research and sample design, August, 1988. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Ecuador, on the coffee producers, November, 1986-January, 1987. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Ecuador, on the design of a coffee renovation project, September-
October, 1986. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Ecuador, for a study of the social soundness of a proposed coffee 
renovation program, July-September, 1986. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Panama, for a study of the impact of land titles on agricultural 
income, July, 1986. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Honduras, for an evaluation of the impact of a coffee technification 
program, January, 1986. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Honduras, for the design of an agriculture sector assessment, 
September, 1985. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Jamaica, for research on the impact of land title security on hillside 
agriculture development, August, 1985. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Ecuador, for the social soundness of a land titling program in 
Ecuador, June, 1985. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Ecuador, on land title security, March, 1985. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Jamaica, for an assessment of land titling and agrarian development 
in Jamaica, January, 1985. 
--United States Agency for International Development, Ecuador, for an assessment of land reform in Ecuador, November, 
1984.
 
--United States Agency for International Development, Honduras, for an analysis of a baseline study of land titling, 1984.
 

--United States Agency for International Development, Honduras, for the design and implementation of an evaluation of the
 
impact of a land titling program, June-September, 1983.
 
--United States Information Service, Academic Specialists Program, for lectures at the Universidad de los Andes, M6rida,
 
Venezuela, March, 1983.
 
--United States Agency for International Development, Guatemala, August, 1982, on land tenure and land reform.
 
--United States Agency for International Development and El Instituto de Tierras y Colonizaci6n, San Jos6, Costa Rica,
 
November, 1981, on land tenure and land reform.
 
--International Service for National Agricultural Research (ISNAR), The Hague, Netherlands, March, 1981, on agrarian
 
development in Costa Rica.
 
--United States Agency for International Development, Washington, D.C., August 18, 1980, on land reform loan.
 
--United States Agency for International Development, San Jos6, Costa Rica, May-June, 1980, on the impact of the Costa
 
Rican land titling program.
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--Agency for International Development, March, 1980, on the evaluation of the agrarian reform program in Costa Rica
 
--Cornell University, February, 1980, on rural participation and development projects.
 
--Expert Witness, "Banco Interamericano case," Superior Court, Tucson, Arizona.
 
--Consultant on change of venue opinion survey; law firm of Aaron, Fioramonti and Kohn, Tucson, Arizona (October 1978).
 
--Consultant, U.S. Department of State Foreign Service Institute, (rural development in Latin America), 1977.
 
--Statistical consultant, Social Security in Latin America Project, directed by Carmelo Mesa-Lago, 1974-1976. --University
 
of Arizona Arid Lands Program on survey research in rural Niger, 1976.
 
--Acci6n Intemacional T6cnica, Cambridge, Massachusetts, (Design of municipal development project for Costa Rica), 1973.
 

Publications 

Books: 

Citizen and State: PoliticalParticipationin LatinAmerica, Vol. I, co-edited with John A. Booth. New York and London: 
Holmes and Meier Publishers (1978). 

Politics and the Poor:PoliticalParticipationin Latin America, Vol. II, co-edited with John A. Booth. New York and 
London: Holmes and Meier Publishers (1979). 

Peasantsof CostaRica andthe Development ofAgrarianCapitalism. Madison and London: University of Wisconsin Press 
(1980). 

El campesinoy el capitalismoagratio de Costa Rica. Translation of above, San Jos6, Costa Rica: Editorial Costa Rica 
(1980). 

Second revised edition, 1984. 

Maquiladorasand Migration: Workers in the Mexico-United States Border Industrialization Program, co-authored with 
Edward J. Williams. Austin: University of Texas Press Services (1982). 

The Gap Between Rich and Poor: Contending Perspectives on the PoliticalEconomy of Development. (ed.) Boulder, 
Colorado: Westview Press, 1984. 

Authoritarians and Democrats: Regime Transition in Latin America, co-edited with James M. Malloy. Pittsburgh: 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1987. 

Elections and Democracy in CentralAmerica, co-edited with John A. Booth. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1989. 

Development and Underdevelopment: The PoliticalEconomy ofInequality, co-edited with John Pass6-Smith. Boulder, CO: 
Lynne Reinner Publishers, 1993. 

Monographs and Occasional Papers: 

Agrarian Capitalism and the Transformationof PeasantSociety: Coffee in Costa Rica. Buffalo: State University of New 
York Special Studies Series, No. 69, 1975, pp. 66. 

"Agrarian Reform in Costa Rica, 1942-1976: Evolution of a Program." Land Tenure Center Research Paper Series, No. 
115. Madison: University of Wisconsin. (January, 1978), pp. 42. 

a)Reprinted: William P. Avery, Richard E. Lonsdale and Ivan Volgyes, Rural Changeand PublicPolicy: Eastern 
Europe, Latin America, and Australia. New York: Pergamon Press (1980), pp. 253-275. 
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b)Translated and reprinted: "La reforma agraria en Costa Rica, 1942-1976: La evoluci6n de un programa." 
Estudios sociales centroamericanos, 19 (enero-abril, 1978), pp. 55-82. 

PeasantParticipationin CostaRica'sAgrarianReform: A View FromBelow. Ithaca: Cornell University Rural Development 
Committee Monograph Series, 1983, pp. 241. 

Land and Labor in Guatemala:An Assessment. Co-authored. Agency for International Development and Development 
Associates: Washington, D.C., 1983, pp. 284. Also availablein Spanish as 7erraytrabajoen Guatemala: Una evaluacidn, 
Guatemala: Ediciones Papiro, 1983. Reprinted, 1986. 

"Baseline Survey of the Honduran Small Farmer Titling Project: Descriptive Analysis of the 1985 Sample." Co-authored 
with Edgar G. Nesman. Land Tenure Center Research Paper No. 93. Madison: University of Wisconsin, May, 1987, 122 
pp. Also appearing as "Encuesta de base del proyecto de titulaci6n del pequefio agricultor Hondurefio: Anilisis descriptiva 
de la muestra de 1985," June, 1986. 

"The Honduras Land Titling and Registration Experience." Co-authored with David Stanfield, Edgar Nesman, and Alex 
Coles. Land Tenure Center Research Paper, June, 1990. Madison: University of Wisconsin. 

"Small Business Development in El Salvador: The Impact of Remittances." Jos6 Roberto L6pez and Mitchell A. Seligson. 
Working Papersof the Commissionfor the Study of International Migration and CooperativeEconomic Development, No. 
44, June 1990. 

Reprinted in: Sergio Diaz-Briquets and Sidney Weintraub, eds., Migration, Remittances and Small Business 
Development: Mexico and CaribbeanBasin Countries. Boulder: Westview Press, 1991. 

Economic Integration in CentralAmerica: A Report to the European Commission, co-authored, Victor Bulmer-Thomas, 
Rodolfo Cerdas and Maria Eugenia Gallardo. Miami: The North-South Center, April, 1992, 49 pp. 

Perspectivaspara una democracia estable en El Salvador. Co-authored with Ricardo C6rdova Macias. San Salvador: 
IDELA (Instituto de Estudios Latinoamericanos). 1993, 103 pp. 

Articles: 

"OldWine in New Bottles: The Utility of Data Reanalysis in the Social Sciences," HistoricalMethods Newsletter, 5 (June, 
1972), pp. 101-107. 

"The 'Dual Society' Thesis in Latin America: A Reexamination of the Costa Rican Case," Social Forces 51:1 (September, 
1972), pp. 91-98. 

Revised, translated and reprinted: "La tesis de 'la sociedad dual' en Am6rica Latina: una reexaminaci6n del caso 
de Costa Rica, "Revista de cienciassociales, (Costa Rica) 10 (octubre 1975), pp. 33-47. 

"Transactions and Community Formation: Fifteen Years of Growth and Stagnation in Central America," Journalof Common 
Market Studies, 11 (March, 1973), pp. 173-190. 

"Applying Quantitative Techniques to Quantitative History: The Case of Mexico, " with Felix G. Boni, Latin American 
Research Review, 8 (Summer, 1973), pp. 105-110. 

"Agrarian Policy in Dependent Societies: Costa Rica," JournalofInteramericanStudies and WorldAffairs 19 (May, 1977), 
pp. 201-32. 

"PoliticalParticipation in Latin America: An Agenda for Research," with John A. Booth, LatinAmerican Research Review, 
11 (Fall, 1976), pp. 95-119. 
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"Unconventional Political ParticipationAmong Peasants." Paper delivered at the Latin American Studies Association meeting, 
November, 1977, Houston. 
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"Democratic Stability in Developing Countries: A Comparison of Costa Rica and Jamaica." Paper delivered at the 
Midwestern Political Science Association Meeting, Milwaukee, April 29-May 1, 1982. 
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*This paper was awarded the Pi Sigma Alpha "Best Paper Award" at the meeting. 

"Peasant Participation and the Costa Rican Land Reform. ". Paper delivered at the Latin American Studies Association 
Meeting, Washington, D.C., March 4-6, 1982. 

"Liberal and Civil Libertarian Conceptions of Democracy," with E. Muller, Western Political Science Association Meeting, 
March 2S-27, 1982, San Diego, California. 

"Democratic Stability in Developing Countries: A Comparison of Costa Rica and Jamaica." Paper delivered at the 
Midwestern Political Science Association Meeting, Milwaukee, April 29-May 1, 1982. 

"Participation, Social Status, and Support for Democracy," with E. Muller and lIter Turan. Paper delivered at the American 
Political Science Association annual meeting, Denver, Sept. 2-S, 1982. 

"The Implementation and Impact of Land Reform in Costa Rica." Paper delivered to the conference on the International 
Dimensions of Land Reform, sponsored by the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, The Land 
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Tenure Center at the University of Wisconsin and the Agency for International Development. CIMMYT, El Bataan, 
Texcoco, Mexico, January 6-8, 1983. 

"Community and Cooperative ParticipationAmong Land Reform Beneficiaries: A Comparative Study of Honduras and Costa 
Rica." Paper delivered at the 4th International Symposium on Participatory Development Through Community-Cooperative 
Interaction. Sponsored by the International Research Center on Rural Cooperative Communities. Afro-Asian Institute, 
Tel-Aviv, Israel, April 8-14, 1984. 

"Democracy, Development and Decay in Central America." Paper delivered to the conference on Redemocratizationin Latin 
America, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA., March 28-30, 1985. 

"Inequality and Insurgency," with Edward N. Muller. Paper delivered to the Midwest Political Science Association Annual 
Meeting, Chicago, Illinois, April 18-21, 1985. 

"Political Support Under Crisis Conditions: Costa Rica 1978-1983," with Edward N. Muller. Paper delivered to the Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, New Orleans, Louisiana, August 29-31, 1985. 

"Land Titling in Honduras: The Baseline Survey as a Means of Targeting Development Assistance" with Edgar Nesman 
and Earl Jones. Paper delivered to the Rural Sociology Society Meeting, Blacksburg, Va., August 21-25, 1985. 

"Comentarios sobre crecimiento de la producci6n agropecuaria y camnbios en la estructura social rural en centroam6rica." 
Comments delivered at the conference, "Crisis en Centroam6rica," CRIES and FLACSO, San Jos6, Costa Rica, May, 1986. 

"Ordinary Elections in Extraordinary Times: Cost Rica, 1986." Co-authored with Miguel G6mez B. Paper delivered to 
the Latin American Studies Association, Boston, Mass., October 23-26, 1986. 

"Economic Crisis and Political Support: A Dynamic Analysis." Co-authored with Steven E. Finkel and Edward N. Muller. 
Paper prepared for delivery to the American Political Science Association Meeting, Chicago, IL, September 3-6, 1987. 

"Modalidades de democratizaci6n en centroamerica." Paper prepared for delivery at the conference on Democratization in 
Central America, CSUCA, San Jos6, Costa Rica, October 8-9, 1987. 

"Political Culture and Democratization in Latin America." Paper prepared for delivery to the XIV International Political 
Science Association World Congress panel on Global Factors of Democratization. Washington, D. C., August 28-September 
1, 1988. 

"Political Culture and Democratization: Latin American Lessons for the Taiwan Case." Delivered to the conference on 
"Taiwan's Development Experience in Comparative Perspective." University of Pittsburgh, April 3, 1989. 

"Land Reform in Honduras." Paper delivered to the Latin American Studies Association Meeting, Miami, Florida, 
December 4-6, 1989. 

"Remittances and Development in Central America," with Jos6 Roberto L6pez. Paper presented to the meeting of the Latin 
American Studies Association, Washington, D. C. April 4-7, 1990. 

"Political Culture and Democratization: Evidence from Nicaragua and Costa Rica," with John A. Booth. Presented at the 
Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, April 5, 1990; The Janet and Chester Roth Public Affairs Symposium on 
Political Parties and the Future of Democracy, University of North Texas, Denton, Texas, April 19-21, 1990; the Japan Latin 
American Studies Association, Tokyo, Japan, June 2, 1990; the National Taiwan University Conference of Restructuring 
in an Interdependent World, June 4-5, 1990, Taipei, Taiwan. 

"Culture and Democracy in Latin America." Paper delivered to the "International Colloquium on Transitions to Democracy 
in Europe and Latin America," Universidad de Guadalajara, Mexico, January 21-25, 1991. 
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"Integration and Disintegrationin Central America: 1960-1990." With Ricardo C6rdova. Conference on The Reconstruction 
of Central America: The Role of the European Community, North-South Center, University of Miami, Miami, Florida, 
March 14-15, 1991. 

"Foreign Policy Belief Systems in Comparative Perspective: The United States and Costa Rica." Paper delivered to the Mid-
West Political Science Association, April, 1991, Chicago, IL. Co-authored with Jon Hurwitz and Mark Peffley. 

"Violence and Democracy: A Theoretical Overview." Paper delivered to the Workshop on Violence and Democracy in 
Central America: El Salvador and Guatemala, North-South Center, Miami, June 13, 1991. 

"Political Culture and Democracy," co-authored with Edward N. Muller. Delivered to the American Political Science 
Association Meeting, August, 1991, Washington, D. C. 

"Cuba and the Central American Connection," delivered to the Conference Cuba in the Post Cold-War Era," Pittsburgh and 
the Smithsonian Instituttion, Washington, D. C., April 27-29. 

"Political Culture in Comparative Perspective: Evidence from Latin America," co-authored with Edward N. Muller. 
Delivered to the American Political Science Association Meeting, Chicago, September 3, 1992. 

"Cross-National Variation in Levels of Civic Culture and Democracy: The Question of Causal Relationships," with Edward 
N. Muller, Delivered to the American Political Science Association Meeting, Chicago, September 3, 1992. 

"Who Votes in Central America?: A Comparative Analysis," co-authored with R. C6rdova, Annabelle. Conroy, Orlando 
P6rez and Andrew Stien. Delivered to the Latin American Studies Association Meeting, September 26, 1992, Los Angeles. 

"Public Opinion and Central American Integration: The View from Below." Delivered to the Latin American Studies 
Association Meeting, September 24, 1992, Los Angeles. 

"Contradictory Pictures of the Same History: The Use of Census Data and Property Records for Comparative Research on 
Land Inequality," co-authored with Marc Edelman, Meeting of the American Anthropological Association, San Francisco, 
December 2-6, 1992. 

"Civic Culture and Democracy: The Question of Causal Relationships," co-authored with Edward N. Muller, Meeting of 
the Midwest Political Science Association, April 15-17, 1993, Chicago, IL. 

"Democracy in Central America: Deepening, Eroding or Stagnating?" Paper delivered to the Conference on Deepening 
Democracy and Representation in Latin America, Pittsburgh, University of Pittsburgh, April, 1993. 

"Elites in Central America and Democratic Theory: Survey Data from Costa Rica and El Salvador." Paper delivered to the 
Latin American Studies Association, Atlanta, Georgia, March 10-13, 1994. 

"Political Culture and Democracy in Guatemala," with Joel Jutkowtiz. Paper delivered at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association, New York, September 1-4, 1994. 

"Violence, radical Change and Public Opinion in Mexico," with Linda Stevenson. Paper delivered at the conference on 
Polling for Democracy, Public Opinion and Political Liberalizationin Mexico, "New Orleans, Tulane University, September 
16-17, 1994. 

"Thirty Years of Agrarian Transformation in El Salvador." Paper delivered to the IX Congreso Centroanericano de 
Sociologia, San Salvador, 18-22july, 1994. 
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Panels and Symposia 

Particivant: 

"United States-Mexican Relations: Likely and Desirable Options," conference on United States-Mexican Relations toward 
1980, sponsored by the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs of the Department of State and the Latin American Center of the 
University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona, December 2-3, 1976. 

"The Politics of Population in Latin America and Africa: Research Strategies and Conceptual Issues," Latin American 
Studies Association meeting, November, 1977, Houston, Texas. 

"Agrarian Reform Policy in Latin America," International Seminar on Agrarian Reform and Institutional Innovation in the 
Reconstruction and Development of Agriculture: Major Issues in Perspective. Land Tenure Center, University of Wisconsin, 
July 14-22, 1977. 

"Recent Political Developments in Central America: Linkages and Interdependencies." New Mexico State University, 
December 2, 1978. 

Meeting of the Rural Participation and Development working group, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, August 25-27, 
1980. 

"Peasants, Reform, and Revolution." Institute of Latin American Studies, University of Glasgow, January 29, 1981. 

"Anglo-Mexican Seminar: Contemporary Mexico." London School of Economics and UNAM, Mexico, St. Catherine's 
Cumberland Lodge, Windsor, England, March 4-6, 1981. 

"Central America." Rocky Mountain Latin American Studies Association Meeting, Glendale, Arizona, February 25-26, 1982. 
"U.S. Relations with the Caribbean." Joint Conference of the Illinois Conference of Latin Americanists and the Midwest 
Association for Latin American Studies, Urbana, Illinois, November 4-5, 1983. 

"Land Tenure Security in Latin America." Workshop on Land Tenure and Agrarian Reform, USAID, Annapolis, Maryland, 
April 23-26, 1984. 

"National Agricultural Policies and 'Pedestrian' Politics in the Third World: Foot Dragging, Voting with their Feet and other 
Peasant Responses to Policy." American Political Science Association Meeting, Washington, D. C., September, 1984. 

"Agricultural Problems and Prospects." Honduras: An International Dialogue, Florida International University, Miami, 
Florida, November 29-December 1, 1984. 

"Public Confidence and Political Support for Democracy: Latin American and European Perspectives." American Political 
Science Association meeting, August 29-September 1, 1985, New Orleans, LA. 

"Symposium on Strengthening Democratic Institutions," USAID/Department of State, Washington, D. C., July 30-31, 1987. 

"Foreign Literature in Research Libraries: Scholars and Librarians Explore the Issues." American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences and the Association of Research Libraries, Harvard University, November 12, 1992. 

Chaired: 

"Popular Support for Democratic Institutions: A Comparison of Democratic and Authoritarian Regimes." Meeting of the 
Latin American Studies Association, Pittsburgh, PA, April 5-9, 1979. 
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"Latin American Migration to the United States," co-chaired with Edward J. Williams. Meeting of the Latin American 
Studies Association, Bloomington, Indiana, October 17-19, 1980. 

"The Political Economy of Development: Internal and External Determinants." Meeting of the American Political Science 
Association, Chicago, Illinois, September, 1983. 

"Beyond the Crisis: Restructuring Central America," Latin American Studies Association meeting, New Orleans, March 
17, 1988. 

"Export Agriculture and Revolution in Central America," Latin American Studies Association meeting, Miami, December 
4-6, 1989. 

"Elections and Democracy in Central America." Latin American Studies Association meeting, Los Angeles, September 25, 
1992. 

"Inequality, Social Structure and Democracy." American Political Science Association, New York, September 1-4, 1994. 

Professional Memberships and Service 
Member, University Center for International Studies Faculty Advisory Group, 1992-present. 
Member, International Editorial Board, Revista Salvadorefliade CienciasSociales 
Section Chair (Comparative Politics Developing Areas) American Political Science Assocation Meeting, September, 1994. 
Section Chair (Comparative Politics: Developing Areas), Midwest Political Science Association Meeting April, 1991. 
Member, Program Committee, Latin American Studies Association, 1991 Congress 
Member, Latin American Studies Association Finance Committee, 1988-89;1990-91; 1991-92; 1993-94 
Chair, Finance Committee, Latin American Studies Association 1991 Congress 
Chair, Program Development Committee, Latin American Studies Association, 1991-92 
Editorial Board, Latin AmericanResearch Review, 1986-1989 
International Editorial Advisory Board, Estudios interdisciplinatiosde Amdrica Latinay el Caribe, 1989-. 
Interamerican Foundation Doctoral DissertationFellowship selection committee, 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994. 
Member, Latin American Studies Association, 1972-present 
Member, American Political Science Association, 1974-present 
Member, Democratization in Comparative Perspective Study Group, International Studies Association 
Member, Latin American Studies Association Task Force on Human Rights and Academic Freedom, 1986-87 
Member, Latin American Studies Association Commission on Compliance with the Central American Peace Accords, 1988 
Board Member of the International Library Information Center, 1986-present. 
Member of Hubert H. Humphrey Fellowship Candidate Review Committee, 1987-88. 
National Screening Committee, U.S. Department of Education, Group Fulbrights, 1987. 
Board of Editors, HistoricalMethods, 1974-1984. 
Member, Management Committee, GSPIA International Affairs Case Program 
Member, Search Committee, University of Arizona Computer Center, 1974-1976. 
Member, Latin American Studies Executive Committee, University of Arizona, 1974-1979. Member, Recruitment 
Committee, Department of Political Science, University of Arizona, 1976-1977, 1981-82, 1982-83. 
Member, Administrative Committee, Department of Political Science, University of Arizona, 1976-1977, 1977-78, 1982-83. 
Nominating Committee for the Danforth Graduate Fellowship, University of Arizona. 
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Other Professional Activities 

Visiting ProfessorshiDs: 

Research Associate, Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace, Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
 
April-August, 1981.
 

University of Essex, Department of Political Science, Fall and Spring, 1980-81.
 

Universidad de Costa Rica, Escuela de Ciencias Politicas, Fall, 1973; Summer, 1990
 

Guest Lectures:
 

--University of Arizona/A.I.D. Lecture Series, "New Dimensions of Agrarian Reform in Latin America," December 5, 1974.
 
--University of Arizona Public Policy Seminar, "Shifts in Agrarian Policy in Costa Rica, 1750-1975," April 1, 1975.
 
--University of Texas at San Antonio, Social Sciences Lecture Series, "Peasant Politics in Costa Rica," November 11, 1976.
 
--University of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebraska, Seminar on "Planning for Rural Change, Optimal Land Ownership Patterns
 
in Latin America," September 29, 1977.
 
--Foreign Service Institute, Washington, D.C., "Rural Development Issues in Central America, " September 16, 1977.
 
--The Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, panel of
 
the Unit of Modernization and Development, "Peasants in Latin America: Their Participationin the Development Process,"
 
March 6, 1979.
 
--Cornell University, Rural Development Committee, Center for International Studies, "Political Participation and Rural
 
Development in Costa Rica," November 1, 1979.
 
--Ministry of the Presidency of Costa Rica, "Leading Indicators of Democracy," February 14, 1980.
 
--Florida International University, "Peasants and Land Reform: Impacts and Problems," April 8, 1980.
 
--United States Cultural Center, Costa Rica, "Agrarian and Social Development in Costa Rica," June 17, 1980.
 
--Ministry of the Presidency of Costa Rica, "Techniques for the Measurement of Democratic Attitudes," July 23, 1980.
 
--Instituto Americano para el Desarrollo del Sindicalismo Libre, "Sistemas de tenencia de la tierra," and "Reforma agraria,"
 
San Jos6, Costa Rica, July 17, 1980.
 
--University of Essex, January 13, 1981; University of Cardiff, January 20, 1981; University of Glasgow, January 28, 1981;
 
University of Leeds, February 6, 1981; "Peasants and Agrarian Capitalism in Costa Rica."
 
--University of Leiden (The Netherlands), Institute of Cultural and Social Studies, "Political Participation and Development
 
in Latin America," March 10, 1981.
 
--The Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, seminar
 
of the Unit of Modernization and Development, "Competitive Elections in Latin America: A comparative Analysis," June
 
17, 1981.
 
--The Settlement Study Center, Rehovot, Israel, "Background and Impacts of Agrarian Reform in Costa Rica," July 2, 1981.
 
--Cornell University Rural Development Committee, "Peasant Participation in Agrarian Reform in Costa Rica," March 4,
 
1982.
 
--Cornell University, Department of Political Science, "Competitive Elections in Costa Rica and Jamaica," March 4, 1982.
 
--Grinnell College, "Agrarian Roots of the Crisis in Costa Rica," April 6, 1983, Conference on "Reform, Revolution and
 
Reaction in Central America."
 
--Department of Political Science, Universidad de Costa Rica (Sponsored by the United States Information Service),
 
"Dynamics of Diffuse Support Under Crisis Conditions: The Costa Rican Case," June 14, 1984.
 
--CIAPA, Costa Rica (Sponsored by Tulane University and Florida International University Group Fulbright Seminar), "The
 
Agrarian Origins of the Crisis in Central America," June 20, 1984.
 
--University of Wisconsin, Land Tenure Center, "Land Titling in Honduras: An Impact Study," October 11, 1984.
 
--University of Kentucky, "Democracy, Development and Decay: Democracy at the Crossroads in Central America,"
 
October 26, 1984, Conference on Democracy in Central America: Hemispheric Perspectives.
 
--University of Florida, "Prospects for Democracy in Central-America: Some Comparative Perspectives," December 3,
 
1984.
 
--Universidad de Costa Rica, "Recent Advances in Microcomputers." July 8-9, 1987.
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--Cornell University, Rural Development Committee, Center for International Studies, "Political Participation and Rural 
Development in Costa Rica," November 1, 1979. 
--Ministry of the Presidency of Costa Rica, "Leading Indicators of Democracy," February 14, 1980. 
--Florida International University, "Peasants and Land Reform: Impacts and Problems," April 8, 1980. 
--United States Cultural Center, Costa Rica, "Agrarian and Social Development in Costa Rica," June 17, 1980. 
--Ministry of the Presidency of Costa Rica, "Techniques for the Measurement of Democratic Attitudes," July 23, 1980. 
--Instituto Americano para el Desarrollo del Sindicalismo Libre, "Sistemas de tenencia de la tierra," and "Reforma agraria," 
San Jose, Costa Rica, July 17, 1980. . 
--University of Essex, January 13, 1981; University of Cardiff, January 20, 1981; University of Glasgow, January 28, 1981; 
University of Leeds, February 6, 1981; "Peasants and Agrarian Capitalism in Costa Rica." 
--University of Leiden (The Netherlands), Institute of Cultural and Social Studies, "Political Participation and Development 
in Latin America," March 10, 1981. 
--The Harry S. Truman Research Institute for the Advancement of Peace of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, seminar 
of the Unit of Modernization and Development, "Competitive Elections in Latin America: A comparative Analysis," June 
17,1981. 
--The Settlement Study Center, Rehovot, Israel, "Background and Impacts of Agrarian Reform in Costa Rica," July 2, 1981. 
--Cornell University Rural Development Committee, "Peasant Participation in Agrarian Reform in Costa Rica," March 4, 
1982. 
--Cornell University, Department of Political Science, "Competitive Elections in Costa Rica and Jamaica, n March 4, 1982. 
--Griunell College, "Agrarian Roots of the Crisis in Costa Rica," April 6, 1983, Conference on "Reform, Revolution and 
Reaction in Central America. " 
--Department of Political Science, Universidad de Costa Rica (Sponsored by the United States Information Service), 
"Dynamics of Diffuse Support Under Crisis Conditions: The Costa Rican Case," June 14, 1984. 
--ClAP A, Costa Rica (Sponsored by Tulane University and Florida International University Group Fulbright Seminar), "The 
Agrarian Origins of the Crisis in Central America," June 20, 1984. 
--University of Wisconsin, Land Tenure Center, "Land Titling in Honduras: An Impact Study," October 11, 1984. 
--University of Kentucky, "Democracy, Development and Decay: Democracy at the Crossroads in Central America," 
October 26, 1984, Conference on Democracy in Central America: Hemispheric Perspectives. 
--University of Florida, "Prospects for Democracy in Central' America: Some Comparative Perspectives," December 3, 
1984. . 
--Universidad de Costa'Rica, "Recent Advan~es in Microcomputers," July 8-9, 1987, 
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--Nazan University, Nagoya, Japan, "Democratization in Central America." May 31, 1990.
 
--Universidad de Costa Rica, "Symposium on Empirical Democratic Theory and its Applicationto Central America," August,
 
1990 
--Centro de Estudios Latinamericanos (CELA), Panama, "Latin America in the World System in the Post Cold War Era," 
October, 1991. 
--Instituto de Estudios Latinamericanos (IDELA), San Salvador, "Prospects for a Stable Democracy in El Salvador," with 
Ricardo C6dova, February 28, 1992. 
--Prospects for Central American Integration, sponsored by the European Community Research Program, North-South 
Center, University of Miami, March 25, 1992. 
--Political Culture and the Prospects for Stable Democracy in Central America: An Empirical Evaluation, Kellogg Institute, 
University of Notre Dame, November 3, 1992. 
-Prospects for Democracy in Latin America, Duquesne University Symposium on Political Change in the Third World, 
February 24, 1993 
--Political Culture and Democratic Stability in Central America, University of Kansas, June 3, 1993; Michigan State 
University, September 22, 1993. 
--Political Culture and Political Stability in Guatemala: Results of the 1993 Survey. Florida International University, January 
11, 1994. 
--Prospects for Democratic Stability in Guatemala, USAID Conference on Democratic Initiatives, Miami, January 10-12, 
1994. 
--Political Culture and Democracy in Mexico. Universidad de Costa Rica, Maestria Centroamericana en Ciencias Sociales, 
June 15, 1994. 

Foreign Languages 
Spanish: Fluent 
French: Reading knowledge 
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