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Preface

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) takes pride in its support
of the AmericasBarometer. While its primary goal is giving citizens a voice on a broad range of
important issues, the surveys also help guide USAID programming and inform policymakers
throughout the Latin America and Caribbean region.

USAID officers use the AmericasBarometer findings to prioritize funding allocation and
guide program design. The surveys are frequently employed as an evaluation tool, by comparing
results in specialized “oversample” areas with national trends. In this sense, AmericasBarometer is at
the cutting-edge of gathering high quality impact evaluation data that are consistent with the 2008
National Academy of Sciences recommendations to USAID. AmericasBarometer also alerts
policymakers and donors to potential problem areas, and informs citizens about democratic values
and experiences in their countries relative to regional trends.

AmericasBarometer builds local capacity by working through academic institutions in each
country and training local researchers. The analytical team at Vanderbilt University first develops the
questionnaire and tests it in each country. It then consults with its partner institutions, getting
feedback to improve the instrument, and involves them in the pretest phase. Once this is all set, local
surveyors conduct house-to-house surveys with pen and paper. With the help of its partner, the
Population Studies Center at the University of Costa Rica (CCP), surveyors are now entering the
replies directly to Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs) in several countries. Once the data is collected,
Vanderbilt’s team reviews it for accuracy and devises the theoretical framework for the country
reports. Country-specific analyses are later carried out by local teams.

While USAID continues to be the AmericasBarometer's biggest supporter, this year the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) helped fund the survey research in Central
America and the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) funded surveys in Chile, Argentina and
Venezuela. Vanderbilt’s Center for the Americas and Notre Dame University funded the survey in
Uruguay. Thanks to this support, the fieldwork in all countries was conducted nearly simultaneously,
allowing for greater accuracy and speed in generating comparative analyses. Also new this year, the
country reports now contain three sections. The first one provides insight into where the country
stands relative to regional trends on major democracy indicators. The second section shows how
these indicators are affected by governance. Finally the third section delves into country-specific
themes and priorities.

USAID is grateful for Dr. Mitchell Seligson’s leadership of AmericasBarometer and
welcomes Dr. Elizabeth Zechmeister to his team. We also extend our deep appreciation to their
outstanding graduate students from throughout the hemisphere and to the many regional academic
and expert institutions that are involved with this initiative.

Regards,

Elizabeth Gewurz Ramirez
AmericasBarometer Grant Manager at USAID
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Prologue: Background to the Study

Mitchell A. Seligson

Centennial Professor of Political Science

and Director of the Latin American Public Opinion Project
Vanderbilt University

This study serves as the latest contribution of the AmericasBarometer series of surveys,
one of the many and growing activities of the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP).
That project, initiated over two decades ago, is hosted by Vanderbilt University. LAPOP began
with the study of democratic values in one country, Costa Rica, at a time when much of the rest
of Latin America was caught in the grip of repressive regimes that widely prohibited studies of
public opinion (and systematically violated human rights and civil liberties). Today, fortunately,
such studies can be carried out openly and freely in virtually all countries in the region. The
AmericasBarometer is an effort by LAPOP to measure democratic values and behaviors in the
Americas using national probability samples of voting-age adults. In 2004, the first round of
surveys was implemented with eleven participating countries; the second took place in 2006 and
incorporated 22 countries throughout the hemisphere. In 2008, which marks the latest round of
surveys, 22 countries throughout the Americas were again included. All reports and respective
data sets are available on the AmericasBarometer website www.AmericasBarometer.org. The
United States Agency for International Development (USAID) provided the funding for the
realization of this study.

We embarked on the 2008 AmericasBarometer in the hope that the results would be of
interest and of policy relevance to citizens, NGOs, academics, governments and the international
donor community. Our hope is that the study can not only be used to help advance the
democratization agenda, but that it will also serve the academic community which has been
engaged in a quest to determine which values are the ones most likely to promote stable
democracy. For that reason, we agreed on a common core of questions to include in our survey.
The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) provided a generous grant to LAPOP to
bring together the leading scholars in the field in May, 2006, in order to help determine the best
questions to incorporate into what has become the “UNDP Democracy Support Index.” The
scholars who attended that meeting prepared papers that were presented and critiqued at the
Vanderbilt workshop, and helped provide both a theoretical and empirical justification for the
decisions taken. All of those papers are available on the LAPOP web site.

For the current round, two meetings of the teams took place. The first, in July 2007 was
used to plan the general theoretical framework for the 2008 round of surveys. The second, which
took place in December of the same year in San Salvador, El Salvador, was attended by all the
research teams of all participating countries in the 2008 round. Officials from the USAID’s
Office of Democracy were also present for this meeting, as well as members of the LAPOP team
from Vanderbilt. With the experiences from the 2004 and 2006 rounds, it was relatively easy for
the teams to agree upon a common questionnaire for all the countries. The common nucleus
allows us to examine, for each country, and between nations, themes such as political legitimacy,
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political tolerance, support for stable democracy, participation of civil society y social capital, the
rule of law, evaluations of local governments and participation within them, crime victimization,
corruption victimization and electoral behavior. Each country report contains analyses of the
important themes related to democratic values and behaviors. In some cases, we have found
surprising similarities between countries while in others we have found sharp contrasts.

A common sample design was crucial for the success of the effort. We used a common
design for the construction of a multi-staged, stratified probabilistic sample (with household level
quotas) of approximately 1,500 individuals.! Detailed descriptions of the sample are contained in
annexes of each country publication.

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

LAPOP believes that the reports should be accessible and readable to the layman reader,
meaning that there would be heavy use of bivariate graphs. But we also agreed that those graphs
would always follow a multivariate analysis (either OLS or logistic regression), so that the
technically informed reader could be assured that the individual variables in the graphs were
indeed significant predictors of the dependent variable being studied.

We also agreed on a common graphical format using STATA 10. The project’s
coordinator and data analyst, Dominique Zéphyr, created programs using STATA to generate
graphs which presented the confidence intervals taking into account the “design effect” of the
sample. This represents a major advancement in the presentation of the results of our surveys, we
are now able to have a higher level of precision in the analysis of the data. In fact, both the
bivariate and multivariate analyses as well as the regression analyses in the study now take into

! With the exception of Bolivia (N=3,000), Ecuador (N=3,000), Paraguay (N=3,000), and Canada (N=2,000).
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account the design effect of the sample. Furthermore, regression coefficients are presented in
graphical form with their respective confidence intervals. The implementation of this
methodology has allowed us to assert a higher level of certainty if the differences between
variables averages are statistically significant.

The design effect becomes important because of the use of stratification, clustering, and
weighting® in complex samples. It can increase or decrease the standard error of a variable,
which will then make the confidence intervals either increase or decrease. Because of this, it was
necessary to take into account the complex nature of our surveys to have better precision and not
assume, as is generally done, that the data had been collected using simple random samples.
While the use of stratification within the sample tends to decrease the standard error, the rate of
homogeneity within the clusters and the use of weighting tend to increase it. Although the
importance of taking into account the design effect has been demonstrated, this practice has not
become common in public opinion studies, primarily because of the technical requirements that it
implicates. In this sense, LAPOP has achieved yet another level in its mission of producing high
quality research by incorporating the design effect in the analysis of the results of its surveys.

Finally, a common “informed consent” form was prepared, and approval for research on
human subjects was granted by the Vanderbilt University Institutional Review Board (IRB). All
investigators involved in the project studied the human subjects protection materials utilized by
Vanderbilt and took and passed the certifying test. All publicly available data for this project are
de-identified, thus protecting the right of anonymity guaranteed to each respondent. The
informed consent form appears in the questionnaire appendix of each study.

A concern from the outset was minimization of error and maximization of the quality of
the database. We did this in several ways. First, we agreed on a common coding scheme for all
of the closed-ended questions. Second, all data files were entered in their respective countries,
and verified, after which the files were sent to LAPOP at Vanderbilt for review. At that point, a
random list of 50 questionnaire identification numbers was sent back to each team, who were
then asked to ship those 50 surveys via express courier LAPOP for auditing. This audit consisted
of two steps; the first involved comparing the responses written on the questionnaire during the
interview with the responses as entered by the coding teams. The second step involved
comparing the coded responses to the data base itself. If a significant number of errors were
encountered through this process, the entire data base had to be re-entered and the process of
auditing was repeated on the new data base. Fortunately, this did not occur in any case during the
2008 round of the AmericasBarometer. Finally, the data sets were merged by our expert,
Dominique Zéphyr into one uniform multi-nation file, and copies were sent to all teams so that
they could carry out comparative analysis on the entire file.

An additional technological innovation in the 2008 round is the expansion of the use of
Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs) to collect data in five of the countries. Our partners at the
Universidad de Costa Rica developed the program, EQCollector and formatted it for use in the
2008 round of surveys. We found this method of recording the survey responses extremely

2 All AmericasBarometer samples are auto-weighted expect for Bolivia and Ecuador.
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efficient, resulting in higher quality data with fewer errors than with the paper-and-pencil
method. In addition, the cost and time of data entry was eliminated entirely. Our plan is to
expand the use of PDAs in future rounds of LAPOP surveys.

The fieldwork for the surveys was carried out only after the questionnaires were pretested
extensively in each country. This began with tests between Vanderbilt students in the fall of
2007, followed by more extensive tests with the Nashville population. After making the
appropriate changes and polishing the questionnaire, LAPOP team members were then sent to
Mexico, Honduras, Nicaragua and Venezuela to conduct more tests. The suggestions from each
country were transmitted to LAPOP and the necessary changes and revisions were made. In
December, the questionnaire, having been revised many times, was tested by each country team.
In many countries more than 20 revised versions of the questionnaire were created. Version 18
was used as the standard for the final questionnaire. The result was a highly polished instrument,
with common questions but with appropriate customization of vocabulary for country-specific
needs. In the case of countries with significant indigenous-speaking population, the
questionnaires were translated into those languages (e.g., Quechua and Aymara in Bolivia). We
also developed versions in English for the English-speaking Caribbean and for Atlantic coastal
America, as well as a French Creole version for use in Haiti and a Portuguese version for Brazil.
In the end, we had versions in ten different languages. All of those questionnaires form part of
the www.lapopsurveys.org web site and can be consulted there or in the appendixes for each
country study.

Country teams then proceeded to analyse their data sets and write their studies. The draft
studies were read by the LAPOP team at Vanderbilt and returned to the authors for corrections.
Revised studies were then submitted and they were each read and edited by Mitchell Seligson,
the scientific coordinator of the project. Those studies were then returned to the country teams for
final correction and editing, and were sent to USAID for their critiques. What you have before
you, then, is the product of the intensive labor of scores of highly motivated researchers, sample
design experts, field supervisors, interviewers, data entry clerks, and, of course, the over 35,000
respondents to our survey. Our efforts will not have been in vain if the results presented here are
utilized by policy makers, citizens and academics alike to help strengthen democracy in Latin
America.

The following tables list the academic institutions that have contributed to the project.
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Executive Summary

The present study represents the second round of AmericasBarometer Surveys undertaken
by the Latin American Public Opinion Project in Guyana. The first, conducted in 2006, utilized
responses from a total of 1,555 Guyanese citizens of voting age, who were not institutionalized
and consented to anonymous interviews, to obtain a nationally representative sample of the
country’s population. Although only the second round conducted in Guyana, the Latin American
Public Opinion Project has been systematically measuring citizens’ values and attitudes in the
region for decades. Initially LAPOP began with the study of democratic values in one country,
Costa Rica, at a time when much of the rest of Latin America was caught in the grip of repressive
regimes that widely prohibited studies of public opinion (and systematically violated human
rights and civil liberties). However, since then, the project has expanded to conducting bi-annual
nationally representative surveys in over twenty countries. In the 2008-09 round, over 40,000
people were interviewed throughout the Americas. Housed at Vanderbilt University in Nashville,
Tennessee, LAPOP is directed by founder Professor Mitchell A. Seligson and supported by an
International Advisory Board made up of scholars and leaders of international democracy
assistance organizations as well as a scientific support team and a large of group of graduate
student researchers.

From the 2006 round, LAPOP was able to arrive at a number of conclusions concerning
democratic attitudes, values and behaviours of the Guyanese population. For example, we found
that while the political culture in Guyana is clearly based on a democratic process, democratic
institutions within the country are still maturing. The second round of surveys has allowed the
LAPOP team to make comparison across time. In order to understand how attitudes and values
have changed during the three years between 2006 and 2009, throughout this report, the reader
will find comparisons between the two surveys at the national level.

In March and April of 2009, LAPOP, with the collaboration of local researchers,
completed interviews for the second round of the AmericasBarometer Survey in the Co-operative
Republic of Guyana. Like the 2006 survey, a nationally representative sample was drawn in the
current survey. However, the 2009 sample is larger and is able to more precisely represent the
regions in the country. Specifically, in this current round of surveys, by further refining the
stratification of the sample and increasing the sample size by about 1,000 respondents, we were
able to obtain representative samples of regions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 10. Given the relatively small
populations of regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 in the Guyanese hinterland, these regions were combined in a
single region. In total, 2,514 interviews were conducted throughout the country in the 2009 round
of the AmericasBarometer Survey in Guyana. The sampling by region has the distinct advantage
that it now allows researchers to come to conclusions at the sub-national (regional) level, in
addition to the national level as was done in 2006. Throughout this report, results from such
regional analyses are presented.

The present study is divided into three distinct sections. The first section is comprised of
both the preface and chapter one. The preface of this study briefly outlines the political and
economic contexts in Guyana while also going into more detail concerning the sample design.

XXV




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

Chapter one, through the use of cross-national comparisons of the 24 participating countries in
the 2008/9 AmericasBarometer Survey, including Canada and the United States, proposes a
theoretical framework for the analysis of the current round of survey data, focusing primarily on
the impact of governance throughout the hemisphere. This chapter also presents the working
hypothesis utilized throughout the 2008/9 LAPOP series that citizen perception of a high quality
of governance increases citizen support for stable democracy and will ultimately lead to
consolidated democracies. For the current study, the LAPOP team defines the dependent
variable, support for stable democracy as central elements or dependent variables that could that
could reasonably be affected by the quality of governance. Borrowing from such canonical works
as Lipset’s The Political Man, Dahl’s Polyarchy and most notably Norris’ Critical Citizens, the
concept of support for stable democracy encapsulates (i) support for the right of participation and
citizen inclusion; (i) political legitimacy, or the belief that the current political institutions are the
best for the system; (iii) interpersonal trust; and (iv) support for the idea that democracy per se is
the best form of government (also known as the Churchillean version of democracy). The 2009
round of the AmericasBarometer survey finds that for a majority of the essential components of a
stable democracy, Guyanese are in the intermediate range when compared with the other 23
countries included in the current survey round. For example, when asked whether given
democracies problems it is still better than any other form of government, the average score in
Guyana is 69.2 on the 0-100 scale. This places Guyana in the intermediate-low range, 16
positions below the highest country. In contrast, Canadians with an average score of 87.2, are at
the top end. In the area of belief in the right of public contestation, Guyana scores an average of
71.7 on the 0-100 scale. This places the country in the intermediate-high range, below eight other
countries in the region: Paraguay, Nicaragua, Argentina, the Dominican Republic, Uruguay,
United States, Belize and Costa Rica. In regards to tolerance, the LAPOP data finds Guyana
scoring relatively high compared to the other countries in the region. Based on an index created
by LAPOP, we find that on a scale of 0-100, the average tolerance score is 58.1 in Guyana,
preceded only by Canada, Argentina, United States, Belize and Paraguay. While just over the
mid-point mark, the average Guyanese score for political legitimacy of core regime institutions of
52 points places the country in the high range in comparison with the other countries included in
the study, preceded only by Belize whose average was about 56. Finally, Guyana scored in the
intermediate range concerning interpersonal trust, with an average score of 60.1 points on the 0-
100 scale, 10 positions from the top. The chapters that follow in part II of this study more fully
develop the theory articulated in chapter I of this study, focusing in large measure on issues of
governance and the impact of governance on democratic stability.

Chapter two, examines the role of both public perceptions on the presence of corruption
as well as corruption victimization on support for stable democracy. The results in this chapter
suggest that corruption victimization remains relatively high in Guyana compared to other
countries in the region. Similarly, corruption appears to have increased in sectors such as the
police in 2009, when compared to 2006, whereas it has decreased within the work place, health,
and educational sectors during the same period. Furthermore, corruption victimization seems to
be most pronounced in Regions 3 and 4 in comparison to Region 2. Afro-Guyanese have a lower
probability of being victims of corruption compared to mixed Guyanese. These data also suggest
that corruption victimization has an impact on support for the legitimacy of core political
institutions, while also finding that the perception of corruption has a positive impact on the right




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

of public contestation. These results suggest that discontented citizens agree with the idea of
making demands on the government for a change, especially with regards to corruption.

Chapter three examines the relationship between crime and its support on stable
democracy. This chapter distinguishes between perceptions of crime and actual crime
victimization. The results found here indicate that crime victimization varies by region and has a
negative impact on interpersonal trust, suggesting that those Guyanese who have been victims by
any act of delinquency may lose confidence in others. In addition, the fear of crime has a negative
effect on support for the idea of democracy, interpersonal trust, and the belief of legitimacy of
core political institutions. When people feel that they are unsafe, there is a higher probability that
they turn these feelings against others and the political system itself, increasing their disbelief in
the legitimacy of their political institutions, such as the police and the judiciary. Furthermore, the
fear of crime appears to be most pronounced among females, the young, and those who live in
larger cities.

Chapter four examines the impact of local government evaluations and participation on
support for stable democracy. In terms of perception of local government performance, the
Guyanese view it as roughly equal to the performance of both regional and national governments.
On the 0-100 scale, average support for local government performance is 48.9 points, statistically
indistinguishable from the other two levels of government. However, delving deeper into this
issue and examining it at the regional level, we find that sparsely populated Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9
hold higher levels of satisfaction in regards to local government performance than more urban
regions such as 10 and.

In terms of participation in local government, Guyana falls in an intermediate position in
comparison with the other countries included in the survey. Eleven percent of the Guyanese
population attended a municipal meeting in the past year. There is, however, significant variation
between regions, with 25% of citizens in Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 attending such a meeting while
only 6% of Guyanese in Region 4 did so. Likewise, 12.5% of the population made a demand on
their municipal government in the past year.

This chapter finds a significant relationship between satisfaction with local services and
both belief in political legitimacy of core institutions and interpersonal trust as well as core
democratic values as articulated in chapter one. As expected, both relationships are positive
leading us to conclude that those who hold lower satisfaction with local government services also
tend to have lower levels of belief in institutional legitimacy and interpersonal trust.

Chapter five turns to perceptions of economic performance by the government and how
these perceptions impact support for stable democracy in Guyana. In 2009, over 56% of the
Guyanese population identified the economy as being the main problem of the country; this is up
from 40% in 2006. However, in order to understand how the Guyanese perceive the economic
performance of the national government, the Latin American Public Opinion Project constructed
an index combining questions asking respondents to rate their government’s performance on
fighting poverty and combating unemployment. In comparative perspective, Guyana ranks in the
intermediate range of the other countries included in the 2008/09 survey round with an average
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response of 45.4 points on a 0-100 scale. While the Guyanese population may be more concerned
with the economy today than in 2006, according to the data obtained from the current round, their
assessment of the national government’s economic performance is higher in 2009 than it was in
2006' suggesting that, as whole, the citizens of Guyana do not blame their own national
government for the economic difficulties.

This chapter also analyzes the relationship between perceptions of government economic
performance and specific support for democracy. This type of democratic support, in contrast to
diffuse support for democracy, addresses one’s support for the current government and not
necessarily for the democratic system. To measure specific support for democracy, this chapter
utilizes the question asking respondents to rate the performance of the government of Guyana. As
expected, a significant positive relationship resulted from the analysis with those who hold higher
perceptions of government economic performance also possessing higher satisfaction with the
work of the current government. In addition to one’s perception of government economic
performance, we also find that perception of one’s personal economic situation, the national
economic situation, living in a rural area and a small city and age all have positive effects on
one’s specific support for democracy.

Finally, chapter five examines the relationship of perception of economic performance of
the government on support for stable democracy. Of the essential components articulated in
chapter one, we find that several have significant relationships with one’s perception of economic
performance by the government. This analysis finds that perception of government economic
performance is negatively related to support for contestation. Perceived legitimacy toward
democratic institutions and interpersonal trust both hold positive relationships with perceptions of
government economic performance.

Chapter six addresses the topic of legitimacy of the political system as well as citizens’
perceptions about democracy and political institutions in Guyana. The citizens of Guyana express
rather high levels of attitudes favourable toward stable democracy compared to other countries in
the Americas. Around 35.7% of Guyanese express high levels of system support and political
tolerance, and this percentage has increased with respect to 2006. Within Guyana we observe
some differences across regions regarding attitudes favourable towards stable democracy. Region
2 has the highest percentage of people holding high levels of both system support and political
tolerance, whereas Region 4 has the lowest levels. Regarding the determinants of support for
stable democracy, we find that it depends above all upon citizens’ perceptions of government
economic performance, that is to say the extent to which the current government is fighting
poverty and unemployment. In this chapter we also examine the levels of confidence in the main
public institutions. In this regard, citizens show intermediate levels of trust in their institutions,
with averages around 50 points on a 0-100 scale. The Church and the Guyana Defence Force are
the institutions that reach the highest levels of confidence while the Mayor’s Office, the Guyana
Police Force and political parties are the most distrusted institutions. A third aspect analyzed in
this chapter was confidence in the justice system. Again, Guyanese express intermediate levels of

"'In 2009, the average score for the “econperf” index was 45.4 points on the 0-100 scale, this is up from 34.6 points
in 2006.
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trust. We find that this confidence depends on satisfaction with the current president, ethnic self-
identification (Indians and Amerindians trust more than Blacks and Mixed), region (Region 2 has
the highest levels whereas Region 4 has the lowest levels), and perceptions of and experiences
with corruption. These perceptions and personal experiences have a negative impact on one’s
confidence in the justice system. Finally, we note that despite the fact that a majority of Guyanese
citizens, 67.6%, consider democracy as the preferable form of government, only half are satisfied
or very satisfied with the way democracy is functioning in Guyana.

In Chapter seven we analyse voting behaviour and party identification in Guyana. First,
we look at how many people have already registered to be included in the voters list in order to
be eligible to vote in the next general elections of 2011. We observe that 81.6% of Guyanese
report being registered to vote, with few notable differences among regions in the country.
Statistical analyses show that people in urban areas and wealthy citizens are more likely to be
registered as well as Indians. Regarding electoral behaviour, around 70% of respondents report
having voted in the last elections of 2006. Region 5 appears to be region with the highest levels
in both registered voters and electoral turnout. We also find that men and young people report
being less likely to vote in the 2006 elections. Furthermore, we also observe a strong correlation
between vote choice and ethnic self-identification. Finally, in the third section of this chapter, we
analyse party identification in Guyana, which reveals that the country displays the lowest levels
of party identification in the Americas. Only 12.2% of citizens identify with a political party,
most of them identifying with either the PPP or the PNC in similar percentages.

The final chapter of the report is part of the third section, Beyond Governance,
which examines democratic issues outside of the realm of governance. Chapter eight analyses,
in-depth, one of the five components of stable democracy laid out in chapter one, interpersonal
trust. Attempting to understand the role of interpersonal trust in a democratic society, this chapter
takes advantage of the comparative nature of the 2008/09 round of the AmericasBarometer
survey and examines the issue not only cross-nationally, but also across time between 2006 and
2009 in Guyana. First, it is discovered that Guyana falls in the intermediate range of interpersonal
trust compared with the 23 other countries included in the series. With an average score of 60.1
points on the 0-100 scale, Guyana ranks 11 places from the top country, which is occupied by
Canada with an average score of 79.6.

Over time, the differences between 2006 and 2009 are statistically
indistinguishable. However, we do find that in regard to region, Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 and Region
5 have significantly higher levels of interpersonal trust than do those living in Region 10 and
Region 4.

Chapter eight also examines the determinants of interpersonal trust, finding that,
in the case of Guyana, crime victimization, being female and being of mixed race all have
significant negative relationships with levels of interpersonal trust, while age, wealth, and living
in small cities and rural areas (compared to the nation’s capital) all hold significant positive
relationships with interpersonal trust.
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The second part of chapter eight examines issues of civic participation and levels
of such types of participation in Guyana. Utilizing LAPOP’s “CP” series, this section analyses
individually participation in solving community problems, participation in meetings of religious
groups, participation in meetings of parents associations, participation in meetings of a committee
for community improvements, participation in meetings of professional associations,
participation in meetings of labour unions, participation in meetings of political parties and
participation in meetings of women’s’ associations or groups, all within the last twelve months.

In terms of civic participation in comparative perspective, Guyana consistently
ranks toward the top or intermediate high range in comparison with the other countries included
in the survey. The only two areas of civic participation where Guyana falls to the intermediate
low range is in participation in committees for community improvement where Guyana, with
25.3% of the population having participated, places it in the 16™ position from the top and in
labour union participation where Guyana finds itself seventh from the bottom, with 5.5% of
Guyanese participating in the past year.

Regionally speaking, Guyanese living in the stratum of Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9
consistently show more civic participation than those of other regions. The only two areas of
civic participation where Guyanese of this particular region did not participate more than
residents in any other region were participation in labour unions (where residents of Regions 1, 7,
8 and 9 actually participated the least) and in participation in meetings of political parties, where
this particular stratum fell in the middle of the other regions being analysed.

Interestingly, across all types of civic participation included in this study, in
Guyana we found a decrease in participation over the previous round. The only category,
however, where this decrease in participation was statistically insignificant was in regards to
participation in meetings of professional associations. Participation in meetings of religious
groups, for example, decreased by almost 20 percentage points between 2006 and 2009 while
participation in parent associations decreased by almost nine percent. Participation in labour
union meetings decreased by almost 10% between 2006 and 2009 while participation in political
party meetings decreased by about 5 percentage points between the same time period.

Chapter eight also examined which Guyanese are more likely to engage in certain
types of civic participation. Employing statistical models for a number of types of participation,
we discovered that sex, age, wealth, area size and region were all consistently significant
predictors of civic participation, however, not always in the same direction. For example,
compared to men, women are more likely to participate in activities such as religious meetings
and parent association meetings while men are more likely to participate in meetings of
committees for community improvement, professional associations and labour unions. As regards
to age, we find that older Guyanese are more likely to participate in religious meetings and
meetings of professional associations while younger Guyanese participate more heavily in
meetings of parent associations. Wealth is a significant positive predictor in participation in
religious meetings and an insignificant predictor in all other types of civic participation.
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Compared with the metropolitan area of the national capital (Georgetown), this
chapter finds that those living in rural areas are significantly less likely to participate in religious
meetings; those living in rural areas are significantly more likely to participate in labour union
meetings; and those living in both small cities and rural areas are more likely to participate in
political party meetings compared to those Guyanese living in the nation’s capital

Citizens in Region 4 are less likely to participate in meetings of religious
organizations than are Guyanese living in any other region of the country; Guyanese in Region 2
are significantly less likely to participate in parent association meetings compared to Guyanese
living in Region 4 while those living in Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 are significantly more likely to
participate in meetings of committees for community improvement than those Guyanese living in
Region 4. Citizens in Region 10 are more likely to participate in professional association
meetings than Guyanese living in Region 4 while Guyanese in Region 10 are less likely to
participate in political party meetings than are citizens in Region 4. Finally, we notice that
women in Region 6 and Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 are statistically more likely to participate in women
groups and associations than women in Region 4.

Details of all of the information presented above are contained in the full report.
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Context of Democratic Development in Guyana,
Method and Description of Data.

Political Context

The political situation in the Cooperative Republic of Guyana has been, since at least
1957, marred by racial tensions and identity politics. It was in that year that the People’s
Progressive Party (PPP) split along racial lines with most Indo-Guyanese supporting it while the
majority of Guyana’s black population began supporting the newly formed People’s National
Congress (PNC). Indeed, as will be demonstrated at many places in this volume, these divisions
concerning race and party identification are still present in Guyana.

Below, Figure i-1 presents Guyana’s Freedom House score on Democracy since 1972 as
compared with Latin American averages.* Given that in Freedom House’s measure the “freer” a
society is in terms of both civil and political rights, the lower the score, for ease of interpretation,
we have inverted the scale so that higher scores signify a more democratic society. As can be
seen from the figure, for much of the 1990s, following the election placing the PPP as the
majority party in the country, Guyana was classified as a “free” society, routinely scoring above
the Latin American average. It should be noted that in 1992 the PNC lost control of the
government for the first time since its election in 1964. During this time period the PNC led
Guyana amid “credible and persistent allegations of electoral irregularities, including vote rigging
and list padding.”

* In order to calculate average Freedom House score for the Latin American Region, the sum for each year was taken
from the following countries and divided by the total number of countries (32): Grenada Antigua & Barbuda,
Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominical,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico,
Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, St. Kitts & Nevis ,St. Lucia, St. Vincent & Grenadines, Uruguay, Venezuela.
Country scores were not included in the analysis until they achieved independence.

3 Electoral Assistance Bureau. 2007. EAB Final Report: General and Regional Elections, 28" August 2006, Co-
Operative Republic of Guyana.

http://www.gecom.org.gy/pdf/Electoral%20Assistance%20Bureau%20Final Report%202006%20elections.pdf.
Accessed 06 June 2009. Page 11.
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Figure i-1. Freedom House Scores in Guyana and Latin America, 1972-2008

Between the years 1993 and 2004, Guyana’s combined Freedom House score of political
and civil liberties exceeded the average of the Latin American region. Indeed, for these 11 years
Guyana was classified as a “free” society. However, as can be seen in Figure i-1, Guyana’s
ranking declined somewhat in 2005, dropping from a score of 10 to 8 on the Freedom House
inverted index, and also reducing its classification from “free” to “partly free.” According to the
annual report released for that year by Freedom House, this change in classification was
attributed to “...the government’s failure to fully investigate the emergence of anticrime death
squads and the growing influence of the illegal narcotics trade on the country’s political system.”®
The following year, Guyana’s ranking increased by one point on the combined scale, enough to
elevate it back to being considered a “free” society, however, since 2005, Guyana’s Freedom
House score has again fallen below that of the regional average.

Economic Context

Since achieving independence from Great Britain in 1966, Guyana’s economic
performance can at best be described as inconsistent. Following a short period of economic
growth between 1970 and 1975, Guyana’s accumulated growth of GDP between 1976 and 1990
was -32.8% according the UN’s Economic Commission for Latin American and the Caribbean.
This economic inconsistency has persisted into more recent years; Figure 1.2, shown below,

% Freedom House. 2006. “Freedom in the World- Guyana (2006).”
http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=363 &year=2006&country=6975. Accessed 05 June 2009.
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presents average GDP growth for Guyana compared with averages for the entire Latin American
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Figure i-2. Economic Growth in Guyana and Latin America 1972-2008

As is apparent from the figure above, as in the case of Latin America and the Caribbean
more generally, Guyana has experienced considerable ebbs and flows in economic growth. Since
1990, the Cooperative Republic of Guyana has witnessed five year of negative economic growth,
1990, 1998, 2000, 2003 and 2005 while the average for Latin America has fallen into negative
territory only once, in 2002. Following Guyana’s negative growth rate in 2005, the country saw a
significant improvement in economic performance the following year (2006) with 5% GDP
growth during that year as well as in 2007. In 2008 however, economic growth declined to just
3%.

As one of the Western Hemisphere’s poorest countries with a per capita income of about
one-fifth of the average in South America,” Guyana faces formidable economic challenges. In
2007, following the most recent general and regional elections in the country, the Electoral
Assistance Bureau (EAB) attributed the current economic climate to a considerable external debt
estimated to be roughly $1.2 billion U.S. dollars which, according to the EAB has had direct
effects in “hamper[ing] efforts aimed at restoring the nation’s dilapidated physical and social
infrastructures.”® Additionally, the report cites the European Market’s decision to reduce (and
eventually eliminate) preferential price regimes for Guyanese sugar as also contributing to its
most recent economic woes. Finally, an inadequate education system as well as high levels of
migration are also seen as impeding both short and long-term development in the country.

7 Electoral Assistance Bureau, page 12. See note 2.
8 .
Ibid.
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Sample Design

In order to systematically assess democratic attitudes, behaviours, and values among the
Guyanese population, the Latin American Public Opinion Project in March and April of 2009
interviewed a total of 2,514 Guyanese who were of voting age, not institutionalized and who
consented to participate anonymously in the study. This most current round of surveys in Guyana
complements the first AmericasBarometer Survey conducted in Guyana in 2006, allowing us to
begin carrying out analyses of the values, behaviours and attitudes of the Guyanese population
across time. In both years, the questionnaire was pretested and interviewers and supervisors were
trained by Abby Cordova and Dominique Zéphyr. The full questionnaire is contained in the
appendix of this report.

Population

The distribution of the sample was based on the 2002 census data carried out by the
Bureau of Statistics. According to the 2002 census data, Guyana has a total of 751,223
inhabitants. Twenty eight percent (28%) of the population was living in municipalities that
constitute what is categorized as the urban area in this study and the remaining seventy-two
percent (72%) live in rural and hinterland areas administered by Neighbourhood Democratic
Councils (NDCs), Amerindian Village Councils (AVCs) and Community Development Councils
(CDCs). The country is divided into 10 administrative regions as shown in the map below.
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Table i-1 shows the distribution of the population 20 years old and over by region and
urban and rural areas. The census bureau did not release information on the 18 and over
population, hence the team had little option but to use the 20 and over age group, making the
reasonable assumption that the distribution of the 18 and 19 year olds does not vary from the 20
and over population.

Table i-1. Distribution of Population 20 Years and Over By Region

Region Population % Urban % Rural %
total area area

Region 1 (Barima/Waini) 9,845 2.40% - 0.00% 9,845 2.40%
Region 2 (Pomeroon/Supenaam) 25,568 6.20% 7,131 1.70% 18,437 | 4.50%
ifag:l‘é;l 3 (West Demerara/Essequibo 58215 | 14.20% | - | 0.00% | 58215 | 14.20%
Region 4 (Demerara/Mahaica) 176,812 43.00% | 80,874 | 19.70% | 95,938 | 23.40%
Region 5 (Mahaica/West Berbice) 28,620 7.00% - 0.00% | 28,620 | 7.00%
Region 6 (East Berbice/Corentyne) 68,972 16.80% | 18,523 4.50% 50,449 | 12.30%
Region 7 (Cuyuni/Mazaruni) 8,483 2.10% - 0.00% 8,483 2.10%
Region 8 (Siparuni/Potaro) 5,028 1.20% - 0.00% 5,028 1.20%
Region 9 (Upper Takatu/UpperEssequibo) 8,375 2.00% - 0.00% 8,375 2.00%
Region 10 (Upper Demerara/Berbice) 20,948 5.10% | 15,587 | 3.80% 5,361 1.30%
Total 410,866 100% | 122,115 | 29.70% | 288,751 | 70.30%

Source: Guyana Census (2002)

Sampling Method

The sample was designed by Dominique Zéphyr from the LAPOP central office. The goal
was to have a sample that represents the entire adult population of Guyana. It is a random
stratified sample representative at the national, urban and rural, and regional levels. The
stratification ensures the inclusion and representation of the most important geographic regions in
the country. Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 (Barima-Waini, Cuyani-Mazaruni, Potaro-Siparuni and Upper
Takutu-Upper Essequibo), because of their relatively small populations, were combined into a
single group while each of the other regions (Regions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 10: Pomeroon-
Supenamm, Essequibo Islands-West Demerara, Demerara-Mahica, Mahaica-Berbice, East
Berbice-Corentyne and Upper Demerar-Berbice) are in their own strata. The sample was further
sub-stratified into urban and rural areas. The proposed size of the sample for each stratum (by
urban and rural areas) is shown in the Table i-2.
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Table i-2. Sample Size: Number of Interviews in Urban and Rural Areas by each Stratum

. Total Number of Numbgr of
Population % Urban - . | % Rural | Interviews
Stratum  |Stratum Name Number of . |Interviews in . .
total ; population population | in Rural
Interviews Urban Area
Area
| Region 2 25,568 312 27.9% 96 72.1% 216
1 Region 3 58,215 300 - 0 100.0% 300
i Region 4 176,812 666 45.7% 336 54.3% 330
v Region 5 28,620 300 - 0 100.0% 300
v Region 6 68,972 306 26.9% 96 73.1% 210
VI Region 10 20,948 330 74.4% 240 25.6% 90
VII Regions 1, 7, 8, and 9 31,731 300 - 0 100.0% 300
Total Country total 410,866 2514 29.7% 768 70.3% 1746

In order to draw the sample, we followed a multistage procedure. We first selected the
municipalities and Neighbourhood Democratic Councils (NDC) according to their population
size, followed by the selection of sectors (imply economic sectors — agri, health, education, etc)
and villages, and in the last stage enumeration districts (EDs) and households were chosen. For
the selection of units in each stage, we implemented the Probability Proportional to Size (PPS)
method.

In order to minimize travel time and costs, a fixed number of interviews was carried out in
each sampling point within each stratum. Thus, the Guyana sample follows a clustered sample
design. A total of 10 to 12 and 8 interviews were conducted in each sampling point in rural and
urban areas, correspondingly. In total, as shown in Table i-3, the sample is composed of 267
sampling points: 171 urban and 96 rural.

Table i-3. Distribution of Sampling Points across Strata

Number of interviews Sampling points
Stratum  (Stratum Name
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total

I Region 2 96 216 312 12 18 30
| Region 3 - 300 300 - 30 30
i Region 4 336 330 666 42 33 75
v Region 5 - 300 300 - 30 30
Y Region 6 96 210 306 12 21 33
VI Region 10 240 90 330 30 9 39
VIl Regions 1, 7, 8, and 9 - 300 300 - 30 30
Total Country total 768 1746 2514 96 171 267
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The margin of error anticipated for the national sample is +2.0%, assuming a Simple
Random Sample (SRS) design, and a 50-50% distribution for a dichotomous variable (a
maximum possible variation) and a 95% confidence level (z=1.96).

The sample is not self-weighted. Different sampling fractions were used in each stratum.
Consequently, different sample weights were calculated for each stratum. Since the sample is
stratified, clustered, and weighted, in the analysis of the data we took into account the complex
sample design to accurately estimate the precision (standard errors) of the results presented in this
study.

Demographic and Socio-Economic Characteristics of the 2008
Sample

100% Location

- Urban
- Rural

80%

60% —

Percentage

40%

20%

0% —

2006 2009

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure i -4. Sample Distribution by Geographic Area

In addition to stratifying by region, the 2009 AmericasBarometer Survey also accounts
for the urban vs. rural geographic dispersion in the population. We have therefore also stratified
for geographic zone, dividing the sample into rural and urban populations, Figure i-4 presents
both the 2006 and 2009 sample distributions by geographic area. As can seen in the above figure,
about 67% of the 2009 sample came from rural areas of the country while almost 33% lived in

urban zones. This compares to 70% from rural areas and 30% from urban areas of Guyana during
the 2006 round.
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100% Sex
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Figure i -5. Sample Distribution by Sex

Focusing now on gender, both the 2006 and 2009 surveys, Figure i-4, shown above
presents the distribution of the sample by sex after applying the appropriate weights. As can be
seen, for the current round in Guyana 50% of the sample consists of male respondents while the
other 50% is comprised of female respondents. Additionally, Figure i-5 displays the sample
distribution from the 2006 round by sex, which is directly comparable to 2009. The differences
are minor and not statistically significant.
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Figure i -6. Sample Distribution by Age
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Figure i-6 displays the sample distribution according to age range for both the 2006 and
2009 rounds in Guyana. The age distribution between the two rounds appear relatively similar,
although we notice a slight decrease in the proportion of respondents falling into the 26-35 year
old age range and a slight increase in those respondents reporting their age as being 66 years old
or older.
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure i-7. Sample Distribution by Education Level

In terms of the sample distribution by education, Figure i-7, illustrated below, shows that
compared with the 2006 sample, in 2009 the AmericasBarometer Survey has an increased
proportion of respondents reporting only a primary education while seeing a decrease in terms of
both higher educated respondents and those with secondary educations, although for the latter the
decrease was only about 2 percentage points. In 2006 those with only primary education made up
roughly 24% of the sample while in 2009 they represented almost 33%. Those with secondary
education accounted for about 58% of the sample in 2006 while in 2009 their representation
decreased to just over 56% of the total sample. Finally those Guyanese who reported having had
completed higher education accounted for about 17% of the total sample in 2006 while in 2009
just under 11%.

11
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100% — Ethnicity
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Figure i-8. Sample Distribution by Ethnic Self-l1dentification

Finally, and of particular import in the case of Guyana is the ethnic distribution of the
2009 sample. This study will show that tensions exist between the two dominant ethnic groups in
the country, those of Afro-Guyanese or black descent and those of Indo-Guyanese or Indian
descent. After applying the appropriate weights, we see, in Figure 1.8 the sample distributions for
both 2006 and 2009 according to ethnic self-identification. As can be seen above, in both rounds
Afro-Guyanese and Indo-Guyanese make up a majority of respondents in the sample. For 2006
the combined proportion of these two ethnicities is just over 67% while 7% of the sample is
comprised of those self identifying as indigenous or Amerindian and the remaining 25% as being
of mixed race. In 2009 however, we see that roughly 70% of the sample self-identifies as being
either Black or Indian, about 9% identify as Amerindian and the remaining 21% as mixed race. It
is worth pointing out that the ethnic distribution of the 2009 AmericasBarometer sample in
Guyana compares relatively well with the official ethnic breakdown of the country as reported by
the Guyanese government. In their 2007 post-election report, the Electoral Assistance Bureau
estimated the proportion of Guyanese of Indian descent being 43.5% of the population, those of
African descent accounting for roughly 30% of the total population; indigenous citizens make up
9% while mixed race and those of other ethnicities account for about 17% of the total population.

12 _LAPQP
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Chapter I. Building Support for Stable
Democracy ’

Theoretical Framework

Democratic stability is a goal sought by many governments world-wide, yet it has been an
elusive goal for many countries. Paralyzing strikes, protests and even regime breakdowns via
executive or military coups have been commonplace in the post World War II world (Huntington
1968; Linz and Stepan 1978; Przeworski, et al. 1996; Przeworski, et al. 2000). How can the
chances for stable democracy be increased? That is the central question that lies at the heart of
every democracy and governance program, including those carried out by USAID. There are
many accounts in the field of historical sociology providing very long-term explanations of
stability and breakdown , such as the classic work by Barrington Moore, Jr. (Moore Jr. 1966),
studies of state breakdown (Skocpol 1979) and the recent work of Boix (2003), Gerring (Gerring,
et al. 2005) and Acemoglu and Robinson (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006). Yet, when policy
makers sit down to determine how in the relatively short-term they can best help to consolidate
democracy and avoid instability, multi-century explanations are often not immediately helpful.

The best advice, of course, for achieving democratic stability for countries that have made
the transition from dictatorship to democracy is for a country to “get rich,” at least that is what
the best long-run empirical investigations show (Przeworski, et al. 2000)."° Yet, generating
national wealth is a major challenge in itself, and is not a process that can take place overnight.
Can governments, and international and bi-lateral agencies interested in promoting democratic
stability do anything to enhance the chances of democratic consolidation? Based on the macro-
level analysis of USAID’s DG programs since 1990, it is now clear that the answer is an
unequivocal “yes.” Such programs clearly result (on average) in increased democracy (Finkel,
Pérez-Lifian and Seligson 2007; Azpuru, et al. 2008; Seligson, Finkel and Pérez-Lifian
forthcoming). Yet, such macro-level studies fail to tell us which DG programs produce a positive
impact in specific countries and in specific ways. To obtain that kind of information, there is
really no substitute for country-level analysis, so that the specific conditions for each country can
be observed and understood. For research such as this, the AmericasBarometer survey data, the
focus of this study, is ideal.

? This chapter was written by Mitchell A. Seligson, Abby Cérdova and Dominique Zéphyr.

' This same research is largely agnostic on the question as to what causes the transition from dictatorship to
democracy in the first place. The research by Przeworski argues that wealth does not produce the transition, but once
a country becomes democractic, breakdown is far less likely as national wealth increases.

13
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Beyond the advice to ‘“get rich,” increasingly, attention is being placed on good
governance as the way to help the consolidation and deepening of stable democracy. This is not
a new finding, as the classic work of Seymour Martin Lipset suggested it over a half century ago.
Lipset argued that democracies consolidate as a result of a process by which governments resolve
problems that plague political systems (Lipset 1961). Lipset therefore placed the performance of
regimes as a central factor in the consolidation and stability of democracy. Today, we
increasingly refer to “performance” using the modern terminology of “governance” (in Spanish,
often rendered as gobernabilidad, or more accurately, gobernanza®)."¥ Good governance may
well be essential for the democracies to be able to consolidate and to remain stable, and at the
same time, studies have shown that a reciprocal process may be at work; democracy may help
produce better governance (Hayen and Bratton 1992; Pritchett and Kaufmann 1998; Treisman
2000a).

Democracy has become “the only game in town,” in the majority of countries throughout
the world (see the Freedom House web site), yet it is also the case that survey evidence from
many countries show deep dissatisfaction with the way that democracy is working, and in some
countries, as Freedom House and other recent studies have found, democracy is backsliding
(Seligson 2005). Thus, increasingly we face the problem of citizens believing in democracy, but
questioning its ability to deliver on its promises.

Working hypothesis

Based on the research reported above, we have developed a working hypothesis for the
2008 version of the LAPOP series of “Political Culture of Democracy” series: citizen perception
of governance matters. That is, we wish to test the thesis that citizen perception of a high quality
of governance increases citizen support for stable democracy and will ultimately help lead to
consolidated democracies.®> Alternatively, when citizens gauge that their governments are not
performing well, are not “delivering the goods,” so to speak, they lose faith in democracy and

" Note that there are problems with the translation into Spanish of the word “governance.” We have decided to use
the term “gobernabilidad” even though we recognize that it differs in meaning from the English term “governance.”
Frequently, in Spanish, people refer to “gobernabilidad,” which implies the ability to be governed, which is not what
is in question in the LAPOP studies. Rather, we are interested in the quality or performance of government as
perceived and experienced by citizens of the Americas. However, if we use the term, “desempefio del gobierno” we
are focusing more attention on the incumbent government than we wish to do. Another alternative is “desempefio
gubernamental,” but this phrasing seems too bogged down. Thus, we have decided to retain the common term,
“gobernabilidad” in the Spanish language reports, as the one most easily and widely understood, and will use
“governance” in the English languague versions.

'> According to the World Bank (Kaufmann 2006 82): “We define governance as the traditions and institutions by
which authority in a country is exercised for the common good. This includes: the process by which those in
authority are selected, monitored, and replaced (the political dimension); the government’s capacity to effectively
manage its resources and implement sound policies (the economic dimension); and the respect of citizens and the
state for the country’s institutions (the institutional respect dimension).”

¥ We emphasize support for stable democracy; recognizing that many other factors, including international conflicts,
ultimately affect the stability of any regime.
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thus open the door to backsliding and even alternative systems of rule, including the increasingly
popular “electoral dictatorships” (Schedler 2006). The quintessential case is that of Russia, where
serious failures of governance are thought to have given rise to the current system, in which
liberal democratic institutions have been largely neutered. In this study, we are focusing on a
single year (2008) or on a narrow range of years for which AmericasBarometer data exist for
some countries, and thus cannot test the ultimate causal link between citizen support for stable
democracy and consolidated democracy itself. Yet, it is difficult to imagine a counterfactual that
a positive perception of good governance would lead to democratic breakdown, and we cannot
think of any instance where research has made such a perverse link. Moreover, in public opinion
research that has looked at the longer-term view, evidence has been presented showing a strong
link between citizen attitudes and democracy (Inglehart 1997; Inglehart and Welzel 2005)."
Therefore, demonstrating that governance matters, and more particularly what forms of
governance matters for what aspects of citizen support for stable democracy, would be an
important breakthrough in research that has not been attempted before.

To carry out this test, we use the AmericasBarometer 2008 survey data to develop a series
of measures of perception/experience with governance, and a series of measures of citizen
support for stable democracy. We do not expect that all forms of good governance will have a
significant and positive impact on all dimensions of support for stable democracy. Indeed, we
strongly suspect that “all good things do not go together,” and only some governance issues are
linked to some democracy dimensions. By looking carefully at key components of governance
and dimensions of democracy, we should be able to provide the most useful policy-relevant
advice by answering the questions: what works, for what, and where?

There have been many attempts to measure the quality of governance, the best known of
which is the World Bank Institute “Worldwide Governance Indicators” directed by Daniel
Kaufmann. The increasing importance of those items in the development community is difficult
to overstate. Indeed, beginning with the 2006 round of World Bank indicators, the LAPOP
AmericasBarometer data results have been incorporated within them. Yet, that data series
provides only a single number for each of six dimensions of governance for each country and
does not allow for sub national analysis. This is a severe limitation when democracy
practitioners want to determine how to target their programs in a particular country. Moreover,
the World Bank measures do not measure governance directly, but are largely composed of a
series of surveys of expert opinion on the perception of the quality of governance (Kaufmann,
Kraay and Mastruzzi 2007a). Expert opinion is almost always provided by non-nationals and
therefore may be influenced by many factors, including stereotyping, ideological preferences
(e.g., preference for free market economies over socialist economies) (Bollen and Jackman 1986;
Bollen and Paxton 2000) as well as the interests that the experts may have in making a given
country’s governance look better or worse than it actually is.'”” The AmericasBarometer data

'* Note that the particular series of questions used in the studies mentioned only partially overlap with those
proposed here. Critics of the Inglehart approach have questions those variables (Hadenius and Teorell 2005) or the
direction of the causal arrows (Muller and Seligson 1994).

" For an extended discussion and debate on these limitations see (Seligson 2002c; Seligson 2002b; Seligson 2006;
Kaufmann, Kraay and Mastruzzi 2007b; Kurtz and Schrank 2007).
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allows us to measure the quality of governance as perceived and experienced by the citizens of
the Americas themselves, not filtered through the lens of foreign “experts.” Such an approach,
while not perfect, is ideal for our interests in looking at democracy, since democratic regimes
depend, in the final analysis, on the consent and support of the governed. Moreover, it is the
values and experiences of citizens that democracy and governance programs can be expected to
influence, and therefore the direct linkage to democracy programs should be in evidence.

There is increasing contemporary evidence that the citizen perception of and experience
with quality of governance has an important impact on citizen attitudes toward democracy. In the
extensive analysis carried out by the AfroBarometer (Bratton, Mattes and Gyimah-Boadi 2005;
Mattes and Bratton 2007), citizen perception of the quality of governance was shown to influence
citizen attitudes toward democracy. Especially important in Africa, for example, has been the
ability of the government to provide personal security (Bratton and Chang 2006). In newly
democratizing states in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, there is evidence that
governments that are perceived as performing poorly undermine democratic values (Rose,
Mishler and Haerpfer 1998; Rose and Shin 2001). Evidence has also shown that the ability of
Costa Rica to become an early leader of democracy in Latin America was directly linked to
successful governance (Seligson and Muller 1987).

Based on that evidence, this study examines the impact of citizen perception of and
experience with governance (both “good” and ‘“bad”) on the extent to which citizens in the
Americas support, or fail to support, key aspects of stable democratic rule. In prior studies by
LAPOP, each chapter was treated as a stand-alone examination of different aspects of democracy.
In this study, in contrast, we develop in Part I, a unifying theme, which we then deploy in Part II
of the study. In Part I we make the case that no one aspect of democratic political culture, by
itself, is sufficient to build a solid foundation for democratic stability. In publications, we have
taken a partial approach to this question, typically emphasizing the predictive value of the
combination of political tolerance and political legitimacy (i.e., diffuse support). In this report,
we expand on that approach, focusing on what LAPOP believes to be four central elements, or
four central dependent variables that reasonably could be affected by the quality of governance.
In this effort we are guided in part by the approach taken by Pippa Norris in her pioneering work
(Norris 1999):

1) Belief in democracy as the best possible system. Belief in the Churchillean concept of
democracy, namely that democracy, despite all its flaws, is better than any other system;

2) Belief in the core values on which democracy depends. Belief in the two key dimensions that
defined democracy for Robert Dahl (1971), contestation and inclusiveness.

3) Belief in the legitimacy of the key institutions of democracy: the executive, the legislature, the
justice system, and political parties.

4) Belief that others can be trusted. Interpersonal trust is a key component of social capital.
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Extensive research suggests that there are four main sets of beliefs that are essential for

democracies to be able to consolidate and remain stable, and we define each of those in turn'®:

Support for the Idea of Democracy per se

Citizens need to believe that democracy is better than alternative forms of government. If
citizens do not believe this, then they can seek alternatives. We measure this belief with a
question that was developed by Mishler and Rose (Rose, et al. 1998; Rose and Shin 2001). The
item is often called the “Churchillean concept of democracy,” as it comes from Winston
Churchill’s famous speech made before the House of Commons in 1947 (as quoted in Mishler
and Rose 1999 81) “Many forms of government have been tried and will be tried in this world of
sin and woe. No one pretends that democracy is perfect or all wise. Indeed, it has been said that
democracy is the worst form of government, except for all those other forms that have been tried
from time to time.”

In the Americas Barometer, we tap this concept with the following item:

ING4. Democracy may have problems, but it is better than any other form of government.

The results for the AmericasBarometer 2008 are shown in Figure I-1. The reader should
note carefully the “confidence interval” “I”’ symbols on each bar. Whenever two or more bars are
close enough to each other in magnitude so that the “I”’ symbols overlap, there is no statistically
significant difference among those countries.'” At the high end, three quarters of those surveyed
in Canada, Argentina, Uruguay, Venezuela, Costa Rica and the Dominican Republic agreed with
the Churchillean notion of democracy. Indeed, even in the countries with the lowest level of
agreement (Honduras, Guatemala and Paraguay) three-fifths of the population agreed with this
notion. In no country of the Americas do majorities disagree with Churchill’s famous dictum.

' We acknowlede that there may be others, and that some scholars may use different questions to tap these
dimensions, but most researchers who work with survey data would likely accept these four as being very important
for demoratic stability.

'7 Note that these confidence intervals take into account the complex nature of the sample designs used in these
studies, each of which were stratified by region (to increase the precision of the samples) and clustered by
neighborhood (to reduce cost). The sample design used in this study is explained in detail in the appendix of this
study.
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Figure I-1. Support for Democracy in Comparative Perspective

We cannot limit our analysis to this single measure, however, since we are not confident
that all who profess support for “democracy” actually mean political democracy the way we
understand it, and the way Robert Dahl (1971) and others have framed it. Indeed, in the 2006
AmericasBarometer it was found that that there is significant variation in the meaning of
democracy among respondents and countries (see www.AmericasBarometer.org to download
these studies). As a result, it is important to have a broader notion of democracy, and thus three
additional dimensions are added, as discussed below.

Support for Core Values on which Democracy Depends

In Robert Dahl’s classic work on democracy (1971), the core values of democracy include the
belief in a system that assures citizen rights of 1) Contestation and 2) Inclusiveness. An recent
extensive analysis of all of the major data bases (Freedom House, Polity, Vanhanen, Banks, etc.)
that attempt to measure democracy has concluded that they all can be reduced to these two
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dimensions (Coppedge, Alvarez and Maldonado forthcoming). In this study, they are measured
with a series of items from the AmericasBarometer as follows:

A. Support for the Right of Public Contestation (contest) which is measured as belief in a
system of widespread political participation (Seligson and Booth 1993 779). In prior
studies by LAPOP the following three items have been found to form a reliable scale.'®

E5. Of people participating in legal demonstration. How much do you approve or disapprove?

E8. Of people participating in an organization or group to try to solve community problems. How much
do you approve or disapprove?

E11. Of people working for campaigns for a political party or candidate. How much do you approve or
disapprove?

The results from the AmericasBarometer 2008 for this scale are shown in the Figure I-2
below. Once again, majorities in every country support these critical rights. Even among the
countries with the lowest support, the average score on a 0-100 scale is well into the positive
range indicating strong majoritarian support for the citizen’s right to contestation. In eight
countries, this support exceeds an average score of 75 on the 0-100 scale, with no real difference
among these countries.

'8 Cronbach alpha coefficients are amost always above .7.
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Figure 1-2. Support for the Right of Public Contestation
in Comparative Perspective

Support for Right of Citizen Inclusiveness (support for minority rights, or opposition
rights). Democracies can survive only when those in power can lose power. That is, as
Przeworski (Przeworski 1991) has stated, “democracy involves the institutionalization of
uncertainty.” In effect, this means that political, ethnic and other minorities must enjoy a
wide range of civil liberties, for if they do not, such minorities can never become
majorities. Consider a country that regularly holds elections, but in those elections
opposition groups are barred from running for office, or even making speeches or
demonstrating. In that country, there is no chance that those in power could lose power,
and therefore this would be a case in which uncertainty is absent. The long reign of the
PRI in Mexico meant for most political scientists that Mexico was not a democracy. In
order to more fully understand citizen democratic attitudes as Dahl defined them, it is
important to know the extent to which citizens tolerate the rights of opposition. The
LAPORP scale, used for many years, includes the following four items measuring political
tolerance:
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D1. There are people who speak negatively of the (national) form of government, not just the
government but the system of government. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of such
people’s right to vote?

D2. How strongly do you approve or disapprove that such people be allowed to conduct peaceful
_demonstrations in order to express their views?
D3. Still thinking of those who speak poorly of the (national) form of government, how strongly do you

approve or disapprove of such people being permitted to run for public office?
D4. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of such people appearing on television to make
speeches?

The results from the AmericasBarometer 2008 are shown in Figure 1-3. These results,
based on the same 0-100 index used throughout this study, show far less support for this key
democratic value than the prior two dimensions. Only five countries are above 60, and eight
countries are lower than 50, a score which indicates that the mean of the population falls on the
intolerant end of the continuum.

It is important to note that the series developed here, like all efforts to measure tolerance,
depend in part upon one’s position pro/con on the opposition. Consider Paraguay, which has a
high score on the political tolerance series. But the survey was taken prior to the recent election
in that country, in which the opposition, for the first time in history, captured the presidency.
When a different item that measures tolerance toward homosexuals (D5) is used, then Paraguay
falls to the country 6" lowest in tolerance.
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Figure I-3. Tolerance in Comparative Perspective

Belief in the Political Legitimacy of Core Regime Institutions

Citizens need to believe that democracy is a better political system than are alternatives,
and also believe in its core values (dimensions I and II above). In addition, however, countries
with a stable democracy will have citizens who believe that the political institutions that
effectuate democracy are legitimate. Without trust in institutions, especially liberal democratic
ones, citizens have no reason (other than via coercion) to respect and obey the decrees, laws and
judicial decisions that emerge from these core institutions. Detailed theoretical and empirical
defense of the importance of legitimacy can be found in (Easton 1975; Lipset 1981; Gilley 2006;
Booth and Seligson forthcoming; Gilley forthcoming). To measure belief in the political
legitimacy of core regime institutions, we use an index' based on five items from the
AmericasBarometer survey:

' This series forms a very reliable scale, with Cronbach Alpha coefficients above .7 in almost all countries.
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B14. To what extent do you trust the national government?

B10A. To what extent do you trust the justice system?

B31. To what extent do you trust the Supreme Court?

B13. To what extent do you trust the National Congress?

B21. To what extent do you trust the political parties?

The results from the AmericasBarometer survey, 2008 are as shown in Figure I-4. These
results, once again, show that even though the people of the Americas believe in democracy,
many are reluctant to trust its core institutions. In the analysis of this data, it was found that in a
number of countries the results were strongly influenced by respondent perception of the
incumbent administration. For example, in countries where a president was found to be extremely
popular (e.g. Colombia), that popularity spilled over into a positive evaluation of these key
institutions. Confounding the problem is that the series includes an item (B14) that measures
support for the administration itself, and thus is highly influenced by the popularity of that
administration.

There are two basic choices in correcting for the impact of presidential popularity on
support for institutions. One would have been to remove item B14 from the series, but then the
scale would not represent one of the institutional pillars of the system. The second alternative,
controlling the scale by the impact of citizen evaluation of that administration (questionnaire item
M1), is the one that was decided upon. Thus, the results in Figure 1.4 reflect the legitimacy of the
institutions of key political institutions, net of the effect of chief executive performance.

The results show that citizen perception of these key institutions is more often than not on
the negative size. Indeed, only Mexico, Guyana, and Belize, just barely have a score above 50 on
the 0-100 basis. These results are consistent with the frequently written about “crisis of
legitimacy” in Western democracies (Abramson and Finifter 1981; Nye 1997; Hardin 1999;
Holmberg 1999; Norris 1999; Otake 2000; Pharr and Putnam 2000a; Dalton 2004; Hetherington
2005; Cleary and Stokes 2006). The sharp contrast between Paraguay’s high level of tolerance for
opposition and its extremely low levels of institutional legitimacy highlight the importance of
including multiple dimensions of analysis in this study of the impact of governance.
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Figure I-4. Political Legitimacy of Core Regime Institutions
in Comparative Perspective (controlled for approval of chief
executive performance)

The impact of excluding the measuring trust in the chief executive on this scale is shown
in Figure I-5. The average scores remain in the negative end of the continuum, but the ranking of
nations shifts somewhat. The U.S. which at the time of the survey had an administration that
suffered from very low presidential approval, increases in the rankings with the question on the
administration is dropped from the series. Ecuador and Paraguay, however, remain at the bottom.

24




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance [

Belize-
Guyana-
Mexico
Jamaica 48.9
Uruguay -
United States 48.4
Colombia |
Chile -
Dominican Republic
Costa Rica |
Haiti 43.3]
Bolivia |
El Salvador 42.3
Venezuela |
Panama-
Guatemala |
Nicaragua 37.5
Brazil-
Argentina 36.2
Peru-
Paraguay |
Ecuador - 26.9

T T T T T
20 30 40 50 60

o -
[
o

Political Legitimacy of
Core Regime Institutions

—— 95% I.C.

(Results controlled for approval of chief executive performance)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure I-5. Political Legitimacy of Core Regime Institutions
in Comparative Perspective (absent trust in national
government and controlled for approval of chief executive
performance)

Social Capital

Just as trust in institutions is important for democracy, so is trust in individuals. Abundant
research has found that democracy is more likely to endure in countries that have high levels of
social capital, defined in terms of interpersonal trust (Inglehart 1988; Putnam 1993; Helliwell and
Putnam 2000; Inglehart and Welzel 2005). At the same time, interpersonal trust has been found
to be associated with factors that relate to the quality of governance in a country, such as the
extent of crime and corruption (Herreros and Criado 2008) and performance of local and national
governments (Putnam 1993; Lederman, Loayza and Menendez 2002; Seligson 2002b; Rothstein
and Uslaner 2005; You 2006). These findings relate directly to many of the governance variables
we analyze in this report. We use the classic interpersonal trust item:
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IT1. Now, talking about the people from around here, would you say that the people are very
trustworthy, somewhat trustworthy, little trustworthy or not at all trustworthy.

The results from the AmericasBarometer 2008 are shown in Figure 1-6. On the familiar
0-100 scale, all but two countries are in the positive end of the continuum. One, Canada, is the
true standout, with trust that averages nearly 80, while the next highest country, Costa Rica, has a

level of only 68.1.
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Figure 1-6. Interpersonal Trust in Comparative Perspective

Conclusion

This chapter has proposed a framework for the analysis of the 2008 AmericasBarometer
data set. It has suggested that support for democracy may be a function of citizen perception of
and experience with governance. Attitudes supportive of a democratic regime are not defined
here by a single dimension, but four separate dimensions, each of which has been seen by prior
research as playing an important role. In the chapters that follow, empirical tests will be made to
determine to what extent governance perception and experience influences support for these four

dimensions.
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Chapter Il. Corruption and its Impact
on Support for Stable
Democracy

Theoretical Framework?

With the end of the Cold War and the emergence of new democracies in most regions of
the developing world, corruption has surfaced as one of the leading policy issues on the
international political agenda as well as in the national agendas of many countries (Schedler,
Diamond and Plattner 1999). Corruption, often defined as the use of public resources for private
gain, was widespread during the long period of authoritarian rule in Latin America. However,
since the media were widely censored and those who reported on corruption placed themselves at
serious risk of retribution, the topic was not widely discussed. With the emergence of democracy
in almost every country in the region, however, reporting and discussion of corruption has
become widespread.

For a number of years, economists took note of the adverse impact on growth and unequal
distribution that corruption causes. Corruption diverts public funds into private hands, and often
results in less efficient, lower quality performance of public services. It also affects private
business and civil society organizations as well. More recently, corruption has been shown to
have an adverse effect on democracy, eroding public confidence in the legitimacy of the public
sector. There is growing understanding of the corrosive effects of corruption on economic
development and how it undermines the consolidation of democratic governance (Doig and
Mclvor 1999; Rose-Ackerman 1999; Camp, Coleman and Davis 2000; Doig and Theobald 2000;
Pharr 2000b; Seligson 2002a; Seligson 2006).

In June, 1997, the Organization of American States approved the Inter-American
Convention against Corruption, and in December of that year, the OECD and representatives
from emerging democracies signed the Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public
Officials in International Business Transactions. In November 1998 the Council of Europe
including Central and Eastern European countries adopted the Criminal Law Convention on
Corruption. Then, in February, 1999, the Global Coalition for Africa adopted “Principles to
Combat Corruption in African Countries.”

The situation today stands in sharp contrast with that of just a few years ago when corrupt
practices drew little attention from the governments of Western democracies, and multinational
corporations from many industrialized countries viewed bribes as the norm in the conduct of

2% This theoretical section was prepared by Diana Orcés.
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international business. Within this general context, grand and petty corruption flourished in
many developing nations.

It is widely understood, as noted in a recent U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) handbook, that specific national anti-corruption strategies must be tailored to fit “the
nature of the corruption problem as well as the opportunities and constraints for addressing it.”
This same handbook recommends a series of initiatives to address official corruption based on
the institutional premise that “corruption arises where public officials have wide authority, little
accountability, and perverse incentives.””' Thus, effective initiatives should rely upon
“strengthening transparency, oversight, and sanction (to improve accountability); and redesigning
terms of employment in public service (to improve incentives).” Institutional reforms should be
complemented with societal reforms to “change attitudes and mobilize political will for sustained
anti-corruption interventions.”

How Might Corruption Affect Support for Stable Democracy?

Although the empirical relationship between corruption and democracy has only recently
begun to be explored, there is already strong evidence that victims of corruption are less likely to
trust the political institutions of their country. The first study was carried out by Mitchell
Seligson using LAPOP data on only four countries in the region, while additional research
showed that the patterns held more broadly (Seligson 2002b; Seligson 2006). A larger, soon to be
published study of legitimacy consistently shows that corruption victimization erodes several
dimensions of citizen belief in the legitimacy of their political system (Booth and Seligson
forthcoming).

In order to effectively deal with the problem of corruption, it is important to be able to
measure its nature and magnitude. Is corruption greater in some areas than others? If we do not
know this for a fact, then we cannot really say much about variations, its causes or consequences.
We have, of course, the frequently cited and often used Transparency International Corruption
Perceptions Index; however, this index does not purport to get at the facts of corruption, but only
the perceptions of it.*> And while we can hope that in this case perception is linked to reality, as
it clearly is in so many other areas, the evidence is so far lacking.

Corruption victimization could influence democracy in other ways. Victims of corruption,
for instance, could be less accepting in the belief of the Churchillean notion of democracy. On
the other hand, it is far less likely to impact support for public contestation or inclusiveness. It
may, however, erode social capital, making victims of corruption less trusting in their fellow
man/woman.

*l USAID. 1999. A Handbook on Fighting Corruption. Washington, DC: Center for Democracy and Governance
(www.usia.gov/topical/econ/integrity/usaid/indexpg.html) February.

22 The TI index is based mainly on perceptions of corruption by non-nationals (i.e., expert evaluations by
international businessmen and women. In most cases, at least one survey of national public opinion is used.

30




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

The Measurement of Corruption

The AmericasBarometer has developed a series of items to measure corruption
victimization. These items were first tested in Nicaragua in 1996 (Seligson 1997; Seligson
1999c¢) and have been refined and improved in many studies since then. Because definitions of
corruption can vary by culture and to avoid ambiguity, we define corrupt practices by asking such
questions as: “Within the last year, have you had to pay a bribe to a government official?” We
ask similar questions about bribery demands at the level of local government, in the public
schools, at work, in the courts, in public health facilities, and elsewhere. This series provides two
kinds of information. First, we can determine where corruption occurs most frequently. Second,
we can construct overall scales of corruption victimization, enabling us to distinguish between
respondents who have faced corrupt practices in only one setting and those who have been
victimized in multiple settings. As in studies of crime victimization, we assume that it makes a
difference if one has a single experience or multiple experiences with corruption.

The full series of corruption victimization items by the AmericasBarometer, which allows
for making comparisons across countries, is as follows:

N/A No | Yes !
Did not have
contact
Now we want to talk about your personal experience with things that
happen in everyday life...
: EXC2. Has a police officer asked you for a bribe during the past year? 0 i (1
EXC6. During the past year did any government employee ask you for
a bribe? ©) )

EXC11. During the past year did you have any official dealings in the
municipality or NDC?

If the answer is No - mark 9

If it is Yes-> ask the following: 9 0) Q)
During the past year, to process any kind of document (like a license,
for example), did you have to pay any money above that required by
law?

EXC13. Are you currently employed?

If the answer is No - mark 9

If it is Yes-> ask the following: (9) ©) (1)
At your workplace, have you had to pay a bribe in the last year?

EXC14. During the past year, have you had any dealings with the

courts?

If the answer is No = note down 9 9 ©(0) D
If it is Yes-> ask the following:

Did you have to pay a bribe to the courts within the past year?

EXC15. Have you used any public health services during the past

year?

If the answer is No - mark 9 ) ) )

If itis Yes—> ask the following:
In order to receive attention in a hospital or a clinic during the past
year, did you have to pay a bribe?
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N/A No Yes
Did not have
contact

EXC16. Have you had a child in school during the past year?
If the answer is No - mark 9

If it is Yes-> ask the following: ) © @
Have you had to pay a bribe at school during the past year?

This chapter has two objectives: first, to present levels of corruption in Guyana by
contrasting measures of victimization with measures of the perception of corruption; and
secondly, to determine the impact of corruption on support for stable democracy.

The first part of this chapter analyzes corruption in Guyana measured by citizens’
experience with corruption, namely, where are bribes most commonly demanded and how
frequently they are demanded. Next, it examines the changes in the index of corruption
victimization in Guyana compared to previous years, followed by a comparison of the levels of
corruption victimization in Guyana with all of the other countries included in the
AmericasBarometer 2008/09 survey by LAPOP. We then analyse corruption victimization by
region and explore who in Guyana are most likely to become victims of corruption. Finally, we
conclude the first section of this chapter by determining the effects of corruption victimization on
citizens’ support for stable democracy.

The second part of this chapter follows the same procedure as described above, but here
we focus on another variable that measures corruption— the perception of corruption— in order
to gain a better understanding of the effects of corruption on stable democracy.

Corruption in Guyana

In this section we explore places and occasions in which citizens of Guyana are more
likely to be asked to pay a bribe and how frequently such bribes are demanded. To determine the
answer to place and occasion, we analyze the various components of the corruption victimization
index created by LAPOP. Similarly, to have a better idea of the frequency of demands for bribes,
we examine the total index of corruption victimization, allowing us to know if respondents were
victims of corruption during the last year as well as how many times they were asked to pay a
bribe.

Where are bribes more common?

Figure II-1 shows citizens’ experience with corruption in various public and private
entities in Guyana for the years of 2006 and 2009. First, we note that corruption victimization has
significantly decreased during this period primarily at work places, and the health and education
sectors, declining from 16.7 to 2.5 percent, 13.6 to 2.7 percent, and from 13.2 to 3.6 percent,
respectively. However, the data also show that corruption victimization by the police in Guyana
has increased from 11.8 to 17.6 percent. In addition, we notice that citizens who carry out
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transactions at town councils, public entities, and the courts were victimized by corruption more
in 2009 compared to 2006; nonetheless, these differences are not statistically significant. Thus,
there are at least two ways in which we can interpret these findings. The first is that while
corruption seems to have decreased in 2009 in certain sectors, it also seems to have increased in
other sectors compared to 2006. Secondly, corruption by the police has worsened, eroding
citizens’ trust in this institution. Hence, programs aimed at improving the effectiveness of
institutions, while presumably having been effective in reducing corruption in some sectors, still
need to target other sectors, namely, the police and town councils where the highest corruption
victimization is registered.

2009 2.5 %)
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2006 16.7 %

Health Service Bribe

2009
School Bribe

2006 - 13.2 %

S

Public Employee Bribe
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©
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2

Bribe at Courts
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 11-1. Modes of Corruption Victimization in Guyana

How frequently are bribes demanded?

To measure corruption we take into account its various dimensions as well as where it
occurs, its pervasiveness, and its severity. To do this, LAPOP created a total index of corruption
victmization which shows the percentage of people being victimized by corruption and the
number of times that they were asked to pay a bribe. Figure II-2 shows the percentage of people
who were victims of corruption in 2009, taking into account the number of times that payment of
a bribe was demanded during the last year.
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We observe in Figure II-2 that approximately 14 percent of citizens of Guyana have
experienced at least one type of corruption victimization. Similarly, almost 9 percent of Guyanese
citizens have been victimized by corruption in two or more ways. These results indicate that even
though the majority (77.6%) have not had any experience with corruption in the 12 months prior
to the survey, nearly one fourth of the population has been victimized, making the reduction of

corruption victimization an important policy objective. We continue with the analysis of
corruption victimization by year.

Number of Ways Victimized in Past Year

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 11-2. Total Number of Modes of Corruption Victimization

Corruption Victimization in Guyana: 2006 and 2009

Figure I1-3 shows the change in the level of corruption victimization in Guyana from
2006, when the previous round of the AmericasBarometer survey took place, to 2009. We notice
in Figure II-3 that about 22.4 percent of Guyana’s population has been victimized by corruption
in the 2009 survey, a few percentage points lower than in 2006. The decrease in the levels of
corruption victimization (from 25 to 22%), however, is not statistically significant (that is, the
two percentages fall within a range in which there is no real difference between them), suggesting
that the same levels remain in Guyana in 2009. We continue with the comparison of the levels of
corruption victimization across the Americas in order to see how severe the problem of
corruption in Guyana is in relation to other countries included in the AmericasBarometer 2008, a
region widely known for its high levels of corruption, comparable to those found in Africa
(Freedom House 2008).
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Figure 11-3. Percentage of Corruption Victimization by Year

Corruption in Guyana in comparative perspective

The 2006 AmericasBarometer study showed a higher level of corruption in Guyana
compared to other countries in the region. For example, more than 25% of the population in
Guyana reported having been victimized by corruption in 2006. Similarly, Guyana ranked very
high in 2006 and 2009 in corruption compared to other countries in this study, according to the
Corruption Perception Index by Transparency International. This index ranges from zero to ten,
with zero indicating high levels of perceived corruption and ten representing low levels of
perceived corruption. Specifically, Guyana ranked 126 out of 180 countries surveyed in 2009
with a score of 2.6, surpassed in Latin America and the Caribbean only by Haiti, Venezuela,
Ecuador, Paraguay, Nicaragua and Honduras in the perception of corruption. In addition, these
data indicate that Guyana has levels of corruption similar to those of African countries, such as
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Mozambique, and Uganda.**

The AmericasBarometer survey allows us to measure and study corruption from the
experiences and opinions of citizens. As stated at the beginning of this chapter, in addition to
measuring corruption by using a question about perception, LAPOP has also developed a
measure concerning victimization, described above, which allows us to have a more realistic
view of how corruption affects the daily lives of citizens. The index of corruption victimization
by LAPOP was created using the questions EXC1 to EXC16 (shown in the previous section) and
takes a value of 1 if the respondent affirms having been a victim of corruption at least one time

2 See previous studies on Guyana in the official LAPOP webpage: www.lapopsurveys.org
* See www.transparency.org (page visited on May 6™, 2009).
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during the last year. The results by the AmericasBarometer 2008 show that corruption is fairly

high in Guyana.
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Figure 11-4. Corruption Victimization in Comparative Perspective

Figure II-4 shows that Guyana compared to other countries included in the
AmericasBarometer has a relatively high percentage of its population being victimized by
corruption (22.4%), exceeded only by 7 countries (Jamaica, Ecuador, Peru, Argentina, Mexico,
Bolivia and Haiti) out of the 24 in the sample. At the other extreme, Colombia, Panama, the
United States, and Uruguay are the countries in the region with the lowest corruption
victimization, indicating percentages lower than 10.> Therefore, these results coincide with
those registered by the Index of Corruption Perception by Transparency International, in which
Guyana presents high levels of perception of corruption. However, in contrast to perception of

% Some of these questions that were asked in Guyana were not asked in Canada and for this reason; Canada is not
shown in the Figure.
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corruption, Figure II-4 shows citizens’ actual experience with it, which certainly is a more direct
measure of the levels of corruption within a country. Next, we show how corruption varies by
regions in Guyana.

Corruption in Guyana by Regions

Figure II-5 indicates the differences in levels of corruption victimization by region.
Specifically, more than 25 percent of Guyanese who live in regions 3 and 4 have been victims of
corruption in contrast to only 10.3 percent of the Guyanese who live in regions 1, 7, 8, and 9 as
illustrated in Figure II-5. By the same token, a lower percentage of corruption victimization is
registered in regions 2 and 5 with 12.5 and 14.3 percent, respectively.
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Figure 11-5. Percentage of Corruption Victimization by Region

Who is More Likely to Become a Victim of Corruption?

In this section we examine the characteristics of citizens of Guyana with a higher probability of
becoming victims of corruption. In the previous LAPOP study, it was found that men, those who
live in urban areas, younger and wealthier citizens are more likely to be asked to pay a bribe.26
Through the application of a multivariate logistic statistical model, we determine who has a
higher probability of being victimized by corruption in Guyana. The dependent variable is the
index of corruption victimization by LAPOP, which takes a value of 1 if the respondent
mentioned having experienced corruption and 0 if the respondent did not. In this model, we
include the following independent variables: ethnicity, education, sex, wealth (measured by

% For a detailed treatment of corruption across the Americas and the specific case of Guyana, see
www.lapopsurveys.org
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capital goods ownership), urban/rural area, number of children, and region. The results are shown
in Figure 11-6.27

Perception of Family Economic Situation - ———
Wealth ——e—
Education - 1
Number of Children —e—
Age e
Female - —e—
Black - e
Amerindian - e
Mixed 4 ———
Rural+ —t——
Region 2 e
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Region 4 e |
Region 61 H——
Region 10 H—e—
Regions 1,7,8,9 L
T T T T T T
-0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
F=11.327 ———-—- 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
N =2364
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

The reference groups are: Indian and Region 5
Figure 11-6. Predictors of Corruption Victimization in Guyana

Figure I1-6 illustrates the effects of individual level characteristics on the probability of being
asked for a bribe.”® Each variable included in the analysis is listed on the vertical (y) axis. The
impact of each variable on experience with corruption victimization is shown graphically by a
dot, which if located to the right of the vertical “0” line indicates a positive effect, and if to the
left of the “0” line a negative effect. If the effects are statistically significant, they are shown by
confidence interval lines stretching to the left and right of each dot that do not overlap the vertical
“0” line (at .05 or better). If they overlap the vertical line, the effects are statistically insignificant.
The relative strength of each variable is indicated by standardized coefficients. For instance, we
observe in Figure I1-6 that individuals who are wealthier and who live in regions 3 and 4 are
more likely to be asked to pay bribes. On the other hand, females and older individuals are less
likely to become victims of corruption. We will continue with the examination of each of the
variables that have an impact on corruption victimization in Guyana.

" The Appendix at the end of this chapter shows full results for the multivariate logistic regression.

* While Region 5, Indian and male are not displayed in the figure, they are accounted for. Being dummy variables,
these three categories are referred to as “reference categories” meaning that all other categories of that variable are
compared in relation to the reference.
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Figure 11-7. Percentage of Corruption Victimization by Age, Wealth, Sex and Ethnic Self-
identification

Figure II-7 shows that more than 50 percent of Guyanese who were victimized by
corruption in the past year are between the ages of 26 and 45 years old. On the other hand, only
around 21.2 and 22.4 percent of Guyanese between 16 and 25 years old and individuals older
than fifty years old respectively, were victims of corruption. In addition, Figure II-7 demonstrates
that corruption victimization is higher among the wealthy. All these findings corroborate with
those of previous studies carried out by LAPOP.

The results of the analysis also show that women are significantly less likely to have been
victims of corruption compared to men. Figure II-7 shows that 28.4 percent of men were victims
of corruption in the last year, compared with 16.4 percent of women were victims during the
same period. Female respondents may be housewives on a fixed allowance, thus, opening the
possibility that they refuse to pay bribes because it would reduce their “income” that must go
toward meeting their household food needs. It may also reflect the fact that women are less likely
to be the ones paying the bills or having other public transactions and as a result are less likely to
be exposed to instances of corruption victimization (Seligson 2007). However, one should
interpret these findings with caution as more women have been entering the workforce in recent
years.

Additionally, Figure I1-7 illustrates the impact of ethnicity on corruption victimization. It
is noteworthy that none of the ethnicity variables became significant in the regression. However,
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once the reference group is changed to mixed, we observe statistical significant results. As it is
well documented that ethnicity plays an important role in the lives of the Guyanese, we decided
to illustrate the impact of ethnicity on corruption victimization. For instance, mixed individuals
reveal a significantly higher percentage of corruption victimization (28, 6%) during the last year
compared to 23.6, 19.9, and 11.1 percent of Indo, Afro, and Amerindo Guyanese, respectively,
who were victimized by corruption during the same period.

The Impact of Corruption Victimization on Support for Stable
Democracy

In order to assess the impact of corruption on support for stable democracy, we apply a
multivariate regression model for each of the components of support for stable democracy
included in this study. In other words, we estimated a multivariate statistical model to determine
the impact of corruption victimization on support for the idea of democracy, support for the right
of public contestation, political tolerance, belief in the legitimacy of core political institutions,
and interpersonal trust. * There is strong evidence that victims of corruption are less likely to
trust the political institutions of their country (Seligson 2002b; Seligson 2006). Corruption
victimization could also influence democracy in other ways. For instance, victims’ belief in the
Churchillean notion of democracy could diminish. Similarly, corruption may erode social capital,
making victims of corruption less trusting in their fellow citizens. However, it is less likely that
corruption victimization has an effect on support for public contestation or inclusiveness.

¥ The Appendix at the end of this chapter shows full results for each of the multivariate regressions employed in this
section.
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Figure 11-8. The Impact of Corruption Victimization on the Political Legitimacy
of Institutions

In the current section of this chapter we find that corruption victimization has a significant
statistical impact only on the legitimacy of core political institutions as shown in Figure II-8.
More specifically, Guyanese who have had multiple experiences with corruption during the last
year show lower support for their political institutions.”® It is noteworthy that the results of the
multivariate regression reveal a statistically significant negative effect of corruption victimization
at the accepted level of p<0.05.

Perception of Corruption

The second section of this chapter analyzes corruption in Guyana measured by citizens’
perception of corruption. First, it examines the changes in the perception of corruption from 2006
to 2009, followed by a comparison of the levels of perception of corruption in Guyana with the
rest of the countries included in the AmericasBarometer 2008 survey by LAPOP. Next, we
continue with the analysis of the perception of corruption by region and we explore which
Guyanese tend to perceive higher levels of corruption. Finally, we conclude this chapter by
determining the impact of the perception of corruption on citizens’ support for a stable

3% A more complete display and discussion of the items that make up the index of Support for the Legitimacy of Core
Regime Institutions is found in Chapter I of this study.
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democracy. The AmericasBarometer 2008 employed the following question to measure citizens’
perception of corruption:

EXC7. Taking into account your own experience or what you have heard, corruption among public
officials is [Read] (1) Very common (2) Common (3) Uncommon or
(4) Very uncommon?

Perception of Corruption in Guyana: 2006 and 2009

g0-
60-
a0
20-
. .

2006 2009
Year

Average of Perception of Corruption

—— 95% C.Il. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 11-9. Changes in Perception of Corruption in Guyana by Year

Figure II-9 shows that there has been a decline in the levels of the perception of
corruption in Guyana during the past three years, dropping from 78.1 to 72.2 points on a scale
from 0 to 100. However, these levels remain high compared to other countries in the sample, as
observed in the following section.

Figure II-10 shows that Guyanese citizens, compared to citizens in other countries
included in the sample perceive high levels of corruption (72.2). Countries in the region that
reveal higher levels of corruption perception and are statistically different from Guyana are
Ecuador, Paraguay, Venezuela, Guatemala, Argentina, and Jamaica, ranging anywhere from 76.6
to 85.6 average points on a scale from 0 to 100. The country showing the lowest perception of
corruption in the sample is Haiti with an average even lower than Canada of 50.4 points.
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In short, when we compare these results with those of corruption victimization, we
conclude that both measures of corruption indicate that corruption in Guyana is a problem and
needs to be addressed if the country is to make measurable socio-economic progress in the short
to medium term. We continue with a comparison of the perception of corruption in Guyana by
regions.
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Figure 11-10. Perception of Corruption in Comparative Perspective

Figure II-11 shows that perceptions of corruption do not vary significantly across regions.
The only difference observed is between Regions 10 and 2, where perception of corruption is
much higher in Region 10 with 78 points on a scale from 0 to 100 compared to 62.1 points. The
rest of the regions in Guyana reveal similar levels of the perception of corruption.

Strong evidence indicates that high levels of corruption lead to deficiencies in the delivery
of public services and undermine the overall effectiveness of the systems of governance and rule




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

of law (Seligson 2006). Thus, it is important that public policy be designed to fight corruption,
especially in countries where corruption is far more common as in the specific case of Guyana.
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Figure 11-11. Average of Perception of Corruption by Region

The Impact of the Perception of Corruption on Support for Stable
Democracy

In this section we focus on the analysis of the impact of the perception of corruption on
support for stable democracy. More specifically, we apply various multivariate regressions for
each of the components of support for stable democracy included in this study: support for the
idea of democracy, support for the right of public contestation, political tolerance, belief in the
legitimacy of core political institutions, and interpersonal trust, as we did in the previous section
with corruption victimization.”!

3! The Appendix at the end of this chapter shows full results for each of the multivariate regressions employed in this
section.
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Figure 11-12. The Impact of the Perception of Corruption on the Political
Legitimacy of Institutions

We find that perception of corruption has a significant statistical impact on the legitimacy
of core political institutions and support for the right of public contestation. Figure II-12 indicates
that as Guyanese perceived levels of corruption among public officials increase, their support for
the legitimacy of core political institutions diminishes.’ It is worth noting that the results of the
multivariate regression reveal a statistically significant negative effect of perception of corruption
at the accepted levels of p<0.05. These results echo those shown in the previous section in which
higher levels of corruption victimization have a negative effect on the support for the legitimacy
of core political institutions as well. This suggests that corruption in Guyana, measured by both
experience and perception, has a detrimental effect on how the Guyanese view their political
institutions.

An interesting finding, however, is that citizens’ perception of high levels of corruption
among public officials translates into higher support for the right of public contestation; that is to
say, these individuals reveal higher support for citizens’ participation in legal activities to protest
and to solve problems. These results make sense as Guyanese who perceive high levels of
corruption also support people’s right to make demands to the government, perhaps as a way to
solve the problem of corruption in the country.

32 A more extensive display and discussion of the items that make up the indices of Support for the Legitimacy of
Core Political and Support for the Right of Public Contestation is found in Chapter I of this study.
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Figure 11-13. The Impact of the Perception of Corruption on Support for the
Right of Public Contestation

Figure II-13 shows that Guyanese who perceive higher levels of corruption among public
officials also tend to display higher support for the right for public contestation with levels of this
support ranging anywhere from 66 to 76 points on a scale from 0 to 100. Still, we notice a slight
decrease in this support. These results reveal a statistically significant positive effect of
perception of corruption at the accepted levels of p<0.05.

Conclusion

The analysis of the data from the AmericasBarometer survey by LAPOP in 2009 confirms
that corruption remains relatively high in Guyana compared to other countries in the region. In
addition, even though we register a decrease in the levels of corruption victimization from 2006
to 2009 in Guyana, these differences are statistically insignificant. The only significant decrease
during this period is citizens’ perception of corruption (i.e., from 78 to 72 points). Additionally,
we find that despite various instances of corruption—be they in the private or public sectors—
having decreased in 2009 compared to 2006 (e.g., the work place, health or educational sectors),
corruption has increased remarkably in other sectors such as the police. Thus, anti-corruption
programs in Guyana must also target these areas given that high levels of corruption may erode
citizens’ trust in the related institutions.

Furthermore, the statistical analyses of the determinants of corruption victimization in

Guyana in 2009 indicate that individuals who are younger, male, and wealthy have a higher
probability of becoming victims of corruption. By the same token, Guyanese who live in certain
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regions of the country, such as regions 3 and 4 in comparison to region 2 are more likely to be
victims of corruption.

Finally, to determine the impact of corruption on support for stable democracy, the results
in this chapter suggest that corruption, measured by victimization and perception, has a negative
impact on support for the legitimacy of core political institutions, rendering support to the idea
that corruption erodes institutional legitimacy (Seligson 2002). Moreover, we find that citizens’
perception of corruption translates into higher support for the right of public contestation, perhaps
as a direct response to the high levels of corruption in the country, suggesting that people may be
more supportive of making demands to the government for change. In short, we conclude that
corruption has a negative impact on the prospects of democratic stability in Guyana because it
negatively affects citizens’ support for institutional legitimacy. Without this support, democracy
may be at risk.
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APPENDIX CHAPTER I1.

Appendix I1-1. Predictors of Corruption Victimization

Probability of Being Victimized by Corruption
Independent Variables Coefficients (3]
Regions 1,7,8,9% -0.073 (-0.69)
Region 10 0.175 (1.74)
Region 6 0.122 (1.65)
Region 4 0.402* (3.64)
Region 3 0.286* (3.70)
Region 2 -0.035 (-0.43)
Rural 0.067 (0.87)
Mixed ® 0.077 (0.98)
Amerindian -0.061 (-0.64)
Black -0.140 (-1.77)
Female -0.382* (-6.52)
Age -0.263* (-4.27)
Number of Children 0.126 (1.99)
Education 0.043 (0.70)
Wealth 0.181* (2.31)
Perception of Family Economic Situation 0.077 (1.19)
Constant -1.505% (-24.17)
F =11.33
Number of Obs. = 2364
p<0.05
a Reference groups: Region 5 and Indian
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Appendix 11-2. The Impact of Corruption Victimization on Support for a Stable Democracy

Support for Support for the Legitimacy of Core Interpersonal
Democracy Right Public Political Tolerance Institutions Trust
Contestation
Independent Variables Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. | Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. | Std.Err.
Number of Ways 0.034 (1.26) 0.510 (0.61) 0.561 (0.92) -4.345* (0.79) -2.118 (1.13)
Victimized in Past Year
by Corruption
Satisfaction with the 0.078* (0.04) -0.016 (0.02) -0.083* | (0.03)
Performance of the Current
President
Political Interest -0.008 (0.02) 0.046* (0.02) 0.046* (0.02) 0.076* (0.02)
Education 0.241 (0.22) 0.302 (0.19) 0.214 (0.19) -0.739* (0.21) 0.036 (0.20)
Female -2.265 (1.44) -2.208* (0.91) -2421* (1.03) -0.099 (1.00) -1.853 (1.03)
Age 0.370 (0.21) 0.169 (0.17) 0.288 (0.18) -0.619* (0.19) 0.214 (0.19)
Age squared -0.004 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00) -0.003 (0.00) 0.006* (0.00) -0.001 (0.00)
Wealth 0.161 (0.40) 0.291 (0.31) 0.748* (0.37) 0.109 (0.30) 0.153 (0.32)
Perception of Family -0.422 (0.82) -0.832* (0.39) -1.207* (0.53) 3.266* (0.62) 1.889* (0.58)
Economic Situation
size of city/town -0.400 (0.69) -1.830* (0.49) -1.605* | (0.74) 4.033* (0.50) 2.094* (0.57)
Constant 59.061* (6.79) 72.187* (4.76) | 60.633* | (7.19) 47.278* (5.30) 41.396* | (5.01)
R-Squared 0.009 0.046 0.047 0.133 0.033
N. of cases 2103 2308 2260 2297 2323
* p<0.05
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Appendix 11-3. The Impact of the Perception of Corruption on Support for a Stable Democracy

Support for Support for the Political Legitimacy of Core Interpersonal
Democracy Right Public Tolerance Institutions Trust
Contestation
Independent Variables Coef. Std.Err. Coef. | Std.Err. | Coef. | Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. | Std.Err.
Perception of Corruption 0.019 (0.03) 0.050* (0.02) 0.073* (0.02) -0.132* (0.02) -0.002 (0.03)
Satisfaction with the 0.073* (0.03) -0.019 (0.02) | -0.081* | (0.02)
Performance of the
Current President
Political Interest -0.014 (0.03) 0.043* (0.02) 0.037 (0.02) 0.078* (0.02)
Education 0.275 (0.22) 0.294 (0.20) 0.160 (0.19) -0.642* (0.21) -0.004 (0.20)
Female -2.017 (1.44) -2.166*% | (0.94) | -2.271* | (0.99) 0.598 (1.07) -1.230 (1.00)
Age 0.245 (0.20) 0.061 (0.17) 0.202 (0.13) -0.671* (0.19) 0.089 (0.18)
Age squared -0.003 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) -0.002 (0.00) 0.007* (0.00) 0.001 (0.00)
Wealth 0.162 (0.40) 0.200 (0.31) 0.594 (0.37) 0.064 (0.31) 0.069 (0.33)
Perception of Family -0.382 (0.79) -0.670 (0.41) -1.093 (0.58) 3.290%* (0.64) 1.870%* (0.61)
Economic Situation
size of city/town -0.397 (0.69) -1.704* | (0.49) -1.406 (0.77) 3.984* (0.50) 2.203* (0.59)
Constant 60.320* (6.76) 70.639* | (5.17) | 57.234* | (7.62) 54.498* (5.84) 43.257*% | (5.43)
R-Squared 0.008 0.050 0.050 0.143 0.031
N. of Cases 2050 2233 2190 2226 2232
* p<0.05
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Chapter Il1. Impact of Crime on Support
for Stable Democracy

Theoretical Framework

Crime is a serious and growing problem in many countries of the Americas. The least
violent of the countries in Latin America have officially reported murder rates that are double the
U.S. rate, which itself is more than double the rate in Canada, while many countries in the region
have rates that are ten and even more than twenty times the U.S. rates. The contrast with
European and Japanese murder rates, which hover around 1-2 per 100,000, is even starker.

Unfortunately, it is very difficult to measure crime with accuracy. The most extensive
report to date on crime in the Americas with a focus on the Caribbean (United Nations Office on
Drugs and Crime and Latin America and the Caribbean Region of the World Bank 2007 4),
states:

In general, crime data are extremely problematic, and the Caribbean region
provides an excellent case study of just how deceptive they can be. The best
source of information on crime comes from household surveys, such as the
standardized crime surveys conducted under the aegis of the International
Crime Victims Surveys (ICVS). Unfortunately, only one country in the
Caribbean has participated in the ICVS: Barbados. Information from other
survey sources can be interesting, but rarely approaches the degree of
precision needed for sound analysis of the crime situation.

The UN/World Bank report also states that official crime figures that are gathered and
published by governments are based on police data, which in turn are based on cases that the
public report to police. As prior LAPOP studies have shown, among respondents who say they
have been victimized by crime, half or more, depending on the country; do not report the crime to
the authorities. Moreover, the UN/World Bank study indicates that the official data may actually
show higher crime rates in countries where crime is lower, and lower crime rates in countries in
which the true crime rate is higher. This is so because “Making comparisons across jurisdictions
is even more complicated, because the precise rate of under-reporting varies between countries,
and countries where the criminal justice system enjoys a good deal of public confidence tend to
have higher rates of reporting. On the other hand... it is precisely in the most crime ridden-areas
that reporting rates are the lowest” (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and Latin
America and the Caribbean Region of the World Bank 2007 5). The problem is not resolved by
using other official statistics, such as reports from the ministry of health, since their records often
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times only cover public hospitals, and, moreover, deal only with violent crimes that require
hospitalization or end in death. Moreover, underreporting of certain crimes, such as rape and
family violence, make it difficult to know what to make of reports of these types of crime.

A further problem with crime data is the variation in what is and is not considered to be
crime. One noteworthy example of this situation occurs in Guatemala, where people who die in
automobile accidents have been counted among homicides; in most other countries this is not the
case. In the U.S. since vehicular deaths far exceed deaths by murder, the homicide rate would
skyrocket if those who died in car accidents were to be included. Furthermore, in some countries
attempted murder is included in the murder rates.

The result is major confusion among sources as to the real rates of crime and violence.
The UN/World Bank report cited above makes the following statement: “According to WHO data
Jamaica has one of the lowest rates of intentional violence in the world. According to the police
statistics, however, the homicide rate was 56 per 100,000 residents in 2005—one of the highest
rates in the world...” (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and Latin America and the
Caribbean Region of the World Bank 2007 8).

In the present study, we rely upon household survey data, which, as noted above by the
UN/World Bank study, is the most reliable type of data with which to measure crime. Even so,
survey data confront serious limitations for several reasons. First, murder victims obviously
cannot be interviewed, and hence direct reporting on the most violent form of crime is impossible
with surveys. Second, the use of family member reports of murder or crime is well known to
lead to inflated crime statistics in part because it is often no more than hearsay data given that the
definition of “family” varies from one individual to another (from immediate to extended), and
because there is double counting as extended family members in a given sample cluster all report
on the same crime. Third, the efficacy of emergency medicine (EMS) in a given location can
determine if an assault ends up in a homicide or an injury. In places where EMS systems are
highly advanced, shooting and other assault victims can be saved, whereas in areas where such
services are limited, death rates from such injuries are high. Thus, more developed regions seem
to have lower homicide rates than they would, absent high quality EMS, while less developed
regions likely have higher homicide rates than they would if they had better EMS.

A final complicating factor in using national estimates of crime is the variation of
concentration or dispersion of crime. In the 1970s in the U.S., for example, urban crime levels
rose sharply because of gangs and drugs. Suburban and rural U.S. did not suffer the increases
found in many large cities. The national average, however, was heavily influenced by the weight
of urban areas in the national population, and as the country urbanized, city crime became
increasingly more influential in determining national crime statistics. In LAPOP surveys of Latin
America, the same phenomenon has emerged in a number of countries. In El Salvador, for
example, crime rates reported in our surveys of San Salvador are sharply higher than in the rest of
the country. The same phenomenon is also observed regarding corruption; in nearly all countries,
reported corruption rates are higher in urban as opposed to rural areas.

52 LAPGP
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For all these reasons, LAPOP has decided to focus considerable resources for its next
round of surveys in attempting to develop a more accurate means of measuring crime. Future
studies will report on those results. In the 2008 round, the focus is on the impact of crime, not its
comparative magnitude. In a number of countries, whatever the inaccuracy of crime reporting,
those who report being victims of crime or who express fear of crime, have significantly different
attitudes toward democracy from those who have not been victims or who express little fear.

It is said that there are no victimless crimes; thus, we tend to consider the impact on the
individual victims or their immediate families. Economists see wider impacts and point toward
lost productivity and lost state revenue, while sociologists focus on the impact of crime on the
“social fabric.” Political scientists, however, have written far less about crime, and when they do,
they often focus on issues narrowly related to the criminal justice system itself. Those
perspectives arise from studying crime in wealthy, advanced industrial societies, where, even at
the peak of a crime wave, levels of violent crime do not come close to those found in many Latin
American countries. At the height of the crack-cocaine epidemic in the United States in the
1980s, murder rates did not exceed 10 per 100,000, whereas in Honduras the officially reported
rate has been four times this rate for a number of years; moreover, in some regions such as the
area around the industrial city of San Pedro Sula, rates of over 100 per 100,000 have become the
norm (Leyva 2001).

Homicide rates usually are considered to be the most reliable indicator of crime, since few
murders go unreported.” According to an extensive study by the World Bank of homicide rates
for 1970-1994, the world average was 6.8 per 100,000 (Fajinzylber, Daniel Lederman and
Loayza 1998). The homicide rate in Latin America is estimated at 30 murders per 100,000 per
year, whereas it stands at about 5.5 in the United States and about 2.0 in the United Kingdom,
Spain, and Switzerland. The Pan American Health Organization, which reports a lower average
for Latin America as a whole of 20 per 100,000 people,** says that “violence is one of the main
causes of death in the Hemisphere. . . . In some countries, violence is the main cause of death and
in others it is the leading cause of injuries and disability.”*> In the region there are 140,000
reported homicides each year.”® According to this and other indicators, violence in Latin America
is five times higher than in most other places in the world (Gaviria and Pagés 1999). Moreover,

3In South Africa, however, during apartheid, this was not the case among the nonwhite population, where murders
were frequently overlooked.

#According to the United Nations Global Report on Crime, health statistics as a basis for measuring homicide
significantly under-report the total homicide level. Health statistics data are based on the classification of deaths
made by physicians rather than by the police. According to the UN comparison, health-based homicide rates average
about half those of Interpol or UN statistics. See United Nations, Global Report on Crime and Justice, ed. Graeme
Newman (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 12-13.

Pan American Health Organization press release, July 17, 1997 (www.paho.org/english/DP1/r1970717.htm).
*Nevertheless, not all of the countries in this region face the same magnitude and type of violence. In the nineties,
Colombia, faced with epidemic problems of drug trafficking and guerrilla violence, had one of the highest homicide
rates anywhere — around 90 homicides per 100,000 inhabitants. In contrast, Chile, despite a history of political
conflict, displayed homicide rates no greater than 5 deaths per 100,000 inhabitants. See Organizaciéon Panamericana
de la Salud (OPS), “Actitudes y normas culturales sobre la violencia en ciudades seleccionadas de la region de las
Américas. Proyecto ACTIVA” (Washington, D.C.: Division of Health and Human Development, 1996;
mimeographed).
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according to Gaviria and Pagés, homicide rates are not only consistently higher in Latin America,
but also the gap with the rest of the world is growing larger. Consistent with the above data, using
1970-1994 data from the United Nations World Crime Surveys, Fajnzylber et al. found that Latin
America %gld the Caribbean have the highest homicide rates, followed by sub-Saharan Aftrican
countries.

In the Latin American context of extremely high crime, political scientists and policy
makers alike need to ask whether crime, and the associated fear of crime, is a threat to the
durability of democracy in Latin America (Seligson and Azpuru 2001). Some social scientists
have begun to pay attention to the issue of crime as a political problem. Michael Shifter asserts
that, partially because of more open political systems, the problems of crime, drugs, and
corruption are beginning to find a place on the political agenda of the Latin American region
(Shifter and Jawahar 2005). In spite of the successes of democracy in the region in achieving
relative economic stability, in sharply reducing political violence, and in expanding the arena for
political participation and civil liberties, Shifter argues that democracy has not been capable of
dealing effectively with other problems that citizens care a great deal about, especially crime. In
short, crime is seen as an outcome of a serious failure of governance in the region. To explore
this question, this chapter uses the AmericasBarometer survey data.

The main objective of this chapter is to examine the levels of crime victimization and
perception of insecurity in Guyana in order to determine their impact on support for a stable
democracy.

How Might Crime Victimization Affect Support for Stable
Democracy?

It is easy to see how crime victimization and fear of crime might have an impact on
citizen support for democracy. Belief in democracy as the best system could decline if its
citizens are subject to crime or fear crime. Citizens might also become less tolerant of others
and/or lose faith in their fellow citizens, thus eroding social capital if they have been victims or
fear crime. Fear of crime could make citizens less willing to support the right to public
contestation. Finally, crime victimization and the fear of crime could drive citizens to lose faith in
their political institutions, especially the police, but also the judiciary. What is less clear is
whether it is crime itself or the fear of crime that carries the most import. Even in countries with
high murder rates, the chance of an individual being murdered or even the victim of a serious
crime is still quite low. Therefore, the impact of victimization might not be as great as fear of
crime, which is a feeling that can be held by a far greater portion of the population than the
number of victims themselves. Citizens hear about crime from their neighbours, read about it in

3"The countries of Latin America and the Caribbean that were included in this calculation are Mexico, Colombia,
Brazil, Venezuela, Ecuador, Uruguay, Argentina, Chile, Peru, Bahamas, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Barbados, Costa Rica,
Trinidad and Tobago, Bermuda, Suriname, Honduras, Antigua, Dominica, Belize, Panama, Guyana, Cuba, and El
Salvador.
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the newspapers, and are often inundated with often macabre images of crime on TV. In the
sections below, we examine the impact of crime on our five dimensions of support for stable
democracy.

How do we measure crime?

The first section of this chapter concentrates on the analysis of the following variable:

VIC1. Now changing the subject, have you been a victim of any type of crime in the past 12
months? (1) Yes (2) No

This chapter begins with an examination of the changes in crime victimization in Guyana
during the last three years, followed by a comparative analysis of most of the countries in Latin
America and the Caribbean, as well as the U.S. and Canada, in order to assess Guyana’s ranking
on crime victimization in relation to the other countries in the sample. Next, we continue with the
analysis of crime victimization by region and explore who in Guyana have a higher probability of
becoming victims of crime. Finally, this section concludes with a statistical analysis of the impact
of crime on support for stable democracy. The same procedure is applied to the perception of
crime in the second section of this chapter.

Crime Victimization in Guyana

Crime Victimization in Guyana, 2006 and 2009

We observe in Figure III-1 that crime victimization in Guyana has decreased from 11 to
8.7 percent over the past three years. Yet these differences are not statistically significant. In
short, while there does seem to be some decline in crime victimization, the drop is not large
enough for us to be completely confident that crime has actually declined in Guyana.
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Figure I11-1. Percentage of Population Victimized by Crime in Guyana: 2006
and 2009

Crime Victimization in Comparative Perspective

The prior LAPOP study found that Guyana has relatively low levels of crime
victimization in comparison to other countries in the region.*® Likewise, Figure II-2 shows that
in Guyana in 2009, crime victimization remains low with 8.7% of its population being
victimized, slightly higher but not significantly different, statistically speaking, than that of
Panama (8.4%) and Jamaica (8.3%).

38 For more information about crime in the Americas, see www.lapopsurveys.org
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Figure I11-2. Crime Victimization in Comparative Perspective

These relatively low levels of crime victimization in Guyana may indicate that efforts to
reduce crime have taken effect following the escalation of serious crimes in 2002, according to
the LAPOP report of Guyana 2007 (Seligson 2007). This same report argues that the levels of
crime are accompanied by slow and often insufficient follow up by the Police Force as many
cases go un-reported, in particular those related to petty crime and domestic violence. Some of
the results reported here may seem inconsistent with the conventional image of countries having
high crime rates vs. those that have lower rates. One explanation for these somewhat unexpected
results is that in countries where violence is more prevalent, such as in Colombia, where higher
levels of homicide are much more common, citizens in these countries may report fewer crimes
related to robbery, thefts, minor assaults, etc, as these types of offenses may not be perceived as
worthy of reporting, given the high homicide rate. The AmericasBarometer survey does not
record homicides since we are interviewing living persons. Likewise, citizens in countries where
homicides are far less common (e.g., Argentina), individuals may be more prone to report any
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type of crime, even minor ones, explaining the higher percentage of reported crime victimization
in that country. LAPOP continues to study this issue of crime victimization and how it is reported
by respondents.

Crime Victimization by Region
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Figure I11-3. Percentage of Population Victimized by Crime by Region in Guyana

Crime victimization varies sharply by region in Guyana. For instance, we notice in Figure
I11I-3 that Guyanese who live in Regions 3 and 4 are by far more likely to be victims of crime
with 10.7 and 13.4 percent of its population being victimized, respectively. On the other hand,
individuals who live in Regions 2, 5, and 6 are significantly less likely to become victims of
crime with only 3 to 4 percent of its population reporting having had an experience with some
type of crime. The seemingly high level in Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9 may be largely due to the
“Bartica massacre” in Region 7 in February 2008.

In order to have a better understanding of the impact of crime on democracy in Guyana,
we first examine those Guyanese citizens who are more likely to become victims of crime and
then analyze the impact of crime victimization on each of the components of stable democracy:
support for the idea of democracy, support for the right of public contestation, political tolerance,
belief in the legitimacy of core political institutions, and interpersonal trust.
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Who are those more likely to become victims of crime?

To determine who is more likely to become a victim of crime, we estimate a multivariate
statistical model, more specifically, a logistic regression in which the dependent variable is crime
victimization. In this case the dependent variable takes the value of 1 if the person responds
affirmatively to having been a victim of crime during the last year, and a 0, if the individual did
not have any experience with it. In this model we incorporate the following independent
variables: education, sex, age, wealth (measured by the LAPOP index of household capital goods
ownership), urban/rural area, and region.

According to the Freedom House Report (2008), racial polarization has eroded law
enforcement in Guyana. This has resulted in perceptions about who is a victim, perpetrator and
protector, based on ethnicity. For instance, many citizens who identify themselves as Indians
claim to have been victimized by Afro-Guyanese criminals and at the same time, they claim not
to have been protected by the police force which is predominantly staffed by Afro-Guyanese. By
the same token, many Afro-Guyanese claim that the police are manipulated by the government,
which is seen as being dominated by Indo-Guyanese. This hostility between Afro- and Indo-
Guyanese has been a long standing concern in Guyana, as evidenced by the Racial Hostility Bill
amended in September 2002, which increased the penalties for race-based crimes (Freedom
House 2008). According to the LAPOP survey, the racial make up in Guyana is as follows:
citizens who identify themselves as Indian represent 38 percent of the sample as a whole,
whereas Blacks, mixed, and Amerindians represent 32, 21, and 9 percent, respectively. Figure I11-
4 below presents the ethnic makeup of the 2009 AmericasBarometer Survey in graphic form. To
be able to capture this self-defined ethnic diversity our analysis includes a variable (technically, a
“dummy variable”) for each category of ethnic self-identification registered in the 2009 Guyana
surve;; by LAPOP. The results for the multivariate logistic regression model are shown in Figure
I1-5.

3% Full results of the logistic regression model are found in Table 1 in the Appendix.
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Figure III-5 illustrates the effects of individual level characteristics on the probability of
being victimized by crime.40 Each variable included in the analysis is listed on the vertical (y)
axis. The impact of each variable on crime victimization shown graphically by a dot, which if
located to the right of the vertical “0” line indicates a positive effect, and if to the left of the “0”
line a negative effect. If the effects are statistically significant, they are shown by confidence
interval lines stretching to the left and right of each dot that do not overlap the vertical “0” line (at
.05 or better). If they overlap the vertical line, the effects are statistically insignificant. The
relative strength of each variable is indicated by standardized coefficients.

We observe in Figure III-5 that contrary to our expectations, none of the variables for
self-defined ethnicity are statistically significant. In fact, crime victimization varies significantly
only by region and urban/rural area. Individuals who live in Regions 3 and 4 are more likely to
become victims of crime compared to those who live in Region 5. On the other hand, those who
live in rural areas are less likely to become victims of crime. These results make sense as it is
well known that larger cities and more urbanized areas experience by far more instances of crime,
as illustrated in Figure III- 6. Specifically, Figure III-6 shows that more than 10 percent of
Guyanese who live in urban areas are victimized by crime compared to less than 8 percent of
Guyanese who live in rural areas. The remaining variables did not reach statistical significance.
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Figure 111-6. Percentage of Population Victimized by Crime by Urban/Rural Area

% While Region 5, Indian and male are not displayed in the figure, they are accounted for. Being dummy variables,
these three categories are referred to as “reference categories” meaning that all other categories of that variable are
compared in relation to the reference.
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The Impact of Crime Victimization on Support for a Stable
Democracy

In this section of the chapter we focus on the analysis of the impact of crime victimization
on support for stable democracy. To accomplish this objective, we estimate various statistical
models for each of the components of support for stable democracy. Specifically, we are able to
determine the impact of crime on support for democracy, support for the right of public
conte4sltation, political tolerance, belief in the legitimacy of political institutions, and interpersonal
trust.

The Impact of Crime Victimization

Our analysis finds that the only significant impact that crime victimization has on support
for stable democracy is on interpersonal trust. None of the other components of support for stable
democracy analyzed in this study indicate that crime significantly influences support for
democracy. We conclude, therefore, that the impact of crime victimization on support for stable
democracy in the Guyanese case is not as acute as previously thought and that there may be other
variables that have a greater impact such as corruption, which is analyzed in the previous chapter.
We now illustrate the relationship between interpersonal trust and crime victimization.
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Figure I11-7. The Impact of Crime Victimization on Interpersonal Trust

*I To see the full results of the statistical regressions, see Table 3 and 4 in the Appendix of this chapter.
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Figure III-7 reveals that citizens of Guyana who have experienced crime show lower
levels of interpersonal trust than those who have not been victimized, showing an average of 54.4
points compared to 60.7 points on a scale from 0 to 100. These results suggest that when
someone is a victim of crime, this individual will lose confidence in others, and since
interpersonal trust has long been shown to be an important element in stable democracy, crime
does have a negative impact on democracy. We continue with the analysis of another measure of
crime: perception of insecurity to determine if beyond crime itself, if the fear of crime has an
important impact on democracy.

Perception of Insecurity in Guyana

This section of the current chapter examines the changes in the fear of crime in Guyana
over the past three years, followed by a comparative analysis of how Guyana ranks in the
perception of crime related to other countries included in the 2008 AmericasBarometer survey by
LAPOP. Next, we continue with the analysis of fear of crime by region while exploring who in
Guyana tend to perceive higher levels of insecurity. Finally, this chapter concludes with a
statistical analysis of the impact of fear of crime on support for stable democracy.

How do we measure perception of insecurity?

The following variable measures the perception of insecurity.

AQJ11. Speaking of the neighbourhood where you live and, thinking of the possibility of bein
assaulted or robbed, do you feel very safe, somewhat safe, somewhat unsafe or very unsafe?

Perception of Insecurity in Guyana, 2006 and 2009

Figure III-8 shows that the average fear of crime or perception of insecurity in Guyana
has decreased from 40.7 to 36.2 points on a scale from 0 to 100, making these differences
statistically significant. These results suggest that efforts to address crime in Guyana have
impacted citizen perception of insecurity.
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Figure 111-8. Average Perception of Insecurity in Guyana: 2006 and 2009

Perception of Insecurity in Comparative Perspective

As we observed in the previous section, Figure III-9 shows that Guyana is also located
among the countries with the lowest levels of perception of insecurity with an average of 36.2
points on a scale from 0 to 100, only a fewer points higher and statistically different from
Jamaica, the United States, and Canada. Specifically, Jamaica shows an average perception of
31.3 points, while Canada and the Unites States have an average of 20.8 and 23.3 points,
respectively. These results make sense as, for example in Jamaica, the country that shows the
lowest crime victimization in the sample (8.3%), we would have expected low levels of fear of
crime as well, which is indeed the case.
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Figure 111-9. Perception of Insecurity in Comparative Perspective

Perception of Insecurity by Region

Figure III-10 shows that the perception of insecurity also varies by region. These
differences are not as sharp, however as those found for corruption victimization. Specifically,
the majority of the regions have an average level of perceived insecurity of more than 35 points
on a scale from 0 to a 100. Region 2 reveals the highest levels of fear of crime with 39.7 points
compared to Region 5, showing the lowest levels of perceptions of insecurity (28.4 points).
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Figure 111-10. Average of Perception of Insecurity by Region

Who are those who tend to perceive more insecurity?

Now, we continue with the analysis of those Guyanese who express higher levels of fear of
crime or perception of insecurity. Since the dependent variable is continuous, the statistical model
employed in this section of this chapter is a multivariate linear regression model, taking higher
values when the perception of insecurity of the Guyanese increases. In this model we include the
same independent variables incorporated in the previous model related to crime victimization
(e.g., education, sex, age, wealth, ethnicity, urban/rural area, and region). The results of this
model are shown in Figure I1I-11.
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Figure 111-11. Guyanese Citizens Who Tend to Perceive More Insecurity

Specifically, we note in Figure III-11 that older individuals and those who live in rural
areas have a lower tendency to perceive insecurity compared to younger individuals and those
who live in urban areas, when we observe that their confidence intervals stretching to the left do
not overlap the vertical “0” line, demonstrating a statistically significant negative effect. In
contrast, females and those who live in Regions 2 and 6 show a higher perception of insecurity,
illustrated by their confidence intervals stretching to the right and not overlapping the vertical “0”
line. The rest of the variables do not yield statistically significant results. In the following section
we explore these relationships.**

Figure III-12 illustrates more clearly the relationships between sex, age and the perception
of insecurity. Males show an average of fear of crime of 34.6 points on the 0 to 100 scale, while
females show an average of 37.8 points on the same scale, a relatively high figure. Similarly, the
older the individual, the less they tend to perceive insecurity. There is a minor increase of
perception of insecurity among individuals between ages 46-56, but these levels fall among
individuals over age 56. We attribute this finding to the fact that younger people are more likely
to be “out on the streets,” especially at night, increasing their perceived chances of becoming
victims of crimes and thus increasing their perceived levels of insecurity.

2 To see the full results of this multivariate linear regression model, refer to Table 2 in the Appendix.
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Figure 111-12. Average Perception of Insecurity by Sex and Age
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Figure 111-13. Average Perception of Insecurity by Urban and Rural Areas
In the same fashion, Figure I1I-13 reveals the average perception of insecurity by rural vs.

urban areas. Guyanese who live in rural areas show an average fear of crime (33.9 points)
significantly lower than those who live in urban areas (40.9 points). As we expected, perceived
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insecurity is much higher in urban areas: the bigger the city the more elevated the fear of crime.
Clearly, these results echo the usual high levels of crime that occur in urbanized areas.

The Impact of Perception of Insecurity on Support for a Stable
Democracy

It is not difficult to see how fear of crime might have an impact on citizen support for
democracy. Belief in democracy as the best system could decline if citizens consistently perceive
high levels of insecurity, making them more likely to lose faith in their political institutions,
especially the police and the judiciary. Citizens might also become less tolerant of others and/or
lose faith in their fellow citizens. Finally, the perception of insecurity could also make citizens
less willing to support the right to public contestation.

In this section of this chapter we find that the perception of insecurity seems to have a
greater impact on support for a stable democracy than actual experience with crime does. Fear of
crime has a statistically negative effect on support for democracy, interpersonal trust, and the
belief in the legitimacy of core political institutions. An important reason for this difference is
that crime victims in any given year are a small minority of the population, whereas fear can be
pervasive and affect many.
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Figure 111-14. The Impact of the Perception of Insecurity on Support for Democracy and
Interpersonal Trust
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We observe in Figure III-14 that the relationships between perception of insecurity and
support for the idea of democracy and interpersonal trust are negative. In the specific case of
support for democracy, as people feel more insecure, they express lower levels of support for the
idea of democracy. In particular, going from feeling very safe to very unsafe diminishes support
for the idea of democracy by around 6 points on a scale from 0 to 100. Similarly, we note in
Figure I1I-14 that the same happens for interpersonal trust. Guyanese who feel very unsafe show
significantly lower levels of interpersonal trust than those who feel very safe. These results are
not surprising since people who feel that they are in constant danger may turn those feelings
against others and the political system itself. Indeed, we also find that those who feel unsafe
express low levels of belief in the legitimacy of core political institutions, as illustrated in Figure
[II-15. Consequently, the AmericasBarometer survey results show that the fear of crime may be a
more acute problem in Guyana than actual crime victimization.
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Figure 111-15. The Impact of Perception of Insecurity on Support for the
Legitimacy of Political Institutions

Even in countries with high murder rates, the chance of an individual being murdered or
victimized by a serious crime in any given year is generally not high. In this study, we have
demonstrated that the impact of crime victimization may not be as great as the perception of
insecurity, which is a feeling that can be held by a far greater portion of the population than the
victims themselves. For instance, 8.7% of the Guyanese population was victimized by crime,
whereas the perception of insecurity among the Guyanese reached an average of 36.2 on the 0 to
100 scale. As we mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, citizens hear about crime from their
neighbours, read about it in the newspapers, and are often flooded by gruesome images of crime
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on the TV. Therefore, it does not come as a surprise that individual feelings of insecurity can be
high in spite of not having had direct experiences with crime.

Conclusion

The statistical analysis of the determinants of crime victimization in Guyana in 2009
shows that crime victimization varies primarily by region and area. Similarly, those who live in
urban areas are by far more likely to be victimized by crime than those who live in rural areas.
Another interesting finding is that crime victimization has a negative impact on only one
component of support for stable democracy: interpersonal trust, suggesting that Guyanese who
have been victims by any act of delinquency may lose confidence in others.

This study also points to the detrimental effects that fear of crime have on support for
stable democracy, namely, support for the idea of democracy, interpersonal trust, and the belief
of the legitimacy of core political institutions. When people feel that they are unsafe, it is more
likely that they will turn those feelings against others and the political system, diminishing their
belief in the legitimacy of political institutions, such as the police and the judiciary. In addition,
females, younger individuals, and those who live in bigger cities tend to perceive more
insecurity.
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APPENDIX CHAPTER IIl.

Appendix I11-1. Predictors of Crime Victimization

Probability of Being Victimized by Corruption

Independent Variables Coefficients 9]
Regions 1,7.,8,9 0.358 (1.65)
Region 10 0.246 (1.37)
Region 6 0.061 (0.36)
Region 4 0.462* (2.12)
Region 3 0.511* (2.88)
Region 2 0.026 (0.14)
Rural -0.181* (-2.06)
Mixed 0.094 (1.09)
Amerindian -0.012 (-0.11)
Black -0.001 (-0.01)
Wealth 0.037 (0.31)
Age -0.030 (-0.37)
Female -0.158 (-1.82)
Education 0.037 (0.43)
Constant -2.595* (-25.04)
F=3.03

Number of Obs. = 2483

P<0.05

a Reference groups: Region 5 and Indian

Appendix I11-2. Predictors of Perception of Insecurity

Predictors of Perception of Insecurity

Independent Variables Coefficient. t

Regions 1,7,8,9 0.044 (0.99)
Region 10 0.024 (0.57)
Region 6 0.078* (2.04)
Region 4 0.085 (1.74)
Region 3 0.052 (1.27)
Region 2 0.092* (2.25)
Rural -0.097* (-2.75)
Mixed 0.050 (1.86)
Amerindian 0.012 (0.33)
Black 0.035 (1.15)
Wealth -0.042 (-1.59)
Age -0.095* (-4.08)
Female 0.050* (2.24)
Education -0.028 (-0.92)
Constant 0.002 (0.06)

R-Squared = 0.030

Number of Obs. = 2481

P<0.05
a Reference groups: Region 5 and Indian
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Appendix I11-3. The Impact of Crime Victimization on Support for a Stable Democracy

Support for the .
Support for Right of Public Political Tolerance Legltlm(_acy_of Core Interpersonal
Democracy . Institutions Trust
Contestation
Independent Variables Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err.
Crime Victimization 0.041 (0.02) 0.007 (0.02) 0.035 (0.02) -0.033 0.02) | -0.052* | (0.02)
Satisfaction with the
Performance of the Current 0.088* (0.03) -0.017 (0.02) -0.083* (0.03)
President
Political Interest -0.003 (0.02) 0.047* 0.02) | 0.046% (0.02) 0.072% (0.02)
Education 0.249 (0.22) 0.306 (0.19) 0.235 (0.20) -0.775* (0.22) 0.037 (0.19)
Female -1.685 (1.43) -2.319* 0.91) | -2.409* | (1.01) 0.592 (1.03) -1.588 (0.95)
Age 0.379 0.21) 0.180 (0.16) 0.305 (0.18) -0.685* (0.19) 0.190 (0.18)
Age Squared -0.004 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00) -0.003 (0.00) 0.007* (0.00) -0.000 (0.00)
Wealth 0.062 (0.41) 0.293 031) | 0.719* (0.36) -0.002 (0.30) 0.088 (0.31)
Perception of Family (0.80) -0.816* (0.40) | -1.206* | (0.58) 3.163* (0.63) 1.852% (0.59)
Economic Situation
size of city/town -0.574 (0.69) -1.839* 0.49) | -1.584* | (0.74) 4.098* (0.50) | 2.081* (0.57)
Constant 56.800* | (6.80) 72.143% (4.77) | 60.024* | (7.25) | 47.626* (5.36) | 41.738* | (5.04)
R-Squared 0.011 0.046 0.048 0.120 0.033
N of Cases 2198 2304 2256 2293 2319
* p<0.05
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Appendix I11-4. The Impact of the Perception of Insecurity on Support for a Stable Democracy

Support for the

Support for Right of Public Political Tolerance Legltlmgcy_of Core Interpersonal
Democracy . Institutions Trust
Contestation
Independent Variables Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err. Coef. Std.Err..
Perception of Insecurity -0.069* | (0.02) -0.029 (0.02) 0.001 (0.02) -0.040* 0.02) | -0.207* | (0.02)
Satisfaction with the
Performance of the Current 0.080* (0.03) -0.021 (0.02) -0.085* (0.03)
President
Political Interest 0.003 (0.02) 0.050* 0.02) | 0.046% | (0.02) 0.075% (0.02)
Education 0.207 (0.22) 0.288 (0.19) 0.211 (0.19) -0.794* (0.21) -0.036 (0.20)
Female -1.597 (1.43) -2.279% (0.91) | -2.505* | (1.00) 0.851 (1.03) -0.870 (0.89)
Age 0.382 0.21) 0.161 (0.16) 0.300 (0.18) -0.681* (0.19) 0.208 (0.17)
Age Squared -0.004 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00) -0.003 (0.00) 0.007* (0.00) -0.001 (0.00)
Wealth 0.030 (0.41) 0.270 031) | 0.765* | (0.35) -0.005 (0.30) 0.055 (0.31)
Perception of Family (0.82) -0.850% 039) | -1.262* | (0.58) 3.028* (0.64) 1.375% (0.53)
Economic Situation
size of city/town -0.666 (0.70) -1.873* (0.49) | -1.585* | (0.74) 4.034* (0.48) 1.658* (0.48)
Constant 60.928* | (6.88) | 74.328* (4.74) | 60.634* | (7.09) | 49.365* (5.44) | 52.459* | (4.74)
R-Squared 0.015 0.047 0.047 0.120 0.092
N of cases 2198 2304 2256 2293 2319
* p<0.05
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Chapter V. The Impact of Local
Government Performance
on the Support for Stable
Democracy®

Theoretical framework

What role, if any, does local level politics and participation play in the democratization
process? Conventional wisdom, drawing heavily on the U.S. experience, places citizen activity
in local civil society organizations and local government at the center of the process. World-
wide, few citizens have contact with any level of government above that of their local authorities;
in contrast, it is not at all uncommon for citizens to have direct, personal and sometimes frequent
contact with their local elected officials. In this chapter, we examine the impact on support for
stable democracy of citizen participation in local government.

For those who live at a distance from their nation’s capital, which is, of course most
citizens in the Americas (with the exception of perhaps of Uruguay), access to their national
legislators, cabinet officers require trips of considerable time and expense. Local officials, in
contrast, are readily accessible. The U.S. experience suggests that citizens shape their views of
government based on what they see and experience first hand; the classic comment that “all
politics is local” emerges directly from that experience. The U.S. has over 10,000 local
governments, with many of them controlling and determining key resources related to the
provision of public services, beginning with the public school system, but also including the
police, local courts, hospitals, roads, sanitation, water and a wide variety of other key services
that powerfully determine the quality of life that many citizens experience.

In contrast, most of Spanish/Portuguese speaking Latin America has a long history of
governmental centralization, and as a result, historically local governments have been starved for
funding and politically largely ignored. For much of the 19" and 20™ centuries, most local
governments in the region suffered from a severe scarcity of income, as well as authority to deal
with local problems (Nickson 1995). It is not surprising, therefore, that the quality of local
services has been poor. Citizen contact with their states, therefore, has traditionally been with
local governments that have little power and highly constricted resources. If citizens of the region
express concerns about the legitimacy of their governments, and have doubts about democracy in
general, the problem may begin with their experiences with local government.

# This chapter was written by Lawrence Lachmansingh with support from Winston Cramer.
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Development agencies and many countries in the region have drawn this same conclusion
and have been pressing, in the past decade, to decentralize the state and to provide more power
and control at the local level, as well as to promote civil society organizations at the grass roots.
There is, however, considerable debate over the definition and impact of decentralization in Latin
America (Treisman 2000b; Barr 2001; O’Neill 2003; Selee 2004; Falleti 2005; O'Neill 2005;
Daughters and Harper 2007). One of the presumed most important advantages of consists in
bringing the government closer to the people (Aghdn, Alburquerque and Cortés 2001; Finot
2001; Bardhan 2002; Carrion 2007).*

Is decentralization and expanding the resources and power of local government a good
idea? Several scholars argue in favor of decentralization, stating that it boosts local development
by increasing effectiveness on the allocation of resources, generates accountability by bringing
the government closer to the people, and strengthens social capital by fostering civic engagement
and interpersonal trust (Aghon, et al. 2001; Barr 2001; Bardhan 2002). Nonetheless, detractors of
decentralization assure that it fosters sub-national authoritarianism, augments regionalism due to
an increase in the competition for resources and stimulates local patronage (Treisman 2000b;
Treisman and Cai 2005; Treisman 2006). Other studies have shown both positive and negative
results (Hiskey and Seligson 2003; Seligson, Lopez-Calix and Alcdzar forthcoming).What do the
citizens of Latin America think about decentralization and how does that influence their views on
democracy ? Responses to those questions are analyzed in this chapter.

How Might Local Government Attitudes and Behaviors Affect
Citizen Support for Stable Democracy?

Citizens who participate in and who trust their local governments may well have a higher
belief that democracy is the best system. Prior research in various AmericasBarometer countries
has shown that those who participate in local government are also likely to be more approving of
public contestation and might also have a stronger approval of the right of inclusive participation
(i.e., the rights of minorities) (Seligson 1999b). On the other hand, in some countries participants
in local government might favor participation of those who are part of their culture/ethnic group,
and oppose the participation of “outsiders.” There is strong evidence that trust in local
government spills over into belief in the legitimacy of national institutions (Seligson and Cordova
Macias 1995; Cordova and Seligson 2001; Coérdova Macias and Seligson 2003; Booth and
Seligson forthcoming). Finally, a positive view of local government, along with participation in
local government, could build social capital. In the pages below, we examine the impact of the
evaluation of and participation in local government on support for stable democracy.

* There are actually three common types of state decentralization at the national level; namely, fiscal, political and
administrative (Bunce 2000; Cai and Treisman 2002).
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Historical Background

The genesis of local government in Guyana lies in the post-emancipation era of British
Guiana when Ordinance 2 of 1837 created the Mayor and Town Council of Georgetown as an
adaptation of the English Municipal Corporation Act of 1835. Generally, local government in
colonial times saw the transplanting of British models to the Commonwealth Caribbean colonies.

At the end of the apprenticeship period in 1838, the freed slaves pooled their resources
and purchased abandoned coffee and sugar plantations. Plantation Northbrook, later renamed
Victoria, was the first such purchase (Young 1955). This initial purchase started what is referred
to in Guyana as the village movement, which some identify as the birth of local government in
British Guiana (Alexander 1991). Other collective purchases include Buxton on the East Coast of
Demerara, Danielstown on the Essequibo Coast and Litchfield on the West Coast of Berbice.

These communal villages were an attempt by the ex-slaves to pursue a path of self-
reliance and self-management. The former they achieved by cultivating the land to provide food
and the latter through the development of a committee of management comprising a Chairman,
Vice-Chairman, Secretary and Treasurer and no less than 7 committee members (Mangar 2002).
These were the acknowledged village leaders whose authority flowed with the mutual agreement
of the villagers. In addition to the collective purchases, there were also individual ones, such as
Queenstown on the Essequibo Coast. By 1850, 25 communal villages were established and 7000
persons owned land in proprietary villages (Smith 2000). In its initial stages, the village
administration was concerned with the maintenance of roads, bridges, dams as well as sea
defence, and drainage and irrigation works. This often proved challenging because of the limited
resources received through self-taxation, as well as resistance from the plantocracy who saw the
village movement as counter to their interests.

The 1892 Village Ordinance was yet another significant milestone in local government
history in British Guiana and perhaps the first evidence of local government decentralization.
This Ordinance led to improved functioning of village councils and improvement in public
works, particularly streets and drainage, thanks to new revenue sources flowing from property tax
and a streamlined system of oversight by the Board of Health. The first conference of village
Chairmen occurred in 1902. Five years later, local governments were established throughout the
country and a Local Government Board appointed by central government (Mangar 2002).

A more comprehensive system of local government emerged in 1970 through the
Municipal and District Councils Act 28:01 and the Local Authorities Act 28:02, which divided
the coastland of the country into district, village and country district councils with the District
Commissioner as the form of decentralized Central Government authority (Young 1955).
Regional Ministers and Regional Development Authorities eventually replaced the District
Commissioner system with the introduction of the Regional Development Authorities Act 1977.
These became the immediate forerunners of the current Regional system.
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The current local government system has its basis in the 1980 Constitution and its
institutional and operational framework is prescribed in the Local Democratic Organs Act 12 of
1980. This Act provides for the division of the country into 10 administrative regions and a six-
tier system: region, sub-region, district, community, neighborhood and people’s cooperative unit.
However, only two levels — region and neighborhood are operational. At the regional level, the
Regional Democratic Council (RDC) is responsible for management and administration and
carries out delegated functions of central government and provides oversight and assistance to the
65 Neighbourhood Democratic Councils (NDCs), 6 municipalities, Amerindian village councils
and community development councils, save for the city of Georgetown and the town of New
Amsterdam - which enjoy relative autonomy. This system of local government seeks to give
effect to Article 71 of the Constitution of Guyana, which states, “Local government is a vital
aspect of democracy and shall be organized so as to involve as many people as possible in the
task of managing and developing the communities in which they live.”

RDC elections are held at the same time as national elections: statutorily due every five
years. The NDC and municipal elections are statutorily due every three years but these have not
been held since 1994 and prior to this, in 1974. Because of this protracted delay in holding local
government elections, almost all NDCs and Municipalities have hemorrhaged significant
numbers of elected members. With performance diminishing, at least a dozen NDCs and one
municipality were sufficiently defunct by 2009 to require the appointment of Interim
Management Committees, pending the local government elections.

While RDCs have been functioning and are renewed regularly through elections and
receive annual budgetary allocations, local government organs in Guyana generally suffer from
inadequate human and financial resources to carry out their roles and responsibilities effectively.
Even the Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development does not have its full
complement of professional staff. Recognising the need for substantial reform to the local
government system, the constitutional reform process (1999-2001) saw several agreements being
reached and approved, including increased roles, responsibilities and independence for local
governments. In anticipation of these agreements being implemented, several national and
international initiatives were implemented over the past decade to build the capacity of local
government in Guyana. These initiatives yielded less than optimum results due in large part to the
lack of implementation of the constitutional agreements and to the subsequent delays in holding
local government elections.

A bipartisan Task Force on Local Government Reform, with membership from the PPP/C
and the main opposition party, the PNCR, was established at the recommendation of the 2001
Constitution Reform Commission to undertake the task of implementing the provisions of Local
Government Reform legislation. Some of the Terms of Reference for the Task Force were:

l. Generally, to ensure the conclusion of the Constitutional reform process and give effect to
the new constitutional provisions regarding local democracy.
2. Specifically monitor and address the deficiencies within the local government system.

The mandate of this task force included: to develop a local government electoral system that
combines constituency and proportionality elements; to develop objective criteria for transferring
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funds from central government to local government; to establish a local government commission
with dispute resolution and other powers, and; to review the local government Act accordingly.

The Task Force achieved considerable progress in pursuing its mandate but, after eight
years, was unable to conclude all of its tasks, at which time the Government moved the local
government reform process into the National Assembly. In May and June of 2009, the
Government tabled bills in the Assembly intended to address the reforms identified during the
constitutional reform process relating to local government, including the holding local
government elections before the end of 2009.

Trust in Local Government

Local Government is an integral part of democratic and development processes, since it
provides tangible opportunities for citizens to be involved in the management of their
communities. The trust of citizens in local government is thus a key measure of a democracy’s
health. The AmericasBarometer includes a very general question on such trust, in the same series
of items (the “B series”) in which trust in all other branches of government is measured. The item
reads as follows:

B32. To what extent do you trust the Mayor’s office of your city or town/ NDC chairman’s office?
1 2 3 4 5 6 .8

Not at all 7 ' ' ' ' A lot Doesn’t know

Trust in Local Government vs. Trust in the National Government and in the Regional
Government

Notwithstanding the challenges faced in the functioning of local government in Guyana,
respondents are generally disposed to trusting their local government systems at levels
comparable to the trust levels for Regional and National Governments. As indicated in Figure
IV-1 below, local government is trusted at 48.9 average points, which is three points lower than
the national government and just 1.1 point behind the regional government.45 However, given
the 95% confidence intervals,46 there is no statistically significant difference between the trust
levels of citizens across national, regional and local governments.

* Note about average points - Valid responses to this variable have been recoded into a 0 to 100 scale, where 100
represent the highest level of trust in the local government. All the other dependent variables in this chapter have also
been recoded into a 0 to 100 scale to facilitate their interpretation.

* Note about confidence Intervals- The reader should note carefully the “confidence interval” “I”” symbols on each
bar. Whenever two or more bars are close, enough to each other in magnitude so that the “I” symbols overlap, there
is no statistically significant difference among those countries. Note that these confidence intervals take into account
the complex nature of the sample designs used in these studies, each of which were stratified by region (to increase
the precision of the samples) and clustered by neighborhood (to reduce cost).
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Figure IV-1. Comparison between Trust in Local Government, Trust in National
Government and Trust in Regional Democratic Council

Trust in Local Government Over time

Local government has experienced no significant change in the level of trust from
Guyanese in the 2009 LAPOP survey. Since the previous survey in 2006, the level of trust has
declined by 1.3 points, as illustrated in figure V-2. However, given the confidence intervals there
is no statistically significant change in trust levels over the intervening period.
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Figure IV-2. Trustin Local Government by Year

Trust in Local Government in Comparative Perspective

On a comparative scale depicting the level of trust of citizens in local government (Figure
IV-3) across countries included in the AmericasBarometer LAPOP survey, Guyana ranks just
about mid-way of the participating countries. It is positioned eleventh from the top and thirteenth
from the bottom with 48.9 average points. Leading the region with 63.7 points is the Dominican
Republic while Haiti with 38.3 points occupies the lowest position. Guyana’s trust level is
comparable to those of other English-speaking Caribbean members that are included in the
survey, Belize and Jamaica, which demonstrated trust levels in local government at 47.2 and 43.4
average points respectively.
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Figure IV-3. Trust in the Local Government in Comparative
Perspective

Trust in the Local Governments by Regions

The Hinterland Regions of Guyana (Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9), with 64.2 average points, are
more inclined than any other region to trust their local governments (Figure IV-4). The more
rural regions, 2 and 6, follow with 57.1 and 54.7 average points respectively. The remaining four
regions then fall well below 50 with regions 10 and 4 - which have the largest population of any
region - obtaining the lowest trust ratings with 42.8 and 45 average points respectively. It would
seem that trust levels in the more rural regions of Guyana. The following sections delve deeper
into the characteristics of trust in local government.
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Figure IV-4. Trust in Local Government by Regions

Determinants of Trust in Local Government

Variations in the characteristics of respondents can produce significant impacts upon the
overall opinion of citizens. Regression analysis is used in the AmericasBarometer by LAPOP to
assess the relative influences on national opinions by examining these characteristics or
predictors.47

In assessing the predictors of trust in local government, it was found that persons from the
hinterland regions (1, 7, 8 and 9) and Region 2 express higher levels of trust in local government.
Higher education levels, urban residents, age and those who self-identify as Black are the
significant factors producing lower levels of trust in local government, as shown in Figure IV-5.

" Note on regression analysis - In the regression charts, we standardize all variables and indicate the zero mean as a
red line. Each predictor that does not intersect with that line is a significant predictor (p<<0.05). Notice that any
coefficient to the right of the zero line indicates a positive and statistically significant net effect of that variable on
the dependent variable. In contrast, any coefficient to the left of the zero line indicates a negative and statistically
significant net effect.
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The reference groups are: Indian and Region 4
Figure IV-5. Predictors of Trust in the Local Government

In further examining the levels of trust in local authorities according to age, ethnic self-
identification, area and education, we find some sharp difference across these demographics as
seen in Figure IV-6. In terms of age, responses from the age ranges 18-25 and 66+ indicate
higher levels of trust in local authorities with levels of 52.2 and 54.7 average points respectively.
Reponses from the remaining four age ranges are less inclined to trust local authorities, falling
between 45.1 and 48.2 average points. In respect of ethnicity, Amerindians are by far the most
trusting group with 62.3 average points, possibly because most of these communities are
dominated by one tribe and communal living is a way of life of most hinterland communities.
The trust levels for Indo-Guyanese is 52 while Guyanese of Mixed and Black ethnicities are the
least trusting of local governments, reflecting levels of 46.3 and 44 average points respectively.
Another predictor of trust levels is education. Here, the more educated a respondent the less
likely they are to trust local governments. Respondents with a primary education demonstrate a
trust level of 52.4 while respondents with higher education only trust at a level of 41.7 average
points. The final predictor of trust is area of residence, or simply area, and the finding confirms
the suggestion made earlier that levels of trust decrease the more urban the region: respondents
from urban areas lag behind their rural counterparts by almost 10 average points (42.5 vs. 52.1).
This finding has particular application to the national capital, Guyana’s main urban area, and the
functioning of the City Council.
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Figure IV-6. Trust in the Local Government by Education Level, Age, Area and Ethnic Self-
identification

Participation in Local Government Meetings

Trust in local government reflects, in part, the degree of involvement by citizens in the
work of local government. One means of involvement is participation in local government
meetings. In order to determine levels of such participation, respondents were asked the
following question:

NP1. Have you attended a city/town/NDC council meeting or otherr meeting convened by the mayor
- or NDC chairman in the past 12 months?
i (1) Yes (2) No (8) Doesn’t know/Doesn’'t remember

Participation in Local Government Meetings Over time

The data suggests that there has been a decrease of 3% in attendance at local government
meetings since 2006 (Figure IV-7), from 14% to 11%. The finding does not indicate frequency
of attendance, being limited to some or no attendance “in the past 12 months.” However, when
one considers the 95% confidence intervals, which overlap between 2006 and 2009, there is no
statistically significant difference in the two findings.
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Figure IV-7. Percentage Who Attended a Local Government Meeting by Year

Participation in Local Government Meetings in Comparative Perspective

Of the countries included in the AmericasBaromert by LAPOP, Guyana’s ranks 11th (at
11%) in citizens’ attendance at local government meetings. Guyana is thus positioned in the
upper half of the ranking, along with the two other English-speaking Caribbean countries - Belize
(2nd ranked with 16% participation level) and Jamaica (7th ranked with 13.8%). The Dominican
Republic tops the group with 16.8% while Panama, with 3.5%, demonstrates the lowest level of
participation (Figure IV-8).
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Figure IV-8. Participation in Local Government Meetings in
Comparative Perspective

Participation in Local Government Meetings by Regions

Participation of citizens in local government meetings by region (Figure IV-9) highlights
again the importance of this form of government in the hinterland regions (1, 7, 8 and 9). 25% of
the respondents from the hinterland regions attend local government meetings, well ahead of the
2nd highest region, Region 6, which demonstrated a 15.5% participation level. In stark contrast,
region 4 exhibits the lowest participation level — 6%. The following discussion examines the
predictors that influence the levels of participation in local government meetings.
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Figure 1V-9. Participation in Local Government Meetings by Regions

Determinants of Participation in Local Government Meetings

Examining the determinants of participation levels in local government meetings using
linear regression shows that being a crime victim, and resident in Regions 6, 10 and the
hinterland regions (1,7,8 and 9) are characteristics of persons more likely to participate in
meetings (Figure.IV.10) while females and urban residents tend to participate less in such
meetings.
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The reference groups are: Indian and Region 4
Figure 1V-10. Predictors of Participation in Local Government Meetings

When participation in local government meetings is viewed through the lens of gender
(Figure IV.11), male respondents exercise a positive effect on the overall participation percentage
with a participation level of 12.8%, although the confidence intervals do overlap, suggesting that
the difference is statistically insignificant. Yet we already know from the multivariate analysis
that gender differences are significant in Guyana. In addition, attendance at meetings may
demonstrate a gender-based effect depending on the purpose and focus of the meeting. In terms
of area, respondents from rural areas are more than twice as likely to attend (13.6%) local
government meetings over their urban counterparts (5.5%). This finding is consistent with the
diminished levels of trust in local governments found in urban areas. It may also reflect the
urban phenomenon (not limited to Guyana by any means) of increased individualism and the
subsequent reduction in interest for activities of a communal nature.
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Figure IV-11. Participation at the Local Government meetings by Sex and Area

Demand-Making to the Local Government

Another contributor to the trust that citizens have in local government is the extent to
which they feel they can call upon the local authorities to help meet the needs of citizens. To
assess the level to which citizens are making demands of local governments, respondents were

asked as follows:

NP2. Have you sought assistance from or presented a request to any office, official or councillor of
the city/town/NDC within the past 12 months?
(1) Yes (2) No (8) Doesn’t know/Doesn’t remember

Demand-Making at the Local Government Over Time

The percentage of persons making requests to the local government declined slightly,
from 13.9% in 2006 to 12.5% in the 2009 dataset (Figure IV-12). However, this difference is
statistically insignificant given the 95% confidence interval.
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Figure IV-12. Demand-Making at the Local Government by Year

Demand-Making at the Local Government in Comparative Perspective

Despite the moderate decline in requests made to local government in the 2009 dataset,
Guyana’s overall standing in comparison to the 23 countries included in the AmericasBarometer
by LAPOP is at number 9, just behind Jamaica with 13%. Interestingly, the third English-
speaking Caribbean country in the comparison, Belize, lags third from the bottom with a 7.9%
demand-making level. This is despite Belize demonstrating one of the highest levels of
participation in local government meetings in the region. Panama has the lowest demand level
with 7.3% (see Figure [V-13).
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Figure 1V-13. Demand-Making to the Local Government
in Comparative Perspective

Demand-Making at the Local Government by Regions

Figure IV-14 illustrates the level of demand making to local government by region.
Region 2 has the highest demand making levels (20.8%), followed by the hinterland regions with
17.2%. At the other end of the scale, Region 4 demonstrates the lowest level of demand-making
on local government - 8.2%. Another region with strong urban characteristics, region 10, lags
with region 4 at the bottom of the regional comparison with a 10% demand-making level. The
following discussion examines the determinants of demand-making in Guyana.
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Figure IV-14. Demand-Making at Local Government by Regions

Determinants of Demand-Making at the Local Government

Victims of a crime and residents in Regions 2, 3, 5 and 6 and the hinterland regions
(Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9) are more engaged in demand-making to local government. The only
variable which serves as a statistically significant negative predictor of demand-making at the
local government is being female, in other words, in the case of Guyana, females are significantly
less likely to make a demand of the local government than their male counterparts (Figure IV-
15).
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Figure IV-15. Predictors of Demand-Making at Local Government

Respondents that were victims of any type of criminal acts in the past year (19.2%) are
likely to seek assistance from the local government organs, in contrast, to those who were not
(11.9%) as demonstrated in Figure IV-16.
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Figure 1V-16. Demand-Making at Local Government by Victimization
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Utilizing the age and gender demographics to examine demand-making trends, as shown
in Figure IV-17, reveal that demand-making increases with age, peaking at 16.3% with the 46-55
age group and then declines as age increases. This corresponds with the increased
responsibilities that come with property ownership, family needs, and other drivers of demand for
local government services as one grows older. In terms of gender, males made more requests than
females of local governments by a significant degree — 15.7% vs. 9.3%, consistent with other
LAPOP 2009 findings on civic participation in meetings of community improvement committees.
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Figure IV-17. Demand-Making at Local Government by Sex and Age

Satisfaction with Local Government Services

A key result indicator in the functioning of local governments is the level of satisfaction
with services received by citizens and taxpayers. The quality of that service is intrinsically linked
to local government design and implementation issues, such as has been the focus of the Joint
Task Force and which now occupies the attention of the National Assembly. To assess this
indicator, respondents were asked the following question:

5 GL1WouIdyous ay that the serwcestheuty/town/ NDCis prowdlngare '?[Readop'uo ns]

(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor poor (fair) (4) Poor (5) Very poor
(8 Doesn'tknow

Satisfaction with Local Government Services in 2009
Overall, a total of 28.8% of respondents considered that the quality of local government

services provided by local governments is either good or very good (Figure IV-18), while 40.6%
felt the opposite, that services were either poor or very poor. A significant proportion of
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respondents (30.5%) held a neutral view, being of the opinion that the services provided are
neither good nor poor (fair).

Very poor
15.4%

Neither good
nor bad
30.5%

Satisfaction with Local Government Services

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1V-18. Satisfaction with the Local Government Services

Satisfaction with Local Government Services Over Time

Citizens were slightly more satisfied with their local government services in 2006
(48.5%) than in 2009 (44.7%), a decrease of 3.8% as reflected in Figure IV-19. The following
discussion compares Guyana to the other countries included in the AmericasBarometer by
LAPOP and then examines in greater detail the drivers behind popular opinion on local
government services.
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Figure IV-19. Satisfaction with Local Government Services by Year

Satisfaction with Local Government Services in Comparative Perspective

Brazil leads the countries included in the AmericasBarometer by LAPOP for level of
satisfaction with local government services, with 58.2% (Figure 1V-20). Indeed, the majority of
countries are above 50%. Strikingly, Guyana and its three sister CARICOM counties
convincingly occupy the bottom four positions with satisfaction levels ranging from 44.7 %
(Guyana) to 37% (Jamaica). Despite these poor satisfaction levels, citizens of these four
CARICOM countries do not exhibit a particularly high level of demand-making on local
governments (see Figure IV-13), with Haiti and Belize being among the bottom five demand-
making countries.
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Figure IV-20. Satisfaction with the Local Government Services

Satisfaction with Services Provided by Municipalities or NDCs

The majority of Guyanese are supposed to benefit from the work of two local government
bodies, Neighbourhood Democratic Councils (NDCs) and Municipalities. When one delves into
the satisfaction levels of respondents resident in either NDC- or municipality-governed areas, it
becomes apparent that municipalities are particularly stricken with a lack of confidence in their
performance. Only 36.1 % of respondents in municipal areas expressed satisfaction with the
local government services they received while for respondents resident in NDC areas, the
satisfaction percentage was a full 13 percentage points higher — 49.1% (Figure IV-21).

This finding confirms the earlier suggestion that the City Council in the national capital

faces particular challenges, although other municipalities are by no means exempted. That
demand-making in regions 4 and 10, where the two largest municipalities in Guyana are located,
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is the lowest in the country (see Figure 1V-14) suggests a lack of confidence by citizens in the
ability of municipalities to respond to citizens’ needs, and thus they demand less. The LAPOP
2009 survey also found that citizens in regions 4 and 10 had the lowest level of interpersonal
trust, a phenomena more marked in the national capital, and they consistently lagged in terms of
civic participation measures (see chapter on Interpersonal trust and Civic Participation). These
findings suggest a particular need to address the local governance and civic participation
challenges in regions 4 and 10, within the general needs that exist nationally.
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Figure IV-21. Satisfaction with Municipalities and NDCs Services

Satisfaction with Local Services Provided by NDCs by Regions

Measuring satisfaction with local services offered by the NDCs (Figure 1V-22), by region,
shows that Region 6 is most satisfied at 54.8 percent followed by the hinterland regions and
Region 2 at 52.6 and 51.7 percent respectively. Region 10 brings up the rear with a level well
below all others: 30.7%. It should be noted that there are only 5 NDCs in the regions
characterised in the survey as being hinterland*® (regions 1, 7, 8 and 9) and region 10. The
findings for these regions are based on a small number of NDCs and thus the negative findings
could be a function of one or two NDCs that have been less responsive than others. The
following discussion examines in greater detail the predictors of satisfaction with local
government services.

* Region 1 has two NDCs, while regions 7, 9 and 10 have one each. Region 8 does not have any NDCs.
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Figure 1V-22. Satisfaction with NDCs Services by Regions

Determinants of Satisfaction with Local Government Services
The correlation between the satisfaction with local government services and trust in these

entities is very high, as seen in Figure IV-23. Urban residents are significantly dissatisfied with
the services they receive, and this is the only negative predictor in this regression analysis.
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Figure 1V-23. Predictors of Satisfaction with Local Government Services

Figure IV-24 illustrates the relationship between persons who are generally satisfied with
local government services and trust in local government levels (see earlier discussion, starting on
page 5). The correlations between trust and satisfaction are clearly positive: as one increases so
does the other.

101




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

60

554

504

45+

40

35+

Average Satisfaction with
Local Government Services

30+

T T T T
0-25 25-50 50-75 75-100
Trust in the Local Government

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1V-24. Impact of the Trust in the Local Government on Satisfaction with the
Local Government Services

The significant difference in satisfaction levels between citizens in urban and rural areas
(36 .1 vs 49.1%), indicated in Figure IV-25, continues the trend of urban weakness in the area of
local government. However, this is not to say that the rural levels are cause for much comfort:
even if 49.1% represented the national level of satisfaction, Guyana would still fall in the lower
half of the AmericasBarometer countries, although well ahead of sister CARICOM countries.

There is therefore cause for concern regarding the performance levels of local government
in Guyana, particularly in urban areas, and these confirm the urgency to undertake measures that
assure improved performance. Were an improvement in satisfaction levels to be achieved, it may
very likely result in an increased level of trust in local government.
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Figure IV-25. Satisfaction with the Local Government Services by Area

Support for the Descentralization of Responsibilities

Decentralization of responsibilities to local government is integral to the achievement of
mandates, efficiencies, effectiveness and the development of communities, within the context of
national policy objectives. Decentralization, however, is fundamentally about which level of
government ought to possess more power, or less. Citizens are likely to consider the relative
strengths and weaknesses of central, regional and local governments and to support, or not, the
decentralization of responsibilities based on an assessment of the capacity to assure local

services. The following questions sought to gauge public support for the decentralization of
responsibilities.

LGL2A. Taking into account the current public services in the country, who should be given more
responsibilities? [Read options]

(1) Much more to the central government

(2) Somewhat more to the central government

(3) The same amount to the central government and the city/town/ NDC

(4) Some more to the city/town/ NDC

(5) Much more to the city/town/ NDC

(8) DK/DA
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Now, let’s talk about the allocation of responsibilities and resources to Regional Democratic
Councils (RDC)

LGL2C. Taking into account the current public services in the country, who should be given more
responsibilities? [Read options]

(1) Much more to the central government

(2) Somewhat more to the central government

(3) The same amount to the central government and the Regional Democratic Council (RDC)

(4) Some more to the Regional Democratic Council (RDC)

(5) Much more to the Regional Democratic Council (RDC)

: (8) DK/DA

Citizens Support for Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Regional Democratic
Council and Local Government

When citizens were questioned about the extent to which responsibilities should be
decentalised to RDCs and local government, citizens leaned significantly towards either the
retention of the status quo or an increase in responsibilities for central government (Figure IV-
26). Specifically, when given the choice between central and local governments, 68% of
respondents preferred that responsibilities remain the same or that more responsibilities be given
to central government. Only 32% of respondents felt that more responsibilities should be given
to local governments. When asked about responsibility levels for RDCs, the numbers were
similar: 70.5% in favour of more or the same levels of central government responsibilities and
only 29.5% in favour of more RDC responsibilities.
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central government

Much more to the
central government

Somewhat more to
the central government

Somewhat more to
the central government

Same amount to the
central government and
the city/town/NDC
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Percent Percent

Support for the Decentralization

Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to RDC

of Responsibilities to the Local Government

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1V-26. Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Regional Democratic
Council and Local Government
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Support for Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Local Government in
Comparative Perspective

Guyana, with an average score of 45.8 points on our 0-100 scale, ranks fifth from the
bottom among countries included in the AmericasBarometer by LAPOP, above the Dominican
Republic, Panama, Haiti and Honduras, in terms of support for the decentralisation of
responsibilities to local government (Figure IV-27). Nine countries have levels above 50 with
Bolivia topping the scale significantly at 61 average-points.
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Figure IV-27. Support for the Decentralization of
Responsibilities to the Local Government in Comparative
Perspective

Support for Decentralization of Responsibilities by Regions

In assessing the support of citizens in the ten administrative regions for the
decentralization of responsibilities, it was found that support levels are fairly consistent across the
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regions (Figure 1V-28). Region 3 (51.7 points) has the highest support levels, followed by
regions 10, 5, 6 and 4, with ranges from 49.4 to 44 points. Region 2 has the lowest support levels
of the ten regions, at 39.7 points. A more in-depth discussion of the determinants of support for
decentralisation follows below.
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Figure 1V-28. Support for Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Local
Government by Region

Determinants of Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Local
Government

In determining the factors that influence support for the decentralisation of
responsibilities to the local government, it was found that support levels are higher for citizens in
Regions 10 and 3, and for those who are older and who have higher levels of education, as shown
in Appendix IV-5. There are no significant negative predictors in determining levels of support.
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The reference groups are: Indian and Region 4
Figure 1V-29. Predictors of Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to
the Local Government

In dissecting the support for decentralization (Figure IV-30) according to education level,
it was found that the more educated the respondent, the more they supported decentralisation of
responsibilities to local governments. Individuals who have acquired a higher level of education
are more inclined to support decentralization (49.5 points) than those with primary education
levels (43.9 points). In terms of age, support for decentralisation of responsibilities to local
government rises steadily as one grows older, with the 18-25 age range supporting
decentralisation with 43.3 points and those aged 66+ supporting at 53.4 points.
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Figure 1V-30. Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Local Government by
Education Level and Age

Support for the descentralization of Economic Resources

The management of money in the pursuit of governmental mandates is a key
consideration, and one that is under consideration in the local government reform process within
the National Assembly. The 2009 LAPOP survey asked citizens the following questions to
gauge public opinion as to how decentralized the management of money or economic resources
ought to be.

LGL2B. And taking into account the available economic resources in the country, who should
manage more money? [Read options]

(1) Much more the central government

(2) Some more the central government

(3) The same amount the central government and the city/town/ NDC

(4) Some more the city/town/ NDC

(5) Much more the city/town/NDC

(8) DK/DA

LGL2D. And taking into account the available economic resources in the country, who should
manage more money? [Read options]

(1) Much more the central government

(2) Some more the central government

(3) The same amount the central government and the Regional Democratic Council (RDC)

(4) Some more the Regional Democratic Council (RDC)

(5) Much more the Regional Democratic Council (RDC)

(8) DK/DA
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Citizens Support for Decentralization of Economic Resources to the Regional
Democratic Council and Local Government

When citizens were questioned about the level of decentalisation of economic resources
that should occur, citizens leaned again significantly towards either the retention of the status quo
or an increase in money for central government (Figure IV-31). Specifically, 70.7% of
respondents preferred that the status quo be retained or that central government should manage
more money. Only 29.4% of respondents felt that local governments should manage more
money.* For RDCs, the numbers were starker: 73.2% of respondents favoured more or the same
levels of money for central government and only 26.7% in favour of RDCs managing more
money.

These findings, together with the earlier discussion on the decentralization of
responsibilities, are relevant to the policy discussions that have been taking place on these
subjects at the national political level, as elected representatives seek to give meaning to the
constitutional reforms of 2001. The 2009 survey confirms a lack of citizen confidence in the
ability of regional and local governments to manage additional responsibilities, including
increased fiscal responsibilities, and a preference for the status quo and the perceived strengths of
the central government. The effort to develop legislation that provides for greater levels of
decentralization and responsibility would likely benefit from support for public confidence-
building measures, including the capacity building of local and regional governments.

Much more the
central government

Much more the
central government

Some more the
central government

Some more the
central government

Same amount the central
government and the
city/town/NDC

Same amount the central
government and the RDC

Some more the

city/town/NDC Some more the RDC

Much more the

city/town/NDC Much more the RDC

Percent Percent
Support for the Decentralization Support for the Decentralization
of Economic Resources to Local Government of Economic Resources to RDC

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1V-31. Support for the Decentralization of Economic Resources to the Regional
Democratic Council and Local Government

# Percentages do not total 100% due to rounding errors.

LAPQGP 109




I The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

Support for Decentralization of Economic Resources to the Local Government in

Comparative Perspective

Among countries included in the AmericasBarometer by LAPOP, public support for the
decentralization of economic resources is led by Costa Rica with a level of 61.1 average points
(Figure IV-32). Guyana, with 43.1, is fifth from the bottom. Honduras has the lowest level of
the notable exception of Jamaica (8th with 50.7), the two
other CARICOM countries also demonstrate relatively low levels of support for the management
of more money at the local government levels, with Belize and Haiti demonstrating levels of 44.5

support (35.8 average points). With

and 37.4 average points respectively.
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Figure 1V-32. Support for the Decentralization of Economic
Resources to the Local Government in Comparative Perspective
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Support for Decentralization of Economic Resources to the Local Government by
Regions

Region 3 with 49.6 average points leads local support for the decentralization of
economic resources to the local government, followed by region 5 and the hinterland regions with
46.9 and 45.4 average points respectively (Figure IV.33). Citizens in regions 2 and 6 are the least
supportive of the decentralization of economic resources, with support levels falling to 36 and
39.6 points respectively. A discussion on the predictors of support for increased management of
money by local government follows.
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i 42.7
20 40.0
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of Economic Resources
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Region 2 Region 6 Region 10 Region 4 Regions Region5 Region 3
1,7,8,9
Region

———- 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1V-33. Support for the Decentralization of Economic Resources by Region

Determinants of Support for the Decentralization of Economic Resources

Support for the decentralization of the economic resources to the local government is
positively affected by the predictors of higher education, self-identification as Black, age and
Region 3 (Figure IV-34). In this regression analysis there are no statistically significant negative
predictors.
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The reference groups are: Indian and Region 4
Figure 1V-34. Predictors of support for the Decentralization of Economic
Resources to the Local Government

Analysis of support for the decentralization of economic resources by education level and
self-identified ethnicity (Figure IV.35) indicates that citizens with a higher educational level are
much more inclined to support decentralization to local governments (48.6 points) than those
with only a primary education (41.8 points), consistent with the earlier finding on the general
decentralization of responsibilities. In terms of ethnicity, respondents who identified themselves
as Black (45.7 points) led the other ethnic groups in supporting the decentralization of economic
resources. Persons who self-identified as Indian demonstrated the lowest level of support among
ethnic groups, at a level of 40.6 points. This statistically significant difference in viewpoint
between Blacks and Indians as to whether more money should be managed by local governments
likely reflects the correlation between ethnicity and party voted for, but that analysis would take
us beyond the focus of this chapter. However, it is noticeable that not only is the spread across
this difference in opinion relatively small (5.1 points) but that the level of support is low,
regardless of ethnic group, in comparison to the other countries included in the
AmericasBarometer.
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Figure 1V-35. Support for the Decentralization of Economic Resources to the Local Government by
Education Level and Ethnic Self-identification

The impact of satisfaction with local services (sgllr) on support for
stable democracy

A regression analysis was created (see Appendix IV-7) to establish the relationship
between the impact of satisfaction with local services on support for a stable democracy, using
independent variables such as satisfaction with local government services, satisfaction with the
performance of the current President, education, gender and age.

Relationship between Belief in the Political Legitimacy and Satisfaction with Local
Services

The line chart shown in Figure IV-36 illustrates that the more Guyanese are satisfied with
local government services, the more they are disposed to supporting the political legitimacy of
core democratic institutions. Similarly, as the level of dissatisfaction rises, the level of support
for the legitimacy of core institutions falls. Thus, for democracy to be deepened and consolidated
through the according of legitimacy to core democratic institutions by citizens, it is imperative
that satisfaction levels with the services received from local governments be increased.
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Figure 1V-36. Impact of Satisfaction with Local Services on Political Legitimacy

Relationship between Interpersonal Trust and Satisfaction with Local Services

A final line chart, again based on the regression analysis contained in Appendix V-7, was
created to assess the relationship between interpersonal trust and satisfaction with local services.
As seen in Figure IV-37, there is a strong positive correlation between interpersonal trust and
satisfaction with local services: the more satisfied citizens are with local government services, the
more they will tend to trust others in the society. These findings highlight the role that
democratic institutions can play in creating greater cohesion within the Guyanese society.
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Figure 1V-37. Impact of Satisfaction with Local Services on Interpersonal Trust

Conclusion

In the 2009 LAPOP survey, Guyanese demonstrated a similar level of trust in the three
levels of government — central, regional and local. This puts Guyana into a relatively high
category within the Latin American and Caribbean region, where trust levels in local government
ranked 11™ of 23 countries surveyed and the best among four participating CARICOM countries.

When one examines how local government is viewed by citizens in Guyana it is evident
that hinterland areas possess the highest levels of both trust in local government and participation
in local government meetings, exceeding the top performers in the AmericasBarometer countries.
The hinterland regions also demonstrated the second highest levels of demand-making to local
governments in Guyana, and satisfaction with the services of their local governments.

Despite the positive influence of the hinterland opinion, Guyanese in general are
considerably dissatisfied with the local government services they receive. Guyanese in urban
areas hold even lower levels of trust and satisfaction in the services of their local governments,
and particularly of municipalities. There is much to suggest that Guyanese could learn from the
experiences of their fellow-citizens in the hinterland regions, with a view to improving
democratic and developmental results such as increased participation and satisfaction with
services.
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Citizens of the other CARICOM countries in the AmericasBarometer survey are
significantly dissatisfied with the services of their local governments. Specifically, the
participating CARICOM countries occupy the bottom four positions in the regional comparison,
suggesting that there may be a commonality of causes and effects within CARICOM countries.
There may thus be value in exploring for common solutions across the sub-region.

The general lack of trust, satisfaction, demand-making and participation has contributed
to a situation where Guyanese are very cautious in contemplating the decentralization of
responsibilities, including the management of more money, by local governments. Despite their
misgivings about local governments, however, Blacks are slightly more inclined than other ethnic
groups to support increased decentralization.

Finally, the findings suggest worrisome trends in terms of the health of Guyana’s
democracy, particularly as relate to institutional legitimacy and interpersonal trust. These two
crucial elements of democratic stability are eroded as levels of citizen satisfaction with the
services they receive from local governments decrease. When the citizens perceive little benefit,
they will be less inclined to invest themselves or their resources. In this way, the democratic
dividends of healthy social relations and human development remain unrealized, threatening the
viability of democracy itself.

The efforts of elected representatives at the national level to address the challenges facing
local government are thus highly relevant and of critical importance at this time.
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APPENDIX CHAPTER IV.

Appendix IV-1. Predictors of Trust in the Local Government

Predictors of Trust in the Local Government

Independent Variables Coefficient. t

Black -0.082* (-2.36)
Amerindian 0.033 (0.82)
Mixed -0.053 (-1.75)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.133* (2.90)
Region 10 0.001 (0.04)
Region 6 0.069 (1.76)
Region 5 -0.053 (-1.29)
Region 3 -0.054 (-1.10)
Region 2 0.095%* (2.88)
Urban -0.117* (-2.83)
Wealth 0.052 (1.78)
Age -0.053* (-2.22)
Female -0.020 (-1.07)
Education -0.077* (-2.35)
Crime Victimization -0.039 (-1.48)
Constant 0.005 (0.16)

R-Squared = 0.073

Number of Obs. = 2256

* p<0.05
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Appendix 1V-2. Predictors of Participation in Local Government Meetings

Predictors of Participation in Local Government Meetings

Independent Variables Coefficients (3]
Black 0.084 (0.80)
Amerindian 0.161 (1.84)
Mixed -0.046 (-0.60)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.305* (3.33)
Region 10 0.296* (2.39)
Region 6 0.328* (3.13)
Region 5 0.080 (0.79)
Region 3 0.186 (1.92)
Region 2 0.183 (1.98)
Urban -0.337* (-2.34)
Married or common law 0.061 (0.85)
Number of Children 0.109 (1.11)
Wealth -0.132 (-1.39)
Age 0.107 (1.26)
Female -0.190* (-2.79)
Education 0.077 (0.92)
Crime Victimization 0.154* (2.34)
Constant -2.184* (-22.72)

F=4382

Number of Obs. = 2448

* p<0.05

Appendix 1V-3. Predictors of Demand-Making at the Local Government

Predictors of Demand-Making at the Local Government

Independent Variables Coefficients (3]
Black 0.012 (0.14)
Amerindian 0.127 (1.62)
Mixed -0.013 (-0.20)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.217* (2.48)
Region 10 0.073 (0.62)
Region 6 0.266* (3.30)
Region 5 0.168* (2.26)
Region 3 0.236* (3.25)
Region 2 0.375* (6.21)
Urban -0.066 (-0.74)
Married or common law 0.076 (1.10)
Number of Children 0.089 (0.96)
Wealth 0.059 (0.79)
Age 0.182* (1.99)
Female -0.296* (-3.88)
Education 0.131 (1.40)
Crime Victimization 0.167* (2.68)
Constant -1.977* (-25.80)

F=443

Number of Obs. = 2452

* p<0.05
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Appendix 1V-4. Predictors of Satisfaction with Local Government Services

Predictors of Satisfaction with Local Government Services

Independent Variables Coefficients (t)
Black 0.009 (0.10)
Amerindian -0.014 (-0.11)
Mixed 0.056 (0.68)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.137 (0.94)
Region 10 -0.009 (-0.10)
Region 6 0.081 (1.06)
Region 5 -0.012 (-0.10)
Region 3 0.067 (0.71)
Region 2 0.237* (2.03)
Urban -0.314* (-3.11)
Wealth 0.031 (0.32)
Age -0.023 (-0.29)
Female 0.135 (1.73)
Education 0.060 (0.65)
Crime Victimization 0.001 (0.02)
Trust in the Municipal Government 0.846* (10.19)
Constant 2.091* (20.47)
F=8.05

Number of Obs. = 2144

* p<0.05

Appendix 1V-5. Predictors of Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to

the Local Government

Predictors of Support for the Decentralization of Responsibilities to the Local Government

Independent Variables Coefficient. t
Black 0.027 (0.93)
Amerindian 0.028 (0.87)
Mixed 0.019 (0.55)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.054 (1.02)
Region 10 0.057* (2.35)
Region 6 0.034 (1.52)
Region 5 0.058 (1.82)
Region 3 0.092* (4.01)
Region 2 -0.017 (-0.61)
Urban -0.034 (-1.13)
Wealth 0.054 (1.57)
Age 0.087* (3.33)
Female -0.030 (-1.46)
Education 0.077* (2.43)
Attended a Municipal Meeting 0.036 (1.38)
Satisfaction with Local Government -0.049 (-1.74)
Services

Constant -0.002 (-0.07)

R-Squared = 0.030

Number of Obs. = 2080

* p<0.05
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Appendix 1V-6. Predictors of Support for the Decentralization of Economic Resources

Predictors of Support for the Decentralization of Economic Resources

Independent Variables Coefficient. t
Black 0.085* (3.28)
Amerindian 0.028 (0.73)
Mixed 0.045 (1.74)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.060 (1.20)
Region 10 -0.026 (-0.79)
Region 6 -0.021 (-0.74)
Region 5 0.051 (1.57)
Region 3 0.086* (4.94)
Region 2 -0.036 (-1.37)
Urban -0.038 (-1.10)
Wealth 0.046 (1.32)
Age 0.058* (2.06)
Female -0.042 (-1.82)
Education 0.046* (2.05)
Attended a Municipal Meeting 0.028 (1.15)
Satisfaction with Local Government 20,002 (-0.07)
Services

Constant 0.009 (0.31)

R-Squared = 0.030

Number of Obs. = 2054

* p<0.05
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Impact of Satisfaction with Local Services on Support for Stable Democracy

Impact of Satisfaction with Local Services on Support for Stable Democracy

Support for Democracy

Support for the Right

Political Tolerance

Legitimacy of Core

Interpersonal Trust

Independent Variables Public Contestation Institutions

Coef. Err. est. Coef. Err. est. Coef. Err. est. Coef. Err. est. Coef. Err. est.
Satisfaction with Local
Government Services -0.029 (0.03) 0.002 (0.02) -0.005 (0.03) 0.198* (0.02) 0.081* (0.02)
Satisfaction with the
Performance of the Current 0.095%* (0.04) -0.020 (0.02) -0.083* (0.03)
President
Political Interest -0.015 (0.03) 0.050%* (0.02) 0.055* (0.02) 0.063* (0.02)
Education 0.223 (0.24) 0.370 (0.20) 0.211 (0.21) -0.621* (0.20) 0.050 (0.20)
Female -2.156 (1.47) -2.218* (0.95) -2.630* (1.06) -0.296 (1.11) -1.811* (0.91)
Age 0.367 (0.22) 0.051 (0.17) 0.210 (0.19) -0.678* (0.20) 0.136 (0.19)
q2sq -0.004 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) -0.002 (0.00) 0.007* (0.00) 0.000 (0.00)
Wealth -0.047 (0.40) 0.302 (0.32) 0.625 (0.36) 0.319 (0.29) 0.304 (0.34)
Perception of Family
Economic Situation 0.189 (0.75) -0.922% (0.43) -1.156 (0.59) 2.298%* (0.65) 1.482%* (0.63)
Size of city/town -0.604 (0.74) -1.595* (0.48) -1.865* (0.82) 3.917* (0.51) 2.046* (0.59)
Constant 60.016* (6.72) 73.210% (4.80) 64.655%* (7.48) 38.678* (5.44) 38.348* (5.11)
R-cuadrado 0.011 0.043 0.052 0.180 0.040
N of Cases 1952 2132 2092 2123 2142
* p<0.05
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Chapter V. Impact of Citizen Perception
of Government Economic
Performance on Support for
Stable Democracy”’

Theoretical Framework

The final chapter in Part II of this study deals with the issue of the impact of perception of
government performance on support for stable democracy. It has become common place in the
field of democratic governance, especially when speaking about election outcomes, to comment:
“It’s the economy, stupid.” That is, when incumbent candidates lose office, it is often attributed
to current economic performance. Citizens directly associate the performance of the economy
with those who are in control of the national government. In Latin America where, as has been
shown in the preceding chapters, citizens often have negative experiences with specific aspects of
governance (such as crime and corruption), they also have often been disappointed by the
performance of the economy in two key ways: reducing poverty and unemployment. This
chapter, then, looks at citizen perceptions of the success/failure of the government to deal with
these two critical economic challenges and their impact on support for stable democracy.

While economic conditions have long been thought to have played a role in support for
democracy, it was not until the mid 1970s and early 1980s that researchers began to take note.
During this time, largely in the developed world, especially the United States, survey research
began to see a considerable drop in public support for both political leaders and institutions.
While much of this drop was originally attributed to national controversies and scandals such as
the unpopular Vietnam War or Watergate, scholars began to notice that public opinion was not
rising and falling according to these events. Rather, it seemed, macro and micro economic
conditions were falling more in line with the ebbs and flows of public opinion. As perceptions of
economic conditions improved, so too did opinions of political leaders, institutions and overall
support for the system.

Measuring system support can most clearly be traced back to David Easton’s (1965) three
tier categorization of political support, articulated as political community, the regime, and

*0 This chapter was written by Brian Faughnan.
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political authorities, which Easton (1975) later consolidated into two forms of system support,
diffuse and specific. Diffuse support according to Muller, Jukam and Seligson (1982) can be
defined ““as a feeling that the system can be counted on to provide equitable outcomes, or it can
take the form of legitimacy, defined as a person’s conviction that the system conforms to his/her
moral or ethical principles about what is right in the political sphere” (Muller et al. 1982, 241)
while specific support involves evaluations of the current incumbents within the political system.

Despite the fact that early research focuses on the effects of economic performance on
political or system support in the developed world, there was generally no distinction made
between Easton’s three tiers and diffuse and specific support. However, in 1987 Lipset and
Schneider found that in the United States, negative economic outlooks and perceptions affected
“peoples’ feelings about their leaders and institutions” (Lipset and Schneider 1987, 2) and that
“the confidence level varies with the state of the economy, economic improvements should
increase faith in institutions” (ibid, 5). In other words, poor economic conditions in the United
States affected specific support to a large extent with little or no effect on diffuse support.

More recently, however, the effects of the perceptions of economic conditions on support
for stable democracy in the developed world have been placed in doubt, especially aggregate-
level economic performance which, according to Dalton, “offers limited systematic empirical
evidence demonstrating that poor macroeconomic performance is driving down aggregate levels
of political support across the advanced industrial democracies” (2004, 113). He does continue
to write that while aggregate level economic indicators may not affect system support, individual
level analyses of a society’s economic conditions are perhaps a better gauge of support of the
system within that society. Kornberg and Clarke (1992) also note that the political community
should remain rather unaffected by short-term economic perceptions, but that political authorities
are not as fortunate. In his 2004 study of advanced industrial democracies, Dalton observes a
moderate correlation with a person’s financial satisfaction and support for the incumbent
(specific support). He goes on to find that across eight US presidential administrations, citizens
who are more optimistic about their personal economic situations also tend to be more trusting of
government. However, according to Dalton, “perceptions of the national economy are more
closely linked to trust in government, and the relationship with their personal financial condition
is weaker.” In other words, while citizens are more likely to hold the government responsible for
the state of the national economy, they are “less likely to generalize from their own financial
circumstances to their evaluations of government overall” (Dalton 2004, 118). Nevertheless,
Dalton’s conclusions on the subject of economic performance and support for the system are
cautious ones and that “the link between economic performance and political support appears
tenuous” (ibid, 127) within the OECD nations.

Turning now toward a government’s economic performance and support for stable
democracy within the region of Latin America, Power and Jamison (2005) include as a proximate
cause for the low levels of political trust in Latin America economic conditions which according
to them have been “fragmentary and inconsistent.” In accordance with previous literature, the
authors’ preliminary conclusion is that a country’s “level of economic development is less
important than economic performance” (Power and Jamison 2005, 58). However, they caution
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that these results should not be interpreted as being conclusive and that more research is needed.
Furthermore, Schwarz-Blum (2008) finds that, contrary to the conclusions of Dalton and others
who study advanced industrial democracies, in Latin America, one’s individual assessment of
both the national as well as their individual economic conditions does play a role in their support
for the political system, and that citizens who evaluate more highly both the national as well as
their personal economic situations will be more likely to support the political system than those
citizens who hold lower perceptions. Given the inconclusive results from the previous research
conducted on the subject, this chapter, using AmericasBarometer survey data, will examine the
impact of economic performance on trust in institutions and other important dimensions of
support for stable democracy as outlined in chapter I of this study.

How Might Perception of Government Economic Performace Affect
Support for Stable Democracy?

Citizens who believe that their governments are performing well in terms of economic
growth may have a stronger belief that democracy is the best system. It is less likely, however,
that this perception would affect their core democratic values (extensive and inclusive
contestation). On the other hand, we would expect a strong association between perceptions of
economic performance and the legitimacy of the core institutions of the regime. Finally, it may be
that citizens who see the system as performing poorly over time may have a more negative sense
of social capital, but we anticipate that the relationship will be particularly strong. In the pages
below we test these hypotheses with the AmericasBarometer data.

Government Economic Performance

Like many citizens of the Western Hemisphere, the citizens of Guyana tend, more than
any other category, to rate the economy as the main problem of the country. As can be observed
in Figure V-1, in 2009, 56.2% of respondents identified the economy as the main problem facing
the country today. The next highest category is security concerns, accounting for 13.1% of
respondents followed by politics (12.3%), other (11.3%) and basic services (7.1%). Comparing
these results to those of 2006, it quickly becomes clear that the economy has become much more
of a perceived problem in the three years between the two survey rounds. While in 2006 a
plurality of respondents labelled the economy as being the main problem facing the country, at
just over 40% of respondents, this is 10 percentage points from a majority. Likewise, a
significantly higher proportion (27% vs. 13%) of Guyanese labelled security as their main
concern in 2006 than 2009, while all other categories remained comparable in terms of
respondents labelling them as the primary problem.

Fully understanding the reasons for the significant shifts between 2006 and 2009 in terms
of the economy being the number one problem in the country goes beyond the scope of this
chapter. However, there are a number of plausible explanations that deserve at least brief
mention. First, and perhaps most likely, is that of the 24 AmericasBarometer surveys
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administered by LAPOP in 2008/09, the Guyana survey was the only one that took place
following the collapse of the U.S. financial sector and the resulting global economic troubles. It is
possible, perhaps likely, that the significant increase in the economy as the primary concern is a
response to the events of the second half of 2008.

Second, between 2006 and 2009, a 14% decrease was observed between those who saw
security as the major concern for the country. Given that the other possible categories, politics,
basic services, and other remained relatively stable between the two rounds, it could also be
hypothesized that citizens are feeling safer and more secure in 2009 than they were in 2006. The
analysis of this issue is developed more in-depth in other chapters in this volume.

Other
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Other
10.2%

Politics
12.3%

Basic Services
7.1%

Security
13.1%

Politics
14.5%

Economy
40.8%

Economy
56.2%
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7.4%

Security
27.0%

2006 2009

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure V-1. Economy as the Main Problem of the Country

Whatever the reasoning, however, the data are clear that in 2009, over 50% of the
Guyanese population viewed the economy as the primary problem facing their country.
Furthermore, the proportion of respondents holding this view increased almost 16 percentage
points since the last AmericasBarometer was conducted in the country in 2006. To understand
how these attitudes might affect democracy and democratic stability, we must dig deeper into the
AmericasBarometer data. This chapter will first examine how Guyanese feel about the economic
performance of their government, including comparisons across the hemisphere, time, and
regions within the country. It will then examine the role of economic outlooks (both national and
personal) on specific support for the government. Finally, before concluding, the chapter will
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examine the impact of perception of government economic performance on democratic stability
in Guyana.

Measuring Perception of Government Economic Performance

In order to measure citizens’ perceptions of their government’s handling of the economy,
the Latin American Public Opinion Project has created a new index (econperf). This index is a
product of two items in the 2008/09 survey conducted in 23 countries throughout the Americas;’'
both items ask respondents to rate their respective government’s performance on economic
issues. The first item (N1) asks respondents how well they believe their current government
fights poverty. The second question included in the index (N12) asks respondents to rate their
government’s performance on combating unemployment. Below the exact wording for each
question is included.

N1. To what extent would you say the current government fights poverty?

N12. To what extent would you say the current government combats unemployment?

3! The total number of countries included in the 2008/09 Round of the AmericasBarometer Survey was 24; however,
the applicable questions for this chapter were not included in the Canadian questionnaire, therefore 23 countries will
be used for this specific analysis.
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Perceptions of Government Economic Performance in Comparative Perspective
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Figure V-2. Perception of Government Economic Performance in
Comparative Perspective

Citizen perception of government economic performance varies greatly throughout the
Americas. The results of the economic performance index, in a comparative perspective, can be
seen in Figure V-2. The average score for the 23 countries is 41.3 on the 0 to 100 scale where 0
signifies that citizens believe the economic performance of their government is poor while 100
signifies satisfaction with the government’s economic perforamance. However, as can be seen
from the figure above, a significant disparity exists between the countries. For example, five
countries, Chile, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Bolivia and Uruguay, have scores which exceed the
mid-point of 50 on the 0-100 scale. Uruguay is the country which has the highest average score
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for citizen perceptions of government economic performance at 54.6. Alternatively, a separate
group of countries falls at or below the thirty point mark in their average perception of
government economic performance, and one of those countries, Paraguay, has an average score
which is almost 14 points below the next closest country, Haiti.

As can be seen from the figure above, in relation to the other countries included in the
2008/09 AmericasBarometer survey, Guyana’s average score of 45.4 slightly exceeds the region
average of 41.3. Of the 23 countries, Guyana is 10 places from the top, and has a score which is
statistically indistinguishable (as demonstrated by the confidence interval bars) from Venezuela,
Belize, Ecuador, Mexico, Brazil, Colombia, and the Dominican Republic.

To better understand the case of Guyana, however, we must move away from the
hemispheric comparison and look more in-depth at the country level data. The first question we
will seek to answer is how the data concerning citizens’ perceptions of government economic
performance differs between the two rounds of surveys (2006 and 2009) that have been
conducted by LAPOP in Guyana. The section below addresses this issue.

Perceptions of Government Economic Performance over Time
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Figure V-3. Perception of Government Economic Performance in 2006 and 2009

Interestingly, as the proportion of Guyanese who view the economy as the main problem
facing the country increased between 2006 and 2009 (as seen in Figure V-1), the average score of
perceptions of government economic performance also increased. As can be seen in Figure V-3
above, in 2006, the average score for the index was 34.6, while in 2009 it increased to 45.4, an
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increase of almost 11 points. If we follow the hypothesis laid out in the beginning of the chapter,
namely, that when rating the economy as the country’s most pressing problem, interviewees were
responding in large part to the global economic crisis. We could, therefore surmise from the
results of Figure V-3 that the Guyanese, in large part, do not blame the incumbent government
for the current economic situation.

Perceptions of Government Economic Performance by Region
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Figure V-4. Perception of Government Economic Performance by Region, 2009

As in the previous two figures, Figure V-4, shown above, employs the index of
perceptions of government economic performance as the dependent variable, examining it in
relationship to the ten regions in Guyana. Region 4 is shown to register the lowest average in
citizen perception of government economic performace with an average score of 39.7 while
Region 2 displays the highest perception in government economic performance with an average
score of 60.3. In addition to Region 2, we also find that the Guyanese from Region 3 also tend to
have relatively high evaluations of government economic performance with an average score
exceeding the mid-point; statistically, the respondents Regions 2 and 3 hold roughly the same
views concerning their government’s performance on economic matters. Beyond these two
regions, however, we find lower evaluations of government economic performance, with
averagees failing to reach 50 points on the 0-100 scale. Regions 4 and 10 are especially low, each
of which averages less than 40 points.
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While examining the results of citizen perceptions of government economic performance
in the aggregate assists us in understanding and coming to macro-level conclusions, in order to
truly understand the data in the AmericasBarometer surveys, we must dig deeper and examine
them at the individual level. The remaining pages of this chapter will do just that. Basing our
theoretical argument on the research of Easton (1975), Lipset and Schneider (1987) and Dalton
(2004), the independent variables of interest will include what political scientists call both
sociotropic and isotropic economic perceptions. In other words, we are interested in
understanding how individuals’ perception of the national economic situation as well as their
perception on their own personal economic situation influences how they perceive the
government’s economic performance.

To measure the sociotropic and isotropic economic situations, the analyses below employ
two items from the AmericasBarometer core questionnaire. Shown below, SOCT1 asks
respondents how they would describe the country’s economic situation, while IDIO1 asks
respondents to rate their own eoconomic situation.

SOCT1. How would you describe the economic situation of the country? Would you say that it is very
good, good, neither good nor bad, bad, or very bad?

(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (4) Bad (5) Very bad (8) Doesn’t know

IDIO1. How would you describe your overall economic situation? Would you say that it is very good,
good, neither good nor bad, bad, or very bad?

(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (4) Bad (5) Very bad (8) Doesn’t know

While the relationship between individuals’ evaluation of national and personal economic
situations and their assessment of government economic performance is by no means immune
from the ever-present threat of endogeniety, we contend that it is reasonable to assume that the
causal arrows flow from the previously stated independent variables to determine perceptions of
government economic performance. It is not unrealistic to presume that in evaluating the
economic performance of their government, citizens first evaluate their own personal economic
situation as well as the current health of their national economy.

In addition to the two independent variables mentioned above, the quantitative analyses in
this chapter will also employ a number of control variables to hold those effects constant.
Included as controls will be the size of the city or town in which the respondents live, their
wealth (as measured by household possessions), age, sex, and the education level of the
respondents. Furthermore, regions are also included as control variables in the regression models
below. It should be noted that in order to preserve the readabillity of the figures, not all control
are depicted; however, for those interested, all variables included in the regressions, along with
their coefficients, standard errors, and t-values are included in tabular form in the appendix of this
chapter.
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Determinants of Perception of Government Economic Performance
in Guyana

Figure V-5 presents the results of the multivariate regression predicting perceptions of
government economic performance. Variables which cross the red vertical line do not carry any
statistical significance (at the .05 level) while those whose horizontal lines (representing the
confidence intervals) fall to the right of the 0 mark have a significant, positive impact on the
dependent variable, and those to the left of the red line have a significant, negative impact on
predicting perceptions of government economic performance. The dots in the centre of the line
represent the expected impact.
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The reference group is: Metropolitan Area
Figure V-5. Determinants of Perceptions of Government Economic Performance

As can be seen from Figure V-5, the two variables of interest, individual perception of
the national economic situation and one’s own economic situation are both statistically and
substantively significant in the expected direction. We find that as people’s attitudes become
more positive towards their personal and national economic situations, their perceptions of the

> While urban area and male are not displayed in the figure, they are accounted for. Being dummy variables, these
two categories are referred to as “reference categories” meaning that all other categories of that variable are
compared in relation to the reference. Additionally, in the table in the appendix, for the region variables Region 4 is
omitted from the table as is the Indian variable for race. These two categories are also reference categories for their
respective variables.
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government’s economic performance increase. The linear relationships of these two variables are
depicted in Figures V-6 and V-7, showing that in the case of citizens’ perception of their personal
economic situation, as their evaluation increases so to does their perception of the government’s
handling of the economy.

More interestingly, however, is Figure V-7 which shows a positive linear relationship
between one’s evaluation of the national economic situation and perceptions of government
economic performance between the ratings of “very bad” to “good” on the evaluation of the
national economy (we notice an insignificant decrease in the perceptions of government
economic performance by those who rate the sociotropic economic situation as “very good”).

Figure V-5 shows that compared to those living in Georgetown, the capital city, Guyanese
who live in rural areas are statistically more likely to hold positive perceptions regarding
governmental economic performance. Likewise, age shows a significant, negative relationship,
meaning that younger Guyanese tend to hold more pessimistic perceptions of government
economic performance. The final significant variable in the regression predicting government
economic performance is education, which impacts the dependent variable negatively; those with
less education hold more favourable perceptions of government economic performance.
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Figure V-6. Impact of the Perception of Personal Economic Situation on Perceptions
of Government Economic Performance, 2009
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Figure V-7. Impact of the Perception of the National Economic Situation on Perceptions
of Government Economic Performance, 2009

From the regression results presented above, the data from Guyana support the research of
both Dalton and Schwarz-Blum. In the former, Dalton contends that, in developed countries,
citizens use their evaluations of the national economic situation to evaluate government economic
performance. As can be seen above, the most significant variable, statistically as well as
substantially significant, is one’s perception of the national economic situation. However,
Schwarz-Blum contends that while in developed countries, personal economic situations may not
impact one’s evaluation of governmental economic performance, in Latin America, this is not
case. Guyana supports this claim: we find that although citizens’ evaluation of the national
economy is a stronger predictor of their perception of government economic performance,
evaluations of their personal economic situation is also a statistically and substantively significant
predictor of the dependent variable.

The previous analysis examined perceptions of government economic performance as a
dependent variable finding that both personal and national economic evaluations are significant
predictors in the case of Guyana. The remaining pages of this chapter, will examine the impact of
these variables on support for both specific and diffuse democracy, or, how individuals view the
current government (specific) and the impact these variables have on democratic stability
(diffuse).
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Perceptions of the Economic Situation and Its Impact on Specific
Support in Guyana

Figure V-1 above showed that a majority of Guyanese rate the economy as being the
primary concern facing the country. Furthermore, this chapter has demonstrated significant
variation in attitudes concerning how people view the economic performance of the Guyanese
national government. Given that we have already examined the determinants of perceptions of
economic performance in Guyana, the remaining pages of this chapter attempt to explain
attitudes toward democracy. As was articulated in the theoretical framework of this chapter,
David Easton theorized over 30 years ago that democratic support could be sub-classified into
both specific and diffuse support; specific support referring to one’s support for the current
democratic government and leaders of the society and diffuse support referring to one’s support
of democratic institutions, regardless of the current leadership.

This section examines the impact that perceptions of government economic performance
has on specific support for democracy. To measure this concept, we utilize question M1 from the
2009 AmericasBarometer Survey in Guyana which asks the following:

M1. Speaking in general of the current government, how would you rate the job performance of
President Jagdeo? [Read the options]

(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor bad (fair) (4) Bad (5) Verybad (8) DK/DR

Very Good
14.0%

Good
21.3%

Good
29.3%

either Good Nor Bag
38.1%

either Good Nor Badg
50.6%

2006 2009

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure V-8. Satisfaction with the Performance of the Current President, 2009
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The two pie charts in Figure V-8 depict the assessments of the work of the current
president given by respondents in both 2006 and 2009. As can be observed, in 2009 the ratings
for President Jagdeo increased in both the “very good” and “very bad” categories, while the
proportion of Guyanese responding “neither good nor bad” decreased. In the most recent survey,
14% of respondents rated their satisfaction with the current president as “very good” while
almost 30% rated their satisfaction as “good”. The middle response, “neither good nor bad”
decreased by more than 12 percentage points between the two surveys with only 38% of
respondents rating the president that way. Finally, about 12% rated their satisfaction with the
president as “bad” and 6.7% as “very bad”.

In order to facilitate the analysis of this variable, the Latin American Public Opinion
Project has converted it into a scale from 0-100 where 0 signifies the least satisfaction with the
performance of the current president, while 100 represents the most satisfied.
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Figure V-9. Average Satisfaction with the Performance of the Current President by
Region, 2009

On the 0-100 scale, the average satisfaction with the performance of the current president
is 58.4. Figure V-9 shows how that support is dispersed by region in Guyana. Region 2 has the
highest satisfaction with the job of the president. Statistically speaking, we can only conclude that
the population of Region 2, on average, is more satisfied with the president’s performance than
are the citizens of Regions 4 and 10, which hold the lowest opinion of presidential performance.
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Of note are the racial tensions represented in this variable. Below, Figure V-10 stratifies
the satisfaction variable (M1) by race, showing that the levels of satisfaction expressed by
respondents who identified with each race. The differences are statistically different.
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Figure V-10. Average Satisfaction with the Performance of the Current President by
Ethnicity, 2009

It is commonplace in surveys to find that ethnic identities matter in rating job
performance of elected officials. Thus, it is not surprising to find that the self-identifying Indian
population of Guyana is the most strongly satisfied with the current president’s job performance.
The Amerindian population, with a level of 62.8 is the next most satisfied group, while those of
mixed race rate the performance of the current president at over the 50 point threshold. Persons
who identify themselves as Black rate the work of the current president below the mid-point at
45.2 points.

To understand the impact of perceptions of economic performance on specific support for

democracy, a multivariate regression is estimated below with perceptions of government
economic performance serving as an independent or explanatory variable.
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Figure V-11. Determinants of the Approval of the Current President (Specific
Support), 2009

Figure V-11 above, depicts the predictors for specific support of democracy in Guyana,
(i.e., approval of the current president). In addition to a number of control variables, all the
economic perception variables result in statistically and substantively significant relationships
with the dependent variable. Not surprisingly, and consistent with the well-established literature
in political science on topics such as retrospective voting and candidate evaluation, in Guyana we
find that citizens use evaluations of current economic conditions, both personal and national, to
evaluate political leaders, in this case, the Guyanese president. Specifically, of the variables
included in the multivariate model predicting specific support for democracy, age, size of city or
town of the respondent, perception of one’s personal economic situation, perception of the
national economic situation, and, our variable of interest, perception of government economic
performance, all have positive impacts on specific support for democracy.

In Figure V-12, the strong, positive relationship between perception of government
economic performance and specific support for democracy is depicted. As one’s perception of the
economic performance of the Guyanese government increases, we would also expect, on average,
an increase in satisfaction with the work of the current president. Indeed, for those who hold the
highest perception of government economic performance, we would expect an average score of
80 for the specific support measure, while those with the lowest levels on the independent
variable would have and average score close to 40 points on the 0-100 scale.
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Figure V-12. Impact of the Perception of Government Economic Performance on the
Approval of the Current President (Specific Support), 2009

Shown below in Figures V-13 and V-14 are the linear relationships of isotropic and
sociotropic economic perceptions and approval of the current president, Bharrat Jagdeo. In both
charts, we see a clear linear relationship between the two variables. We can confidently conclude
that perceptions of economic situations serve as strong predictors in determining a person’s
specific support for democracy; as economic perceptions improve, so too does support for the
current leader of Guyana.

|'_:.‘ ﬂﬂﬂ 139




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

-
G 70
0.8
£%
§E 65
3t
s % 60
go
[} i
EE 55
T
o °
o9 50
5C
a c
]
T 451
<8
e
Y 40
T T T T T
Very Bad Bad Neither Good Good Very Good
nor Bad (Fair)
. Perception of Personal Economic Situation
Sig. < 0.001
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure V-13. Impact of the Perception of One’s Personal Economic Situation on the
Approval of the Current President (Specific Support), 2009
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Figure V-14. Impact of the Perception of the National Economic Situation on the
Approval for the Current President (Specific Support), 2009
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In sum, this section of this chapter has examined the impact of economic perceptions on
specific support for democracy, or their support for the current democratic government. To
measure this, the study employs the question regarding presidential performance. This item, M1,
asks respondents to rate their satisfaction with the current president. In addition to the size of the
city or town of the respondent, in the case of Guyana, we also find that individuals’ current
attitude toward not only the national economic situation but also their own personal economic
situation are significant variables for predicting specific support for democracy: as positive
economic perceptions increase, so too does support for the current president. Finally, we also find
that as one’s perception of government economic performance increases, specific support is also
likely to increase.

The next section examines another facet of democratic support for democracy— diffuse
support. To do so, this chapter uses the AmericasBarometer survey in Guyana to understand the
impact of perceptions of government economic performance on democratic stability, finding that
in a number of different aspects of democratic stability this variable has significant explanatory
power.

Impact of Perception of Government Economic Performance on
Democratic Stability in Guyana

To analyze support for democratic stability in Guyana, this analysis will continue to
utilize the index measuring government economic performance. Specifically, this part of the
current chapter seeks to understand, what impact if any, perception of government performance
has on support for democratic stability. As democracy and democratic stability are multi-faceted
concepts, to adequately measure them we are required to utilize multi-faceted techniques.
Therefore, LAPOP has identified five key aspects of democratic stability and measures each of
the five in the most recent round of the Guyanese survey. The five aspects of democratic stability
are (1) support for democracy, (2) support for the right of participation, (3) political tolerance, (4)
legitimacy of political institutions, and (5) interpersonal trust. To understand how perceptions of
government economic performance affects support for a stable democracy in Guyana, each
dimension is modelled separately using multivariate regression techniques. The charts below
depict only the significant linear relationships between perceptions of government economic
performance and the respective aspects of democratic stability; however, included in the
appendix of this chapter are regression tables which present the results for all five regression
models including all co-variates.
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Figure V-15. Impact of the Perception of Government Economic Performance on the
Support for Participation, 2009

Figure V-15 above depicts the significant relationship between perception of government
economic performance and support for the right of participation. The results shown above,
although not perfectly linear, suggest that support for the right of participation depends in large
measure on how economic performance of the government is perceived. In the first quartile,
those who perceive government economic performance in the most negative terms have the
highest regard for the right of participation. Moving from the first to the second quartile in
perceptions of government economic performance, we notice a sharp decrease in support for the
right of protest. While there is a slight increase between those who fall in the second and third
quartile, a noticeable jump in support for the right to participate occurs between the third and
fourth quartiles, but the difference is not significant.

As is the case throughout the Americas, in Guyana we find a significant positive
correlation between trust in the national government and the perception of government economic
performance.”® Although it goes beyond the purview of this chapter to systematically test this
relationship, the high correlation between the two variables in the case of Guyana leads us to
conclude that higher levels of support for the right to participate, given their negative perceptions
of government economic performance, is ultimately a product of lack of citizen confidence in the
central government of Guyana. Those who have low levels of trust in the central government also

>3 Throughout the 23 countries included in this analysis, the correlation between trust in the national government and
perception of government economic performance is 0.58 (sig.<0.001). In Guyana the correlation between the two
variables is 0.57 (sig.<0.001),
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express the most negative opinions regarding government economic performance and are more
likely to support the right of participation and opposition.
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Figure V-16. Impact of the Perception of Government Economic Performance on
Tolerance, 2009

A second aspect of stable democracy of which perception of government economic
performance is a significant predictor is tolerance. Figure V-16 shows a negative linear
relationship between the two variables. Citizens whose perceptions regarding government
economic performance are the most negative tend to also have the highest levels of political
tolerance. In this graph, like the previous ones, we find that those whose perceptions of
government economic performance are the most negative show the highest rates of political
tolerance as measured by an index created by LAPOP while those with the most faith in
government economic performance score the lowest on the same measure.
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Figure V-17. Impact of the Perception of Government Economic Performance on the
Legitimacy of Political Institutions, 2009

A further aspect of democratic stability with which perceptions of democratic economic
performance have a significant relationship is shown above in Figure V-17. In this case, support
for the government’s economic performance correlates with higher levels of legitimacy of
political institutions. As can be seen from the clear linear relationship between the two variables,
Guyanese whose perceptions of government economic performance are most negative also tend
to have the weakest belief in the legitimacy of political institutions. Alternatively, those with the
highest perceptions of government economic performance also express the highest levels of
belief in the legitimacy of the country’s political institutions.

It is legitimacy in political institutions which is most closely associated with David
Easton’s definition of diffuse support for democracy (1975). The figure above supports our
hypothesis that individuals’ perception of the government’s economic performance greatly
impacts their diffuse support for democracy in a positive direction. It is the diffuse support of
democracy which most preoccupies democratization scholars, given that, unlike specific support
for democracy, diffuse support goes beyond support for the current government or leaders and
addresses support for the government system within the society.
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Figure V-18. Impact of the Perception of Government Economic Performance on
Interpersonal Trust, 2009

The final aspect of a stable democracy with which perceptions of government economic
performance has a significant relationship is that of interpersonal trust. Figure V-18 presents this
relationship and shows that as citizens’ positive perception of government economic performance
increases, so to does their level of interpersonal trust. Specifically, we see an average difference
of about 10 points in interpersonal trust between those with the lowest perceptions of government
economic performance and those with the highest levels of the dependent variable.

In Guyana, the only aspect of democratic stability with which perceptions of government
economic performance do not have a significant relationship is the measure used for support for
democracy. This variable was measured using what has become known as the “Churchillean
question,” asking respondents to what point do they agree or disagree (on a 0-7 scale) that
“Democracy may have its problems, but it is better than any other form of government;” In the
2009 Guyana sample, almost 70% of respondents answered that question with a 5 or above.

Conclusions

The current chapter analyzes the extent to which individuals’ perception of current
economic conditions and government economic performance has an impact on various aspects of
democratic support in Guyana. Although we primarily employed data gathered from the 2009
AmericasBarometer Survey by the Latin American Public Opinion Project conducted in Guyana,
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the opening sections of the chapter enlisted a number of comparisons to place the data into a
temporal context. First, it was demonstrated that since 2006 Guyanese have become more
concerned with the economy, with over half labelling it as the primary concern facing the country
in the most recent round of surveys (2009). Furthermore, while the Guyanese have grown more
preoccupied with the current state of the economy, average perceptions of government economic
performance have actually increased by over 10 points since the previous round, placing Guyana
over the regional average of 41.3.

Concerning perceptions of economic conditions and their support for democracy, the
current chapter estimated several multivariate models to reflect the multifaceted nature of the
concept. First, in Guyana we find a significant relationship between perceptions of government
economic performance and specific support for democracy. As has been demonstrated in
advanced industrial democracies, and also in Guyana, citizens employ economic perceptions to
evaluate their political leaders. Other variables such as age and size of city or town were also
found to be significant predictors.

Perception of government economic performance is also found to be a significant
explanatory variable for many aspects of democratic stability, although not in consistent
directions. Regarding support for the right of participation it was shown that in Guyana, those
with the lowest perceptions of government economic performance are the most supportive while
those in the second quartile are the least supportive. A negative linear relationship exists between
perceptions of government economic performance and political tolerance; on average, those with
the most positive perceptions exhibit lower levels of tolerance. Finally, in what most closely
resembles Easton’s definition of diffuse support for democracy, perception of government
economic performance has a positive, significant relationship on the legitimacy of political
institutions, while a positive relationship also exists between the key independent variable and
interpersonal trust.

In short, economic perceptions do matter. In this chapter we have demonstrated that in
Guyana perception of government economic stability is a strong predictor not only for specific
and diffuse support of democracy among the citizenry but also for democratic stability more
broadly. While in the latter concept, support for democratic stability, the relationship is not
consistent among all five spheres of the concept, it is clear that this variable is essential to
democratic support in the broadest sense of the term.
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Appendix V-1. The Most Serious Problem Facing the Country (A4) Recoded by Category

Economy Security Basic Services Politics Other
Lack of Credit Delinquency, Crime, | Water, Lack of (19) Armed Conflict Inequality (58)
(09) Violence (05) (30)
Unemployment/Lack | Gangs (14) Roads in poor Corruption  (13) Forced
of Jobs (03) condition (18) Displacement
(32)

Economy, problems
with, crisis of (01)

Kidnapping (31)

Education, lack of,
poor quality (21)

Human rights,
violations of (56)

Discrimination (25)

Inflation, high prices | Security (Lack of) Electricity, lack of Politicians (59) Drug addiction (11)

(02) (27) (24)

Poverty (04) War on Terror Health Services, lack | Bad Government Population explosion
(17) of (22) (15) (20)

Land to Farm, Lack
of (07)

Terrorism (33)

Transportation,
problems with (60)

Environment (10)

External Debt (26)

Violence (57)

Housing (55)

Migration (16)

Malnutrition (23)

Narco-trafficking (12)

Popular protest
(Strikes, street
closings, work
stoppages, etc.) (06)

Narcoterrorism (65)

Other (70)
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Appendix V-2. Predictors of Perception of Government Economic Performance

Perception of Government Economic Performance

Independent Variables Coefficients 9]
Perception of Personal Economic Situation 0.102* (4.44)
Perception of National Economic Situation 0.188* (8.49)
Small City 0.100 (1.93)
Rural Area 0.187* (3.65)
Household wealth 0.047 (1.73)
Age -0.058* (-2.84)
Female 0.004 (0.28)
Education -0.099* (-4.57)
Region 2 0.169* (4.99)
Region 3 0.072* (2.14)
Region 4 0.078 (1.52)
Region 6 0.029 (0.86)
Region 10 0.071 (1.66)
Regions 1,7.,8,9 0.012 (0.21)
Mixed -0.169* (-5.00)
Amerindian -0.076* (-2.43)
Black -0.294* (-9.12)
Constant -0.000 (-0.01)
R-Squared = 0.264
Number of Obs. = 2416
* p<0.05
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Appendix V-3. Predictors of Satisfactions with the Performance of the Current
President (Specific Support)

Satisfaction with the Performance of the Current President
Independent Variables Coefficients (t)
Education Level 0.014 (0.61)
Female -0.026 (-1.79)
Age 0.045* (2.54)
Wealth -0.014 (-0.55)
Small City 0.092* (2.61)
Rural Area 0.091* (2.39)
Perception of National Economic Situation 0.221* (9.59)
Perception of Personal Economic Situation 0.083* (3.42)
Perception of Government Economic Performance 0.336* (16.51)
Region 2 0.076* (2.08)
Region 3 0.095* (2.32)
Region 4 0.111* (2.34)
Region 6 0.071* (2.00)
Region 10 0.050 (1.29)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.075 (1.68)
Mixed -0.136* (-5.57)
Amerindian -0.065 (-1.95)
Black -0.210* (-8.51)
Constant -0.006 (-0.28)
R-Squared = 0.386
Number of Obs. = 2390
* p<0.05
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Appendix V-4. The Impact of Government Economic Performance on Support for a Stable Democracy

Democracy partcipation Poliical Tolerance | pgii tl itutons | Trust
Independent Variables Coef. St. Err. Coef. St. Err. Coef. St. Err. Coef. St. Err. Coef. St. Err.
Economic Performance 0.020 (0.03) -0.040* (0.02) -0.066* (0.03) 0.540* (0.02) 0.120%* (0.03)
Satisfaction w/
Performance of President 0.054 (0.04) 0.027 (0.03) -0.020 (0.03)
Political Interest -0.010 (0.02) 0.039 (0.02) 0.034 (0.02) 0.063 (0.02)
Education 0.310 (0.24) 0.219 (0.19) 0.086 (0.20) -0.005 (0.15) 0.169 (0.20)
Female -2.016 (1.40) -2.064* (0.91) -2.195* (1.05) -0.028 (0.86) -1.221 (1.00)
Age 0.357 (0.21) 0.192 (0.16) 0.299 (0.19) -0.512* (0.13) 0.188 (0.18)
Age Squared -0.004 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00) -0.003 (0.00) 0.006* (0.00) -0.000 (0.00)
Wealth 0.398 (0.41) 0.405 (0.33) 0.801* (0.33) -0.107 (0.26) 0.358 (0.34)
Perception of Family
Economy -0.379 (0.84) -0.512 (0.41) -0.795 (0.57) 0.471 (0.45) 1.376* (0.59)
Small City -4.188 (4.39) -9.942* (2.88) -9.839* (4.51) 0.681 (2.23) 7.287 (3.94)
Rural Area -7.094 (3.78) -10.448* (2.32) -8.161* (3.17) 3.812* (1.54) 7.164* (2.46)
Region 2 0.240 (3.75) 0.274 (2.83) 0.381 (2.38) 0.524 (1.54) -5.305 (2.82)
Region 3 7.960* (3.94) 5.837* (2.82) 0.936 (2.03) 0.166 (1.73) -6.525* (3.23)
Region 4 -3.108 (4.26) -2.711 (2.92) -3.076 (2.24) -2.171 (1.40) -3.884 (2.49)
Region 6 -0.547 (4.26) 2.123 (2.95) 2.961 (1.92) 1.195 (1.84) -6.711* (3.08)
Region 10 0.108 (4.69) 7.919* (3.24) 1.642 (2.99 3.760 (2.13) -8.252* (3.80)
Regions 1,7,8,9 8.022 (4.64) 1.532 (3.16) -1.656 (2.76) 1.952 1.88 3.389 (3.47)
Mixed -4.097 (2.09) 2.408 (1.29) 2.815 (1.58) -3.036* (1.26) -1.821 (1.72)
Amerindian -2.729 (3.31) 1.160 (2.60) 1.317 (2.15) 2.118 (2.16) -0.604 (2.62)
Black -0.985 (2.10) 4.400* (1.39) 6.085* (1.77) 4.442* (1.20) 1.451 (1.63)
Constant 62.892* (8.54) 69.116* (5.23) 58.742* (7.08) 34.627* (4.00) 41.132* (5.49)
R-squared 0.029 0.074 0.066 0.477 0.055
N of cases 2084 2280 2235 2275 2289
* p<0.05
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Chapter V1. Deepening our
Understanding of Political
legitimacy™

Theoretical Framework

The legitimacy of the political system has long been viewed as a crucial element in
democratic stability.”> New research has emphasized the importance of legitimacy (Gibson,
Caldeira and Spence 2005) for many aspects of democratic rule (Booth and Seligson 2005; Gilley
2006; Gibson 2008; Booth and Seligson 2009; Gilley forthcoming). In the preceding chapter, we
have examined political legitimacy as an important element of democratic stability, but our focus
has been narrow, as we were simultaneously examining several other key elements in the stability
equation. In this chapter, we deepen our understanding of political legitimacy by first returning
to research that has appeared in prior studies published by the Latin American Public Opinion
Project (LAPOP), namely those that look at the joint effect of political legitimacy and political
tolerance as a predictor of future democratic stability. Second, we examine a much broader range
of political institutions than are used in that approach or in the approach used in the previous
chapters of this volume.

The Legitimacy/Tolerance Equation

In prior studies of the AmericasBarometer survey, political legitimacy, defined in terms of
“system support” along with tolerance for political opposition has been used in combination to
create a kind of early warning signal that could be useful in identifying democracies in the region
which may be especially fragile. The theory is that both attitudes are needed for long-term
democratic stability. Citizens must both believe in the legitimacy of their political institutions
and be willing to tolerate the political rights of others. In such a system, there can be majority
rule accompanying minority rights, a combination of attributes often viewed as the quintessential
definition of democracy (Seligson 2000). The framework shown in Table VI- 1 represents all of
the theoretically possible combinations of system support and tolerance when the two variables
are divided between high and low.

> This chapter was written by Margarita Corral

> Dictatorships, of course, may seek to be popular and have the support of broad sectors of the population, but when
they fail at that, they have the ultimate recourse to coercion. In democracies, governments that attempt to resort to
coercion usually quickly fall.
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System Support

Before analyzing political legitimacy and political tolerance as a whole, we will first
examine both components separately in Guyana. We will focus on how these two elements have
changed between 2006 and 2009, while also examining the position of the country compared to
other countries in the Americas, and then we will consider the levels of system support and
political tolerance by regions.

As we pointed out before, a democratic political system cannot survive for long without
the support of its citizens. Part of this support comes from the belief that the components of the
political system, political institutions, and politicians are trustworthy. In order to analyze support
for the political system, the Latin American Public Opinion Project developed an index
composed of five questions, the “System Support Index”, which has been considered a valid
measure to capture the level of support and confidence that citizens give to their political system.

The items used for creating the “system support” index are the following:

B1. To what extent do you think the courts in (country) guarantee a fair trial? (Read: If you think the
courts do not ensure justice at all, choose number 1; if you think the courts ensure justice a lot,
choose number 7 or choose a point in between the two.)

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

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

- B4. To what extent do you feel proud of living under the political system of (country)?
| B6. To what extent do you think that one should support the political system of (country)? |

These variables are measured on a seven-point scale, where 1 means “not at all” and 7 “a
lot”. However, in order to better interpret the results and to facilitate the comparison across
questions and survey waves, these responses were recalibrated to a 0-100 scale. An average close
to zero indicates low levels of support for the political system whereas an average close to 100
represents high levels of system support.

Figure VI-1 depicts the average level for each of the five components of the System
Support Index in Guyana for 2009. In general terms, the average score for all the components
falls above 50 points on a 0-100 scale, which we interpret as indicating moderate levels of
support. The element with the highest average is respect for the political institutions of the
country, which reaches 60.2 points on the 0-100 scale. The lowest level of support, with a score
of 50.3 points, is the belief that the system protects citizens’ basic rights. Between these two
measures we observe support for the political system (56.5), belief that courts in Guyana
guarantee a fair trial (55.5) and pride in being Guyanese (51.6).

The confidence intervals in Figure VI-1 show that there are statistically significant

differences between support for the political institutions, the belief in fair trials, and the belief
that basic rights are well protected by the Guyanese political system.
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Figure VI-1. Average of the components of the System Support Index, 2009

In order to gain a deeper understanding of system support in Guyana, we take into
account the evolution of such support over time. Figure VI-2 shows the average scores of this
index in 2009 compared to 2006. As we can observe, there has been a slight increase between the
years. The average for the system support index was 52.7 in 2006 while in 2009 it reached 54.8
points on the 0-100 scale. However, the differences between 2006 and 2009 are not statistically
significant.

153




I The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance
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Year
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Figure VI-2. System Support Index in Guyana, 2006-2009

Thus far, we could say that Guyana displays intermediate levels of system support which
have increased slightly over time. However, to have a broader scope for these results, we should
consider the levels of system support in other countries in the Americas. Figure VI-3 shows
levels of system support in comparative perspective. When making a regional comparison, we
observe that Guyana holds a high-intermediate position scoring 54.8 points on the 0-100 scale.
Seven countries are above Guyana, with Canadians expressing the highest levels of system
support. At the other extreme, with scores below 45 points we find Ecuador, Peru, Brazil, Haiti,
and Paraguay.
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Figure VI-3. System Support Index in Comparative Perspective, 2008
Returning now to the analysis of system support in Guyana, we now examine variation in

levels of system support by region. Figure VI-4 displays these levels stratified by the seven
regions under consideration in this study on the political culture of Guyanese citizens.
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Figure VI-4. System Support in Guyana by regions, 2009

All the regions, except for one (Region 4), have citizens who on average score on the
positive end of the continuum, that is, higher than 50 on the 0-100 scale. However, the average
for Region 4 is slightly below 50 points (49.5) and the differences among the majority of the
regions are not statistically significant. The region with the highest level of system support is
Region 2, the only region that displays statistically significant differences from the rest of the
country. In short, we could say that levels of system support are quite similar across the country
except for Region 2 where the average score exceeds 65 points on our scale, and Region 4, which
is lower than all the others.

Political Tolerance

As discussed above, along with system support, political tolerance is the other element
needed for long-term democratic stability. In general terms, political tolerance refers to the
degree to which citizens are willing to accept the rights of minorities or those with whom they
may disagree. As Seligson and Cordova (1993) point out, the continuation of democracy may be
jeopardized if “disliked groups” or minorities are denied the right to participate and express
themselves freely. In order to have a stable democracy over the long term, minority rights must
be guaranteed, and citizens must support their system.
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The political tolerance index is a scale based on the following four LAPOP items:

D1. There are people who always say bad things of the Guyanese form of government, not just the
government but the system of government. How strongly do you approve or disapprove of such
people’s right to vote?

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

D3. Still thinking of those who only say bad things of the Guyanese form of government, how strongly
do you approve or disapprove of such people being permitted to run for public office?

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

These variables were measured on a ten-point scale, where 1 means “strongly disapprove”
and 10 “strongly approve.” However, as is done elsewhere in this study, the variables are re-
coded on a 0-100 scale with scores closer to zero indicating low levels of political tolerance and
those closer to 100 representing higher levels.
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Figure VI-5. Average of the components of the Political Tolerance Index, 2009

Figure VI-5 shows the average level for each of the four components of the Political
Tolerance Index in Guyana for 2009. In general terms, the average score for all the components
rises above 50 points on a 0-100 scale, displaying intermediate averages of political tolerance
which range from 51 to 65.7 points. The component with the highest average is approval of the
right to conduct peaceful demonstrations by people who always speak negatively about the
Guyanese form of government. Support for the right to protest reaches 65.7 points. At the other
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extreme we find support for the right for those people to run for office, with a score of 51 points
on our 0-100 scale. Support for the right to vote and the right of free speech fall in between, with
average scores of 61.9 and 53.5 points respectively.

The confidence intervals in Figure VI-5 show that there are statistically significant
differences between approval of protests and right to vote and the two other components of the
political tolerance index (right of free speech and right to run for office).
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Figure VI-6. Political Tolerance Index in Guyana, 2006-2009

Figure VI-6 shows the average scores of political tolerance in 2009 compared to 2006.
When we look at the temporal evolution of this index, we observe a decline of six points during
the last three years. The average level of political tolerance in Guyana in 2006 was 64.3, which
drops to 54.8 in 2009. Furthermore, the difference between 2006 and 2009 is statistically
significant. Unlike what we observed regarding levels of system support in Guyana, levels of
political tolerance are decreasing which could impact support for stable democracy, although
levels have not fallen below the mid-point of the scale.

When we compare regions within Guyana, we observe similar levels across those regions,
with averages above 50 points on our 0-100 scale. Figure VI-7 displays the average for the seven
regions under consideration. Individuals from Regions 1,7,8,9 occupy the lowest position of
political tolerance with an average score of 52 points. At the other extreme, with a score of 60.4,
is Region 10 with the highest level of political tolerance. The remaining regions are in
intermediate positions with no statistically significant differences among them. The only
statistically significant difference in the levels of political tolerance is between Region 10 and
Regions 1,7,8,9.
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Figure VI-7. Political Tolerance in Guyana by regions, 2009

The Relationship between System Support and Political Tolerance

In this section we analyze the interaction between System Support and Political
Tolerance, and how this relationship functions in the case of Guyana.

Table VI.1. Theoretical Relationship between Tolerance and System Support
in Institutionally Democratic Polities

Tolerance
System Support High Low
(i.e., legitimacy)
High Stable Author.it.arian
Democracy Stability
Low Unstable Democratic
Democracy Breakdown

From a theoretical point of view, we propose to analyze the relationship between support
for the political system and tolerance. To do so it is necessary to transform both variables from
continuous to dichotomous, “high” and “low.”® It is important to analyze the four possible
combinations between system support and tolerance that appear in Table VI-1. Political systems
populated largely by citizens who express high system support and high tolerance would be

*6 Each of these scales ranges from 0 to 100, with 50 as the mid-point.
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predicted to be the most stable. This prediction is based on the logic that high support is needed
in non-coercive environments for the system to be stable. If citizens do not support their political
system, and they have the freedom to act, system change would appear to be the eventual
inevitable outcome. Systems that are stable, however, will not necessarily be democratic unless
minority rights are assured. While assurance could, of course, come from constitutional
guarantees, unless citizens are willing to tolerate the civil liberties of minorities, there will be
little opportunity for those minorities to run for and win elected office. Under these conditions,
of course, majorities can always suppress the rights of minorities. Systems that are both
politically legitimate, as demonstrated by positive system support, and that have citizens who are
reasonably tolerant of minority rights are likely to enjoy stable democracy (Dahl 1971).

When system support remains high, but tolerance is low, the system should remain stable
(because of the high support), but democratic rule may ultimately be placed in jeopardy. Such
systems would tend to move toward authoritarian (oligarchic) rule in which democratic rights
would be restricted.

Low system support is the situation characterized by the lower two cells in the table and
are directly linked to unstable situations. Instability, however, does not necessarily translate into
the ultimate reduction of civil liberties, since the instability could serve to force the system to
deepen its democracy, especially when values tend to converge toward political tolerance.
Hence, in the situation of low support and high tolerance, it is difficult to predict whether
instability will result in greater democratization or a protracted period of instability characterized
by considerable violence. On the other hand, in situations of low support and low tolerance,
democratic breakdown seems to be the direction of the eventual outcome. One cannot, of course,
on the basis of public opinion data alone, predict a breakdown, since so many other factors,
including the role of elites, the position of the military and the support/opposition of international
players, are crucial to this process. But systems in which the general public supports neither the
basic institutions of the nation nor the rights of minorities, are vulnerable to democratic
breakdown.

It is important to keep in mind two caveats that apply to this scheme. First, note that the
relationships discussed here apply only to systems that are already institutionally democratic.
That is, they are systems in which competitive, regular elections are held and widespread
participation is permitted. These same attitudes in authoritarian systems would have entirely
different implications. For example, low system support and high tolerance might produce the
breakdown of an authoritarian regime and its replacement by a democracy. Second, the
assumption made is that over the long run, attitudes of both elites and the general public make a
difference in regime type. Attitudes and system type may remain incongruent for many years.
Indeed, as Seligson and Booth have shown for the case of Nicaragua, such incongruence may
have eventually helped to bring about the overthrow of the Somoza government. But the
Nicaraguan case was one in which the extant system was authoritarian and repression had long
been used to maintain an authoritarian regime, perhaps in spite of the tolerant attitudes of its
citizens (Booth and Seligson 1991; Seligson and Booth 1993; Booth and Seligson 1994).
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Support for Stable Democracy in Guyana

We now turn to the analysis of Guyana, first to determine the percentage of Guyanese
citizens who would be classified within each cell. Table VI-2 shows the distribution of such
results for 2006 and 2009 so that we can compare the evolution during the last three years. In this
sense, results for 2009 are hopeful, given the improvement in support for stable democracy,
however slight. The percentage of citizens who placed into the category of stable democracy
increased from 31.5% in 2006 to 35.7 in 2009. The two intermediate cells, authoritarian stability
and unstable democracy also experienced change. The percentage for authoritarian stability
increased from 21% to 24% whereas the percentage for unstable democracy dropped from 32%
in 2006 to 26.3% in 2009. Finally, the democracy at risk cell shows an almost constant pattern,
given that in 2006 15.5% of respondents were in that category, similar to the 14% in 2009.
Therefore, the category with the highest percentage of respondents in Guyana is stable
democracy, that is to say, the percentage of the population expressing both high system support
and high levels of political tolerance, and this cell has increased between 2006 and 2009.

between System Support and Tolerance in Guyana, 2009
Tolerance

Table VI.2. Empirical Relationship

(e egitimacy) High Low
Stable Democracy | Authoritarian Stability
High 2006 2009 2006 2009
31.5% 35.7% 21% 24.0%
Unstable Democracy Democracy at Risk
Low 2006 2009 2006 2009
32% 26.3% 15.5% 14.0%

This same positive pattern can be observed in Figure VI-8, which shows the percentage of
the population with attitudes favourable towards stable democracy in 2006 and 2009. In 2006
31.4% of Guyanese displayed high levels of both system support and political tolerance, whereas
this percentage increased to 35.7% in 2009. However, the differences between these two years
are not statistically significant.
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Figure VI-8. Support for Stable Democracy in Guyana, 2006 and 2009

In order to have a broader perspective of the percentage of citizens who hold attitudes
favourable to stable democracy in Guyana, we compare the situation with the other countries
included in the 2008 AmericasBarometer. As we can see in Figure VI-9, Guyana displays one the
highest percentages of citizens with attitudes favourable towards stable democracy. Only five
countries appear above Guyana, with Canada being the country with the highest percentage
(61.8%), followed by Costa Rica, Belize and the United States. At the other extreme we find
countries such as Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, Haiti, and Paraguay where percentages fail to reach
20% of the population. The most worrisome case is Paraguay where fewer than 10% of citizens
hold high levels of both system support and political tolerance.
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Figure VI-9. Support for Stable Democracy in Comparative
Perspective, 2009

Returning our focus to Guyana, we observe differences among the regions in the country.
As we can see in Figure VI-10 a majority of the regions average roughly 30% of the population
as being classified as possessing attitudes amenable toward stable democracy. The highest
percentages are reached in Regions 10 and 2, with levels of 44.9% and 53.9%, respectively.
Alternatively, the region with the lowest percentage is Region 4. However, the only differences
that are statistically significant are those between Region 2 and Region 4. In short, aside from one
region, the rest of the country displays similar or higher percentages of citizens with attitudes
favourable toward stable democracy than when we analyze the country as a whole.
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Figure VI-10. Support for Stable Democracy in Guyana by regions, 2009

Predictors of Support for Stable Democracy in Guyana

A more in-depth analysis of the attitudes that are favourable to stable democracy requires
an understanding of the factors that help to explain such attitudes. In this sense, Figure VI-11
(and its respective table in the Appendix) shows the results from the logistic regression that was
conducted in order to determine those variables that have an impact on the levels of both system
support and political tolerance””.

The logistic regression model includes the following independent variables: dummy
variables for region (Region 4 being the category of reference), ethnic identification (Indians as
the baseline), education, gender, age, wealth, rural or urban residence, crime victimization,
corruption victimization, perception of government economic performance,” and interpersonal
trust.

" To carry out this analysis we use a new dependent variable, called “bar2x2”, which was generated from the data.
This variable reflects the percentage of respondents who express both high system support and high political
tolerance averages.

%% The perception of the Government Economic Performance is an Index constructed from two items that asked
respondents to what extent they think that the current administration fights poverty and unemployment.
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Figure VI-11. Predictors of Attitudes Favourable towards Stable Democracy, 2009

Figure VI-11 shows the effects of these individual level variables on the probability of
expressing attitudes favourable toward stable democracy. The impact of each variable is shown
graphically by a dot, which if located to the right of the vertical “0” line indicates a positive
effect, and if to the left, a negative effect. If the effects are statistically significant, the confidence
interval lines to the left and right of each dot do not overlap the vertical “0” line (at .05 or better).
If they overlap the vertical line, the impact is not statistically significant. We observe in Figure
VI-11 that the only variable with a significant impact is the perception of government economic
performance. In short, people who believe that the current government is fighting poverty and
unemployment are more likely to express high levels of system support and political tolerance,
holding the remaining variables constant.

Furthermore, there are statistically significant effects for some regions.”” Citizens of
Regions 10 and 2 tend to express higher levels of attitudes favourable towards stable democracy
compared to citizens of Region 4. These effects can be seen graphically in Figure VI-10.

Figure VI-11 presents the relationship between attitudes favourable toward stable
democracy and the resulting significant variable of perception of government economic
performance. The line demonstrates a positive relationship between both variables. As the
perception that the government is fighting poverty and unemployment increases, levels of system
support and political tolerance increase as well.

> While Region 4, Indian and male are not displayed in the figure, they are accounted for. Being dummy variables,
these three categories are referred to as “reference categories” meaning that all other categories of that variable are
compared in relation to the reference.
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Figure VI-12. Support for Stable Democracy according to Perceptions of Government
Economic Performance, 2009

Legitimacy of Other Democractic Institutions

Utilizing various survey waves of the AmericasBarometer, we are able to examine the
evolution of trust in a wide series of democratic institutions. Although in Chapter I we explored
some of the temporal variations of some institutions (those forming the institutional legitimacy
index, i.e., national government, justice system, Supreme Court of Justice, Congress and political
parties), in this section we present a general comparison of the legitimacy of a wider range of
political institutions in Guyana. We measure “trust” in each of the key institutions using a 1-7
scale where 1 means “not at all” and 7 “a lot”. This scale is recoded into the same 0-100 scale
used throughout this study.

Figure VI-13 illustrates the levels of trust expressed by Guyanese citizens in the main
institutions of the political system. Although the Church is not a political institution, it was
included as an anchoring parameter for the measurement of trust in public institutions. In this
sense, the Church, in generic terms, receives the greatest average of trust among Guyanese, with
86 points on the 0-100 scale. Furthermore, it is the only institution along with the Guyana
Defence Force that displays statistically significant differences with the remaining institutions.
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Figure VI-13. Legitimacy of Institutions in Guyana, 2009

A majority of the institutions receive an intermediate level of legitimacy, with levels
around 50 points. In this group of institutions we find the Supreme Court, the President, the
Attorney General, the Parliament, the National Government, the Director of Public Prosecutions,
the Integrity Commission, the Guyana Elections Commission and the Regional Democratic
Council. These institutions score between 50 and 57.4 points, without any statistically significant
differences among them. At the bottom we find the Mayor’s Office or the NDC Chairman’s
Office, the Guyana Police Force, and political parties, with average scores between 46 and 48.9
points on the 0-100 scale.

Beyond the comparison among institutions, it is important to observe whether or not
changes have occurred over time. In this sense, Figure VI-14 shows the average of trust in
different public institutions in Guyana for 2006 and 2009. In general terms we observe few
changes for the majority of institutions between the two survey waves. The largest differences are
seen in the Guyana Defence Force and in the Integrity Commission. They are the only institutions
that exhibit statistically significant differences in both years. In the case of the Guyana Defence
Force, there has been a decrease of 7 points, from 69.2 in 2006 to 62.6 in 2009. In contrast, in the
case of the Integrity Commission, the change shows an increase in its legitimacy among
Guyanese citizens, from 46.3 to 51.5. For the rest of institutions we do not find statistically
significant differences between 2006 and 2009. Trust has decreased slightly or remains at
essentially the same levels for the majority of the institutions under consideration: the
Parliament, the Regional Democratic Council, the Mayor’s Office or the NDC Chairman’s
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Office, the Guyana Police Force, and political parties. On the other hand, we see slight increases
in the confidence in the Church, in the Supreme Court, the National Government and the Guyana

Elections Commission.

Supreme Court

2009
2006

Gl
oY
N

2009 86.0
Chureh 5006
2009
Guyana Defence Force g g | oo 2 L

: 2009 -/ I >+ I
PrtiameNt. 5006 - fes.c
_ 2009 - - - I
National government 2006 I st
: ission 2009 | NN - > IS
Integrity Commission 5006 -| EEls
, ission 2009 - N - - I
Guyana Elections Commission g |0 ol
) . . 2009 50.0
Regional Democratic Council 2006 51.4
o irman's Office 2009 | NN = - NN
Mayor's Office/NDC Chairman's Office 2006 [ 502
) 2009
Guyana Police Force 2006 51.1
. iog 2009 - N - - I
Political PArties. 5006 - e - -
T T T J ! I
o 20 40 60 80 100
Average

F—— 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI-14. Legitimacy of Institutions in Guyana, 2006-2009

The Justice System

Every democracy needs the “rule of law” to assure citizen exercise of political rights and
civil liberties and to provide the accountability mechanisms which both limit the abuses of the
state and guarantee the equality of all citizens (O’Donnell 2004). Furthermore, this justice system
must be perceived as accessible and efficient by the citizenry in order to generate the necessary
levels of commitment with the political system (O’Donnell 1994).

Given the importance of the justice system, it is necessary to analyze Guyanese citizens’
opinions of their system more in depth. This section will focus on the legitimacy of the justice
system in general terms, first comparing levels of trust between 2006 and 2009 and then
Guyana’s position among other countries in the Americas. We also look at levels of trust in the
justice system considering the different regions within the country. Finally, we will present the
determinants of the levels of confidence in the justice system among Guyanese citizens.
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In order to analyze levels of trust in the Guyanese justice system, we take into account the
responses to the following question in the 2009 questionnaire:

_| B10A. To what extent do you trust the justice system? I

The responses were given on a seven-point scale, where 1 means “not at all” and 7 “a lot.”
However, as is done throughout this report, the scale is recalibrated to a 0-100 scale. An average
close to zero indicates low levels of trust in the justice system while an average close to 100
represents high levels of trust.

Figure VI-15 depicts the levels of trust in the judicial system for 2006 and 2009. Results
indicate stable levels of confidence between both years. Averages are almost identical: 51.7 for
2006 and 51.9 for 2009. Therefore, Guyanese show intermediate levels of trust close to the
midpoint on the 0-100 scale.

50
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.
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Average Trust in the Justice System

F——— 95% C.l. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI-15. Legitimacy of the Justice System in Guyana, 2006 and 2009

Further, we seek to determine trust levels that Guyanese show in their judicial system
compared to other countries in the AmericasBarometer sample. We see in Figure VI-16 that
Guyana ranks sixth in terms of confidence in the justice system, sharing similar averages with
older democracies such as Costa Rica, Uruguay, and the United States. Canada is the only
country in the sample that reaches 60 points on the 0-100 scale. At the other extreme, the
countries with the lowest levels of trust are Argentina, Ecuador, Peru, and Paraguay.
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Figure VI-16. Legitimacy of the Justice System in comparative perspective

When we compare regions within Guyana, we find differences among them regarding
levels of trust in the judicial system. Figure VI-17 shows averages for the seven regions we
consider in this study. We see averages that range from 45.8 points in Region 4 to 62.1 in Region
2. The remaining regions score between 50 and 60 points on our 0-100 scale, with no statistically
significant differences among them. The only statistically significant differences in the levels of
trust in the justice system are between Region 2 and Region 4, and Region 10 and Region 2.
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Figure VI-17. Legitimacy of the Justice System in Guyana by regions, 2009

Finally, when we analyze the legitimacy of the justice system in Guyana, it is also
important to understand the reasons why some citizens express higher levels of trust in the justice
system than others. In order to find the determinants of these levels of confidence, we ran a
multivariate regression taking into account the classic socio-demographic characteristics along
with opinions concerning the performance of the current president, the perception of corruption,
and crime and corruption victimization as independent variables. Figure VI-18 and Table 2 in the
Appendix show the results of this regression. As we noticed in Figure VI-17 living in some
regions makes a difference in one’s trust in the justice system; holding constant all other
variables, people in Regions 2, 3 and 10 express higher levels of trust in the justice system
compared to those living in Region 4. Ethnic self-identification, living in a rural or urban area,
satisfaction with the performance of the current president, and experiences with and perceptions
of corruption are statistically significant predictors of confidence in the justice system. The
relationship between these significant variables and trust in the justice system are presented in
Figure VI-19.
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Figure VI-18. Predictors of Trust in the Justice System, 2009

As we observe in Figure VI-19 people who have higher levels of satisfaction with the
current president also express higher levels of trust in the justice system. Those who rate the
performance of the current president as poor have an average score of 29.3 in their trust of the
justice system whereas those who believe that he is doing a very good job score 69.2 on the trust
measure. Moreover, citizens who have been victims of corruption show less confidence in the
justice system, an average of 53.7 points compared to the 45.9 by those who have not been
victimized. Furthermore, we find that ethnic self-identification has a statistically significant
impact as well. Those who self-identify as Indians and Amerindians have higher levels of trust in
the justice system than Black and Mixed citizens. Finally, we see that Guyanese living in rural
areas are more trusting of the justice system than people living in urban areas, 56 points versus
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Figure VI-19. Determinants of Trust in the Justice System, 2009

Other Opinions about Democracy

The last section of this chapter addresses two other general aspects of democracy.
Specifically, we analyze citizen preferences for democracy as a form of government and also
their satisfaction with the way democracy works in Guyana. These two topics are analyzed first
for the entire country and then by region.

Figure VI-20 displays the distribution of the responses given by Guyanese citizens when

they were asked what kind of government they preferred. As we can observe, three response
options were possible: democracy is preferable, for people like me it does not matter, and an

TE -



I The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

authoritarian government may be preferable. We see that 67.6% of respondents said that
democracy is their preferred form of government. For 15.95% of Guyanese citizens an
authoritarian government may be preferable under some circumstances, whereas for 16.5% the
form of government does not matter.

Authoritarian For people
government like me
may be itdoesn't

preferable matter
16.5%

15.9%

Democracy is
preferable

67.6%

Preference for Democracy

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI-20. Preference for Democracy in Guyana, 2009

When we look at these preferences by region, we observe that the percentage of people
who prefer democracy over other forms of government vary across regions. Figure VI-21
displays the percentage of people who prefer democracy throughout the seven regions we
consider in this study. We observe percentages that range from 57.2% in Region 3 to 83.9% in
Region 10. These are the only two regions that show statistically significant differences. The rest
of regions achieve percentages between 61.4% (Region 5) and 71.8% (Region 6), and do not
show statistically significant differences among them.
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Figure VI-21. Preference for Democracy by Regions, 2009

Finally, we could expect that although citizens prefer democracy in general terms, as we
see in Guyana, albeit they may not be satisfied with its performance. Furthermore, citizens with
strong democratic values may prefer democracy even if it is not working as well as they would
like. Figure VI-22 displays the level of satisfaction with democracy in Guyana. In this regard we
observe that about half of the population is satisfied (45.1%) or very satisfied (5.6%) with the
way democracy works in the country. The other half holds negative views, 38.8% are dissatisfied
and 10.5% are very dissatisfied.
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Figure VI1-22. Satisfaction with Democracy in Guyana, 2009

When we examine levels of satisfaction with democracy by region we notice differences
across the country. Figure VI-23 displays the averages for each of the seven regions considered in
this study. In this sense, three regions (Region 10, 4, and 5) find themselves in the lowest position
with average scores below 50 points. It is noteworthy that Region 10 displays the highest
percentage of people preferring democracy while also being the Region holding the lowest level
of satisfaction with democracy. At the other extreme, with a score close to 60 we find Region 2.
This region shows statistically significant differences with regions 10 and 4 as does Region 3
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Figure V1-23. Satisfaction with Democracy by Region, 2009

Conclusions

In this chapter we have addressed the relationship between system support and political
tolerance, two basic elements for any stable democracy. First, we examined each of these aspects
separately and then combined them into our Index of Political Stability. We discovered that
Guyana displays similar levels of system support and political tolerance, with averages close to
50 points on our 0-100 scale. However, tendencies for both measures have varied during the last
three years. While system support increased slightly, political stability declined between 2006
and 2009.

When we observe the percentage of citizens who express high levels of system support
and high levels of political tolerance, Guyana ranks rather high compared to other countries in the
Americas, sharing percentages similar to older democracies such as Uruguay and the United
States. This percentage increased slightly from 2006 to 2009, from 31.4% to 35.7%. Within
Guyana we also noticed differences across regions regarding attitudes favourable towards stable
democracy. Region 2 is the region with the highest percentage of people holding high levels of
both system support and political tolerance. At the other extreme, we find Region 4. Regarding
the determinants of support for stable democracy, we found that such support depends above all
upon citizens’ perceptions of government economic performance, that is to say, the extent to
which the current government is fighting poverty and unemployment.

Apart from the analysis of stable democracy in Guyana, this chapter also examined the
levels of trust in the primary public institutions of the country. In general terms, Guyanese
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citizens have intermediate levels of confidence in their institutions, with averages close to 50
points on a 0-100 scale. The institutions that inspire the highest levels of trust are the Church and
the Guyana Defence Force, with averages above 60 points. At the other extreme, the Mayor’s
Office, the Guyana Police Force, and political parties are the most distrusted institutions among
the citizenry. Regarding the evolution of trust between 2006 and 2009, levels of confidence
remain essentially identical; the only significant variations occur with regard to the Defence
Force, which has decreased, and the Integrity Commission, which has increased.

A third aspect analyzed in this chapter was the legitimacy of the justice system. As is the
case for the other aspects, Guyanese express intermediate levels of trust in the justice system,
levels that remain constant if we compare 2006 to 2009. In comparative perspective, Guyana
ranks among the countries with the highest levels of trust in the Americas. We also found that
levels of confidence in the justice system depend on the satisfaction with the current president, on
the ethnic self-identification (Indians and Amerindians trust the system more than Blacks and
Mixed), on the region (Region 2 displays the highest levels whereas Region 4 has the lowest
levels), and on perceptions of and experiences with corruption. These perceptions and personal
experiences have a negative impact on one’s confidence in the justice system.

Finally, we observed that despite the fact that a majority of Guyanese citizens, 67.6%,

consider democracy as the preferable form of government, only half are satisfied or very satisfied
with the way democracy is functioning in Guyana.
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APPENDIX CHAPTER VI.

Appendix VI-1. Determinants of Support for Stable Democracy

Support for Stable Democracy
Independent Variables Coefficients (t)
Region 2 0.225%* (2.94)
Region 3 0.027 (0.44)
Region 5 0.041 (0.71)
Region 6 0.017 (0.26)
Region 10 0.280* (4.15)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.113 (1.58)
Mixed -0.035 (-0.67)
Amerindian -0.075 (-0.99)
Black -0.099 (-1.89)
Education -0.038 (-0.60)
Female -0.018 (-0.35)
Age -0.083 (-1.66)
Wealth 0.075 (1.19)
Urban / rural 0.111 (1.35)
Crime Victimization 0.061 (1.14)
Percent of Population
Victimized by Corruption -0.007 (-0.14)
Perceptign of Government 0.500% (9.06)
Economic Performance
Interpersonal Trust 0.082 (1.48)
Constant -0.510%* (-8.86)
F=28.31
Number of Obs. = 2277
* p<0.05
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Appendix VI-2. Determinant of Trust in the Justice System

Trust in the Justice System

Independent Variables Coefficient. t
Region 2 0.067* (3.71)
Region 3 0.055* (2.28)
Region 5 0.034 (1.26)
Region 6 0.008 (0.32)
Region 10 0.087* (3.74)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.052 (1.79)
Mixed -0.065* (-2.39)
Amerindian 0.005 (0.15)
Black -0.071* (-2.51)
Urban / rural 0.077* (2.85)
Education 0.020 (0.76)
Female 0.014 (0.69)
Age -0.037 (-1.58)
Wealth 0.009 (0.34)
Crime Victimization -0.025 (-0.99)
Percent of Population

Victimized by Corruption -0.087% (-347)
Perception of Corruption -0.093* (-4.61)
Satisfaction with the

Performance of the Current 0.294* (11.01)
President

Constant 0.011 (0.60)

R-Squared =0.176

Number of Obs. = 2272

* p<0.05
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Chapter VII. Voting Behavior and
Political Parties®

Theoretical Framework

This chapter addresses issues of voting behaviour in Guyana as well as the attachments
Guyanese citizens have developed with political parties. The first section examines a key
prerequisite to voting, namely registration. We will analyse to what extent citizens appear on
voter lists that will allow them to vote in the next general elections. We will then look at levels of
electoral participation in the most recent elections of 2006, in general and by region, comparing
them to the rest of countries in the Americas. Next we will explore the factors that explain
electoral turnout in Guyana. In the third section, we focus on one of the principal elements that
characterize Guyanese politics— the relationship between ethnicity and voting preferences. The
last section examines party identification, looking at its temporal evolution, the distribution
across regions, and its strength among Guyanese citizens.

Electoral Participation in Guyana

Electoral participation is one of the most important and common forms of political
participation in every democracy. Aside from being the mechanism to select public officials, it is
a way to express citizen belief in the legitimacy of the political system. In Guyana, there have
been four general elections since 1992 when the first free elections took place. Since 1992, the
People’s Progressive Party (PPP) has been in power, following twenty-eight years of rule by the
People’s National Congress (PNC). In this section, we will examine the levels and determinants
of registering to vote, after which we will look at the primary individual level factors that explain
electoral participation in the elections of 2006.

Registering to Vote

In Guyana, one of the requisites to exercise the right to vote is appearing on the Official
List of Electors, which is maintained by the Elections Commission (GECOM). In order to vote in
the next general elections, Guyanese 18 and older must appear on this new list of voters.
Therefore, it is important to know the percentage of Guyanese who are thus far registered to vote.

% This chapter was written by Margarita Corral.
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The AmericasBarometer survey directly asks respondents if they are registered to vote. The
question is formulated as follows:

VB1. Did you register for the new voters list? (1) Yes (2) No (8)DK

Results for this question can be found in Figure VII-1. As is shown below, 81.6% of
voting age Guyanese report being registered for the new voters list while the remaining 18.4%
have not yet registered.

Percentage who registered for the new voters list

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VII-1. Registration for the new voters list in Guyana, 2009

Apart from these general percentages, it is also important to know if there are differences
among regions within Guyana regarding the levels of voter registration. Figure VII-2 depicts the
results taking into account the seven areas we consider in this report. We see that there are no
statistically significant differences among regions; percentages of registered Guyanese range
from 76.9% in Regions 1,7,8,9 to 88% in Region 5.
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Figure VI1-2. Registration for the new voters list by region, 2009

A more in-depth analysis of the process of registering to vote deserves an understanding
of the factors that help to explain this most common form of political behaviour. Here we are
interested in learning whether or not socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of Guyanese
citizens have an impact on the likelihood of registering to vote. Figure VII-2 (and Table I in the
Appendix) presents the results from the logistic regression that was modelled in order to
determine the variables that influence registering for the new voters list. The logistic regression
model includes the following independent variables: dummy variables for region (Region 4 being
the reference category), ethnic identification (Indians serving as the baseline), education, gender,
age, wealth, and rural or urban residence.
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The reference groups are: Indian and Region 4

Figure VI1-3. Determinants of registration for the new voters list

Figure VII-3 shows the effects of these individual level variables on the probability of having
registered for the new voters list. The impact of each variable is shown graphically by a dot,
which if located to the right of the vertical “0” line indicates a positive effect, and if to the left, a
negative effect. If the effects are statistically significant, the confidence interval lines to the left
and right of each dot do not overlap the vertical “0” line (at .05 or better). If they do overlap, the
impact is not statistically significant. We observe in Figure VII-3 that there are three variables
with a significant impact: personal wealth, living in rural or urban areas, and ethnic self-
identification. People with higher levels of personal wealth are more likely to have registered for
the new voters list than those with lower levels of wealth. People living in urban areas are more
likely to register than people living in rural areas. And, compared to Indians, Amerindians and

Mixed-race citizens are less likely to be registered on the new voters list."'

6! While Region 4, Indian and male are not displayed in the figure, they are accounted for. Being dummy variables,
these three categories are referred to as “reference categories” meaning that all other categories of that variable are

compared in relation to the reference.
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Turnout in the 2006 General Elections

In 2006, the fourth general election under democratic rule was held in Guyana. This
election kept Bharrat Jagdeo, the People’s Progressive Party/Civic’s leader (PPP/C), in power. In
this section we analyse the electoral behaviour in that election, specifically voter turnout. We will
compare percentages of participation within the country and with the rest of the countries
included in the 2008 AmericasBarometer wave. We also seek to determine who voted and which
variables influenced turnout.

In order to examine electoral participation in the 2006 elections we asked the following
question:

VB2. Did you vote in the last general elections of 20067
(1) Voted [Continue]

(2) Did not vote [Go to VB50]

(8) DK [Go to VB50]

Seventy-one and eight-tenths percent of voting age Guyanese responded to having voted
in the last general elections of 2006. Of course respondent recall of 2006 is blurred by the three
year-gap since the election was held; however, this statistic is comparable to the 68.8% turnout
rate as reported by the Electoral Assistance Bureau of Guyana.®® Figure VII-4 places Guyana in a
low-intermediate position in comparison to other countries in the Americas. It displays similar
levels of turnout to the United States, Paraguay, Nicaragua and Panama, all with percentages
close to 71%.

62 Electoral Assistance Bureau. 2007. EAB Final Report: General and Regional Elections, 28" August 2006, Co-
Operative Republic of Guyana.

http://www.gecom.org.gy/pdf/Electoral%20Assistance%20Bureau%20Final Report%202006%20elections.pdf
Accessed 06 June 2009.
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Figure VII-4. Electoral turnout in comparative perspective

Figure VII-5 shows electoral turnout in Guyana by region. We observe that percentages of
turnout for the majority of regions are quite similar, about 70%. The highest percentage is
reached in Region 5 with levels of 80.7%. This region is the only one that displays statistically
significant differences with other areas (Region 10, Region 4 and Regions 1, 7, 8, 9). At the other
extreme, the region with the lowest percentage is Region 10, reporting 68.5% voter turnout.
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Figure VII-5. Electoral Turnout by Region

When we analyse electoral participation, it is important to understand the reasons why
some citizens participate in elections and others do not. In order to have an understanding of this
issue, we estimate a logistic regression, taking into account the main socioeconomic and
demographic variables. Figure VII-6 (and Table VII-2 in the Appendix) displays graphically the
results of this analysis. The independent variables considered are dummy variables for region
(Region 4 being the reference category), ethnic identification (Indians as the baseline), education,
gender, age, wealth, and rural or urban residence.

As we saw in Figure VII-5, some regions, specifically Regions 5 and 6 display higher

levels of voter turnout. The regression results also show how Amerindians compared to Indians
were less likely to participate in the 2006 election.
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Age | ——
Female | e
Urban / rural Lo
Wealth - e
Education | —r—— F=14.138
Black ——1 N =2480
Amerindian ———
Mixed e
Regions 1,7,8,9 H——
Region 10 | L
Region 6 | e
Region 5 e
Region 3 T
Region 2 L
T T '
-0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

The reference groups are: Indian and Region 4

Figure VI1-6. Predictors of Turnout in Guyana

However, the two variables with the largest impact are gender and age. The relationship
between these two variables and turnout is shown in Figure VII-7. Here we see that young
citizens, between 18 and 25 years old, display statistically significantly lower levels of
participation than the other cohorts. People who vote in higher proportions are between 36 and 45
years old and between 56 and 65. This is a typical pattern, with younger people less interested in
voting and the oldest having more difficulty getting to the polls. Regarding gender, we observe
that Guyanese females were more likely to vote in 2006 than men. The difference is statistically
significant: turnout was 75.1% for women whereas in the case of men that percentage drops to
68.6%. This is a very unusual finding since most countries have a higher turnout among men than

women.

188




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance [

100%
80%
60% |
40%
20%
0%-| e
T T T T T : : :

18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66+ Male Female
Sex

80% 4

60% -

40% 4

20%

general elections of 2006
general elections of 2006

Percentage who voted in the last

Percentage who voted in the last

Age

———— 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI1-7. Determinants of Turnout in Guyana

Ethnic Groups and Voting Preferences in 2006 Elections

One of the primary characteristics of Guyanese democracy is political competition based
on ethnicity. The 2009 survey offers an ideal opportunity in which to test this relationship. Figure
VII-8 shows voting preferences by ethnic group. We observe that 68.7% of Indians voted for the
PPP/C while only 3.7% of Blacks voted for that party. Alternatively, the PNC is the preferred
political party of Black citizens; 75.1% of Blacks voted for this party, whereas only 1.7% of
Indians voted for the PNC. Therefore, it appears that the two main ethnic groups in Guyana have
very different party preferences. Finally, the AFC gathers votes from all ethnic groups, mainly
from Mixed-race citizens (39.6%) and the Black population (31.7%).
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Figure VI11-8. Ethnic group and voting preferences in the 2006 Elections

Identification with Political Parties in Guyana

Apart from electoral behaviour, we also analyse party identification in Guyana. Political
parties are key institutions in any democratic system; they perform essential functions for the
stability and consolidation of liberal democracies. Among these crucial functions are aggregating
interests, channelling citizens’ demands, and selecting candidates for public office (Mainwaring
and Scully 1995). In this sense, it is important to have political systems in which citizens develop
affective ties or attachments to political parties that help to build stable and institutionalized party
systems.

In order to wunderstand levels of party identification in Guyana, the 2009
AmericasBarometer survey asked Guyanese the following question:

VB10. Do you currently identify with a political party?
(1) Yes [Continue] (2) No [Go to POL1] (8) DK [Go to POL1]

Figure VII-9 shows the responses to this question comparing them to the results from the
2006 survey. We observe that party identification has dropped significantly during the last three
years. While in 2006 19.4% of respondents identified with a political party, this percentage falls
to 12.2% in 2009.
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Figure VI1-9. Levels of Party Identification in Guyana, 2009

In order to determine whether a percentage of 12.2% identifying with a political party is
high or low, we compare Guyana with other countries in the Americas. Figure VII-10 reveals that
Guyana is the country with the lowest percentage of party identification in our sample. Except for
Guatemala, the difference between Guyana and the other countries is statistically significant. The
country with the highest levels of party identification is the Dominican Republic, with 70.3% of
its population identifying with a political party, followed by Paraguay, Jamaica and Uruguay. In
general terms we can say that levels of party identification in the Americas is quite low, with
percentages below 50% in the majority of countries.
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Figure VI1-10. Party ldentification in Comparative Perspective, 2008

Going back to the analysis of party identification in Guyana, we now turn to levels of
party identification by region. Figure VII-11 displays these levels stratified by the seven regions
under consideration in this study on the political culture of Guyanese citizens. As we can see, all
the regions, except for two (Region 2 and Region 10), present percentages between 11.6% and
15.1%; the region with the highest levels of party identification is Region 3. However, the only
statistically significant difference is found between Region 6 and Region 2. In short, we can
conclude that levels of party identification remain low across the country with slight variation
among regions.
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Figure VII-11. Party ldentification by Region in Guyana, 2009

Aside from levels of party identification, we are interested in determining the distribution
of such identification. That is to say, which political parties have larger levels of identification
among citizens? Figure VII-12 shows that the PPP/C and the PNCR/1G have similar levels of
citizens identifying with them, 48.2% and 47.5%, respectively, which articulates the leading
position of these two parties in the Guyanese party system. Alternatively, only 5.9% of
Guyanese who identify with a political party identify with the Alliance for Change (AFC).

Alliance for
Change (AFC)
5.9%

People's Progressive
Party Civic (PPP/C)
48.2%

People's National Congress/
One Guyana (PNCR/1G)
45.7%

Which political party do you identify with?

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI1-12. Distribution of Party Identification by Political Party, 2009
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Given this distribution of party identification, it would be interesting to analyse
identification patterns across regions. For the purpose of this study, we have considered only the
two main political parties in Guyana. Figure VII-13 shows the percentage of people identifying
with the PPP/C by region. We observe that identification with this party occurs mainly in
Regions 1,7,8,9 and Region 2, where about 80% of those who identify with a political party do so
with the PPP/C. At the other extreme, with percentages of approximately 30% we find Regions 4
and 10. The remaining regions place in intermediate positions, with percentages between 51.5%-
63.6%, with no statistically significant differences among them. The two regions with the highest
percentages display statistically significant differences with the two regions in the lowest
positions.

100% -

80% —

60%

40% T 79.2% 81.5%

[0)
s1.oo] 5619l 22

2% 130 706 34.6%

0% —

T T T

T T T
Region 4 Region 10 Region 5 Region 6 Region 3 Region 2 Regions 1,7,8,9

Percentage Identifying with PPP/C

Region
———— 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI11-13. Identification with the PPP/C by region, 2009

Not only is it interesting to determine the levels of party identification but also the
strength of such identification. When respondents said they identified with a political party and
which political party they identified with, they were then asked about the strength of that
identification. Figure VII-14 shows levels of strength for the PPP/C. Here we see that a majority
of those identifying with this party hold a strong (43.1%) or very strong (13.8%) identification.
Only 6.1% say they hold a very weak identification with the party.
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Figure VI11-14. ldentification Strength with the PPP/C

Regarding the PNCR/1G we also observe that their supporters are concentrated in specific
regions. As we can see in Figure VII-15, in Region 4, 61.3% of Guyanese who identify with a
political party identify with the PNCR/IG. In Region 5 that percentage drops to 48.5%.
Alternatively, the region with the lowest percentage is Regions 1,7,8,9, with 11.1%. However,
the only differences that are statistically significant are those between Region 4 and Regions
1,7,8,9, and Region 4 and Region 2.
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Figure VI1-15. Identification with the PNCR/1G by Region, 2009
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Finally, we observe the identification strength of Guyanese who identify with the
PNC/IR. From Figure VII-16 we see that 33.6% of this group consider their identification with
that party as strong, and 7.8% as very strong. A large proportion, 28.7%, consider their
identification neither strong nor weak while almost a third of respondents report having weak or
very weak identification with the PNC/1R.

Strong
33.6%

Not Weak,
or Strong
28.7%

Identification with PNCR/1G

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI1-16. Identification Strength with the PNCR/1G

Conclusions

In this chapter we have analysed questions related to voting behaviour and party
identification in Guyana. First, we examined how many people have already registered to appear
on the new voters list in order to be eligible to vote in local government elections and the 2011
national elections. We saw that 81.6% of Guyanese report being registered for the new list,
without many differences among regions in the country. Statistical analyses demonstrated that
people in urban areas and wealthy citizens are more likely to be registered. Furthermore,
Amerindian and Mixed-race citizens are registered at lower levels than Indians.

We then looked at levels of electoral participation in the previous election of 2006. About
70% of respondents reported having voted in the last election, displaying similar levels across
regions and similar levels to the majority of countries in the Americas. Region 5 was the region
with the highest levels in both registered voters and electoral turnout. When determining the
factors that explain electoral turnout, we found that men and young people were less likely to

196 LAPQGP




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

vote in the 2006 elections, as well as Amerindians compared to Indians. We also observed a
strong correlation between voting choice and ethnic self-identification.

Finally, in the third section of this chapter, we focused on the analysis of party
identification in Guyana. In this sense, the country displays the lowest levels of party
identification in the Americas. Only 12.2% of citizens identify with a political party, most of
them identifying with either the PPP or the PNC in similar percentages. The main differences
occur among regions. Despite these low levels of party identification, parties have strong
supporters among those identifying with them.
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APPENDIX CHAPTER VII.

Appendix VII-1. Predictors of Registration for the New Voters List

Registered for the new voter list
Independent Variables Coefficients (3]
Region 2 0.040 (0.46)
Region 3 0.092 (1.28)
Region 5 0.122 (1.55)
Region 6 -0.055 (-0.86)
Region 10 0.018 (0.22)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.113 (0.98)
Mixed -0.152%* (-2.24)
Amerindian -0.228%* (-2.68)
Black -0.061 (-0.89)
Education 0.066 (0.90)
Wealth 0.249%* (3.18)
Urban / rural 0.199* (2.32)
Female 0.058 (0.94)
Age 0.135 (1.96)
Constant 1.545% (22.80)
F=3.73
Number of Obs. = 2474
* p<0.05
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Appendix VII-2. Predictors of Electoral Turnout in 2006

Electoral Turnout
Independent Variables Coefficients (1)
Region 2 0.121 (1.70)
Region 3 -0.047 (-0.70)
Region 5 0.155%* (2.29)
Region 6 0.107* (2.24)
Region 10 0.053 (0.69)
Regions 1,7,8,9 0.131 (1.66)
Mixed -0.110 (-1.75)
Amerindian -0.239% (-2.98)
Black -0.106 (-1.40)
Education 0.072 (0.98)
Wealth -0.016 (-0.21)
Urban / rural 0.104 (1.48)
Female 0.195* (3.42)
Age 0.868* (11.24)
Constant 1.134%* (18.21)
F=14.14
Number of Obs. = 2480
* p<0.05
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Chapter VIII. Interpersonal Trust and
Civic Participation®

Theoretical framework

Since the publication of Alexis de Tocqueville’s observations on American democracy in
1835, a strong and vibrant civil society has not just been seen as an expendable component of
stable democracy, but as an essential characteristic of it. In the almost two centuries since the
original release of Democracy in America, scholars have been attempting to understand just how
civil society contributes to the consolidation of democratic governance within a polity.
Originally, for example, it was presumed that the act of participating in civil organizations and
associations increased levels of trust among citizens within a society, however, that assumption
has recently been challenged as scholars have begun to posit that a baseline level of interpersonal
or societal trust must exist within a society before citizens will be willing to associate with their
compatriots. Furthermore, scholars such as Uslaner (2000; 2002) contend that while citizens may
become more trusting through their participation in civic organizations, that trust is better defined
as ‘particularized’ to certain segments of the population and not ‘generalized’ throughout the
entire society.

Robert Putnam famously argues that through participation in civic organizations such as
religious groups, parent-teacher associations (PTAs) and even bowling leagues, mass publics
begin to build a social capital which increases trust and efficiency throughout society (Putnam
1993; 2000). In his seminal work on democracy in Italy, Putnam argues that a primary difference
between the more efficient, less corrupt and more developed north and the less developed
southern regions of Italy is their civic participation and the resulting lack of interpersonal trust.
Banfield also noted this lack of trust in his ethnographic study of a rural southern Italian village,
concluding that an “amoral familism” hampers the development of “Montegrano” (Banfield
1958). One aspect of this hypothesis goes in direct opposition to Newton’s definition of social
trust as being “the actor’s belief that, at worst, others will not knowingly or willingly do him
harm, and at best, that they will act in his interests” (Newton 2001, 202). A key component to
“amoral familism” according to Banfield is that “no one will further the interest of the group or
community except as it is to his private advantage to do so (Banfield 1958, 83-84). Clearly, at the
very least, in the case of Italy, civic participation seems to play a pivotal role in the functioning
and efficiency of democratic institutions.

Even in the most advanced democratic societies, civic participation and the creation and
maintenance of a strong civil society are of utmost concern to democratic scholars. Putnam

%3 This chapter was written by Lawrence Lachmansingh.
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(2000), for example, contends that due in large party to the advancement of technology
(especially the television) since the 1950s, Americans participation in civic organizations
continues to decline, putting at risk the foundations of democratic governance that have in large
part been taken for granted by the American public. As Putnam explains, it is not so much that
Americans are no longer bowling; it is that they are now opting to bowl alone instead of
participating in leagues. Social trust, argues Putnam, is dependent on a participatory citizenry and
without it; the quality of democracy will begin to decline.

Recently however, scholars have begun to question the fundamental assumptions
concerning our understanding of participation in civic organizations and interpersonal or societal
trust. Uslaner and Brown (2005), for example, contend that it is not participation which leads to
trust, but is in fact the other way around, “the causal relationship” they argue “runs from trust to
participation” (Uslaner and Brown 2005, 868). Scholars have also begun to note the impact of
structural variables such as inequality on interpersonal trust and civic participation. In the same
work, Uslaner and Brown find that while inequality does not have a substantive effect on
communal participation in the United States (volunteering, giving to charity), it does have a
pronounced effect on political participation (voting, signing petitions, and working for a political
party), with those less well off participating less. Furthermore, using multi-level statistical
methodologies to examine inequality, social trust and civic participation in Latin America,
Cordova (2008) argues that “civic participation by itself is unlikely to foster democracy unless it
forms part of a broader agenda that included policies that facilitate the conditions for the
construction of generalized social trust, such as economic policies designed to promote equality”
(Cordova 2008, 149). While the causal relationship has not been conclusively determined, it has
become essentially unanimous among scholars that both interpersonal trust and civic
participation are key components to a well-functioning, liberal democracy.

Recognizing the importance of these two variables, interpersonal trust and civic
participation, the current chapter explores individual level variables which cause a person to both
trust and participate more in a variety of organizations. The first part of the chapter will examine
levels of interpersonal trust (IT1) in Guyana, comparing those levels to years past and throughout
the several regions of the country. We will then, through the use of regression analysis, examine
the primary predictors of interpersonal trust at the individual level.

Following our analysis of interpersonal trust, we will then proceed to examine civic
participation within the country. Using the “CP series” from the 2009 Americas Barometer
Survey administered in Guyana, our analysis will examine each organization included in the
questionnaire, including participating in meetings of religious organizations (CP6), parent
associations (CP7), committees for community improvement (CP8), professional associations
(CP9), labour unions (CP10), political parties (CP13) and finally women’s groups and
associations (CP20). For each organization, we will examine levels of participation in Guyana in
comparison with the 22 other countries included in the Americas Barometer Survey, the
difference in participation across time (2006 and 2009) and regions.* Furthermore, where
appropriate and when the data permits, we will examine participation in organizations with those

% Given data constraints, some analyses may be lacking from certain types of organizations.
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of differing race. Finally, we will investigate the individual level variables that influence people’s
participation in each type of organization.

Next, we will look at the relationship between participation in civic organizations and
demand-making on different governmental institutions including parliament (CP2), local
authorities (CP4A) and ministries or state agencies (CP4). The final section will then examine the
relationship between participation in public demonstrations or protests (PROT2) and participation
in civic organizations.

Historical Background

In a country as ethnically diverse as Guyana, which boasts of six races, building
interpersonal trust is a major consideration in the pursuit of sustainable development. The
dominant political ideology, which formed in the pre-Independence period, proposed that
development challenges posed by ethnic, geographic, class and other divisions could be
overcome by political independence and the embracing of inclusive policies. Indeed, the newly
independent Guyana of 1966 declared its national motto as “One People, One Nation, One
Destiny.”

Civil society has contributed significantly towards the achievement of the “One People”
notion over the decades by reflecting the diversity of needs and interests that exists across the
country. Hundreds of groups at the local and national levels are currently addressing
developmental issues and seeking to make a positive difference in the quality of life of citizens.
These groups are reinforced by hundreds more in the extensive Guyanese diaspora, who typically
maintain Guyana-focused agendas. By pursuing public goods such as worker’s rights,
humanitarian relief, education, health, economic development, environmental protection, security
and HIV/AIDS prevention, for example, these groups are increasingly seeking ways of working
across divisions in a manner that promotes social cohesion and capital.

Guyana’s civil society is typified, as elsewhere, by mass-based organisations (MBOs),
such as religious groups and labour unions, and a growing Non-Governmental Organisation
(NGO) sector. These have co-existed along with political parties, as demonstrated by the extent
of cooperation — or lack thereof — with partisan agendas, which unfortunately since their
inception are still perceived to mirror ethnic divisions. Thus, while civil society world-wide has
been a potent force for contributing to increased levels of interpersonal trust, it can also
contribute to distrust.

While MBOs have existed for decades and have developed norms for functioning that
permit sustainability, they are beset by much of the same challenges that face the more newly
formed NGOs: an outdated legal infrastructure, limited resources, poor governance and
tendencies toward authoritarianism. Despite these obstacles, many groups are demonstrating a
capacity for healthy organisational performance, are achieving results and meaningful impact.
There are numerous examples of successful NGOs. Nonetheless, significant challenges remain at
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all levels to better equip civil society to build interpersonal trust.

In recent years, civil society has benefitted from a national recognition that trust-building
remains a key challenge in the pursuit of nation-building. With an eye to deepening Guyana’s
democracy, constitutional reforms in 2001 established Article 13, which states:

“The principal objective of the political system of the State is to establish an inclusionary
democracy by providing increasing opportunities for the participation of citizens, and their
organizations, in the management and decision-making processes of the State, with particular
emphasis on those areas of decision-making that directly affect their well-being.”

Specific roles for civil society were to be assured in part through membership in five
rights-based constitutional commissions to address issues of ethnic relations, children, Indigenous
Peoples, women and gender, and human rights. Unfortunately, the establishment of these
Commissions has been significantly delayed — with only the Ethnic Relations Commission being
operational.

In addition to the slow implementation of the agreed constitutional reforms, the post-2001
period was characterised by political and social tensions that further threatened the levels of
interpersonal trust, particularly across members of Guyana’s different communities. Civil society
responded through the ‘Social Partners’ (the Private Sector Commission, the Trades Union
Congress and the Guyana Bar Association) and promoted a process of dialogue between the main
political parties. These and subsequent processes yielded additional political agreements and
eventually saw a reduction in tensions.

Generally, however, civil society’s participation in decision-making processes in the areas
of governance and peace — key sectors for building and demonstrating interpersonal trust - have
yielded limited successes. Among the collaborative efforts that civil society has recently pursued
are the Forum for Effectiveness and Solidarity (FES), the Electoral Assistance Bureau (EAB) and
the Peacebuilders Network. Broader processes such as the National Development Strategy,
Multi-stakeholder Fora and the Poverty Reduction Strategy also enjoyed considerable civil
society support.

The reasons for these limited successes have been outlined earlier. The net effect is that
stakeholder confidence, particularly of political parties, in the abilities and motivations of civil
society, is low. The capacity of civil society to occupy a more prominent position in trust-
building, whether at the local or national level, is thus constrained.

The following analysis suggests the extent of both the will and capacity within civil
society to participate in the development process. It may also contribute towards an improved
understanding of how critically needed capacity can be identified and strengthened.
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Interpersonal Trust

The key measure of interpersonal trust in the AmericasBarometer survey is one that has
been used many times before, and was also included in the 2006 LAPOP survey in Guyana. It
reads as follows:

IT1. Now, speaking of the people from here, would you say that people in this community are generally
very trustworthy, somewhat trustworthy, not very trustworthy or untrustworthy...? [Read options]
(1) Very trustworthy (2) Somewhat trustworthy (3) not very trustworthy (4) untrustworthy (8) DK/DR

We will examine the responses to this item by recoding them in the traditional LAPOP
format, namely to convert to a 0-100 scale, with 0 equal to untrustworthy and 100 equal to very
trusthworthy.

As already shown in Chapter I, but repeated here because of its relevance, Guyana scored
just above the middle in the AmericasBarometer series of countries. The average score for
Guyana was 60.1 in 2008, just about the same as Guamatela (60.2) and Jamaica (60.3), but far
below Canada (79.6), and yet sharply above Haiti (40.8).
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Figure VIII-1. Interpersonal Trust in Comparative Perspective
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Interpersonal Trust Over time
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Figure VI11-2. Average Levels of Interpersonal Trust by Year

Figure VIII-2 shows that levels of interpersonal trust between the period of 2006 and
2009 in Guyana have only changed by 0.2 average points in a 0-100 scale This statistically
insigificant change suggests that the major causes of trust and distrust within communities
remained the same over the period in question or that the changes that did occur effectively
balanced each other out. Further analysis in this chapter will investigate the determinants of trust
levels in Guyana.
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Interpersonal Trust by Regions
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Figure VI111-3. Average Levels of Interpersonal Trust by Regions

Figure VIII-3, characterizing interpersonal trust by region, indicates that those citizens
likely to have higher levels of interpersonal trust reside in region 5 (66.3 points) and the
hinterland regions — 1, 7, 8 & 9 (65.9 points). While the most populated region, Region 4, and
Region 10 have the lowest levels of interpersonal trust (58.5 points and 57.5 points respectively),
it is noticeable that when the 95% Confidence Interval is considered there is no significant
difference between trust levels in the vast majority of the citizens (regions 2, 3, 4, 6 and 10).
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Determinants of Interpersonal Trust
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The reference groups are: Indian, Region 4, and Metropolitan Area
Figure VI11-4. Predictors of Interpersonal Trust

Having examined regional comparisons, we now turn to the predictors of interpersonal
trust in Guyana (Figure VIII-4).° This linear regression shows that a significant negative effect
upon levels of trust is driven by respondents being either female, of mixed ethnicity or the victim
of a crime in the past year. It is not surprising that females and victims of crime would tend to be
less trusting, as females are all too often the victims of various forms of abuse, and, crime
victims, of course, are likely to become suspicious of their fellow citizens. The discussion
around Figure V.4 delves deeper into this question. The regression results also show that those
who are older, wealthier, and who reside in a small city or rural area have significantly higher
levels of interpersonal trust than younger, poorer and more urban citizens. It is striking that
ethnic self identification so important a factor in Guyana, has no significant impact on
interpersonal trust once these demographic and socio-economic factors are taken into
consideration, with the minor exception of slightly lower trust among those who self-identify as
“mixed.” More discussion on these predictors follows Figure V.5 below.

% In the regression charts, we standardize all variables and indicate the zero mean as a red line. Each predictor that
does not intersect with that line is a significant predictor (p<0.05). Notice that any coefficient to the right of the zero
line indicates a positive and statistically significant net effect of that variable on the dependent variable. In contrast,
any coefficient to the left of the zero line indicates a negative and statistically significant net effect.




I The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

60+

50
40
30 60.7
co.7

20—
10

O —

No Yes

Crime Victimization

Average Interpersonal Trust

—— 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI11-5. Average Levels of Interpersonal Trust by Crime Victimization

Crime victimization has a significantly negative impact on interpersonal trust in Guyana.
As illustrated in Figure VIII-5, those who have been a victim of a crime within the past year have
an almost 6-points lower level of interpersonal trust than those who had not been victimized.
Crime victimization has the effect of reducing citizen’s trust in each other likely due to the
human phenomenon of “once bitten, twice shy.”
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Figure VI11-6. Interpersonal Trust by Sex, Age, Wealth and Size of City/Town

Figure VIII-6 graphically displays the significant predictors that positively affect
interpersonal trust in Guyana: age, sex, wealth and the size city/town. In terms of gender, men
demonstrate a 2 average-points higher level of trust than women. When it comes to age, there is
higher interpersonal trust among those older than the youngest cohort of 18-25, which can be as a
result of adult maturation and increased community involvement as well as an increased
acceptance of and comfort with the status quo. These levels remain relatively high for older
citizens. Younger citizens between the ages of 18-25, however, have the lowest level of
interpersonal trust. This may result from those in this age group being more concerned with
personal development issues than with community related issues. It may also reflect an idealistic
frustration with the status quo, as higher standards and expectations are not realised in the real
world.

The size of the city® lived in is a significant predictor of interpersonal trust, with levels
being markedly higher in rural areas (62.1 points) and small cities (59.2 points), when compared
with the national capital. Persons in the national capital are only likely to have a 53.8 points
degree of interpersonal trust. This can be as a result of the lower level of community
participation that tends to prevail in urban areas, as confirmed in Figure V.7 below. Other urban

% For the 2009 survey, three categories of size were used: National Capital (Georgetown), small city (all the other
municipalities) and rural areas (all other areas).
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phenomenon, such as a perception of increased levels of crime and political competition,
particularly of the rancorous kind, may also contribute to lower levels of trust.

Finally, in terms of wealth, the wealthiest Guyanese have the highest levels of
interpersonal trust (63 points). Major differences in trust-levels are not demonstrated among less
well-off Guyanese, the lowest level being 57.8 points.

Civic Participation

Participation in Solving Community Problems

The extent to which citizens participate in solving community problems can be a tangible
indicator of a democracy’s health, particularly as relates to the confidence of citizens that such
involvement can make a difference in their lives. At the same time, it may also indicate a view
on the state of local institutions and their capacity (or lack thereof) as relates to addressing
community issues. Deeper analysis into the views of citizens on local government is covered in a
separate chapter.

To assess the level of citizen participation in solving community problems, the following
question was asked:

CP5. Now, changing the subject...Over the Once a Once or Once or Never DK
last 12 months have you tried to help to week twice a twice a
solve a problem in your community or in your month year

neighbourhood?

Please, tell me if you did it at least once a (1) ) A3)
week, once or twice a month, once or twice 4) (8)
a year or never.
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Figure VI11-7. Participation in Solving Community Problems
in Comparative Perspective

Figure VIII-7 shows that across the countries included in the AmericasBarometer survey
by LAPOP, Guyana ranks highly (7", with 37.8%) as it relates to participation in solving
community problems. Paraguay and Haiti, at 65.6 and 56.4% respectively, convincingly occupy
the top two positions while Chile and Nicaragua, with 24.5 and 25.4% respectively, placing them
at the bottom of the graph. It is interesting to note that in a region dominated by Spanish-
speaking countries, only two of the top seven countries are Spanish-speaking. While it may be
tempting to view a higher ranking as a positive from the perspective of participation, it may also
be that the necessity for participation, warranted by a preponderance of community problems
(including weak local government), is what drives the higher level of participation or forces
people to take matters into their own hands.
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Figure VI11-8. Participation in Solving Community Problems by Region

Among the regions in Guyana, the highest percentage of participation in solving
community problems (51%) occurs in the cluster of regions, 1, 7, 8 and 9, as shown in Figure
VIII-8 above. These regions are comprised of mainly indigenous communities that are
traditionally organized along communal lines. The statistics drawn from the survey also suggests
that the community councils and other community bodies in the hinterland are active and provide
citizens with the vehicles for organizing and directing local energies.

However there is a noticeable decrease in participation among the other regions, with
Region 4 — the most populous region - recording the lowest level (33.5%). This is reflective of
the coastal response to community issues, which is magnified in the capital, where communities
are less cohesive and local authorities are in a state of considerable disarray. This latter issue will
be covered in a separate chapter on local governance. Suffice it to note at this stage that needed
local government reforms remain outstanding, with local elections now being 12 years overdue.

Participation in Meetings of Religious Groups

Religion plays an important role in the fabric of Guyanese society, where the vast
majority of citizens profess belief in a higher being. According to the AmericasBarometer
survey, various Christian groups comprise the largest segment of the population (about 64%),
about 21% are Hindus, 7.5% Muslim, with only 4% declaring no religion. A scattering of other
groupings (Bahai, Rastafarian, etc.) make up the remainder. The 2009 survey sought to elicit the
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extent to which citizens participated in meetings of religious organizations by asking the
following question:

CP6. Meetings of any religious organization?

Do you attend them...

Once a
week

@)

Once or
twice a
month

)

Once or
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year

©)

Never
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Figure VI11-9. Participation in Meetings of Religious Groups by Year

According to the 2009 data, there has been a sharp drop of almost 20% in the level of
participation in religious meetings since 2006. As will be seen in the analysis of subsequent
types of civic participation, there has been an across-the-board decrease in participation between
the LAPOP surveys of 2006 and 2009.
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Figure VI11-10. Participation in Meetings of Religious Groups in
Comparative Perspective

At 62.2%, Guyana is ranked 8" for the level of participation in meetings of any religious
group among the countries included in the AmericasBarometer survey by LAPOP, with Uruguay
demonstrating the lowest level of participation. Guyana lies within a cluster of 11 countries that
share a similar level of participation, from 63.2% (Bolivia) to 58.8% (Colombia). Interestingly,
the four CARICOM countries in the AmericasBarometer survey are found within the top eight
countries for participation in religious meetings, with Haiti and Jamaica topping the ratings.

218




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

80 -
| I
60 ]: J-

65.4% 66.5%
56.1% 61.5% 62.9% -

20

Percentage Who Participated in
Meetings of any Religious Group

Region 4 Region 3 Region 5 Region 2 Region 10 Region 6 Regions
1,7,8,9

Region

———— 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI11-11. Participation in Meetings of Religious Groups by Regions

Determinants of Participation in Religious Meetings

In exploring the regions in Guyana as a determinant of participation in religious meetings
it can be seen according to Figure VIII-11 that levels are greatest (74.9%) in the hinterland
regions (regions 1, 7, 8, and 9). As argued earlier, the higher degree of community interaction in
the hinterland translates into benefits for civic participation. By contrast, and again holding true
in this case, Region 4 (lowest, with 56.1%) and the other coastal regions demonstrate markedly
lower levels of participation in religious meetings. It is interesting to note that Region 6 defied
the coastal trend and exhibited the second highest level of participation in religious meetings —
69.5%.
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Figure VI11-12. Predictors of Participation in Religious Meetings

Figure VIII-12 above illustrates the predictors of participation in religious meetings in
Guyana. From the regression analysis we find that racial self-identification once again does not
define Guyanese. Participation levels are higher outside region 4, particularly in the hinterland
regions, as already noted. Moreover, we found that women, older people, and wealthier people
participate more. However, rural areas demonstrate a negative relationship on levels of
participation in religious meetings.
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Figure VI11-13. Participation in Meetings of Religious Groups by Sex, Age, Wealth and Size
of City or Town

Not surprisingly, and as reflected in Figure VIII-13 above, when it comes to gender,
females attend religious meetings at higher levels than males. What is perhaps surprising is that
the difference in levels is only 7%. Indeed, when we examine another variable in the survey
(Q5a), which asks directly about the frequency of participation in religious services (since many
of those who attend such services also attend meetings of their church group before/after such
services), we find that whereas 23% of males attend such services once a week, 35% of females
do so. In contrast, whereas 13% of males never attend, only 5% of females never attend. Finally,
while 15% of males attend more than once a week, 23% of females do.

In terms of age, participation in religious meetings rises noticeably with the 36-45 age
group, at 66.5%, and generally increases the older one becomes. While younger citizens tend to
participate less, the decrease is not particularly dramatic: the lowest level of participation is only
56.6% (age 26-35). In terms of wealth, the more wealthy citizens (>$120K/month household
income) exhibit the highest degree of participation at 68%. Yet, that participation is not very
different from that of the less well-off citizens. Indeed, the remaining Guyanese (<$120K/month
household income) participate in religious meetings at levels above 59%. Finally, in terms of
size of city/town, being a resident of a small city (municipalities other than Georgetown) also has
a positive effect on participation in meetings of religious groups. These residents participate at a
level of 67.8%.
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Participation in Meetings of Parent Associations

In most countries, including Guyana, local schools play an important role in civic society.
Schools offer parents multiple opportunities to meet with other parents, teachers and
administrators. For this reason, the AmericasBarometer includes a question on frequency of
attendance at parents’ associations. The wording is as follows (CP7), along with the special item
we added for Guyana, given the importance of race in this country (CP7A).

o7 Meet association | @) e 3) @ ®
. Meetings of a parents’ association
at school? Do you attend them... [Goto  [Go to
CPg] CPg]
CP7A. In general, would All of Mostly of | About Mostly | Allof | DK/D N/A
you say that the people the the same | half the of a a R
who attend those meetings same race as same | differen | differe
with you are [read each race yours race t race nt
option]... as as than race 9)
yours @ yours yours than
(4) yours
(1) (3) (8)
®)

Once again we find a significant decrease in participation levels in the 2009 dataset when
compared with 2006. In this instance, and as depicted in Figure VIII-14 below, citizens reduced
their participation levels in Parent Associations by over 9%, from 54.9% to 46%. There are no
apparent reasons for this general decrease. From all accounts the situation as pertains to parents,
children and the circumstances surrounding parent associations in Guyana have remained the
same between 2006 and 2009.
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Figure VII1-14. Participation in Meetings of Parent Associations by Year
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Figure VI11-15. Participation in Meetings of
Parent Associations in Comparative Perspective
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Despite this decline, within the LAPOP AmericasBarometer survey countries, Guyana
exhibits the eighth highest level of participation in parents associations, placing immediately
behind the other English-speaking Caribbean countries in the survey — Jamaica and Belize. Haiti
leads the group with the highest level of participation in parent associations (65.5%), followed
immediately by another poor country, Bolivia (53.3%). This phenomenon may reflect the
increased compulsion citizens feel to participate when institutional performance is weak (see
parallel discussions on civic participation in local issues and trust in local government).

Interestingly, the countries with the lowest levels of participation in parent associations are two
more developed countries, Canada (24.7%) and the United States (23.6%), but this is at least in
part a function of the much lower family size in those countries, which is also the case in
countries like Argentina and Uruguay, where birth rates are low.
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Figure VI11-16. Participation in Meetings of Parent Associations by Region

Consistent with earlier findings, the hinterland regions (1, 7, 8, 9) demonstrate the highest
level of participation in parent associations to a significant degree — 66.3%. Regions 3, 4, 5, 6
and 10 follow in a cluster that ranges from 42.4% to 47.3%, as shown in Figure VIII-16 above.
The remaining region, Region 2, demonstrates the lowest level of participation in parent
associations, 38.3%, but that difference is not significant when compared to all other regions
except the hinterland regions. The analyses in this chapter suggest that the higher levels of
participation in school-related meetings in Region 1, 7, 8, and 9 vs. all other regions is, at least in
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part, due to the much higher number of children that hinterland parents have. The mean number
of children in these regions is 3.6 vs. 2.4 for the nation as a whole. Indeed, in region 1,7,8,9 only
18% of the respondents report having no children, vs. the national average of 27%. In Region 2,
where participation in schools is the lowest, 31% of respondents had no children, the highest of
any region. Other factors include that the hinterland communities are nucleated and relatively
isolated. There are few forms of ‘social’ activity. Thus, involvement in activities in the
community is generally high.

All of a different
race than yours All of the same
7.3% race as yours
9.1%

Mostly of the same
race as yours
Mostly of a different 22.4%
race than yours
0,

About half the same
race as yours
30.0%

Would you say that the people who attend
those meetings with you are...

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI11-17. Race of Other Participants at Parent Association Meetings

To further explore participation in parent association meetings Figure VIII-17 looks at the
ethnicity of those who attended such meetings, from the perspective of the respondent. About
half of the other attendees at parent association meetings are of the same race for 30% of the
respondents. In 31.5% of the cases, the other attendees were either all or mostly of the same race
as the respondent while in 38.5% of the cases, the other attendees were either all or mostly of a
different race. In the majority of cases, Guyanese are engaging with each other as parents across
the racial divide, thus reflecting — and contributing to — levels of interpersonal trust. We will see
below that this figure is much lower in other kinds of associations and therefore the school seems
to be a particularly good venue for Guyanese to meet and mix.

It is useful to note that when it comes to geographic coverage, the model for schools is
similar to that for local government. School areas, like NDCs, comprise a collection of local
areas that are almost by definition multi-ethnic. The pursuit of a common agenda through a
model that insists upon multi-ethnicity may offer an opportunity for addressing development
issues and deepening levels of interpersonal trust.
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Determinants of Participation in Meetings of Parent Associations
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The reference groups are: Indian, Region 4, and Metropolitan Area
Figure VI11-18. Predictors of Participation in Parent Association Meetings

Further characteristics were used to determine the attendance at parent association
meetings (Figure VIII-18). From those characteristics it can be seen that having children and
being female are among the strongest factors. This makes sense, since, as already noted, having
children provides a motivation for attending school-related meetings. As is traditional among
females over generations of civilization, women are generally more interested in their children’s
education than males. This was confirmed in most of the AmericasBarometer surveys. Age is a
strong negative determinant of participation in school activities, since both younger and older
individuals are less likely to have children in school. Residents in region 2 participate less in part
because they have fewer children in school, but also because of some unknown factor that
requires further exploration since the regression results reported above already take into account
the number of children (as well as age and other factors). On the other hand, married or common
law, Amerindian and Black are those characteristics that have a positive impact on levels of
attendance at these meetings in Guyana, net of other factors. We shall explore some of these
characteristics in the following charts.
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Figure VI11-19. Participation in Parent Association Meetings by Sex

Not surprisingly, we found that women were significantly more likely to participate in
parent association meetings than men, by a margin of 18.9% (Figure VIII-19). Some might be
impressed that as many as 36.6% of males attend such meetings, given perceptions of the role of
males in Guyanese families. From a gender equality perspective, it would be useful to examine
the levels over time of male participation.
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Figure VI11-20. Participation in Parent Association Meetings by Age and Marital Status

The age breakdown for attendance at parent association meetings shows a harmonic rise
and fall in attendance, with levels rising as one grows older to a peak of 66.8% for those aged 36-
45 and then subsequently tapering off. Attendance by the over 45 age ranges may be indicative
of the parenting function assumed by grandparents in the Guyana context.

Participation in Meetings of Committees for Community Improvement

Throughout the Americas, citizens participate actively in community improvement
associations and organizations. In the 2009 survey we asked the following two questions:

Once a Once or twice a : Once or twice Never DK/DR

CP8. And meetings of a week month ayear

committee or association for
community improvement? Do (1) (2) 3) (4) (8)
you attend them... [Go to [Go to

CP9] CP9]
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Figure VI11-21. Participation in Meetings of a Committee for Community
Improvements by Year

Figure VIII-21 compares participation in meetings of a committee for community
improvements in 2006 and 2009. The data shows that there has been a decline in 2009 of almost
10%. The decline is consistent with other declines in civic participation noted between 2006 and
2009. We strongly suspect that one explanation is that there may have been a heightened focus
on community improvements in 2006 as a result of the national elections that were held in
August of that year, some months prior to the survey. More likely, however, given the other data
generated in 2009, is that the state of disrepair of local governments has generally discouraged
the participation of citizens in community affairs. Other community organizations, such as
Community Development Committees and NGOs, may also not be gaining the confidence of
citizens enough to inspire participation.




I The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

Thus, while a higher number of Guyanese help solve problems in their communities
(37.8%, Figure VIII-22) they appear to perform this service without formalising the engagement
through meetings, as shown in the next chart. Perhaps much of the problem solving is also being
done at an individual level.
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Figure VI111-22. Participation in Meetings of a Committee for
Community Improvements in Comparative Perspective

A comparative perspective of participation in meetings of a committee for community
improvements, Figure VIII-22, shows the highest level of participation is found in Canada (50%)
while the lowest level occurs in Uruguay (13.3%). Guyana is located just eight places above
Uruguay. There is a noticeably consistent and gradual decrease in participation levels across the
top nine countries, who are followed by a clustering of seven countries ranging in levels from
27.6% (Mexico) to 25.3% (Guyana). Thereafter the participation levels trend downwards, ending
with Uruguay.
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Figure VI11-23. Participation in Meetings of Committees for Community
Improvements by Region

Consistent with other forms of participation, the highest participation levels (55.6%) in
meetings of committees for community improvements are found in the hinterland regions
(Regions 1, 7, 8 and 9), after which participation levels decrease dramatically. The hinterland
communities are generally considered to be more cohesive and community-based in their
approach to community issues. They also have the highest number of children and thus benefit
more from the increased benefits seen earlier in parent association participation levels. That the
hinterland registers such a dramatically higher level of participation in meetings of committees
for community improvement than the rest of the country strongly suggests that these committees
benefit from a higher degree of legitimacy and public confidence. = We have already seen
(Chapter 1V), that Amerindians and hinterland regions exhibit the highest levels of trust in local
governments, suggesting that the structures for participation in community development bodies
are generating relatively high levels of legitimacy and public confidence.

The region recording the lowest participation level is region 5 (19.1%), with regions 4 and
3 (20.1% each) at the low end of Figure VIII-23 above. That the majority of the population
resides in these three regions suggests that either opportunities for participation or confidence in
existing mechanisms is lacking. Suffice it to say that significant room for increased participation
in the area of community improvement exists, representing a development opportunity through
the use of a currently under-utilized resource — the People.
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Figure VI11-24. Race of Other Participants at Committee for Community
Improvement Meetings

For community improvement meetings, Figure VIII-24 displays the ethnicity of those
who attended such meetings, from the perspective of the respondent. About half of the other
attendees at Community Improvement Meetings are of the same race for 23.4% of the
respondents. In 48.1% of the cases, the other attendees were either all or mostly of the same race
as the respondent while in 28.5% of the cases, the other attendees were either all or mostly of a
different race. Thus, while there is some ethnic mixing occurring in community improvement
meetings, 76.6% of the attendees were either all or mostly of one race. This likely reflects the
racial consolidation that occurred at the village levels during the early 1960s.

Determinants of Participation in Meetings of Committees for Community Improvement

We now turn to a systematic analysis of the factors that determine participation in
community development organizations.
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Figure VI11-25. Predictors of Participation in Committee for Community
Improvement Meetings

Among the characteristics of persons that attend the committee meetings for community
participation (Figure VIII-25), females are much less active than males. The positive predictors
of participation are education, being married or in a common law relationship, as opposed to
being single, residing in region 10, regions 1,7,8,9 and self-identifying as Amerindian. It has
already been noted that the hinterland areas, where Amerindians are concentrated, exhibit a
dramatically higher level of civic participation in Guyana as a result of more cohesive community
structures and relations. A more detailed discussion on the other predictors occurs around the
following Figure.
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Figure VI11-26. Participation in Committee for Community Improvement
Meetings by Education Level, Sex and Marital Status

Figure VIII-26 examines four key predictors in assessing participation in community
development committees. Education contributes positively to levels of participation, with
persons possessing higher education demonstrating the highest levels of participation (29.1%).
Gender plays a significant role as well, with males participating at significantly higher levels than
females (29% vs 21.6%). This likely reflects the social and cultural norms that males are more
involved outside the home and particularly in infrastructural-type works, such as are likely to be
the subject of community improvement efforts. But it may also reflect “machismo” norms that
limit women to “the kitchen” and the school, but not the “important” activities at the community
level.  Ethnicity, as discussed carlier, sees Amerindians being far and away the most active
participants in community improvement meetings, with a participation percentage of 55.4.
Interestingly, the other major ethnic groupings (Indian, Mixed and Black) are all at about the
same low level, approximating to 22%. Finally, Marital Status identified as persons in a
marriage or common-law relationship are much more likely to be involved in community
improvement meetings than those who are single, divorced or widowed (30% vs. 19.9%).

We included a catch-all question on participating in several types of associations that

depend on one’s profession. The item read as follows, along with its follow-up question on
diversity.
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Figure VI11-27. Participation in Meetings of Professional Associations by Year

Meetings of professional associations also saw a drop in participation over the 2006-2009
period, with levels of participation falling from 20% to 15.9% (Figure VIII-27). This decline
corresponds with reductions in all other spheres of civic participation assessed thus far in this
analysis. The comparative data show that even with these reduced levels, Guyana scores
relatively well.
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Figure VI111-28. Participation in Meetings of Professional
Associations in Comparative Perspective

On the face of it, a level of 15.9% participation level seems to be a low and unsatisfactory
performance. However, when compared with other countries within the LAPOP survey, Guyana
actually compares well at #6 (Figure VIII-28). Canada is far and away the best performer in this
category, at 42.7%, while a cluster of four countries follow at some distance with levels ranging

from 25.1% to 22%.
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Figure VI111-29. Participation in Meetings of Associations of Professionals by Region

The picture that arises when one examines the participation of professionals in
associations is similar to that established with other forms of civic participation: hinterland
communities lead the way (31%), while the majority who live on the coast lag significantly
behind (Figure VIII-29). Regions 4, 6 and 3 demonstrate levels of participation of only 11.7,
12.7 and 14.4% respectively. Interestingly, the more rural regions are noticeably better in
comparison. Professionals in regions 10, 5 and 2 engage each other at levels of 20, 23.4 and
25.7% respectively.
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Figure VI11-30. Race of Other Participants at Professional Association Meetings
For professional association meetings, respondents were asked to describe the ethnic
makeup of attendees. About half of the other attendees at professional association meetings were
of the same race for 30.3% of the respondents. In 43.4% of the cases, the other attendees were
either all or mostly of the same race as the respondent while in 26.3% of the cases, the other
attendees were either all or mostly of a different race.

Determinants of Participation in Meetings of Professional Associations

We next explore the characteristics of those who participate in professional associations.
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Figure VI111-31. Predictors of Participation in Professional Association Meetings

linear regression chart Figure VIII-31 identifies the predictors of participation in
professional association meetings as education, female, age, and regions 2 and 10. Of these, all
exercise a positive influence on levels of participation with the exception of female, which will
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Figure VI11-32. Participation in Professional Association Meetings by Education Level and
Sex

Figure VIII-32 shows sex and education level as these relate to participants at professional
association meetings. In terms of education, 25.9% of those who possess higher education attend
meetings of professional associations as compared with those with primary (16.3%) or secondary
(14%) education. With regard to gender, males are much more likely to participate in
professional associations than females (20.1% vs. 11.7%), suggesting that more needs to be done
to encourage female participation in professional associations.

Participation in Labour Union Meetings

The question we asked about labor union participation is as follows:

Once a week : Once or twice a : Once or twice : Never DK/DR

CP10. And meetings of a month ayear
labour union? Do you attend 1)
them... 2 3 (4) (8)

240




The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance [

20

15+

10

Percentage Who participated
in Meetings of a Labour Union

2006 2009

Year

—— 95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI111-33. Participation in Meetings of a Labour Union by Year

As indicated in Figure VIII-33 there has been a sharp decline in participation levels for
meetings of labour unions over the 2006-9 period. In 2006, 14.5% of respondents indicated that
they attended union meetings at least once per year. By 2009, the corresponding percentage had
declined to 5.5%. Again, civic participation levels in 2009 are consistently and significantly
down from their 2006 levels.
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Figure VI11-34. Participation in Meetings of a Labour Union in
comparative perspective

As shown in Figure VIII-34 Guyana is ranked seventh from the bottom, with 5.5%, of the
LAPQOP survey countries. The highest level of participation in labour union meetings is found in
Bolivia, with 21.1%, after which levels drop of dramatically: the second highest level of
participation is 12.4% (Brazil) followed by Peru (11.1%).
AmericasBarometer survey are in single digits. Guyana’s two sister English-speaking countries
in the survey, Jamaica and Belize, also demonstrate low levels of participation — 6.4 and 9.4%
respectively.

All other countries in the



The Political Culture of Democracy in Guyana, 2009: The Impact of Governance

[y
a
Il

10+

, I I
_L 5.0% 5.2%

2.0 [4.5%

Percentage Who Participated in
Meetings of a Labour Union

T T T T T T T
Regions Region 4 Region5 Region 10 Region 2 Region 6 Region 3
1,7,8,9

Region

————- 959% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure VI11-35. Participation in Meetings of a Labour Union by Region

In a deviation from the picture thus far across regions in Guyana, as shown by figure
VIII-35, the highest participation is in region 3 with 9.2% while the lowest level was recorded in
the hinterland regions, at 2%. This latter observation reflects the relative absence of labour
unions in hinterland regions, while the relatively higher levels in Regions 3 and 6 may be
attributed to sugar workers and the agricultural workers unions.

Determinants of Participation in Labor Union Meetings

We next examine the factors that relate to levels of participation in labour union meetings.
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Figure VI111-36. Predictors of Participation in Labour Union Meetings

The regression model in Figure VIII-36 above shows those characteristics that impact

labour union participation in Guyana as being female, employed, living in a rural area and self-
identified as Black. While females tend to participate less in labour union meetings, persons who
are employed, resident in a rural area and self-identify as Black are inclined to participate more.
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Figure VI11-37. Participation in Labour Union Meetings by Sex, Employment Status and Size of
City or Town

Figure VIII-37 explores sex and size of town as characteristics of participation in labour
union meetings. In terms of gender, males participate in labour unions meetings at a level of
8.1% while females account for only a 2.9% participation level. In terms of size of city/town,
participation is greater in small cities and rural areas at levels of 6.5 and 6.4% respectively. The
national capital is well below these levels, at 2.4%. The geographic disparities will be of
particular interest to individual unions, since it speaks to their appeal, and indicates — in tandem
with earlier findings in this report — some of the challenges unions must address if participation
levels in their meetings are to increase.

Participation in Meetings of Political Parties

The final civil society organization included in the AmericasBarometer is participation in
meetings of political parties. The questions we asked are as follows:

“Once aweek : Once or twice a ;| Once or twice | Never : DK/DR |

CP13. Meetings of a political month ayear
party or political movement? (1) 2) (3) 4) @8
Do you attend them... [Goto | [Goto |

CP20] | CP20] '
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Figure VI11-38. Participation in Meetings of a Political Party by Year
While there has been a decrease in the participation levels at meetings of political parties

in 2009 (16.4%), when compared with 2006 (21.6%), this is readily explained by 2006 being an
election year. The following sections describe in greater detail the 2009 findings.
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Figure VI11-39. Participation in Meetings of a Political Party in
Comparative Perspective

When compared to other LAPOP survey countries, as in Figure VIII-39 above, Guyana
falls in the mid-range in terms of participation in political party meetings. Citizens of the
Dominican Republic exhibit the highest level of political party participation, at 35.2%.
Interestingly, the DR is followed in the ranking, at some distance, by Guyana’s two sister
English-speaking Caribbean countries, Belize and Jamaica, with 24.4 and 23.8% respectively.
Bolivia, Ecuador and Chile trail the other countries with participation levels in single-digits, with
Chile being the lowest at 2.8%.
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Figure VI11-40. Participation in Meetings of a Political Party by Region

Figure VIII-40 shows the participation levels in political meetings across the ten regions
of Guyana. Regions 2, 3 and 6, traditional PPP/C strongholds, demonstrate the highest levels of
participation in political party meetings with 23.1, 22.7 and 20.1% respectively. In contrast, and
further to the suggestion made in relation to Figure VIII-38 above, traditional PNCR strongholds
occupy the lower end of the comparison with region 10 showing the lowest levels of participation
—10.3%. The hinterland regions fall exactly in the middle of the ranking at a level of 18.7%.
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