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Paths to Democracy
and the Political Culture of
Costa Rica, Mexico, and Nicaragua

John A. Booth & Mitchell A. Seligson

The social and cultural matrix within which Latin America’s leaders oper-
ate at present is such that effective and representative popular democracy
is, with really few exceptions, not a feasible alternative.

—Frank Tannenbaum!

Authoritarianism is now on the wane and democracy on the rise across the
globe in spite of widespread midcentury pessimism about the prospects for
democratic governance.? Indeed, the decline of authoritarian rule in
Southern Europe and Latin America in the 1970s and 1980s, followed by the
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, may
constitute one of the most significant and encouraging historical trends of the
turbulent and often tragic twentieth century. Yet even though the extensive
decline of military authoritarianism and the rise of civilian, constitutional
rule in Latin America have become the region’s hallmark in the past
decade,’ predictions about democratization in Latin America have long been
gloomy and (0 some extent remain so.*

Efforts to account for major world political patterns and for historic
changes in the world’s political landscape have often tumed to political cul-
ture as an explanatory factor. Social scientists have long viewed political
culture as an important determinant of regime type, or vice versa.’
Phenomena such as the rise of European fascism,® the supposed authoritari-
anism, irrationality, and intolerance of mass publics,” the degree of democra-
cy in regimes,? authoritarian coalitions in developing nations,’ and general
economic and political traits of Latin American nations!® have attracted the
attention of social scientists.

Of particular interest here are culturalist interpretations of Latin
American politics that argue against the likelihood of constitutional, repre-
sentative democracy in the region. Dealy, for example, asserts that Latin
Americans do not understand the very term democracy in the conventional
Western sense of political pluralism, representation, and competing interests
but as “political monism or monistic democracy: that is, the centralization
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and control of potentially competing interests ... an attempt to eliminate
competition among groups.”!! Wiarda argues that U.S.-style democracy is
“probably ill suited to the nations of Iberia and Latin America,”'? because
they are

Catholic, corporate, stratified, authoritarian, hierarchical, patrimonialist,
and semifeudal to [the] core. Largely untouched by the great revolutionary
movements . . . the Iberic and Latin American nations remain locked in
this traditional pattern of values and institutions. . . . [T]he hold of these
traditional patterns and institutions has remained continuous, modified to
be sure by the newer currents of modemity but not submerged and replaced
by them.!3

Members of this school, then, would certainly have concurred with
Fitzgibbon and Fernandez in 1981 that “analysis . . . would lead one to con-
clude that the countries of Latin America are probably not developing along
a democratic-participant cultural path,”4

A distinct approach to the problem of political culture and democracy
provides a different reason for pessimism about Latin American prospects
for democratization. This approach has been articulated by a number of
authors!3 but is especially prominent in the work of Inglehart.!® Inglehart
asserts that the beliefs of mass publics heavily influence regime type.!”
“Cultural patterns, once established, possess considerable autonomy and can
influence subsequent political and economic events.” He views political cul-
ture as an essential link between democracy and economic development,
arguing that the widely observed correlation between development and
democracy stems largely from “its linkages with social structure and politi-
cal culture,” the latter more important than the former.!® Inglehart argues,
based on a study of twenty-four nations, that the path to democracy in
Europe and the Anglo-American nations has involved a serics of sociocultur-
al changes over a long period. He believes that the rise of Protestantism
increased popular receptivity to capitalism, which as it developed eventually
brought about higher levels of economic development. The resulting wide-
spread prosperity permitted increases in interpersonal trust among citizens
and, ultimately, the development of a “durable set of orientations that rough-
ly corresponds to the ‘civic culture’ discussed by Almond and Verba,”!? This
civic culture led to the development and stabilization of democratic govem-
ments. Inglehart notes that the Protestant tradition may no longer be central
today and that there may be alternative roads 10 democratization, including
an Asian path involving Confucianism in a role rather analogous to
Protestantism in the Anglo-European path he examines in detail.2°

Given these arguments about known and conjectured paths toward
democracy (and the received wisdom about Latin American political cul-
ture), one would hardly expect to find either democratic cultures or stable



COSTA RICA, MEXICO, AND NICARAGUA 109

representative, liberal, constitutional regimes in Latin America. Latin
American nations historically have not had widespread experience with
Protestantism and remain predominantly Cathelic. Nor have their experi-
ences with capitalism brought prosperity in comparison with the Anglo-
European countries.

The recent nearly universal adoption of the forms of representative
democracy in Latin America may well have produced regimes that are insuf-
ficiently undergirded by a civic culture, and that are therefore likely to be
unstable or perhaps ephemeral. There may well be a serious problem of cul-
ture-structure incongruity in Latin America today, of democratic govemmen-
tal structures ungrounded in an appropriately supportive cultural matrix.2!

This possibility of culture-structure incongruence raises two critical
guestions. First, can these new Latin American democracies survive, or will
they soon succumb to a new wave of authoritarianism? There is much histor-
ical evidence for a cyclical altemation between representative constitutional
rule and authoritarian rule in Latin Ametica,”? with major shifis in regime
styles being triggered by major economic crises. The onset of the Great
Depression of the 1930s ushered in many military regimes, and the more
recent trend away from militarism has followed new regional economic
crises in the 1970s and 1980s. To the extent that political culture does indeed
shape regime type, the absence of a civic culture in Latin America would
make a return to authoritarianism more likely.

The second critical question is, might there be other paths toward demo-
cratic political culture and stable democratic governance than the Anglo-
European and Asian ones discussed by Inglehart? In Latin America,
economic crisis rather than gradual social evolution may well be the engine
of major political change, but crisis in itself lacks a teleological compass.
Extreme economic difficulties or political crises may so discredit and weak-
en authoritarian regimes that they may crumble, but hard times of them-
selves constitute no road map for subsequent pelitical transformation. The
specific nature of crisis-driven political change must, therefore, be shaped by
other factors. Latin America today cannot democratize as the industrial West
has or as Asian nations may be doing, it is clear, but might there be other
paths? Can the political culture of particular Latin American countrics lcad
them toward democracy? Or will Latin American political culture indefinite-
ly bar democracy frotm the region?

Measurement of Political Culture
Considerable prior research from two schools has identified two main ele-

ments of democratic political culture. One, from the “civic culture” tradition,
emphasizes a mixture of participation in politics with more passive subject
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and parochial roles.?? The civic culture approach to democratic norms, ulti-
mately, held that such cultures supported and encouraged a wide variety of
political participation.2* The key tests have come to involve the degree to
which citizens express support for the right to organize civic groups, work
for political parties, protest, and vote,

The second approach to democratic culture, based on the work of
Stouffer and McClosky,? involves citizens' tolerance—the willingness to
extend civil rights to proponents of unpopular causes. It is argued that toler-
ance is a critical element of democratic political culture because intolerant
attitudes may lead to intolerant behavior toward the targets of intolerance 26
The early studies during the 1950s and early 1960s focused on telerance
toward communists, but later methodological refinements centered on
groups defined by respondents themselves as being disliked (that is, one’s
“least-liked group™).2”

We employ both approaches—suppott for the right to participate and for
the right of minority disseni—in evaluating democratic political culturc. In
Polyarchy, Dahl argues that both elements are essential to a culture that sup-
ports liberal, representative institutions: citizen support for widespread or
extensive political participation (EP—approval of taking part in civic groups,
political parties, protests, and voting), and support for the right of minority
dissent, or inclusive values (IP—approval of civil liberties for unpopular
groups or regime critics).28

Testing the Theory: Mexico, Costa Rica, and Nicaragua

We propose to explore further the linkages of mass political culture to
regime type using three Latin American cases, Mexico, Costa Rica, and
Nicaragua. Recently collected data on political values in these nations pro-
vide a test for theories about democratic culiure and regime type, as wellas a
chance to examine possible alternative paths by which nations might develop
stable democratic practice.

Mexico

We first examined popular political culture in a study of urban Mexicans.??
In our 1984 study of Mexico, we revicwed a substantial literature that char-
acterized Mexico as an authoritarian political system.* Despite liberal con-
stitutional trappings, Mexico was then ruled (as it is today and as it has been
for decades) by the dominant and auwthoritarian Institutional Revolutionary
Party (PRI). Moreover, most experts concluded that Mexicans shared an
authoritarian political culture.3! Attempting to evaluate this received wisdom
empirically, we interpreted political authoritarianism as opposition to demo-
cratic liberties and extensive citizen participation—the inverse of the democ-
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ratic values discussed above.

Given the impressionistic historical evidence and extant theories about
culture and regime type, we expected Mexicans to be authoritarian in politi-
cal orientation, whether regime type were either the cause or the effect of
political culture.3? First, should culture shape structure, Mexico’s inherited
authoritarianism (from both its Iberian and indigenous cultural matrices)
should never have permitted the development of a civic culture; authoritari-
an popular values would have persisted and undergirded the nation’s authori-
tarian regimes. Second, to the extent that regime type shapes political
culture, one would expect that seven decades of PRI nile following upon two
decades of revolutionary authoritarianism and the thirty-five-year dictator-
ship of Porfirio Diaz (1876-1911) would have certainly nurtured antidemoc-
ratic norms among Mexicans, no matter what their original political culture.
Third, there could well have been reciprocal causation between political cul-
ture and regime type. Mexican institutional authoritarianism might have con-
tributed to authoritarian popular values, which in tum would have reinforced
authoritarian rule. In short, each variant of the structure-culture causality
argument suggests that Mexican culture and regime type should have been
congruent with each other,3?

The study reported on interviews of 430 urban Mexicans, working-class
and middle-class citizens of voting age distributed among six northern
industrial cities and Guadalajara, Mexico’s second largest city. The sample,
not a national probability sample, was purposcfully concentrated on work-
ing- and middle-class urban dwellers in order to measure the impact of class
membership on democratic/authoritarian values.

Our analysis showed that despite the undisputedly authoritarian nature
of the polity and despite the general pessimism about democratic inclina-
tions of Latin Americans in general and Mexicans in particular, these urban
Mexicans manifested high levels of support for a system of extensive partici-
pation (EP) and for inclusive political rights (IP) for regime critics (see Table
4.1). Indeed, our sample of urban Mexicans generally compared quite favor-
ably 10 a 1978 sample of New Yorkers, with average intensity of support for
democratic liberties scores at levels similar to or only slightly below the
New York City respondents.

Attempts to account for these surprising findings revealed that despite a
madest significant positive correlation between higher social class and sup-
port for democratic liberties, urban, working-class Mexicans were still
strongly supportive of democratic norms. We alse found modest, significant
correlations between these values and both level of education and gender,
with the more educated and males being somewhat more supportive of
democratic liberties than the less educated and females.?> It should be
emphasized, however, that Mexican women and the less educated, despite
their slightly lower levels of commitment to both IP and EP, were still
notably in the prodemocratic end of the scales.
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Table 4.1 Support for Democratic Liberties, Mexico (Mean Scores)

Question Score

A. Extensive Participation (EP)
To what extent would you approve or disapprove of:

1. Participating in a new group or organization to iry to solve

community problems? 8.8
2. Working for a political party, candidate, or election campaign? 73
3. Participating in a legal demonstration? 8.2

B. Intensive Participation—Opposition to the Suppression of
Civil Liberties (IP-OSDL)

To what extent would you approve or disapprove of the government
passing a law that would prohibit critics of the Mexican form of
government from:

4. Holding public demenstrations? 63
5. Holding meetings? 6.4
6. Expressing their point of view? 6.4
7. To what extent would you approve of the government censoring

radio, TV, or newspaper ads that criticize the government? 6.4

C. Intensive Participation—Right to Dissent ({[P-RD)

To what extent would you approve or disapprove of people who say
bad things about the Mexican form of government having the right to:

8. Vote? 6.3

9. Hold peaceful demonstrations to express their point of view? 1.6

10. Run for public office? 47
(n=430)*

Note: Mean scores are based on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 indicating highest support for civil
liberties. Note that for presentation purposes here, the scale on the OSDL itemns has been
reversed in conformity with the other indices, so that on afl three sets a high score means
support for democratic liberties.

*Varies slightly due to nonresponse.

Costa Rica and Nicaragua

Attempting to examine further the intriguing possibilities conceming politi-
cal culture and regime structure raised by these data from urban Mexico in
the late 1970s, we collected data on the political beliefs of Costa Ricans and
Nicaraguans. We wished to consider more carefully how rmass culture might
be linked to regime type and possible paths toward democratization. Unlike
Mexico, which is one of Latin America’s largest, most populous, and most
industrialized nations, Costa Rica and Nicaragua are both small. Like
Mexico, they are both poor and predominantly Catholic, but they have a
number of common traits that make them a particularly valuable pair of
countries for this study.
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Costa Rica and Nicaragua are neighboring nations that were both on the
southern end of the Kingdom of Guatemala (part of the Viceroyalty of New
Spain) during their colonial epoch. Guanacaste, once part of Nicaragua, is
now a Costa Rican province. With relatively few Indians, both nations devel-
oped predominantly mestizo cultures. From 1823 to 1838 both were part of
the five-province Central American Republic; since 1838 both have been
independent. Their economic development patterns have had many similari-
ties, until fairly recently, with both developing dependent, agro-export-ori-
ented commodity production. During the nineteenth century both nations
had many subsistence smallholding farmers, and both have seen expansion
of succession of new export crops that have displaced many small farmers
from their land and caused considerable urbanward migration. Costa Rica
and Nicaragua both joined the Central American Common Market (CACM)
in the 1960s and both experienced considerable industrialization and rapid
GNP growth from 1960 through 1975. The mid-1970s oil shock and collapse
of the CACM brought severe recessions to both countries.3®

Despite their numerous similarities of history, location, population, lan-
guage, ethnicity, and economy, the two countries have long been virtually
opposite in regime types. Costa Rica's democratic institutions began to
develop in the late nineteenth century. Latin America’s longest-standing and
most stable democratic regime, Costa Rica has an unbroken record since
1950 of constitutional rule, electoral honesty, and peaceful transfers of exec-
utive power.”? In contrast, Nicaragua’s political tradition has been onc of
Latin America’s most violent and turbulent; its regimes have typically been
authoritarian if not dictatorial. The Somoza dynasty ruled Nicaragua from
1936 to 1979, when it was overthrown by a coalition headed by the Marxist-
led Sandinista National Liberation Front (FSLN). The resulting FSLN-domi-
nated government implemented revolutionary policies and struggled against
the U.S.-backed contra insurgency. Although the 1984 election, won by the
FSLN, was characterized by most experts and international observers as fair,
prior to 1990 Nicaragua had never had a peaceful transfer of power to a vic-
torious opposition party following a free ¢lection.?®

Given these many similarities and the key differences in regime type,
we may use Nicaragua and Costa Rica for a “most-similar-systems™ study to
seck the source of the great difference between their regimes. Specifically,
this study should reveal whether the political cultures of Nicaragua and
Costa Rica are congruent with their distinctive patterns of rule. Political cul-
ture theory would suggest that Costa Ricans have political valucs far more
supportive of democratic liberties than Nicaraguans, a hypothesis consonant
with impressionistic studies,??

Given the historical evidence available, Costa Ricans should be more
democratically inclined than Nicaraguans because regime type should be
either a cause or an effect of political culture. If culture shapes structure,
Costa Rica sometime well prior to 1950 must have developed a civic culture
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that would have eventually supplanted its putative Iberian cultural authori-
tarianism and helped shape contemporary democratic institutions. Nicaragua
presumably would never have developed a civic culture, and mass authori-
tarianism would have undergirded its authoritarian regimes.

Reversing the logic, one might conclude that the emergence of democra-
tic institutions in Costa Rica may have gradually helped transform the politi-
cal culture into a civic, democratic one. Culture and regime type would have
been incongruent for some time until authoritarian Iberian cultural legacies
were supplanted. But because Costa Rica has had a stable democratic regime
for several decades, its popular political culture should by now have become
congruent with national institutions—that is, both regime and political cul-
ture should be democratic. Applied 1o Nicaragua, the logic that regime type
shapes culture would militate in favor of an authoritarian political culture.
The Sandinista revolution has been criticized for authoritarianism and for
restricting civil liberties, yet for the prior forty-three years the Somozas
embodied capricious dictatorship, and before them there was authoritarian
caudillo nule punctuated by frequent civil war and foreign intervention. No
matter what the original political culture, this national experience should
have left a legacy of authoritarianism in the political culture despite recent
steps toward formal democratization.

A third possibility is that of reciprocal causation between political cul-
ture and regime type. Given the stability of regime types, culture and struc-
ture should have reinforced each other in both countries. Nicaraguan
institutional authoritarianism should have contributed to authoritarian popu-
lar values, which in turn should have reinforced authoritarian rule. Costa
Rican democratic institutions should have reinforced a popular civic culture,
and vice versa.

In short, all logical paths suggest congruence between political culture
and structure in Nicaragua and Costa Rica, manifested in popular support for
democratic liberties in Costa Rica and in authoritarian values in Nicaragua.

The data. The Nicaraguan sample totaled 1,150, and was based on face-
to-face interviews in respondents’ dwellings conducted in August 1989 by
the Fundacién Manolo Morales of Managua. The poll, the foundation’s third
for the Nicaraguan newspaper La Crénica, was conducted by an experienced
interview team technically advised on sampling, questionnaire design, train-
ing, and fieldwork by a team of two U.S, academics (including coauthor
Booth) and one Spanish academic with extensive field experience in survey
research. The sample was drawn from four major cities: Managua, Masaya,
Ledn, and Estelf, with sample size proportional to city population. Sampling
substrata within each city were based upon neighborhoods, stratified for eco-
nomic status. Individual respondents age 16 or older, the legal voting age in
Nicaragua, were selected by quotas based upon gender and age.

Questions have been raised about the accuracy of the preelection sur-
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veys conducted in Nicaragua because several failed to predict the defeat of
the Sandinistas. (A number of other surveys did correctly predict the out-
come.) Central to the difficulty was that many of the survey organizations
were closely associated with one side of the political spectrum or the other
and revealed this bias to the respondents in some way. There may also have
been considerable volatility in voter preferences during the final month of
the campaign, when no polling was done. In contrast to these problems, the
survey we use was conducted several months prior to these problematical
polls (and so early in the campaign that candidates had not yet been named)
by an organization without pariisan identification and virtually unknown 1o
the public at large. Analysis of the survey shows highly consistent
responses. *

The Costa Rican data, from face-to-face, in-home interviews, were col-
lected in May and June 1987 and consist of a national probability sample of
927 respondents. The multistage stratified survey was conducted by our col-
laborator at the University of Costa Rica, Miguel Gémez B. The sampling
frame was the 1984 national population census and produced eighty-five pri-
mary sampling units stratified into nine strata and distributed throughout all
of Costa Rica’s scven provinces. Because the Costa Rican sample included
both urban and rural areas, whereas the Nicaraguan included only major
citics, we have taken care do all analyses first with the entire Costa Rica
sample and then once again with only the urban area respondents to assure
comparability.*! For the items discussed, the urban Costa Rican sample has
generally similar responses to the national sample. In several of our tables,
where our purpose is to contrast overall levels of support for democracy, we
compare the entire Costa Rican national sample with the urban Nicaragua
sample. One subset of items on support for the right to dissent was not
included in the 1987 Costa Rican national sample, but was included in a
1985 urban sample (n=506). The 1985 sample used the same sampling frame
as did the 1587 sample and was conducted by the same group in Costa Rica,

Findings. We look first at the three Extensive Participation items (Table
4.2).42 The Costa Rican results present no surprises. Overwhelming majori-
ties, exceeding 90 percent, approve of conventional forms of participation
such as working with community groups or working for a political party in
an election campaign. Support declines for participation in protest marches,
but even s0 more than three-fourths of the population approves of the activi-
ty.

The Nicaraguan results do surprise us, however, because on each item
significantly fewer Nicaraguans than Costa Ricans support exiensive partici-
pation, but Nicaraguans still overwhelmingly support EP. These items, how-
ever, might be regarded as “easy.” That is, although support for a system of
extensive participation is vital in a democratic political culture, these forms
of participation are conventional and uncontroversial in modern, mass-based
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electoral systems, Costa Rica has long had such a system, but Nicaragua has
not; hence, the lower levels of support for these forms of participation in
Nicaragua are not surprising. What does come as a surprise is that
Nicaraguans have values so similar to those of Costa Ricans.

Table 4.2 Extensive Participation, Costa Rica and Nicaragua

Country

Costa Rica Nicaragna
Question % (n) % () sigt
L am going 1o read you a list of
actions people can Lake to
accomplish their political
objectives. Do you approve or
disapprove of:
Participation in an organization
or group in order to Ly lo
resolve a community problem?
Approve 98.0 (908) 84.9 (976)
Disapprove 2.0 (19) 7.0 (81)
DK* 0 0y 8.t (93)
TOTAL 100.0 @27 1000  (L,150) <001
Working in election campaigns
for a political party or
candidate?
Approve 93.5 (B66) 4.7 (859)
Disapprove 6.5 (60) 9.7 (112)
Dk 3 3) 15.6 (1™
TOTAL 100.0 %27 1000 (1,150) <001
Participating in protest marches?
Approve 76.8 (712) 60.3 (693)
Disapprove 232 (215) 25.0( 288)
DK* 0 L0)] 14.7 (169)
TOTAL 100.6 927) 1000 (1,150) <.001

21ncludes “don’t know,” “no response,” and “indifferent” responses.
YChi-square significance.

The more stringent test of depth of commitment to democratic norms
comes in an examination of Inelusive Participation. We include two dimen-
sions of IP for both countries. The first of them includes three items measur-
ing Opposition to the Suppression of Democratic Liberties (OSDL)
—opinions regarding government suppression of protests and meelings of
regime critics, and govemment censorship of the media. The second IP
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dimension includes four Right to Dissent items that tap respondents’ willing-
ness to grant key civil liberties to those who “only say bad things” about the
government, We would expect significantly higher levels of suppont for the
RD items in Costa Rica than in Nicaragua.

In Costa Rica, where two main paries have altemnated in power for the
past two decades, political criticism tends to be opposition to specific poli-
cies of the incumbent party or ad hominem attacks on the president and his
cabinet. More extreme views, in which “only bad things” are said about the
govemment, would most likely come from leaders of various extreme leftist
and rightist parties with no reasonable chance of taking power in an election.
Costa Rican respondents to the survey would likely have such extremists in
mind when they discuss their willingness to grant the right to vote, demon-
strate, run for public office, and speak out against the government. These
would be rights enjoyed by extremist parties, which since 1948 have shown
only feeble or waning electoral strength,*3

In Nicaragua at the time of our survey, the opposition was very large
and, although diverse ideologically, strongly in favor of ousting the
Sandinistas. When our survey was being conducted, the dominant political
issue was the formation of the opposition coalition and the upcoming
February 1990 elections. Clear lines were drawn between the supporters of
the revolutionaries who had ruled since 1979 and their opponents. Herce,
when Nicaraguans were asked about their support for the civil rights of crit-
ics of their government, it could not have seemed to them a hypothetical
question, At stake were the rights of the opponents of Sandinista mle to run
for office and possibly unseat the revolutionary leaders.

The data for the IP items tapping OSDL are presented in Table 4.3, Note
that for this table, we used the 1985 urban Costa Rica sample because the
1987 Costa Rican national sample did not contain them. The Nicaraguan
sample remains the same. Once again, the Costa Rican results present no
surprise. Strong opposition to the suppression of democratic liberties is
expressed by urban Costa Ricans, with approximately three-fourths of the
sample opposing restrictions on demonstrations, meetings, and censorship of
the mass media. What does surprise us are the high levels of QSDL of the
Nicaraguan respondents. Consistently more than three-fourths of urban
Nicaraguans oppose restrictions on civil liberties. Indeed, on two of the thrce
variables, a statistically significant higher proportion of Nicaraguans oppose
restrictions on civil liberties than do Costa Ricans. With samples as large as
the ones we are analyzing, small differences in proportions can produce sta-
tistically significant resulis and therefore we do not wish to exaggerate the
differences between the two countries. Far more important is that,
Nicaragua’s long history of authoritarian rule notwithstanding, opposition to
suppressing civil liberties in Nicaragua is higher, not lower, than in Costa
Rica with its long tradition of democratic rule. One must begin t0 wonder
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what factors operated in the socialization process of authoritarian Nicaragua
to produce such results, but we leave consideration of that question until
later.

Table 4.3 Inclusive Participation: Opposition to the Suppression of
Democratic Liberties, Costa Rica and Nicaragua

Couniry

Costa Rica (1985)¢ Nicaragua
Question % {(n) % () Sig*
Do you think thal the
government ought 1o take the
following actions:
Prohibit demonstrations?
Yes 243 (123) 15.0 172)
No 729 (369) 783 (900)
DK® 28 (14 6.6 (78)
TOTAL 100.0 {506) 100.0  (1,150) <.001
Prohibit meetings of groups
that criticize the government?
Yes 20.2 102y 17.8 (205)
Nao 771 (390) 76.8 (883)
DK® 2.8 (14) 5.4 (62)
TOTAL 100.0 {506) 1000 (1,150 NS
Censor newspapers, radio,
and TV?
Yes 19.4 (98) 12.7 (146)
No 78.3 (396) 80.1 (921)
DK* 2.4 (12) 12 (83)
TOTAL 100.0 (506) 100,06 (1,150) 002

3nclndes “don’t know™ and *no response” responses.

PAs explained in the section on data, for these items, only a 1985 urban Costa Rica sample
was available.

“Chi-square significance.

Support for civil liberties in the abstract, as measured by OSDL, may
not be the strongest test of commitment to democracy——it may be too easy to
agree 10 support the right 10 demonstrate, hold meetings, and be frce of cen-
sorship. Let us examine the more stringent test of commilment to a system of
Inclusive Participation, the four variable series measuring the Right to
Dissent—RD (Table 4.4), The first item deals with support for the right of
people who say only bad things about the government (regime critics) to
organize demonstrations. Although the level of support in Costa Rica for this
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key democratic norm is lower than it was for any of the previous items
examined, nearly two-thirds of the sample express democratic sentiments.
As expected, Nicaraguans express lower levels of support for RD compared
to their attitudes on the previous items, but well over half of them still
express democratic views. More interesting is that the difference between
Costa Ricans and Nicaraguans is not statistically significant. Moreover,
fewer Nicaraguans than Costa Ricans oppose the right to demonstrate by
government critics.

The second item in Table 4.4 presents some real surprises. We would
expect that granting the right to vote to regime critics could imply a higher
level of political tolerance than allowing such individuals to hold a demon-
stration. Afier all, a demonstration indicates potential power, but casting a
vote is an exercise of real political power, albeit in diluted form. Viewed
from another perspective, the right to vote should receive greater suppori in
Costa Rica because of that country’s recent political history. The civil war of
1948 was fought largely over the issue of the integrity of the electoral
process.** Perhaps the results of this survey on this item reflect contradiclory
opinions, with some stressing the danger of allowing the extremist opposi-
tion to vote and others emphasizing the importance of the integrity of the
election system.

Nicaraguans not only were more supportive of the right of regime critics
1o vote than they were of any of the other six IP items (and indeed higher
than all but one of the Extensive Participation items), they also supported the
vote for regime critics more than did Costa Ricans, Table 4.4 shows that
nearly 85 percent of Nicaraguans compared to only 60 percent of Costa
Ricans support the right 1o vote of critics.

Although it might be thought that this finding is merely idiosyncratic, it
is consistent with the two remaining variables in the series. About 40 percent
of Costa Ricans support the right of people who say only bad things about
their government to speak out against it; 70 percent of Nicaraguans defend
this right. Similarly, about one-third of Costa Ricans support the right to run
for office; over half of Nicaraguans do so. In each case, Nicaraguans mani-
fest significantly greater support for IP-RD democratic norms than do Costa
Ricans.

Testing the Standard Explanations:
Sociveconomic and Demographic Factors

The findings prescnted above are surprising enough to raise the possibility
that they may be spurious. Indeed, as was noted in the data section above,
there are differences between the two samples that might explain the find-
ings. We noted there that the Costa Rican sample was national, whereas the
Nicaraguan was confifed to the major cities of the country. If rural Costa
Ricans tumn out to have much lower support levels for democratic norms,
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their inclusion in the Costa Rican sample could well have affected the over-
all sample results. Because education is associated with levels of urbaniza-
tion and is also associated with support for democratic norms, cspecially
those related 10 political 1olerance, one would expect democratic support to
be lower in the countryside.*> Finally, age and gender distributions could
influence the results, If, for example, rural areas of Costa Rica contain a larg-
er proportion of females and older individuals, we might find lower levels of
support for democratic norms in the Costa Rican sample because of a corre-
lation between age, sex, and support for democratic norms. We examine
cach of these possibilities in the analyses that follow.

Table 4.4 Inclusive Participation: Right to Dissent, Costa Rica and Nicaragua

Country

Costa Rica Nicaragua
Questicn % (n) %% (n) Sig.?
There are people who say only
bad things about the
government. Do you support or
oppose thein
Organizing a demonstraton?
Support 63.4 (588) 58.0 (667)
Oppose 36.0 (334) 30.6 (352)
DK?* 5 ) 114 (131)
TOTAL 100.0 (927) 100.0  (1,150) NS
Right 1o voie?
Support 60.1 (557) 84.7 @74
Oppose 3%.6 (367) 99 (114)
DK* 3 3) 5.4 (62)
TOTAL 106.0 92N 1000 (1,150) <001
Speaking out against the
government?
Support 436 (404) 70.3 (808)
Gppose 56.1 (520) 19.7 (226)
DK* 3 3) 10.1 (116)
TOTAL 100.0 927) 1000 (1,150 <.001
Running for office?
Support 344 3l 52.0 (598)
Oppose 65.0 (603) 30.9 (355)
DK? 5 (5) 171 (197
TOTAL 1000 @27 1000 (1,150) <00t

ncludes “don't know." “no response,” and “indifferent” respuuses.
bChi-square significance.
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Beeause the inclusion of rural populations in the Costa Riean ease is the
major difference between the two samples, we will examine Lhe possible
impact of that factor first. As noted, on one of the three dimensions,
Opposition to the Suppression of Democratic Liberties, we utilized an urban
sample for Costa Rica, so differences observed there between the two coun-
tries cannot stermn from urban-rural differences. For the other two dimensions
(EP and RD), however, we used the Costa Rican national sample, with 55
percent rural dwellers.*® We therefore crosstabulated EP and OSDL items
from the Costa Rican national sample with urban/rural residence. Urban-
rural differences on all three EP items proved Lo be statistically insignificant
(Chi-square criterion), indicating that rural Costa Ricans were no less likely
than urbanites to support widespread participation.

We also crosstabulated urban/rural residence with the Right to Dissent
variables. On two of four there was no statistically significant difference. On
the remaining two, the right of regime critics 10 run for office or speak out
against the government, there were significant differences. As expected, sup-
port for the right to dissent is lower in rural Costa Rica than in the urban
arcas: support for the right of regime critics to speak out against the govemn-
ment was 39.5 percent among rural dwellers, 48.6 percent among urbanites.
Support for the right of dissenters to run for office was 38.7 percent among
the urban sample, only 30.9 percent among the rural sample. Yet, when com-
pared even to the more tolerant urban Costa Ricans, urban Nicaraguans still
manifested markedly greater support for the right to dissent. In sum, urban-
rural residence difference cannot account for lower support for disscnt
among Costa Ricans compared to Nicaraguans.

We tumed to a second set of conventional explanations—age, gender,
and education. The literature i$ replete with associations betwcen these vari-
ables and support for democratic libertics. Women have been found to be
less tolerant of dcmocratic liberties than men, younger peeple more tolerant
than the older, and cducated respondents more tolerant than the less cducat-
¢d.*? Seeking a possible explanation of the differences between the two
countries’ samples, we first comparcd the distributions of these variables
within the two samples. Gender and age distributions are very similar in the
two samples and therefore do not promise to explain differences in support
for democratic norms. Education, often a key predictor of tolcrance, docs
show some differcnces. A higher proportion ol the Nicaraguan urban sample
than the national Costa Rican sample had achieved a secondary education
(49 percent vs. 38 percent), whercas the proportions of the two samples with
University cducation are almost identical (13 pcrcent each). Because educa-
tional achicvement is in fact higher in Costa Rica than Nicaragua,®® we
dropped the Costa Rican rural dwellers and found that educational achicve-
ment of our urban Costa Ricans exceeds that of the Nicaraguans, with 19
percent of the former having some university cducation. Thus, differences in
the composition of the samples bascd on gender, age, or education seem far
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100 small to account for the differences we have encountered in the opinion
data.

It is possible, however, thai the within-sample impact of such variables
differs, so we crosstabulated gender, age, and education with each of the
democratic norms variables (data not presented). Age proved to have no sta-
tistically significant monotonic association with any of the IP or EP items.*®
Gender, however, produced some significant differences, but the results do
not help explain differences between the two countries. We found that within
the Extensive Participation series, Nicaraguan women were significantly
more supportive (at a .05 level of significance) of participating in a group to
try to resolve community problems than were Nicaraguan men. Nicaraguan
men, however, were significamly (probability <.001) more supportive of par-
ticipation in protest marches than women, Costa Rican sample males also
expressed more support than women for protest marches (probability <.03).
The OSDL series also revealed several significant differences, but consis-
tenitly showed that for both countries women were somewhat less supportive
of this measure of democratic political culture than were men.’® On the
Right to Dissent series, the most stringent test of democratic political cul-
ture, we found no gender-based differences. We conclude, then, that differ-
ential gender effects are not responsible for the results we have observed.

Finally, education showed no significant monotonic relationship to
OSDL. It did correlate significantly with some of the Extensive Participalion
items, but in no way that would help explain the national-level results.
Education was more strongly and significantly associated with the RD items.
This was markedly true in Costa Rica, with university-educated respondents
expressing far higher support for democratic liberties than those with prima-
ry education. Nonetheless, on the key items regarding the right to vote and
the right to run for office, Nicaraguan university-educated respondents were
still more supportive than Costa Rican university-educated respondents. We
conclude from this exercise thal neither gender, age, nor education can
explain the high levels of support for democratic norms we have encoun-
tered in Nicaragua.

These analyses confirm our initial impressions from the data and allay
our suspicions that major differences in key demographic or socioeconomic
effects between within the two samples are responsible for the surprising
results we have presented here. We need to move, then, from this unsuccess-
ful attempt to employ conventional explanations to a deeper analysis of the
data.

The Impact of Ideology on Democratic Norms

We turn to the possibility that ideology might help explain these findings. In
several studies of democratic norms conducted in Canada, Israel, New
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Zealand, and the United States, respondents on the political left have exhibit-
ed higher levels of olerance for democratic liberties than those on the
right.51 A systematic difference in the distribution of ideological preferences
between Costa Rica and Nicaragua could help explain the surprisingly high
levels of support for democratic norms in the latter country. That is, if Costa
Ricans are ideologically further to the right than Nicaraguans and if the
political right is indeed less supportive of democratic norms, then
Nicaragua’s greater support for democratic norms might be explained by
having more lefi-oriented citizens.

To test this proposition we first must show that ideology and democratic
norms are associated in both countries, and in the predicted direction. In the
Costa Rica survey we used the conventional “left-right scale” question to tap
the ideological orientation of the respondents on an eight-point scale, All but
12 percent of respondents answered; we found a far larger proportion of the
sample on the right (46.1 percent) than on the left (6.0 percent); the remain-
der of the sample clustered in the center. That such a large proportion of the
respondents located themselves on the ideological right suggested that the
ideology might indeed help explain differences between Costa Rica and
Nicaragua.

We correlated ideological self-identification with the ten variables that
constitute the three sets of democratic support variables.’2 We found,
however, that ideology was consistently related only to the IP items measur-
ing Right to Dissent.’? Because RD is the most stringent test of support for
democratic norms, it is particularly revealing that ideology did indeed
emerge as a predictor of these attitudes among Costa Ricans. Table 4.5
reveals that, as expected, Costa Ricans on the right consistently are more
likely to oppose the granting of key civil liberties than those on the left.5
Indeed, with the exception of the last item, the right to run for office, the left
and center of the ideological continuum in Costa Rica are virtually indistin-
guishable in their support for these liberties.

To test the ideological explanation for democratic norms in Nicaragua,
we would have preferred a similar left-right scale, but none was included in
the survey. However, a reasonable surrogate, one that may be even more sen-
sitive to meaningful ideological differences in Nicaragua, may be based on
party identification. We counted persons identifying with the FSLN as on the
left, and those idcntifying with the UNO opposition coalition of parties as on
the right, with those not choosing in the center.’’ Because the survey was
conducted while the UNO coalition was forming, it is not surprising that
approximately two-fifths of the respondents did not indicate any party pref-
erence. The proportion of the sample indicating support for the well-estab-
lished FSLN, however, was very close to the proportion of votes the party
eventually received in the election.

Ideology correlates significantly with all of the democratic norms vari-
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ables, but the differences were most marked in the Inclusive Panicipation
series as shown in Tables 4.6 and 4.7. Thc tables also contain the Cosla
Rican data (entire national sample) for comparative reference.

We had expected the left, that is, FSLN supporters, to be more support-
ive of democratic norms. Table 4.6 intriguingly rcveals that it is citizens on
the right (UNO supporters) who were clearly more supportive of the 1P-
OSDL items—favorable toward the freedom of regime critics to protest and
to hold meetings, and opposed to censorship—by margins of from 17 to 23
percent. The diffcrences are statistically significant. Tablc 4.7 presents the
IP-RD items and reveals a strikingly similar pattem. Respondcnts who iden-
tified with the Nicaraguan right are from 14 to 26 percent more likely to
oppose restrictions on civil liberties than the Nicaraguan Jeft (FSLN support-
ers). Sandinistas also support these rights more than thcy opposc them, but
on two items—support for the rights to organize demonstrations and 1o run
for office—their approval falls below SO percent.>®

Ideology indeed makes a difference in both Costa Rica and Nicaragua,
but the impact is reversed in the two countries, Icaving us with an apparent
paradox. We divided the Nicaraguan data into left and right (using party as a
surrogatc), seeking to show that greater leftism there could explain why
Nicaraguans were more supportive of key civil liberties than Costa Ricans,
In fact, we accounted for some of the cross-national differences (sec Table
4.6), but on a number of kcy questions, especially on the critical Right to
Dissent items (Tablc 4.7), Nicaraguans of all idcological stripes remained
more libertarian than Costa Ricans. Paradoxically, we had expected the lcft
to be more supportive of civil liberties than 1he right, yet we found preciscly
the opposite in Nicaragua.

Why mighi the Nicaraguan right support civil libertics more than the
left? Traditional thcory argues that the lcft supports civil liberties more
because doing so is consistent with its overall political philosophy. These
data, however, suggest that political context and utilitarian considerations
may havc more to do with suppornt for democratic liberties than does political
philosophy. In Nicaragua, at the time of the study, the left (FSLN) was in
power and the right (UNQ) was preparing to challenge its control. The
stronger suppert for civil liberties cxpressed by the right was, we belicve, a
function of its momentarily greater need to exercise such libcrties in order to
compete successfully for office and political power. Some sympathizers of
the left, on the other hand, with their party in power may well have viewed
such civil liberties as a threat to their own power. Thus, for Nicaraguans, at
least, citizen supponrt of civil liberties may be contingent upon where one sits
in the political process; more of the “outs” favor democratic ¢ivil libertics
than do the “ins.” (Indeed, we cxpect that similar pattems-—that is, the right
more supportive of civil liberties—will appcar in surveys of populations of
the declining communist regimes of the Eastern bloe.) Although we do not
have space (o report fully on the results here, a new survey we conducted in
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the summer of 1991 in urban Nicaragua revealed a dramatic reversal of sup-
port for civil liberties consistent with the evidence uncovered in this study.
We found UNO supporters, whose party was now in power, expressing much
lower support for civil liberties than FSLN supporters, whose party was now
out of power.

Support for this positional, rather than philosophical, interpretation of
the effect of ideology upon support for democratic liberties appears in Table
4.8. In it, we show the resulis of two items that measure respondents’ sup-
port for their political system; they are drawn from a scale called “Political
Support-Alienation™ that has been shown to be reliable and valid in the
United States, Germany, Mexico, and Costa Rica.*” The first item taps pride
in the system and reveals dramatic differences between the FSLN supporters
and the opposition. Whereas over 90 percent of the FSLN supporters
expressed pride in Nicaragua’s political system, a propotrtion exceeding
Costa Rica’s, less than 40 percent of UNO supporters expressed such pride.
The second item taps evaluations of the protection granted to citizens by the
system of laws. Here again the differences are dramatic, with four-fifihs of
the FSLN supporters replying affirmatively compared with only one-fifth of
the opposition. With such comparatively 1ow levels of support for the system
ameng UNOQ supporters, it seems natural that they would favor the rights
that might give them the opportunity to change that system.

The types of participation that UNO supporters favored in the months
prior to the elections were not always conventional. In response 1o another
query, nearly half of those who both supported UNO and expressed low sup-
pori for the system of government would approve of citizens who take over
factories, churches, and public buildings to achieve their political
objectives.’® In marked contrast, less than one-fifth of FSLN supporters who
expressed high support for the system of govermment approved of such
actions. In Costa Rica, by comparison, only 6 percent of the 1987 respon-
dents expressed approval of takeovers of public buildings or factories, far
lower than either the UNO or FSLN supporters in Nicaragua.

Conclusions

Our earlier discovery that urban Mexicans strongly suppored democratic
liberties in spite of their long-standing authoritarian system led us to delve
deeper into the noticn that regime type is determined by mass political cul-
ture, or vice versa. Costa Rica and Nicaragua presented fascinating further
venues to explore the influence of mass culture upon regime type. Costa
Rica was immediately intriguing because it has developed a stable democrat-
ic regime despite not sharing a historical experience with either of the two
models Inglehart specifies for the emergence of democracy. Moreover, Costa
Rica has developed a strong mass culture of support for fundamental civil
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liberties in spite of its Catholicism, poverty, and Iberian cultural legacy.
Obviously, then, Costa Rica demonstrates that there must be at least one
additional path 10 the development of democratic political culture and to
democratization than those posited by Inglehart.

Nicaragua presents an even more intriguing test of the influence of mass
culture upon regime Lype because not only is it poor and Catholic but its
politica! tradition has been so undemocratic, turbulent, violent, and markcd
with repression of civil liberties. Bul astonishingly, we have discovered that
urban Nicaraguans in 1989 manifested support for basic political liberties at
levels equal to or greater than their Costa Rican neighbors. Clearly,
Nicaraguans cannot have arrived at their civic culture either by the conjec-
tured Anglo-European or Asian paths or by the path that was followed by
Costa Ricans. Indeed, by culturist arguments Nicaraguans should not have
developed Lhese dermocratic values at all because of the weight of history and
because of systemic barriers (o such popular values, Neither, given Mcxican
history and regimes, should Mexicans have developed such democratic val-
ues. These stunning incongruities between theorelical predictions and the
revealed cultural reality in urban Nicaragua and urban Mexico raise fascinat-
ing questions about the linkage between culture and regime type.

Do mass belief systems determine regime types? Perhaps, but at least
not always nor in the ways envisioned by Inglehart. In one sense, Costa Rica
provides an example in which the data may be read as supporting cultural
determination of regime type because it has a stable democracy undergirded
by a relatively widespread commitment of citizens to civil liberties. In sharp
contrast, however, if mass political culture were consistently determinant ol
regime types, Mexico and Nicaragua should be stable democracies because
of the high levels of support for democratic liberties that we have discovered
among their urban citizens.

There still exists the possibility, of course, that Mexico and Nicaragua
are in or are entering the process of democratizing their regimes because of
mass values that are temporarily incongruent with regime structures. That,
however, raises the reciprocal question of whether regime type determines
mass values. Again, Costa Rica might exemplify a case in point because one
might argue that despite the historico-cultural factors militating against a
mass culture of democracy, the development of democratic rules of the game
led to the evolution of a mass civic culture. If the system-to-culture influence
were universal, however, neither Mexicans nor Nicaraguans should manifest
anywhere near the strong allegiance to democratic norms that they do. We
therefore submit that the culture-regime (ype relationship is far more com-
plex than the recent literature sugpests. Very imporant factors yei to be con-
sidered—the roles, decisions, and values of political elites, the possibility of
cultural diffusion of democratic norms, and utilitarian considerations—may
also play critical roles in the emergence of democratic values and democracy.

The importance of these factors may be most constructively explored by
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returning to the question: What are aliemative paths toward democratic val-
ues and democratization suggested by our three Latin American cases? We
see at least two and possibly three divergent paths.

The Costa Rican path. In this relatively poor, Catholic country a democ-
ratic regime and democratic political culture may well have emerged simul-
tancously over the course of more than a century due the isolation of its
colonists, the lack of racial exploitation, lower levels of inequality than in
other parts of Latin America for significant periods of the nation’s history,
and a historical need for economic elifes to co-opt workers with favorable
social policies and democratic rules of the game. Also critically important
have been the actions of political elites in building reciprocal trust and mutu-
al accommodation at key moments in the nation’s political history, especially
the early twentieth century and the period following the 1948 civil war.”®
These factors suggest that in Costa Rica, through a system of reciprocal
influence, elite culture, mass culture, and instifutional development con-
tributed to both the stabilization of democratic institutions and widespread
allegiance to democratic norms. '

The Mexican path (o a democratic urban culture diverges significantly
from the Costa Rican and Anglo-European paths. Mexico's 1910-1917 revo-
lution over liberal democratic forms and the economic demands of the work-
ing classes eventually led to the establishment of the PRI-dominated regime,
Despite their authoritarian political practice, Mexican regimes have tradi-
tionally employed the democratic forms of constitutionalism and elections
and have emphasized democratic values in public education. Moreover, both
Mexico’s proximity to the United Siates and the tradition of heavy migration
of Mexicans to their northern neighbor have widely exposed Mexicans to
liberal democratic norms and practices. These factors in combination may
well account for the emergence of democratic values among urban Mexicans
in spite of their authoritarian polity. Support for democratic liberties may
also have grown among Mexicans increasingly disillusioned with the PRI-
dominated system for the very practical reason that freedom to projest, dis-
sent, and work for change would benefit those dissatisfied and bent upon
reforming the polity. Indeed, the emergence of a significant opposition chal-
lenge to and a large vote against the PRI in the 1988 Mexican presidential
election could well constitute steps toward democratization that were pre-
saged by the popular support for democratic norms revealed in our
1978-1579 survey.

The Nicaraguan path to a democratic urban culture must differ signifi-
cantly from the Anglo-European and Costa Rican paths but may have some
common elements with the Mexican case. First, as suggested for Mexicans,
Nicaraguans may have developed democratic norms over time in part by



132 HISTORICAL AND COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVES

means of cultural diffusion through the media. Second, diffusion of democ-
ratic norms could also come from the Nicaraguans’ experiences in neighbor-
ing Costa Rica and the United States, where many have lived and traveled,
or have relatives. Third, Nicaraguan authoritarianism itself and the struggle
to defeat it over the past fifteen years may well have bred democratic values.
As in Mexico, utilitarian considerations could have developed a widespread
appreciation of democratic liberties in a sociely that has struggled against
repression for many years. In the 1970s the Sandinistas and their broad-front
allies fought against the Somozas. In the 1980s the emergent opposition to
the revolution worked to defeat the Sandinistas at the polls—and eventually
did. All Nicaraguans who worked for or wanted political freedom would
have benefited from democratic liberties in their political struggles, and
many suffered for their absence. Such expetiences could easily have raised
Nicaraguans' utilitarian commitment o such rights. Fourth, the Sandinista
revolution itself encouraged citizen participation in a wide variety of forms
and venues. Despite periodic curtailment of the participatory rights of some
opponenis, the political values inculcated by the revolution itself included
democratic norms.

Although Nicaraguan supporters of the leftist Sandinista National
Liberation Front overall supported democratic liberties in 1989, we have
seen that they were somewhat less prone to do so than other Nicaraguans,
especially the citizens who identified with the emerging United Nicaraguan
Opposition coalition. This surprised us because previous research has gener-
ally found those on the left 10 be more tolerant of democratic liberties than
those on the right.®® This additional anomaly suggesis that commitment Lo
civil liberties may be less a function of ideologieal orientation than of posi-
tion with respect to power. That some Sandinista supporters were less com-
mitied to democratic liberties than other citizens suggests that they may have
{correctly) perceived their critics’ rights to organize, protest, and rur for
office as a threat to the survival of the revolution.

This argument is the obverse of the utilitarian explanation for the emer-
gence of support for democratic norms among people living in repressive
regimes, irrespective of ideology. Because civil liberties could help the
opposition, they might well weaken the incumbents and thus in practice
seem less attractive to regime supporters. Here, then, short-term utilitarian
considerations of power rather than long-term historical-eultural factors may
determine levels of commitment to civil liberties. We therefore suspect that
during the final years of communist rule in Eastern Europe, the politically
centrist and conservative opponents of communist regimes manifested, for
utilitarian reasons, markedly higher commitment to civil libetties than sup-
porters of the ruling Communist parties. Indeed, we may find that Nicaragua
and Mexico constitute examples of nations following another path toward
democratic culture and democracy—an authoritarian breakdown path,
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In summary, we have found the culturist propositions that mass culture
dctermines regime type (or perhaps vice versa) to be substantially lacking in
the cases of Mexico and Nicaragua. Although we by no means rule out reci-
procal influence between mass culture and regime type, it is evident that
other factors including elite culture and interactions,?! institutional evolu-
tion, diffusion of democratic values by the media and migration, and utilitar-
ian considerations must also influence the evoluiion of democratic culture
and the emergence of democratic regimes. Political culture thus appears to
be much more changeable and responsive to short-term forces than the cul-
turist approach assumes.

Ultimately, high levels of commitment to democratic values among
Mexicans and Nicaraguans should be a source of qualified optimism to those
who value political liberty and democracy. Their unexpected existence in
authoritarian settings heralds prospects for mass suppon for the development
of democracy in the region and for other authoritarian regimes. Although we
do not believe that the emergence of mass democratic values will necessarily
assure the development of democratic institutions in either couniry, they
could well encourage national elites to choose democratic rules and practices
as they confront national crises. In the middle run such tolerance of others’
rights could well be a harbinger of moderation among populations striving Lo
transform their systems, a factor that might reduce the propensity 1o viclence
in the struggle for change, In the long run, mass support for democratic lib-
eries could, as in Costa Rica, reinforce elite commitment to democratic
regimes and, by thus enhancing the stability of new democracies, break the
tragic Latin American tendency to cycle back to auvthoritarian rule.
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