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Executive Summary

The 1978 democratic transition in the Dominican Republic was the first in the wave of
political openings that swept through Latin America from the end of the 1970s.
Compared to other Latin American transitions, the Dominican has not drawn as much
attention because it shifted from an authoritarian civil government rather than a military
dictatorship.

In its almost 30 years of existence, Dominican democracy has remained relatively stable
despite the country’s institutional deficiencies and socioeconomic problems. This is what
the Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP) survey data presented in this report
reveals. It shows that the Dominican people are attached to democracy as a political
system, on the one hand, and points to the problems ailing the system, on the other. These
opinions are contrasted with those of other Latin American countries.

The data presented in this report should be understood in the socioeconomic and political
context of mid 2006. The survey in the Dominican Republic was conducted in June,
when the administration of President Leonel Ferndndez had a high level of popularity.
Amidst the crisis that prevailed during the last part of the administration of the Partido
Revolucionario Dominicano (PRD; Dominican Revolutionary Party), the PLD and its
allies won the presidential elections of May 16, 2004 with 57% of the vote. They also
triumphed in the congressional and municipal elections of May 16, 2006.

Therefore, it is quite likely that some of the positive evaluations of democratic
institutions and the PLD government reflect the allure that this administration held when
the survey was conducted. It should also be pointed out, though, that some opinions
regarding democracy have been consistently positive over the last decade, as shown by
the DEMOS survey data (1994, 1997, 2001, and 2004) and that of LAPOP 2006. Many
questions of these surveys allow such comparisons through time.

Chapter | presents a brief summary of the democratic process in the Dominican Republic
and the socioeconomic and political situation when the 2006 LAPOP survey was
conducted. Chapter Il presents technical details of the survey and summarizes the
demographic characteristics of the sample. It is a multi-staged, probabilistic survey,
designed to elicit opinions representative of the Dominican population. The sample
includes urban and rural residents, rich and poor, men and women, and people from
different regions of the country. The demographic profile of the sample reflects the social
composition of the Dominican population.

Chapter 111 analyzes the meanings people give the term “democracy.” The predominate
notion of democracy in the liberal tradition emphasizes the procedures to elect a
government, the balance of powers within the state, and a system of individual rights and
freedoms. Counterposed to this vision is that which emphasizes social rights, whether as
a crucial component of political procedures or just by themselves.
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Most Dominicans define democracy in normative terms, referring to people’s civil rights
such as the freedom of expression and the right to vote. Still, around a third of the
population surveyed could not define democracy in any specific way. It was found that
the greater the education or wealth of respondents, the greater their tendency to have a
normative conception of democracy. Additionally, the series of surveys measuring
support for the democratic system in the Dominican Republic (DEMOS and LAPOP)
show that two-thirds of the population consistently states that democracy is preferable to
any other form of government: 76% in DEMOS 1997, 79% in DEMOS 2001, 74% in
DEMOS 2004, and 74% in LAPOP 2006. This data suggests that the public favors
democratic stability.

Chapter 1V addresses the topic of tolerance as an ingredient essential to democracy, to
support for the political system, and to democratic stability. On a scale of political
tolerance, constructed with four indicators (the right to vote, demonstrate, run for office,
and give speeches), the Dominican Republic has one of the highest levels of tolerance
among the Latin American countries included in the LAPOP project.

This comparative study pays special attention to the topic of democratic stability and how
it is affected by the level of support for the political system. The idea is that if political
institutions are not respected, this can create discontentment that can lead to the collapse
of governments and even the democratic system. Compared to the data from the 2004
DEMOS survey, conducted in the middle of an economic and institutional crisis in the
Dominican Republic, the levels of support for the political system in 2006 increased in all
the indicators used in the LAPOP study: respect for institutions, for civil rights, pride in
being Dominican, and accepting the political system. The Dominican Republic has one of
the highest levels of support for its political system within Latin America.

This support, along with political and social tolerance, is necessary to maintain
democratic stability. The survey data shows that the Dominican political system tends to
be stable because a large percentage of the population supports the system’s institutions.
Additionally, compared to the other Latin American countries surveyed, the Dominican
Republic shows a relatively high percentage in attitudes favoring democratic stability.

Although mistrust in political institutions is well recognized in the literature on
democracy in Latin America, and has been documented in various surveys conducted in
the Dominican Republic, the 2006 LAPOP data shows an improvement in the evaluations
of almost all the country’s political institutions. People who evaluate the economy better
and who feel safer give more positive evaluations. Compared to the other surveys over
the last 12 years (1994-2006), in 2006, we find a significant improvement in support for
democracy, especially the view that democracy benefits the people and functions
satisfactorily.

Current and recent Latin American presidents have shown populist tendencies. The 2006

LAPOP survey included five questions to measure how much respondents supported
populism in their country. The Dominican Republic scored a relatively low average on
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the populism scale, indicating that Dominicans do not show much support for this kind of
president.

Chapter V addresses corruption, a topic that has been widely debated in the Dominican
Republic. It was essential in the processes of capital accumulation during the
authoritarian regimes, and since the 1978 transition to democracy different social and
political groups have demanded it be reduced. Corruption is a particularly troubling
problem because it generates great inefficiencies in the use of public resources and
creates an institutional and cultural climate that mocks the basic rules of living in a
democratic community.

The 1994-t0-2006 data shows that most Dominicans think corruption is a serious or very
serious problem. Many also believe corruption is widespread in the country. In 2006, the
percentage of people who consider corruption to be a serious problem declined some, but
the percentage who think that corruption is widespread rose slightly.

While a majority of people believe corruption among public officials to be a serious and
widespread problem, other data indicates that people have rather limited firsthand
experience with acts of corruption. For example, when respondents were asked whether
they had been the victim of corruption in accessing government services, only a minority
said they had been. Additionally, the reported level of victimization by corruption was
significantly lower in 2006 than in 2004. This suggests that although the vast majority of
people believe that there is a lot of corruption in the country, not many have experienced
it firsthand.

In fact, compared to the other Latin American countries in the LAPOP survey, the
Dominican Republic was, in 2006, among the five countries with the lowest percentage
of people victimized by corruption in the previous year. Within the Dominican Republic,
corruption in more widespread in urban areas (especially the Santo Domingo
metropolitan area) than rural ones; and it affects men more than women.

Crime is another serious problem in many Latin American countries, including the
Dominican Republic. The data in Chapter VI shows that the sense of public insecurity
has grown considerably. For example, when people were asked whether they felt safer,
just as safe, or less safe (in and outside their home) than they did five years ago, the
percentage feeling unsafe rose from 42% in 1994 to 79% in 2006.

The number of people who reported having been the victim of a crime doubled from
2004 to 2006. The most common type of crime is robbery without physical aggression,
and 70% of respondents in 2006 believe that the police are involved in crime.
Additionally, the percentage of people who support acting outside the law to capture
criminals increased significantly between 2004 and 2006. People who feel unsafe show a
greater propensity to condone acting outside the law to capture criminals. Within the
Latin American region, five countries report lower crime rates than the Dominican
Republic and nine report higher rates.
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Drugs is one of the main causes for the rise in crime. The 2006 LAPOP survey asked
respondents in all participating countries whether they had seen someone selling drugs in
their neighborhood in the last year. The level of drug dealing reported in the Dominican
Republic is high compared to the other countries in the region. Only Costa Rica has a
higher percentage.

On a different topic, decentralization (a return to the local level as the ideal place to bring
government closer to the people) has been the central aim of the political reform
processes promoted in Latin America in recent decades. The data in Chapter VII shows
that, among the countries surveyed, the Dominican Republic has the highest number of
people who have had contact with their local government through municipal meeting
attendance; fewer Dominicans petitioned their municipal government, however.
Additionally, the Dominican Republic has the highest level of satisfaction with local
government services. This suggests that Dominicans are more satisfied than other Latin
Americans with the services offered by their local government. Chapter VIII also shows
that, among the countries surveyed, the Dominican Republic has the highest level of
satisfaction with the efficacy of the current administration.

Dominican society is party-centric. Political parties have played a central role since the
end of the Trujillo dictatorship, frequently to the detriment of the development of other
social organizations. The strong leadership of political bosses (caudillos), imbued with
ideological polarity, was crucial in the formation of the party system and the
consolidation of party loyalties in the 1960s. Dominican society continues to demonstrate
a high level of party identification despite the transformations and current difficulties that
the parties face. As can be seen in the comparative 2006 LAPOP data in Chapter VIII, the
Dominican Republic has the highest levels of party support (60.4%). Nicaragua is second
(49.8%) and Guatemala has the lowest level of party support (14.7%). The Dominican
data also shows that, in recent years, there has been a realignment of party preferences in
favor of the Partido de la Liberacion Dominicana (Dominican Liberation Party, or PLD).

Chapter IX addresses the topic of social capital. In terms of interpersonal trust within
one’s community, the Dominican Republic is located in the middle of the group of Latin
American countries in the LAPOP project. Additionally, on the scales of civic, political,
and religious participation that were constructed, Dominicans participated least in the
civic realm and most in the religious. This indicates that Dominican associative life has
an important religious component. Women participate more in religious activities, parent-
teacher organizations, and women’s associations. Men participate more in community
improvement committees, professional associations, unions, and political organizations.

Chapter X analyzes the topics of gender and migration. The data shows that one of the
most important changes in Dominican public opinion over the last decade has been the
increasing acceptance of women’s equality in the political and domestic spheres.
Between 1994 and 2006, the view that women should participate to the same degree as
men in politics grew continually, except for a temporary decline in 2004. There is wide
disagreement with the notion that politics is only something for men, and the trust that
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people have in female candidates has grown, with the exception of a slight decline in
2004.

To ascertain people’s views on reproductive rights and access to public health services,
we included a question about abortion in the questionnaire. There were two possible
responses: approve of abortion in the case of health risks, rape, and incest; or disapprove
of abortion in all circumstances. While 59% voiced total opposition to abortion, 41%
supported it in the above-mentioned circumstances. Among people with a university
education, the level of support grows significantly.

Dominican society is a receiver and sender of migrants. It receives many Haitians while it
pushes many Dominicans to migrate abroad, especially to the United States and Europe.
The LAPOP survey formulated two questions regarding Haitian migration. One asked
whether people agree or disagree with the proposal that the children of Haitian
immigrants born in the Dominican Republic be given Dominican citizenship. And the
other asked whether people agree or disagree with the proposal that the Dominican
government give work permits to undocumented Haitians living in the Dominican
Republic. In both cases, the majority of people disagreed.

Regarding Dominican migration overseas, we found that 20% of respondents said they
receive remittances from abroad, and that the majority people who receive them are not
among the most poor. Additionally, a significant percentage of people (35.9%) stated that
they wanted to go work or live outside the Dominican Republic. The highest percentages
were among people with a secondary education and young people between the ages of 18
and 25.
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Chapter | Background

The 1978 democratic transition in the Dominican Republic was the first in the wave of
political openings that swept through Latin America from the end of the 1970s.
Compared to other Latin American transitions, the Dominican has not drawn as much
attention because it shifted from an authoritarian civil government rather than a military
dictatorship.

It is worth emphasizing that Dominican democracy, in its almost 30 years of existence,
has remained relatively stable despite the institutional deficiencies and socioeconomic
problems that have confronted and still confront the country. For example, in 2003 and
2004, a severe economic and institutional crisis, which included the bankruptcy of three
major banks and a failed reelection project, wore out the country politically. Nonetheless,
the democratic order was not interrumpted. A change in government came instead during
regular presidential elections in 2004, with Leonel Fernandez of the Partido de la
Liberacion Dominicana (PLD; Dominican Liberation Party) rising to power.

It is important to point out, regarding the results of the public opinion study of the
Dominican Republic we present here, that survey data should always be understood in
terms of the socioeconomic and political context in which it was obtained. The 2006
LAPOP (Latin American Public Opinion Project) survey in the Dominican Republic was
carried out in June of that year, a period in which President Leonel Fernandez had a high
level of popularity. Amidst the crisis that prevailed during the last part of the
administration of Hipolito Mejia of the Partido Revolucionario Dominicano (PRD;
Dominican Revolutionary Party), the PLD and its allies won the presidential elections of
May 16, 2004 with 57% of the vote. The PLD won a further victory in the congressional
and municipal elections of May 16, 2006, in which it obtained 51% of the votes and
acquired 69% of the seats in the Senate, 54% of the seats in the Chamber of Deputies,
and 44% of the municipalities.

It is very likely that some of the positive evaluations of the PLD government that appear
in this study reflect the allure that this government held for important segments of the
Dominican population when the survey was conducted. Some of the comparisons are
favorable, both in terms of their historic trajectory, which the DEMOS surveys in the
Dominican Republic allow us to establish, and in relation to other Latin American
countries included in the 2006 LAPOP project.

Achievements and Obstacles in the Democratic Process: A Brief
Historical Survey

The 12 yearlong Balaguer government (1966-1978) represented the long transition
between the failed democracy of the early 1960s and the 1978 transition. Along with
authoritarian elements, it also contained civil ones, which facilitated the future transition.
The authoritarian elements included: repression as a mechanism of political control
against dissent; prolonged wage austerity; the personalization of power; the excessive
share of political and economic power held by the military; the lack of power of the
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legislative branch of government; the subordination of judicial branch to the executive;
and electoral irregularities that ensured Balaguer’s re-election in 1970 and 1974.

Among the elements that facilitated the democratic transition we find: the permanence of
the formal structure of the state (Balaguer did not close any branch of government);
tolerance toward the less radical opposition; economic policies that gave incentives to the
private sector; the subordination of military power to the president; and favorable
international conditions, particularly the spread of social democracy in Latin America and
the Carter administration’s policy of supporting human rights.

From 1966 to 1975, in the context of the Cold War, authoritarian elements dominated the
Balaguer government. But starting in 1976, Balaguer’s principal opposition, the Partido
Revolucionario Dominicano (PRD; Dominican Revolutionary Party), strengthened its ties
to European social democracy and underwent of process of de-radicalization to become a
viable option to take power in 1978 (Espinal 1987).

The two PRD governments (1978-1982 and 1982-1986) helped to create an atmosphere
of tolerance and respect for basic political rights, to improve electoral processes, and to
further the demilitarization of politics. But the economic crisis of the early 1980s, and the
internal conflicts within the PRD, foreclosed its promised redistribution of wealth so
hoped for by wide sectors of the population. In the context of a deteriorating economy,
the perception of government corruption and intra-partisan struggles produced public
discontent. The PRD lost a good deal of political support and saw its share of the vote fall
from 53% in 1978 to 39% in 1986.

This contributed to Balaguer’s triumph in the 1986 elections with 40.5% of the vote,
when only a relative majority was required to win. The Partido de la Liberacion
Dominicana (PLD; Dominican Liberation Party) also benefited from the unpopularity of
the PRD, increasing its share of the vote from 9.8% in 1982 to 18.4% in 1986. The tri-
partisan character of Dominican politics was thus established in 1986. The three large
parties relied on a charismatic leader who supplied them with ideology, leadership, and a
social base of support: Balaguer for the Partido Reformista (Reformist Party, later called
the Partido Reformista Social Cristiano or PRSC — Social Christian Reformist Party),
José Francisco Pefia Gomez for the PRD, and Juan Bosch for the PLD.

Despite the weight of personalist leadership, these parties have become strong and stable
entities that have helped maintain a stable political system. Thus, until very recently,
Dominican democracy has rested on a system of parties with strong social support, forged
around their historic leaders.

Balaguer’s electoral triumph in 1986 generated political uncertainties due to his 12 year
precedent of authoritarian government. The question was whether Balaguer would
guarantee the civil liberties achieved during the PRD governments and would maintain
the principle of competitive elections established in 1978. Regarding the first, the
Balaguer government upheld the achievements; regarding the second, there was an
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important step backwards between 1986 and 1994: the general elections of 1990 and
1994 were highly disputed.

The electoral experience of 1990 generated a process of social organization and struggle
for democratic reforms. New civic organizations arose with strong support from the
middle class (the best known case is that of the civic movement Participacion Ciudadana
or Citizen Participation). And international assistance, especially from the United States,
was important in the efforts to democratize the electoral process.

In the May 1994 elections, the three principal leaders of the major parties ran for office:
Balaguer, Pefia GOomez, and Bosch. But this time, the principal competitors were
Balaguer and Pefia Gomez, not Balaguer and Bosch as in 1990. The elections were very
close, with only a small number of votes separating Balaguer (42.3%) and Pefia GoOmez
(41.6%), while the PLD came in a distant third place. After several weeks of uncertainty
regarding the final vote count, Balaguer was proclaimed the victor. But pressure from the
PRD for a new count, civil society demands for electoral transparency, and international
pressure, especially from the United States which had invested a good deal of resources
to improve electoral procedures, led to negotiations, mediated by the Organization of
American States (OAS), between the principal political leaders. The electoral crisis
concluded with the signing of the Pacto por la Democracia (Pact for Democracy), which
proposed a set of constitutional reforms, especially electoral ones, and reduced
Balaguer’s new presidential mandate to two years without the possibility of immediate
re-election.

Subsequently, the political life of the three big political bosses each successively came to
an end. Juan Bosch was the first to go, announcing his retirement from public life at the
end of 1994. In 1998, Pefia GOmez died just before the congressional and municipal
elections of that year; and in July 2002, Balaguer died.

With the establishment of run-off elections in the 1994 pact, the presidential election of
1996 obliged the parties to form alliances. Balaguer, prohibited from running for re-
election, did not offer enthusiastic support in the first round to his party’s candidate,
Jacinto Peynado. In the second round, Balaguer made a deal with Leonel Fernandez of
the PLD to prevent a victory by Pefia Gomez, who had obtained the highest number of
votes in the first round

The formation of the “Frente Patridtico” (Patriotic Front), as the alliance between
Balaguer and the PLD was called, took the public by surprise. The PLD had been a party
with left-leaning inclinations, and Bosch and Balaguer had been political rivals besides.
But the hitherto untainted candidacy of Fernandez, and the pragmatic position adopted by
the PLD since 1990, facilitated this unlikely alliance. In this way, the cycle in which each
of the three major parties had governed during the democratic period came to an end. But
the “Frente Patridtico” left a bitter feeling among PRD supporters and wide sectors of
the public since it prevented the triumph of Pefia Gémez.
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After its 1996 electoral defeat, the PRD consolidated its position as the opposition party,
facilitating its triumph in the 1998 congressional and municipal elections and in the 2000
presidential election. The death of Pefia Gomez just before the congressional-municipal
elections solidified the PRD vote, and the party obtained a majority in both chambers of
Congress and of the municipalities. In the 2000 presidential election, the PRD chose
Hipolito Mejia, who did not have long-standing ties to the PRD but had been a protégeé of
Pefia Gomez and his running-mate in the 1994 elections, as its candidate. Mejia managed
to articulate the diverse interests of the PRD, which flourished after the death of Pefia
Gomez.

The PRD Government, 2000-2004

A majority government offers advantages and disadvantages for a democracy. On the
positive side, the most important advantage is that the executive branch can formulate
public policies with congressional support. The most negative aspect is the ease with
which a government can impose policies potentially detrimental to many sectors,
especially those without direct ties to the government. Mejia was known for his polemic
and confrontational rhetoric. He promoted clientelism in the government bureaucracy,
and later he initiated a reelection project antagonistic to the historic character of the PRD
and counterproductive given the economic crisis that reigned during 2003 and 2004.

The debates to undertake constitutional reforms began in 2001 and 2002. Civil society
organizations mobilized to push for the formation of a constituent assembly in order to
make profound changes. At the start of 2002, President Mejia received the report of a
commission named, with the participation of representatives from civil society, to make
specific reform proposals. But after winning a majority of seats in Congress in the May
2002 elections, PRD legislators, ignoring the popular mobilizations, restricted the
constitutional reform to the institution of re-elections.

Meanwhile, between 2001 and 2002, the rate of economic growth fell an average of 3.5%
per year due to the slowing global economy, the high price of fuel, and the weaknesses of
domestic economic policies. The government responded with an expansionary spending
policy which produced a deficit covered by external financing. In 2003, the collapse of
three banks deepened the economic crisis by accelerating inflation and devaluing the
peso. At the start of 2004, political discontent reigned throughout the country.

Dominican democracy confronted a difficult situation: inflation, the devaluation of its
currency, and a re-election project by Mejia that weakened his administration’s capacity
to govern and sharpened the leadership struggles within the PRD.

The growing dissatisfaction did not lead to a political outburst for various reasons: 1) the
public could make out, on the horizon, the May 2004 presidential election as an
opportunity to change the government; 2) the favorite candidate, Leonel Fernandez, had
governed during the *“golden years” of economic growth at the end of the 1990s; 3)
despite the succession crisis in party leadership, the party system remained relatively
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stable; and 4) the custom of negotiation and ritualistic pacts during difficult moments was
kept alive by political leaders.

In the context of the economic crisis, with high inflation and rapid currency devaluation,
the opposition candidate, Leonel Fernandez, obtained 57% of the vote with his promise to
return economic stability to the country and foment modernity.

The PLD Government and Antecedents to the Survey, 2004-2006

The Economy

Taking power on August 16, 2004, the Fernandez administration set out to achieve
macroeconomic stability. It signed an agreement with the International Monetary Fund
(IMF), the agreed terms of which it largely fulfilled. These terms implied two fiscal
reforms which included higher taxes: the first at the end of 2004 and the second in mid
2005. As a result, the country was able to restructure its foreign debt, the economy began
to grow again, and the rate of inflation was brought under control, as can be seen in
Figure 1-1. The currency substantially rebounded, dropping from 50 pesos-to-the-dollar at
the most critical moments at the end of 2003 to 30 pesos-to-the-dollar in 2005. The
country’s gross and net reserves also grew considerably (Table I-1).
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Figure I-1. Annual Variation in the Consumer Price Index
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Table I-1. Economic Indicators

Proo_lucto Interno Bruto (millones de ddlares 62038 63426 67410
corrientes, PPP)

Crecimiento del PIB (%) -1.9 2.0 9.3
Inflacion (%) 42.6 28.7 7.4
Tipo de cambio promedio (RD$:US$1) 30.7 41.9 30.4
Reservas brutas (millones de délares) 279 825 1,916
Reservas netas (millones de dolares) -95 191.5 858.6
Fuente: World Development Indicators y Secretariado Técnico de la Presidencia

The economic stabilization was undoubtedly the principal success of the PLD
government’s first two years, although there remains the large challenge of converting
the economic growth associated with PLD administrations into greater social equality. As
suggested in the World Bank document, Poverty Reduction and Growth: Virtuous and
Vicious Circles, although economic growth is key to reducing poverty, it needs to be
accompanied by public policies that promote opportunities for the poor to be able to
benefit from it. In the Dominican case, the high per capita growth rate of GDP during the
first PLD government, at an average of six%, as seen in Figure 1.2, was highly unequal
and only reduced poverty by one%. Furthermore, as a result of the 2003-2004 financial
crisis during the Mejia administration, around one-and-a-half million Dominicans fell
into poverty. At the end of 2004, it was estimated that out of every 100 Dominicans, 42
were poor and 16 found themselves in extreme poverty.
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Figure 1-2. Gross Domestic Product per capita (current dollars, PPP)*

Although GDP per capita has grown substantially over the last 15 years (Figure 1-2), the
unemployment rate, which fell considerably from 1990 to 1999, increased between 2000
and 2004; though in 2005 it dropped slightly (Figure 1-3). This has been the source of
pressure on the PLD government to improve employment opportunities and income
distribution at the same time it foments growth.

! World Development Indicators
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Figure 1-3. Total Unemployment Rate?

Outside of macroeconomic stabilization, the principal economic challenges faced by PLD
government have revolved around two topics. One is the free trade agreement with the
United States and Central America (DR-CAFTA) signed by the Hipdlito Mejia
administration but implemented in the Fernandez administration. It has implied
legislative and tax changes. The starting date was to be January 1, 2006, but the target
was not met. The country’s entrance is still pending, subject to legislative and practical
changes. The other topic is the electric energy problem, the giant stone in the
government’s shoe. Despite the large public subsidies to the energy sector, the
government has still not been able to achieve an adequate energy supply for the country.
In 2005, the subsidies for electric energy and propane gas amounted to 2.5% of GDP,
almost equal to the combined spending on education and health care. If these subsidies
were eliminated, the economy would be negatively affected since the majority of
electricity consumers are people of limited means. But if they are maintained, few
resources remain to invest in the social programs so necessary to reduce poverty.

Despite these problems, the 2006 LAPOP survey shows that Dominicans have a
somewhat positive perception of the country’s economic situation. In Table I-2, we can
see that 41.6% of Dominicans feel that the national economic situation has improved over
the previous year, while 58.4% believe that the economy has remained the same or
worsened. On the other hand, personal economic perceptions are less positive, since only

? Dominican Republic Central Bank, http://www.bancentral.gov.do
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35.5% believe that their own economic situation has improved, while 64.5% stated that
their economic situation remains the same or is worse than a year ago.

Table 1-2. Perceptions Regarding the Economic Situation Compared to the Situation 12 Months Ago,
2006°

Mejor 41.6% 35.5%
Igual 18.8% 24.0%
Peor 39.6% 40.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

The Political Context

Besides the topics already listed, the problems that dominated the first two years of the
PLD administration were: the anti-corruption campaign, an increase in crime, and the
start of construction on the Santo Domingo metro.

The private sector corruption scandals stemming from the bankruptcy of three banks in
2003, and the increasing public sector corruption associated with Hipolito Mejia’s
reelection project, created a political atmosphere favoring transparency in the use of
public and private sector resources. Leonel Fernandez addressed the subject in his
inaugural speech on August 16, 2004, and subsequently created an ethics commission.
Some efforts to prosecute PRD government officials were also initiated, though a few
months later it was obvious that the judicial proceedings would not progress in a
satisfactory manner. To date, few cases are still being prosecuted and there have been few
convictions.

Regarding how to control the alarming rise in the crime rate, after vacillating for various
months, the government instituted the “Barrio Seguro” (Safe Neighborhood) program,
which consists of combining policing measures with some social programs in high risk
neighborhoods. Nonetheless, the crime rate continued to rage and the public did not see
progress in efforts to combat it. The death of a young middle class student in Santiago,
murdered to steal a cell phone, catalyzed the government to implement stronger control
measures at the end of July 2006. Combined police and military units were formed to
control the main cities, and the hours in which alcohol could be sold were restricted. The

3 Source: LAPOP, 2006.

- 9



I - Political Culture of Democracy in Dominican Republic: 2006

measures received widespread support and the homicide rate fell after their
implementation.

In his inaugural speech on August 16, 2004, President Fernandez announced his plan to
build a metro in the city of Santo Domingo. The proposal divided the population and
public opinion makers. In the face of such controversy, the government waited for an
opportune moment to begin this costly project. In his second year in office, Fernandez
took advantage of rising oil prices to begin construction, using the argument that it would
save fuel. The metro is the government’s principal public investment project, through
which it hopes to satisfy the capital accumulation needs of the construction industry, an
historically strong sector in the country and a key source of support for those in power.

Since the end of 2005, the preparations for the congressional and municipal elections of
May 2006 have dominated the politico-electoral field. The PRSC discussed the
possibility of an electoral alliance with the PRD and the PLD. But the crass pragmatism
shown by PRSC leaders in their negotiations with both parties gave a bad flavor to the
alliance efforts. Such agreements were perceived as an effort to obtain personal benefits
from specific candidates. In the end, the PRSC established an electoral alliance with the
PRD, known as the Alianza Rosada (Pink Alliance).

The PRD obijective in this alliance was to retain an important share of congressional seats
given the possibility that the PLD might obtain a majority. The PRSC, in turn, sought to
increase its small share of congressional and municipal representation. Despite the
optimism of the leadership of each of these parties, it was evident that the alliance would
generate discontent among aspiring candidates because the number of seats available for
both parties would be reduced by half. Rapidly, various candidates from these parties
broke ranks to join the PLD.

The 2006 congressional and municipal elections constituted an important political test for
the PLD. At play was its capacity to demonstrate local political vitality. PLD candidates
triumphed, greatly helped by a president with high approval ratings and an environment
of economic stability (which does not mean prosperity for most people). The PLD
obtained a majority in both chambers of Congress and significantly increased their
presence in municipal governments. Between the 2002-2006 and the 2006-2010 periods,
it went from only 3% (one senator) to 69% of senate seats; from 28% to 54% of seats in
the Chamber of Deputies; and from 6% to 44% of mayorships.

Public Opinion Surveys

In the last 15 years, the Dominican Republic went from being a country in which very
few public opinion surveys were conducted, to one in which such surveys are constantly
being conducted. The principal newspapers have arrangements with companies that
sporadically conduct them for dissemination in the news. But the only systematically
conducted public opinion surveys carried out for more than a decade, and available for
researchers to analyze, are the DEMOS surveys of political culture. These provide a great
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deal of information about how the population perceives public institutions and other
topics. Four DEMOS surveys have been conducted: in 1994, 1997, 2001, and 2004. In
this report we use some data from these surveys to demonstrate tendencies over the last
12 years for questions comparable to those of the 2006 LAPOP survey.

The DEMOS surveys show that, since 1994, support for democracy as the best kind of
government has been strong and stable in the Dominican Republic; this is true even in the
2004 DEMOS survey, conducted in the middle of an economic and institutional crisis.
But along with support for democracy, the Dominican population has evaluated their
government, institutions, political parties, and the way democracy works with clear
disapproval.* This shows that, even if the public has maintained its preference for
democracy, there exist important doubts about how their institutions operate.

In any case, despite the discontent, the levels of electoral participation in the Dominican
Republic have been high. Additionally, a large percentage of the population (60% in
2006) said it supported one of the political parties. Such party ties and the high level of
voter turnout have injected a good deal of dynamism into Dominican politics and have
given people the hope that they can improve their living situation by changing the
government. While such political loyalties and the relative stability of the party system
exist, the Dominican political system should be able to withstand sporadic crises,
including severe ones like that of 2003-2004. The situation would be otherwise if these
conditions were to disappear.

The DEMOS surveys have provided data for various academic studies. One of them
analyzed the trust that the Dominican population has in the country’s public institutions
(Espinal, Hartlyn, and Kelly 2006). In this article, the authors demonstrate that the most
important explanatory factors for trust in public institutions are the effectiveness or the
performance of the acting administration, both in terms of the public services offered and
the prevailing economic climate. Therefore, favorable opinions regarding how well the
economy is doing and the provision of services are very important for the maintenance of
institutional stability. This work also shows that the middle class has less institutional
trust than the poor and the rich, and that older people have more institutional trust than
young ones.

Espinal, and Kelly (2006) do not find any relation between civic participation and trust in
political institutions. This part of their analysis of the DEMOS surveys contradicts an
earlier study by Finkel, Sabatini, and Bevis (2000) in which civic participation and
institutional trust in the Dominican Republic was analyazed based on a survey of
participants in civic programs financed by the United States Agency for International

* For accumulated data from the surveys conducted in 1994, 1997, and 2001, see Isis Duarte and Ramonina
Brea, ¢Hacia donde va la democracia dominicana? 1994-2001. PUCMM, Santo Domingo, 2002. For the
2004 survey, see Ramonina Brea, Isis Duarte, and Mitchell Seligson, La Democracia Vulnerable:
Insatisfaccion y Desconfianza (1994-2004). PUCMM, Santo Domingo, 2005.
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Development (USAID). The Finkel, Sabatini, and Bevis analysis supports the hypothesis
that participation in civic organizations reduces trust in political institutions. Espinal,
Hartlyn, and Kelly, however, do not find this negative relation between civic
participation and institutional trust in the data from the DEMOS surveys.

Another important topic, addressed with data from the DEMOS surveys, is the role of
women in politics, society, and the family. Espinal, Hartlyn, and Morgan Kelly (2005,
2006) found that the ideology favoring gender equality has strengthened since the first
DEMOS survey in 1994, achieving its highest level in 2001, falling some in 2004,
especially among men, and finally rising again in the 2006 LAPOP survey. Regarding
women’s participation in politics, statistical analyses show that women and people with
more education have more egalitarian attitudes than men and people with less schooling.
It was also found that political party militants (especially men) are more susceptible to be
influenced by the rhetoric of party elites regarding the role of women in politics. This is a
possible the reason why, in 2004, when important political leaders employed male-
chauvinist language, support for women’s participation in politics declined significantly,
according to the DEMOS survey data for that year.

Besides the four DEMOS surveys, a simple survey financed by USAID on participants in
its civic programs was also conducted. Additionally, the Centro de Investigaciones y
Estudios Sociales (CIES; Center for Social Studies and Investigations) of the Universidad
Iberoamericana (UNIBE) has carried out various socio-political surveys. Starting in 2004,
Latinobardmetro included the Dominican Republic in its project of regional surveys, and
further empirical data comes from the “Democracy in Latin America” project of the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Of all these surveys, DEMOS and
LAPOP are the most similar and together they cover a period of 12 years, thus helping to
better understand the characteristics and changes of Dominican public opinion about
important political topics like democracy, political and social institutions, corruption,
tolerance, migration, and the participation of women in politics.

12
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Chapter Il The Data and Methodology

In systematic public opinion studies, it is important to use rigorous and carefully designed
methodology. In this chapter we explain the methodology of the 2006 LAPOP survey and
present a basic analysis of the sample’s characteristics.

The Methodology of the 2006 LAPOP Survey in the Dominican
Republic

The principal goal of this study is to understand the democratic values and political
attitudes of the Dominican people. With these aim in mind, the design included a
representative sample of the population at the national level, including people from all
regions of the country, from urban and rural areas, women and men, the employed and
unemployed, people of different educational levels, of different degrees of wealth, and
people who are and are not politically and civically active. The design of the sample and
the manner in which the data is collected are important in order to incorporate people
representative of the entire population.

To include people of limited economic means, the interviews were done face-to-face and
not by telephone. This method ensures that people without telephone service in their
homes would have the same opportunity to participate as people who do have telephones.

To include people who were busy during working hours, interviewers visited the selected
homes at various hours of the day and night. They also made weekend visits to catch
participants at home.

To ensure that the rights of all participants would be protected, and to create a
comfortable and safe atmosphere, everyone who participated in the survey received a
series of guarantees regarding their rights. They all had the opportunity to refuse to
participate in the survey, but most accepted. In general, respondents were receptive to
being interviewed. Additionally, all the participants received guarantees of confidentiality
and anonymity. The informed consent document appears in Annex B.

Another important methodological aspect has to do with the quality of the data-collection
and data-processing. The survey was organized at a meeting in May 2006 in Heredia,
Costa Rica in which the teams from participating countries in the Barémetro de las
Américas, 2006 were present. Dr. Jana Morgan represented the team from the Dominican
Republic at this meeting. Also present were two representatives from Gallup Republica
Dominicana, S.A. The survey was revised and improved on the basis of several test runs
directed by Dominique Zephyr, LAPOP’s Caribbean region Director, who also took
charge of training the interviewers.

The sample of the 2006 LAPOP survey for the Dominican Republic was designed by

Gallup Republica Dominicana, S.A. in consultation with Dr. Polibio Coérdoba of
CEDATOS Gallup Internacional in Ecuador, a recognized expert on survey samples, and
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under the general direction of LAPOP’s Director, Dr. Mitchell A. Seligson, of VVanderbilt
University. Both of them were in Santo Domingo to finalize the sample.

The field work was carried out by Gallup Republica Dominicana, S.A. To conduct the
interviews, five teams of four interviewers and one supervisor, for a total of 25 persons,
were employed. The supervisors had extensive experience and technical capacity, and
were carefully selected and trained by Gallup. The field work was carried out over a
period of 22 days, from June 1 to June 22, 2006. All interviews were supervised and 30%
of the respondents were interviewed again by the supervisors. The interviews were
conducted using personal digital assistants (PDAS) to ensure accurate and precise data
collection, processing and codification. Because oversight of the data collection and
processing is ensured, we find the process to be reliable.

It is common in public opinion surveys for there to be rejections and empty homes. In the
case of the 2006 LAPOP survey, the percentage of people who declined to participate
was 0.9% (23 people). Additionally, 7.8% of possible informants were absent or
unavailable to participate, and 16.2% did not qualify because they did not satisfy
interviewers’ quotas, either because they were outside the age range or were
incapacitated. In addition, 14.6% of the houses chosen for the survey were closed,
unoccupied, destroyed, not located, or being used for a business.

The Sample®

The 2006 LAPOP survey in the Dominican Republic used a multi-stage probability
sample. The object population of the sample are all Dominicans that are not members of
the military or institutionalized, are at least 18 years old, reside in rural and urban areas,
and are of sound body and mind and are not in trouble with the law. The sample
population neither includes Dominican citizens residing in other countries nor those that
are institutionalized.® People were interviewed in 225 municipalities, 31 provinces, and
the National District. Therefore, it is a national sample representative of all Dominicans
with the right to vote — not only those registered to vote but all people allowed to vote.

The sample was based on census maps and urban and rural household listings obtained
from the 2002 Censo Nacional de Poblacion y Vivienda (National Population and
Housing Census). It is a multi-stage, stratified area, cluster, probability sample up to the
selection of the household. Since the sample has a probabilistic design, all citizens had
the same chance of being selected. To cover all the geographic areas of the country, the
sample was stratified into four regions: the Santo Domingo metropolitan area, North,
East, and South. Without stratification, the random selection would mean that any one of
these areas might have ended up with only a few interviews.

® See Annex A.
® It does not include people interned in hospitals, mental instituions, or jails.
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It is important to take into account that cities, towns, and communities have different
sizes. This factor was also taken into account to ensure the selection of people
representative of all these urban and rural types of settlement. Therefore, after setting up
the four-region stratification, these regions were divided between urban and rural areas,
using the criteria established by the Oficina Nacional de Estadistica (ONE; National
Statistics Office) in the 2002 Censo Nacional de Poblacion y Familia (National
Population and Family Census). The metropolitan region is considered entirely urban
while the other three regions have both rural and urban components.

At the first level of the stratification process, we decided on the number of municipalities
(the PSUs or Primary Sample Units) that needed to be selected in each region. After
choosing the municipalities by region in proportion to their population, the municipalities
were divided into urban and rural areas to give them the chance of being selected as
Census Supervision Areas (the SSUs — Secondary Sampling Units).

To give an analogy, this stratification process is like a raffle in which seven different
ticket-holding receptacles are used: one receptacle for the metropolitan region and two
receptacles for each one of the three other regions, one for the rural area and the other for
the urban area within each region. This way of stratifying the sample prevents the
respondents from mostly residing in the largest cities or in only one region, like the
metropolitan one. Because we stratified by region and by area (urban and rural), the
sample is better able to ensure a representative selection of people in each region and
from the two areas.

After the stratification process, we chose specific households within each selected
municipality. These households are the final units of observation. To select households,
we formed residential clusters from which 6 to 8 homes in urban areas, and 10 to 12
homes in rural ones, were selected. Once the household was selected, the interviewer
chose the specific respondent in each home to participate in the survey according the
gender and age quotas that each had been assigned. For more details regarding the
sample, see Annex A: Sample Design.

The final size of the national sample is 1,519 people, divided among the 4 regions or
strata: Metropolitan, North, East, and South. Five hundred eleven people were
interviewed in the metropolitan district (33.6% of the total sample), 500 in the north
(32.9%), 221 in the east (14.5%), and 287 in the south (18.9%).

A national sample of some 1,500 people has a probable sampling error of £2.5% with a
95% level of confidence. This means that 95% of the times the true value of a response
will be within £2.5% of the estimate produced by this sample. This is the error for the
worst case in which responses to a question are equally divided, 50:50, and it is difficult
to judge which response is preferred. With a sample of this size, the survey represents
citizens’ views, with an error no larger than +2.5% (95% of the time) in the worst case
scenario, as accurately as if 100% of citizens residing in the Dominican Republic had
been interviewed. The situation improves when the responses are not so equally divided.
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For example, when the responses are divided 10:90, the error is only +1.5% with a
confidence level of 95%.

If it were possible to carry out what is known as a “simple random sample” in each strata
of the study, the above-noted estimates of the sample’s accuracy could be maintained.
However, such a process would significantly raise the costs of conducting interviews.
The alternative is to use the method of “cluster sampling” indicated above, which
considerably lowers the transportation costs for nearly all interviews. The clusters are
groups of interviews in relatively small areas like blocks or rows of houses where a series
of people are interviewed in different households. This system significantly reduces
expenses, although it normally raises the error of the sample and consequently lowers the
degree of reliability. Since this sample has a multi-stage cluster design, we need to take
into account its effects when we calculate the real error.

According to the calculations carried out by Gallup Republica Dominicana, S.A., the
sampling error at the national level, considering the average design effect (1.8) is 3.40%.
That is, in the worst case scenario when responses are equally divided (50:50), the true
responses of the national population will be (95% of the time) within £3.4% of the
responses given by the people interviewed in the sample. We can see that the decision to
save money by using a stratified cluster sample, instead of a random sample, only costs
the study a bit of precision and does not imply much loss. To understand the effects of
this cluster design in greater detail, see Annex C: Design Effect.

Within each region of the country, the size of the sample is obviously smaller and
proportional to the region’s size with respect to the total population. Therefore, the
sampling errors for individual regions are larger than that for the entire country. The
metropolitan region produces a sampling error of £5.8%, and the northern region one of
15.41%. In the eastern and southern regions, the sampling errors are +8.47 and +7.43
respectively.

For reasons that have to do with the evaluation of USAID programs, we also interviewed
1,000 additional people in the metropolitan district to obtain an error for this sub-sample
identical to the error of the national sample. However, in this study, with the exception of
the specific places that are noted, we only use the national sample of 1,519 to be able to
compare the analysis with earlier surveys and with those carried out by LAPOP in 2006
in other countries.

16




I - Political Culture of Democracy in Dominican Republic: 2006

Characteristics of the Sample

We begin the presentation of the data with a general overview of the characteristics of the
sample and a comparison between the 2004 and 2006 samples. The results of the 2004
DEMOS survey are based on a weighted sample to correctly reflect the distribution of the
population. There was no need to weight the 2006 sample since it was designed to
automatically reflect the distribution of the Dominican population.

Figure 11-1 shows that the distribution of the 2004 and 2006 samples are more or less the
same. In both years there is a small difference, with more women participating than men.
This difference is slightly larger than the difference in the Dominican population.
According to the 2002 Censo de Poblacién y Vivienda, 50.2% of people in the
Dominican Republic are women.

Figure 11-1. Distribution of the Samples by Sex

17
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Figure 11-2. Distribution of the Samples by Age

In the distribution of the age ranges in 2004 and 2006 that appear in Figure 11-2, it can be
seen that most of respondents are young. This should not be a surprising since the
Dominican population is also young: the majority of people are under the age of 35. In
2004 and 2006, the age distributions are almost the same.
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Figure 11-3. Distribution of the Samples by Region

In terms of the distribution by region, we can see in Figure 11-3 that the 2004 and 2006
samples are very similar. The only difference is that there is less representation from the
northern region and more from the eastern region in the 2006 sample. But the differences
between the samples are not statistically significant. Because we use a stratified design, it
IS not surprising that the sample distribution reflects the actual regional distribution of
Dominicans. For example, the 2002 Censo de Poblacién y Viviendas indicates that 32%
of the population lives in the National District; this is the same percentage of the 2004
sample and a little less that that of the 2006 sample, with 33.5%.

Figure 11-4 presents a summary of the sample distributions by level of education. It can
be seen that, in 2006, half of the sample had attended secondary school or university, a
small increase over 2004.” According to the 2002 Censo de Poblacién y Vivienda, only

" The measure of education changed between the 2004 and 2006 surveys. It could be that part of this

growth is due to this change.
- B
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37% of the Dominican population has attended secondary school or university. It can be
seen, therefore, that the survey produces a sample with an educational level above the
national norm. Part of the discrepancy is that the national census includes children while
the surveys only take into account people at least 18 years old. Since the population of
the Dominican Republic is mostly young, the proportion of the population under the age
of 18 is high. The survey includes people 18 years old or greater, of which a large
proportion have had the opportunity to complete their secondary or university education.
For this reason, the average educational level of the census is less than that of the survey.
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Figure 11-4. Distribution of the Samples by Educational Level
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Figure I1-5. Distribution of the Samples by Monthly Income

Figure 11-5 shows the distribution of the samples by family monthly income. In line with
the Dominican Republic’s economic growth between 2004 and 2006, respondents’ family
monthly income improved over the last two years, although still five% of sample
participants stated that they had no source of income in 2006.

The Complete Sample of All the Countries Included in LAPOP 2006.

This report makes use of the surveys carried out by LAPOP in other Latin American
countries in 2004 and 2006. In some chapters there are figures that show survey results
from the other countries. It should be made clear that, in all cases where we use
comparative data, the sample is weighted according to the size of the sample in each
country. This weighting is used because the samples in some countries are larger than in
others, and because the Ecuadorian and Bolivian national samples are also weighted (see
the Ecuador and Bolivia reports for a full discussion of weighted national samples).
Therefore, in Bolivia and Ecuador the samples were around 3,000 cases, while in the
other countries the national samples were more or less half that number (approximately
1,500 cases). The complete weighted sample produces a database for each country of
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1,500 cases. The weighting does not affect the results of the comparative averages
presented in the reports. But it should be emphasized that the weighting does affect the
size of the error bars. In almost every country, the weighted sample is at least a little
smaller than the actual sample. For this reason, the error bars (or confidence intervals) are
greater in the weighted sample than in the national sample. In most countries, with the
exception of Ecuador and Bolivia, the difference in the confidence intervals between the
weighted sample and the actual sample is minimum. As a result, the confidence intervals
of the regional figures, in the complete regional sample, are conservatively estimated.
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Chapter Ill Conceptions of Democracy

The definition of the term “democracy” constitutes an important topic in political
debates. What is and is not a democracy divides analysts, politicians, and the public in
general. The predominate notion of democracy in the liberal tradition emphasizes the
procedures to elect a government, the balance of powers within the state, and a system of
individual rights and freedoms. Counterposed to this vision is that which emphasizes
social rights, whether as a crucial component of political procedures or just by
themselves.

Latin America is not exempt from this debate, especially because democracy, in both
senses of the term, has been sorely lacking in the region. Establishing democratic
procedures of governance and guaranteeing civil liberties has been a big challenge,
giving rise to large political struggles with limited gains. But even more difficult has been
the establishment of democratic systems with the capacity to attend the economic needs
of the population and address the serious problems associated with profound social
inequality.

There are two theoretical perspectives that have guided political studies of
democratization in Latin America. One emphasizes the political aspects and the role of
strategic actors in the rise and maintenance of democracy. This focus goes back to Linz’s
(1978) analysis of the collapse of democratic regimes, where he argues that even if
structural factors provide opportunities or constraints, political actors are key and
ultimately responsible for deciding to either strengthen or undermine democracy. Linz
suggests that although the people do not always unconditionally support democracy — that
is, despite its effects on well-being — it neither solidifies nor collapses simply because of
the existing economic system. One conclusion that emerges from these suggestions is that
democratic regimes are capable of surviving even in adverse structural conditions, so
long as the principal political actors take adequate decisions to sustain them. For this to
occur, efficient and effective leadership is required.

These ideas, initially applied to study the collapse of democratic regimes, were
incorporated by authors like O’Donnell and Schmitter (1986) in their analysis of the
transition from authoritarian regimes in Latin America during the 1980s. For them, the
Latin American transitions, in adverse economic conditions, depended on the decision of
key political actors to oppose the authoritarian regimes. During the transition, the
political options widened in an optimistic atmosphere. Thus, while Linz emphasized the
role of strategic decisions by important political actors to prevent the collapse of
democratic systems, O’Donnell and Schmitter suggested that these actors were important
in creating the possibilities for the emergence and consolidation of democratic regimes in
Latin America.

The structural focus, by contrast, centers its analysis on the organization and
characteristics of the economy and class relations. Supporters of this perspective believe
that the context constrains political decisions and democratic consolidation. From this
perspective, it is possible to identity at least two axes of analysis of Latin American
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politics. One calls attention to the need to establish democratic systems that, in the
context of a capitalist economy, better attend the needs of most Latin Americans (Karl
1990). The other assumes that it is impossible to establish and maintain democracies in
the context of the structural dependence and inequalities of Latin American economies
(Petras 1986). This latter perspective lost force, following the collapse of the communist
regimes in Eastern Europe, until the end of the 1990s when the rise of leaders like Hugo
Chévez, with populist projects resoundingly critical of capitalism, revitalized it.

Between academic debates and concrete problems, Latin America has made some
important advances in the process of democratization over the last three decades. Wide
segments of the population have opted to support democracies and the political rights
they entail even though they still lack adequate social protection. But the ideas about and
commitment to democracy vary between countries; and in some, successive economic
crises and poor government management have provoked social tensions and the collapse
of political party systems, with the consequent rise of personalist and populist leaders
who advocate for social and plebiscite democracy outside the procedures and freedoms of
liberal democracy (Morgan 2007). Thus, the old dilemma of what is democracy and who
does it serve prevails in the region.

In public opinion surveys, it has been difficult to adequately capture what the concept of
“democracy” means to the public. The term can have different meanings for respondents,
making it hard to measure (Bratton 2002: 6; Schedler and Sarsfield 2004). Furthermore,
studies of democracy and public opinion show that the public’s understanding can differ
greatly from the conventional meanings in political theory. Nonetheless, it is worth trying
to understand what the public understands by democracy in order to be able to infer how
willing people are to support democratization processes, especially during difficult times.

To achieve this objective, the LAPOP survey included an open-ended question to capture
the principal meanings that first come to mind when respondents hear the term. Question
DEM13 of the questionnaire states: In a few words, what does democracy mean for you?
Up to three possible meanings were accepted. If more than one was given, the respondent
was asked to identify the most important. In order to create a simple variable, the
statistical analysis focused on the meaning indicated as most important.

The different responses were grouped into four categories, each corresponding to a
different conception of democracy: instrumental-utilitarian, normative-axiomatic,
negative, and empty.

The instrumental-utilitarian conception emphasizes the evaluation of the performance
and benefits of democracy; for example, associating democracy with well-being, growth,
economic progress, or greater opportunities. The normative-axiomatic conception
includes aspects that are not tied to an immediate and personal benefit, such as free
elections or freedom. The negative conception focuses on the problems identified with
democracy; for example, disorder, crime, and corruption. Finally, the empty category is
used to lump together all those responses that lacked any specific meaning of democracy.
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The theoretical importance of this classification lies in the possibility that topics related
to political legitimacy and tolerance could be strongly related to the conception of
democracy that one has. It can be assumed that if political legitimacy and tolerance do
not have a normative basis, then attitudes might be very fragile and ephemeral, especially
in the face of the economic and political difficulties of democratic systems.

Conceptions of Democracy in the Dominican Republic

Cnncepcinnes
altemativas de la
democracia

D MNormativo

. Vacio
[] vilitario
. Negativo

Figure 111-1. Alternative Conceptions of Democracy in the Dominican Republic

Figure 111-1 shows the distribution of conceptions about democracy in the Dominican
case. The normative meaning was indicated by 52.9% of respondents; 37.1% did not give
any concrete meaning, 6.1% gave it a utilitarian meaning, and 4.0% a negative one.

Table I11-1. The Five Most Common Responses to the Question: “What does democracy mean to
you? Which meaning is the most important?”
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No tiene ningun significado 508 33.5% Vacio
Libertad de expresion 352 23.2% Normativo
Libertad (sin decir que tipo) 176 11.6% Normativo
Libertad de movimiento 51 3.4% Normativo
Bienestar, progreso econémico | 46 3.0% Utilitario
Total de las cinco més comunes | 1133 74.7%

Table I11-1 shows the three specific responses most mentioned: does not have a meaning
(33.5%), freedom of expression (23.2%), and freedom in general (11.6%). Three of the
most frequently given responses belong to the normative category, while one comes from
empty category and the other the utilitarian one. No negative response was among the
five most common.

Table 111-2. The Most Common Response to Each Conception of Democracy

Libertad de

i 352 43.9% 23.2%
expresion

Normativo

Desorden, falta
Negativo de justicia, | 17 28.3% 1.1%
corrupcion

The most frequent responses in each of the four categories of democracy appear in Table
I11-2. Freedom of expression is the most common response within the normative
category, while the most mentioned utilitarian response refers to the country’s economic
situation.
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Factors that Explain the Conceptions of Democracy

The data in Figure 111-2 shows that, in the normative category, there is a positive relation
with wealth: the greater the wealth, the greater the tendency to assign a normative value.
In fact, almost 100% of the people in the highest wealth category have a normative
conception of democracy. By contrast, there is a negative relation between wealth and
the lack of meaning: the lesser the wealth, the greater the tendency to assign democracy
an “empty” meaning. There is a slight relation between negative conceptions and greater
poverty — it is more common to come across a poor person with a negative conception of
democracy than someone from the middle or upper classes.
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Figure 111-2. Alternative Conceptions of Democracy by Personal Wealth
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Figure 111-3 more or less reflects the same tendencies with respect to education. People
with higher levels of education tend to hold normative conceptions, while people without
formal education tend toward empty conceptions. In the group of people with secondary
education, more view democracy in a normative manner. In fact, the majority of people
who attended secondary school hold normative conceptions. This indicates that
increasing the educational level of Dominican youth, so they attend sec