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Foreword
The LAPOP Insights series was developed in 2008 as a means to disseminate short
reports on key findings from the AmericasBarometer to audiences across the
Americas and beyond.
The series publishes original research by LAPOP team members and affiliates on
various topics such as crime, corruption, civic engagement, gender violence, and
tolerance.
The series also serves as a capacity-building platform: while working with
LAPOP faculty and senior staff through the report production process,
contributors hone skills related to the application of rigorous approaches to the
analysis of survey data and to writing reports that are accessible to non-experts
in the methods used or subjects covered.
The Insights series contains two main types of reports: “standard” reports (2008present), which act as policy and/or issue briefs on a particular topic, and
“topical” reports (2013-present), which are short analyses that dialogue with a
current event or development in the region. Each report is published in Spanish
and English, and when appropriate, Portuguese.
LAPOP distributes e-versions of the Insights reports via Twitter, Facebook, its
website, and an opt-in subscriber email listserv. The opt-in Insights listserv
distribution list consists of over 2,000 individuals; LAPOP’s Twitter account is
followed by over 3,000 individuals, and LAPOP’s Insights webpages are viewed
approximately 10,000 times per year. The reports are frequently cited in the news
and are used as a resource by scholars, analysts, practitioners, and policymakers
throughout the hemisphere.
In this volume we offer a compilation of the LAPOP Insights reports that were
published from 2010 to 2011.
Liz Zechmeister, Ph.D.
Director of LAPOP
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, TN
March, 2016.
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decentralization (Montero and Samuels 2004). This
new paper in the AmericasBarometer Insight Series
attempts to add citizens’ views of this state reform to
the fiscal decentralization puzzle.
For this purpose, we query the 2008 database
provided by the AmericasBarometer survey carried
out by the Latin American Public Opinion Project
(LAPOP) in 24 nations in the Western hemisphere.2
In this survey 33,529 respondents answered the
following question:3

AmericasBarometer Insights: 20 (No. 31)*

Who Should Manage
Public Funds in Latin
America?1

SGL1. And taking into account the available economic
resources in the country, who should manage more
money? [Read options]: (1) Much more the central
government; (2) Somewhat more the central government;
(3) The same amount the central government and the
municipality; (4) Somewhat more the municipality; or (5)
Much more the municipality.

By Daniel Montalvo
d.montalvo@vanderbilt.edu
Vanderbilt University

Figure1.
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A

cademics debate the mixed effects, both
normative and behavioral, of fiscal
decentralization. Widely known as the
devolution of taxing and spending authority,
fiscal decentralization is expected to economically
and politically empower intermediate and local
levels of government. Indeed, advocates argue that
fiscal decentralization increases economic and
political efficiency as a result of the improved match
between specific local needs and government outputs
(Tiebout 1956, Weingast 1995, Oates 1999). However,
detractors warn that fiscal decentralization can lead
to inefficiently high tax and regulation burdens as
well as increased demands for intergovernmental
transfers of scarce resources (Keen 1998, Treisman
2006).
But who does the average citizen believe should
administer public monies? Public opinion on fiscal
decentralization has been largely absent in the
scholarly
literature
on
federalism
and
1
Prior issues in the Insights Series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications.
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
* The Insights Series is co-edited by Professors Mitchell A. Seligson
and Elizabeth Zechmeister with administrative, technical, and
intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
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2 Funding for the 2008 round mainly came from the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID). Important
sources of support were also the Inter-American Development
Bank (IADB), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP),
the Center for the Americas (CFA), and Vanderbilt University.
3
The non-response rate for this question was 9.47 percent.
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Figure 1 shows national averages for 22 countries in
the sample.4 The measure of the degree of support for
fiscal decentralization was recoded onto a new scale,
where “0” means much more to the central
government (recentralization) and “100” means
much more to the municipality (decentralization).
The position of Latin American citizens in the
recentralization - decentralization continuum
averages 48.37 points on this scale, indicating
support for a quasi-egalitarian distribution of
economic resources between central governments
and municipalities. Figure 1 also shows, however,
significant variation among countries. At one
extreme, citizens of Costa Rica, Paraguay and Bolivia
manifest the highest degree of support for fiscal
decentralization, with levels of 61.1, 57.4 and 56.2
points respectively. At the other extreme, citizens of
Ecuador, Haiti and Honduras express the highest
degree of support for recentralization, with levels of
40.3, 37.4 and 35.8 points respectively.

Predicting Support for Fiscal
Decentralization
What explains variation in citizen support for fiscal
decentralization? Historical/contextual factors at the
country-level may cause some of the variation across
nations. However, we find that only 3.87 percent of
total variation can be explained at the country-level,
implying that most of the total variation (the
remaining 96.13 percent) is to be explained at the
individual-level. Hence, in this paper we concentrate
on the variance that is explained by individual-level
(level-I) factors.5
Among the level-I factors, we consider socioeconomic and demographic characteristics included
in the AmericasBarometer survey: education, gender,
age, wealth and the area of residence. To assess the
influence of these factors on citizen support for fiscal
decentralization, we fit a multivariate statistical
model estimated through ordinary-least-squares

This question was not asked either in Canada or the U.S.
Moreover, we found no statistically significant relationship
between a series of level-2 variables, such as level of fiscal
decentralization, per capita GDP, the Human Development Index,
GINI coefficient, level of Democracy, etc.; and citizen support for
fiscal decentralization.

4

regression.6 Figure 2 displays the results of this
analysis.
Figure2.
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Figure 2 shows the effects of socio-economic and
demographic characteristics on the degree of citizen
support for fiscal decentralization in the region. Sex
and wealth are not statistically relevant in the model.
Statistical significance is graphically represented by a
confidence interval that does not overlap the vertical
“0” line (at .05 or better). When the dot, which
represents the predicted impact of that variable, falls
to the right of the vertical “0” line, it implies a
positive relationship, whereas if it falls to the left, it
indicates a negative contribution.
In this model, the individual’s years of completed
education, age, and the geographic area of residence
are statistically significant contributors. Holding
constant all other variables, more educated
individuals in Latin America and the Caribbean
show a higher level of support for fiscal
decentralization. Additionally, as citizens grow older,
support for fiscal decentralization increases. People
living in rural areas, small, medium and large cities
show higher support for fiscal decentralization than
individuals residing in metropolitan areas.
The relationships between education level, age, and
geographical area of residence on one hand, and

5

All statistical analyses in this paper were conducted using
STATA v10 and are adjusted to consider the effects of the complex
sample design.
6
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citizen support for fiscal decentralization on the other
are shown in Figure 3, which shows average values
for the sample.7

Support for Fiscal
Decentralization

Support for Fiscal
Decentralization

Figure3.
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The impact of some socio-economic and
demographic variables on citizen support for fiscal
decentralization is statistically significant and
substantively robust, as shown in both Figures 2 and
3. Theoretically, however, there ought to be several
other factors that drive individuals to support either
decentralization or recentralization of the available
public funds. In particular, we should expect that
evaluations of and attitudes toward municipal and
federal
government
affect
opinions
on
decentralization.

7
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In order to assess some of these factors, we added
several public opinion variables to our analysis.
Results from this new model are depicted in Figure 4.
Note that even though we included all the socioeconomic and demographic variables and controlled
for fixed effects, we display only the political
evaluation variables in the Figure below (see the
Appendix for the complete set of statistics).

It is important to note that the variables “Age” and “Education Level”
are grouped into categories for the purpose of illustration. These variables
were inserted as continuous in the multivariate regression.

The results above indicate that there are numerous
individual attitudinal and other factors (in addition
to socio-economic and demographic variables) that
affect citizen support for fiscal decentralization. First,
as perception of their personal economic situations
improves, individuals seem to express higher
support for fiscal recentralization. The same can be
said about perception of the national economic
situation. In general terms, individuals who see their
micro and macroeconomic situation in a better light
tend to believe that the national government should
manage available public funds instead of the
municipality, ceteris paribus. This is not case for
individuals who are satisfied with the services
provided by their municipalities. As satisfaction with
municipal services increases, support for fiscal
decentralization increases as well.
The strongest and most substantive relationship we
find is the link between fiscal and administrative
decentralization. Results from the multivariate model
show that citizens who support administrative
decentralization very much agree with the fact that
municipalities should manage more public funds
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than national governments. This finding suggests
that citizens who favor a decentralizing policy also
lean toward integrating the fiscal and administrative
components of this state reform.
Two other factors that show opposing effects on
support for fiscal decentralization are trust in the
national government and trust in the municipal
government. While the former negatively correlates
with support for fiscal decentralization, the latter
shows a positive effect. This finding suggests that
trust may be a crucial factor when politicians seek
support for devolution policies. But how can trust be
increased? This question will be studied in a future
Insight Series, in which we investigate the levels of
trust in municipal governments.

Policy Implications
The empirical evidence presented in this paper
suggests that in general terms, Latin American
citizens believe that authority over public funds
should be almost equally distributed between
national governments and municipalities.8 However,
a disaggregation of citizen preferences in
demographic groups shows that individuals residing
in rural areas and smaller cities favor fiscal
decentralization more so than their metropolitan
counterparts. This also seems to be the case for more
educated and for older individuals, who think that
municipalities should receive more money than the
national government.
Among citizens who favor fiscal decentralization,
there is also a strong feeling that municipal
governments should be given more administrative
responsibilities as well. This important message to
policy makers seems to indicate that administrative
decentralization without the provision of fiscal funds
(or vice versa), may not only be linked to inefficient
public administration but also goes against the public
will. Of course, in this short study we are unable to
untangle how this public will is formed. In other
words, we are unsure if this is a situation in which
the public will "leads" government or if the public
links fiscal and administrative decentralization

because they have been packaged by political elites.
Thus, a new research question arises for future
studies: Does the average citizen really know the
difference between fiscal and administrative
decentralization or does the average citizen just
believe that they "go together"?
Finally, support for fiscal decentralization seems to
be greater in contexts of poor evaluations of national
and personal economic situations. Individuals who
perceive that their own economic situation or the
national economic situation is in good shape tend to
favor recentralization of public funds. This may
suggest an “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it” mentality,
where good economic performance in particular at
the national level leads individuals to prefer that the
national government control funds.
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After drawing a histogram of the frequency distribution, we find that
the data does cluster in the middle of a normal curve; hence, it is unlikely
that the mean value at the mean point is the result of polarization.
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Appendix:
Results from the multivariate model9

Dependent Variable: Support for Fiscal Decentralization

Model I
Coefficient
(t)

Variable
Perception of
Personal Economic
Situation
Perception of
National Economic
Situation
Satisfaction with
Local Government
Services
Attended a
Municipal Meeting
Demand-Making on
Municipal
Government
Administrative
Decentralization
Trust in the
National
Government
Trust in the
Municipal
Government
Education
Female
Age
Wealth
Rural Area
Small City
Medium City
Large City
Constant
R-Squared
Number of Obs.
* p<0.05

9

0.021*
-0.010
0.013*
0.004
0.062*
0.039*
0.038*
0.067*
-0.017*
0.041
33039

(2.83)
(-1.86)
(2.08)
(0.52)
(5.22)
(4.22)
(3.80)
(6.39)
(-1.97)

Model II
Coefficient
(t)
-0.025*

(-3.90)

-0.022*

(-3.28)

0.037*

(5.88)

-0.002

(-0.34)

0.002

(0.40)

0.511*

(62.70)

-0.084*

(-12.44)

0.064*

(9.54)

0.006
-0.002
0.003
0.001
0.049*
0.029*
0.034*
0.045*
-0.010
0.308
29117

(0.87)
(-0.31)
(0.50)
(0.07)
(5.03)
(3.78)
(4.22)
(5.44)
(-1.41)

Fixed effects (country dummies) included but not shown here
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developingȱ world.ȱ Studiesȱ haveȱ shownȱ thatȱ
citizensȱ viewȱ crimeȱasȱ oneȱ ofȱ the mostȱpressingȱ
problemsȱfacingȱtheirȱnationȱ(QuannȱandȱKwingȱ
2002)ȱȱ

AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ20ŗŖȱ(No.ȱ32) ȱȱ

CrimeȱandȱSupportȱ
forȱCoupsȱinȱLatinȱ
America1

Tableȱ 1ȱ presentsȱ dataȱ fromȱ theȱ Worldȱ Healthȱ
Organization’sȱ Reportȱ onȱ Violenceȱ andȱ Healthȱ
thatȱ showsȱ thatȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ hasȱ theȱ dubiousȱ
distinctionȱ ofȱ havingȱ theȱ highestȱ ratesȱ ofȱ crimeȱ
andȱviolenceȱinȱtheȱworld.ȱMoreover,ȱaccordingȱ
toȱ Alejandroȱ Gaviriaȱ andȱ Carmenȱ Pagés,ȱ theȱ
homicideȱ ratesȱ areȱ notȱ onlyȱ consistentlyȱ higherȱ
inȱ Latinȱ America,ȱ butȱ alsoȱ theȱ differencesȱ withȱ
theȱrestȱofȱtheȱworldȱareȱgrowingȱlargerȱ(Gaviriaȱ
andȱPagésȱ1999).ȱ
Tableȱ1.ȱȱ
ComparisonofHomicideRatesaroundtheWorld

OrlandoȱJ.ȱPérezȱȱ
CentralȱMichiganȱUniversityȱ
perez1oj@cmich.eduȱ

Regionȱ

ȱ

LatinȱAmericaȱandȱ
Caribbeanȱ
UnitedȱStatesȱ
Africaȱȱ
Europe*ȱ
SoutheastȱAsiaȱ
WesternȱPacificȱ
World

Iȱ

nȱ aȱ seminalȱ workȱ onȱ theȱ breakdownȱ ofȱ
democraticȱ regimes,ȱ Juanȱ Linzȱ definesȱ
legitimacyȱ asȱ Ȉtheȱ beliefȱ thatȱ inȱ spiteȱ ofȱ
shortcomingsȱ andȱ failures,ȱ theȱ existingȱ politicalȱ
institutionsȱareȱbetterȱthanȱanyȱothersȱthatȱmightȱ
beȱestablishedȈȱ(Linzȱ1978:ȱ16).ȱToȱtheȱextentȱthatȱ
individualsȱ viewȱ theȱ jobȱ performedȱ byȱ
democraticȱ governmentsȱ asȱ effective,ȱ theyȱ willȱ
beȱ lessȱ inclinedȱ toȱ supportȱ extraȬconstitutionalȱ
measures.ȱ However,ȱ whenȱ legitimacyȱ declines,ȱ
citizensȱ mayȱ beȱ receptiveȱ toȱ newȱ politicalȱ
alternatives,ȱ evenȱ thoseȱ thatȱ wouldȱ undermineȱ
democracy.2ȱȱ
Crimeȱ andȱ insecurityȱ haveȱ emergedȱ asȱ criticalȱ
issuesȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ restȱ ofȱ theȱ
ȱ Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.ȱ
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications.ȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2ȱ Forȱ anȱ extensiveȱ analysisȱ ofȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ legitimacyȱ onȱ
democraticȱvalues,ȱseeȱBoothȱandȱSeligsonȱ2009.ȱ

No.ȱofȱHomicidesȱ
perȱ100,000ȱpersonsȱ
(2000)ȱ
27.5
6.9ȱ
22.2ȱ
1.0ȱ
5.8ȱ
3.4ȱ
8.8

*IncludesȱonlyȱWesternȱEuropeanȱcountries
Source:ȱ Worldȱ Reportȱ onȱ Violenceȱ andȱ Health
(statisticalȱ annex),ȱ Worldȱ Healthȱ Organization
(WHO),ȱ2002.

Coincidingȱ withȱ theȱ recentȱ waveȱ ofȱ crimeȱ inȱ
Latinȱ America,ȱ theȱ lastȱ twoȱ decadesȱ haveȱ seenȱ
theȱ riseȱ ofȱ aȱ newȱ formȱ ofȱ repressiveȱ policingȱ
calledȱ manoȱ dura,ȱ orȱ “strongȱ hand,”ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ
relativeȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ authoritarianȱ
measures.ȱAsȱOrlandoȱJ.ȱPérezȱ(2003)ȱexplains:ȱ
Crimeȱ underminesȱ supportȱ forȱ democraticȱ
regimes.ȱ Asȱ crimeȱ ratesȱ increase,ȱ pressureȱ
mountsȱ forȱ “strong”ȱ governmentȱ actionȱ whichȱ
inȱ manyȱ instancesȱ resultsȱ inȱ highlyȱ repressiveȱ
andȱundemocraticȱmeasuresȱ(638).ȱ
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Thisȱpaperȱexploresȱtheȱlinkȱbetweenȱcrimeȱandȱ
supportȱ forȱ militaryȱ coups.3ȱ Militaryȱ
interventionȱ isȱ theȱ mostȱ extremeȱ caseȱ ofȱ
democraticȱ breakdown.ȱ Ifȱ crime,ȱ therefore,ȱ
inducesȱaȱmajorityȱofȱcitizensȱtoȱsupportȱmilitaryȱ
takeȬoverȱ ofȱpowerȱ itȱ wouldȱindeedȱ representȱ aȱ
veryȱ seriousȱ threatȱ toȱ democracy.ȱ Whileȱ
successfulȱ militaryȱ coupsȱ mayȱ beȱ rareȱ
occurrences,ȱtheȱfactȱthatȱsubstantialȱnumbersȱofȱ
citizensȱ couldȱ supportȱ suchȱ actionȱ mayȱ
representȱ aȱ clearȱ indicationȱ ofȱ theȱ fragilityȱ ofȱ
democracyȱinȱsomeȱpartsȱofȱtheȱregion.ȱ

SupportȱforȱCoupsȱunderȱHighȱ
LevelsȱofȱCrimeȱ

Figure1.
SupportforMilitaryCoupunderConditionsofHigh
LevelsofCrime
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Theȱ 2008ȱ AmericasBarometer4ȱ surveyȱ askedȱ aȱ
seriesȱofȱquestionsȱmeasuringȱtheȱcircumstancesȱ
underȱwhichȱrespondentsȱareȱwillingȱtoȱjustifyȱaȱ
militaryȱcoupȱ(seeȱAppendix,ȱTableȱ1).ȱ
Thisȱ paperȱ focusesȱ onȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ asȱ
justificationȱforȱ aȱ militaryȱcoup.ȱ Figureȱ1ȱ showsȱ
theȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ aȱ coupȱ underȱ highȱ
levelsȱofȱcrime.5ȱTheȱresultsȱareȱexpressedȱasȱtheȱ
meanȱonȱaȱscaleȱofȱ0ȱtoȱ100.ȱ

3ȱ Theȱ dataȱ usedȱ inȱ thisȱ studyȱ comeȱ fromȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ series,ȱ involvingȱ faceȬtoȱ faceȱ interviewsȱ
conductedȱ inȱ overȱ 20ȱ nationsȱ ofȱ North,ȱ Centralȱ andȱ Southȱ
AmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbeanȱinȱ2008.ȱ
4Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ projectȱ isȱ mainlyȱ
providedȱ byȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ
Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ Otherȱ importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ
areȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ
Unitedȱ Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programmeȱ (UNDP),ȱ andȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
5ȱNoteȱthatȱtheȱquestionsȱaboutȱcoupȱsupportȱwhereȱnotȱ
askedȱinȱcountriesȱwithoutȱarmies.ȱȱ

20

40

60

80

Support for Coup under
High Levels of Crime
95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Withȱ theȱ exceptionȱ ofȱ Uruguay,ȱ Venezuela,ȱ
Bolivia,ȱ Brazil,ȱ theȱ Dominicanȱ Republicȱ andȱ
Ecuador,ȱ citizensȱ inȱ theȱ restȱ ofȱ theȱ countriesȱ
analyzedȱ hereȱ expressȱ supportȱ thatȱ averagesȱ
aboveȱ 50ȱ onȱ theȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ forȱ militaryȱ coupsȱ
underȱ conditionsȱ ofȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ crime.ȱ
Guyanaȱexhibitsȱtheȱhighestȱlevelȱwithȱaȱmeanȱofȱ
71ȱ onȱ theȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale,ȱ withȱ Hondurasȱ andȱ
Mexicoȱexpressingȱtheȱnextȱhighestȱsupport.ȱTheȱ
supportȱ forȱ militaryȱ coupsȱ inȱ Hondurasȱ isȱ
revealingȱ givenȱ theȱ ousterȱ ofȱ Presidentȱ Zelayaȱ
byȱ theȱ country’sȱ militaryȱ onȱ Juneȱ 28,ȱ 2009.ȱ Theȱ
highȱ proportionȱ ofȱ Honduransȱ whoȱ areȱ willingȱ
toȱexpressȱsupportȱforȱaȱcoupȱreflectsȱtheȱvolatileȱ
andȱ weakȱ stateȱ ofȱ democraticȱ valuesȱ inȱ thatȱ
Centralȱ Americanȱ nation.ȱ Moreover,ȱ aȱ studyȱ byȱ
Mitchellȱ A.ȱ Seligsonȱandȱ Johnȱ Boothȱ foundȱ thatȱ
Hondurasȱwasȱ“theȱsingleȱcaseȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱ
withȱ theȱ highestȱ levelȱ ofȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ
citizens,ȱ withȱ relativelyȱ lowȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ andȱ withȱ highȱ supportȱ forȱ coups,ȱ
confrontationalȱpoliticalȱmethods,ȱandȱrebellion”ȱ
(Seligsonȱ andȱ Boothȱ 2009:ȱ 4).ȱ Ofȱ course,ȱ theseȱ
findingsȱ doȱ notȱ meanȱ thatȱ thoseȱ citizensȱ preferȱ
militaryȬledȱ
governmentsȱ
orȱ
wouldȱ
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automaticallyȱ supportȱ aȱ coup.ȱ Butȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ
suchȱ significant
numbersȱ couldȱ findȱ
justificationsȱ forȱ aȱ militaryȱ takeȬoverȱ shouldȱ
concernȱ everyoneȱ whoȱ isȱ interestedȱ in
promotingȱdemocraticȱgovernanceȱinȱtheȱregion.ȱ
Moreȱ toȱ theȱ point,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ indicateȱ aȱ largeȱ
majorityȱofȱcitizensȱwhoseȱconcernȱoverȱcrimeȱisȱ
soȱ weightyȱ thatȱ theyȱ areȱ willingȱ toȱ supportȱ anȱ
alternativeȱpoliticalȱsystem.ȱ
Whatȱ areȱ theȱ factorsȱ thatȱ explainȱ supportȱ forȱ
militaryȱcoupsȱunderȱconditionsȱofȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱ
crime?ȱ Forȱ thatȱ analysisȱ Iȱ turnȱ toȱ logisticȱ
regression.6ȱHere,ȱourȱdependentȱvariableȱisȱtheȱ
measureȱofȱsupportȱforȱmilitaryȱcoupȱunderȱhighȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ crime.ȱ Firstȱ weȱ examineȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
theȱ traditionalȱ socioȬdemographicȱ variables.7ȱ
Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ graphicallyȱ theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ
regressionȱ analysis.8ȱ Weȱ findȱ thatȱ individualsȱ
livingȱinȱlargeȱcities,ȱwithȱlowerȱlevelsȱofȱwealth,ȱ
lessȱ thanȱ universityȱ educationȱ andȱ womenȱ areȱ
moreȱsupportiveȱofȱmilitaryȱcoups.ȱTheseȱresultsȱ
parallelȱthoseȱfoundȱbyȱJoséȱMiguelȱCruzȱ(2009)ȱ
reportedȱ inȱ anȱ earlierȱ Insightsȱ series,ȱ forȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ insecurity.ȱ Theȱ conclusionȱ toȱ beȱ
drawnȱisȱthatȱindividualsȱmostȱaffectedȱbyȱlevelsȱ
ofȱ insecurityȱ alsoȱ areȱ mostȱ proneȱ toȱ supportȱ
extremeȱ measures,ȱ suchȱ asȱ aȱ coup,ȱ toȱ combatȱ
crime.ȱ

ȱ Allȱ statisticalȱ analysesȱ reportedȱ inȱ thisȱ articleȱ wereȱ
conductedȱ usingȱ STATAȱ v10,ȱ andȱ theyȱ areȱ adjustedȱ toȱ
considerȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ complexȱ sampleȱ design.ȱ Theȱ coupȱ
supportȱ questionȱ formatȱ providedȱ forȱ aȱ dichotomousȱ
responseȱ(justifyȱorȱnotȱjustifyȱaȱcoup),ȱandȱthereforeȱlogisticȱ
regression,ȱratherȱthanȱOLSȱregressionȱisȱrequired.ȱ
7ȱ Theȱ analysisȱ includesȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ dummyȱ variablesȱ
accountingȱ forȱ theȱ fixedȱ effectsȱ ofȱ eachȱ country.ȱ Forȱ eachȱ
respondentȱ aȱ variableȱ isȱ createdȱ measuredȱ asȱ “1”ȱ ifȱ theȱ
personȱ isȱ fromȱ thatȱ countryȱ orȱ “0”ȱ ifȱ theyȱ areȱ not.ȱ Byȱ
includingȱ theȱ countryȱ dummyȱ variablesȱ weȱ accountȱ forȱ theȱ
impactȱthatȱisȱ“fixed”ȱforȱeachȱrespondent.ȱWhenȱusingȱthisȱ
techniqueȱ weȱ mustȱ assignȱ oneȱ setȱ ofȱ dummyȱ variablesȱ asȱ
reference,ȱinȱthisȱcaseȱitȱisȱGuyana.ȱ
8ȱ Statisticalȱ significanceȱ isȱ graphicallyȱ representedȱ byȱ aȱ
confidenceȱintervalȱthatȱdoesȱnotȱoverlapȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱ
(atȱ .05ȱ orȱ better).ȱ Whenȱ theȱ dot,ȱ whichȱ representsȱ theȱ
predictedȱ impactȱ ofȱ thatȱ variable,ȱ fallsȱ toȱ theȱ rightȱ ofȱ theȱ
verticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱitȱimpliesȱaȱpositiveȱrelationshipȱwhereasȱifȱ
itȱ fallsȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ itȱ indicatesȱ aȱ negativeȱ contribution.ȱ Theȱ
appendixȱshowsȱtheȱregressionȱcoefficients.ȱȱ
6

Figure2.
DemographicandSocioeconomicDeterminantsof
SupportforMilitaryCoupunderConditionsofHigh
LevelsofCrime
Country fixed effects
and intercept included
but not shown here

Age
Female
Small City
Medium City
Large City
Metropolitan area
F=29.379
N =23464

Wealth
Higher Education
Secondary Education
Primary Education
-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Weȱ expectȱ thatȱ bothȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ andȱ
perceptionȱofȱpersonalȱinsecurityȱwouldȱincreaseȱ
supportȱ forȱ militaryȱ coups.ȱ Individualsȱ directlyȱ
affectedȱbyȱcrimeȱorȱmostȱfearfulȱofȱbecomingȱaȱ
victimȱofȱcrimeȱshouldȱexhibitȱtheȱhighestȱlevelsȱ
ofȱ supportȱ forȱ extremeȱ measures.ȱ Theȱ evidenceȱ
suggestsȱ thatȱ concernȱ aboutȱ violentȱ crimeȱ inȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ appearsȱ toȱ beȱ soȱ severeȱ thatȱ
citizensȱ areȱ “willingȱ toȱ sacrificeȱ certainȱ libertiesȱ
inȱ orderȱ toȱ feelȱ moreȱ secure”ȱ (Tulchinȱ andȱ
Ruthenburgȱ 2006:5).ȱ Additionally,ȱ weȱ expectȱ
certainȱ attitudinalȱ variablesȱ toȱ alsoȱ haveȱ aȱ
significantȱ impactȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ coupsȱ underȱ
highȱlevelsȱofȱcrime.ȱFirst,ȱweȱexpectȱindividualsȱ
whoȱ exhibitȱ greaterȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ armedȱ
forcesȱ toȱ beȱ moreȱ willingȱ toȱ supportȱ militaryȱ
coups.ȱ Second,ȱ respondentsȱ whoȱ areȱ
ideologicallyȱ onȱ theȱ rightȱ mightȱ beȱ expectedȱ toȱ
expressȱ higherȱ supportȱ forȱ militaryȱ coups.ȱ
Third,ȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ andȱ
politicalȱ toleranceȱ shouldȱ increaseȱ supportȱ forȱ
militaryȱinterventions.ȱFigureȱ3ȱshowsȱthatȱcrimeȱ
andȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ insecurityȱ areȱ significantȱ
factorsȱ inȱ determiningȱ supportȱ forȱ militaryȱ
coups.ȱ Asȱ expected,ȱ individualsȱ whoȱ haveȱ
experiencedȱ crimeȱ directlyȱ orȱ whoȱ areȱ mostȱ
insecureȱ inȱ theirȱ neighborhoodsȱ expressȱ greaterȱ
supportȱforȱmilitaryȱcoups.ȱ
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Figure3.
Determinants of Support for Military Coups under
ConditionsofHighLevelsofCrime

Support for Coup
under Conditions of High Levels of Crime

Country fixed effects
and intercept included
but not shown here

Trust in Armed Forces

Ideology

Interpersonal Trust
F=27.240
N =17609

Tolerance

Figure4.
SupportforMilitaryCoupunderConditionsofHigh
CrimeaccordingtoPerceptionsofInsecurityand
CrimeVictimization

Perception of Insecurity
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Figureȱ4ȱshowsȱthatȱindividualsȱwhoȱfeelȱunsafeȱ
inȱ theirȱ neighborhoodȱ andȱ whoȱ haveȱ beenȱ
victimsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ
interventionsȱbyȱtheȱarmedȱforces.ȱ

Yes

Crime Victimization

0.3

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Support for Coup
under conditions of High Levels of Crime

Trustȱ inȱ theȱ armedȱ forcesȱ alsoȱ hasȱ aȱ significantȱ
effectȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ coups.ȱ Individualsȱ thatȱ
expressȱhigherȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱmilitaryȱexhibitȱ
greaterȱsupportȱforȱtheȱarmedȱforcesȱtoȱinterveneȱ
whenȱ levelsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ increase.ȱ Ideologyȱ alsoȱ isȱ
anȱ importantȱ factor,ȱ withȱ respondentsȱ onȱ theȱ
rightȱ expressingȱ greaterȱ supportȱ forȱ militaryȱ
coups.ȱ Finally,ȱ politicalȱ toleranceȱ andȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ alsoȱ areȱ significantȱ factors.ȱ
Citizensȱ whoȱ exhibitȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ andȱ politicalȱ toleranceȱ areȱ
moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ militaryȱ interventionsȱ
whenȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱcrimeȱaffectȱtheȱnation.ȱȱ

No

0

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

54.4
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Crime Victimization
-0.2

52.0

58
56
54
52
50
Very safe

Somewhat safe

Somewhat unsafe

Very unsafe

Perception of Insecurity in Neighborhood
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

TrustȱinȱtheȱArmedȱForcesȱ
Levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ armedȱ forcesȱ seemsȱ toȱ beȱ
anȱ importantȱ factorȱ inȱ determiningȱ supportȱ forȱ
militaryȱ coupsȱ whenȱ thereȱ areȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
crime.ȱ Asȱ notedȱ earlier,ȱ usingȱ theȱ militaryȱ forȱ
crimeȱ preventionȱ isȱ anȱ integralȱ partȱ ofȱ “manoȱ
dura”ȱpolicies.ȱItȱthereforeȱseemsȱworthȱtakingȱaȱ
closerȱ lookȱ atȱ thisȱ variable.ȱ Figureȱ 5ȱ illustratesȱ
theȱ differenceȱ inȱ trustȱ levelsȱ betweenȱ theȱ policeȱ
andȱ theȱ armedȱ forces.ȱ Inȱ allȱ theȱ countries,ȱ withȱ
theȱ notableȱ exceptionsȱ ofȱ Chileȱ andȱ Uruguay,9ȱ
trustȱ inȱ theȱ militaryȱ isȱ significantlyȱ higherȱ thanȱ
forȱtheȱpolice.ȱInȱtheȱcaseȱofȱMexico,ȱforȱexample,ȱ
trustȱ inȱ theȱ armedȱ forcesȱ isȱ 27ȱ pointsȱ higher.10
9ȱNoteȱthatȱBelize,ȱChileȱandȱColombiaȱwereȱnotȱincludedȱinȱ
theȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ becauseȱ inȱ thoseȱ countriesȱ theȱ coupȱ
questionȱ wasȱ notȱ asked.ȱ Iȱ haveȱ includedȱ themȱ hereȱ toȱ
provideȱgreaterȱcomparability.ȱ
10ȱ Theȱ recentȱ focusȱ onȱ drugȱ cartelȱ violenceȱ inȱ theȱ Northȱ ofȱ
Mexicoȱ hasȱ highlightedȱ theȱ apparentlyȱ ineffectual,ȱ andȱ
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Noȱ doubtȱ publicȱ opinionȱ ofȱ thisȱ natureȱ
emboldensȱ theȱ militaryȱ andȱ mayȱ increaseȱ theȱ
likelihoodȱ governmentsȱ willȱ useȱ themȱ toȱ
supplementȱ (orȱ inȱ someȱ casesȱ supplant)ȱ theȱ
police.ȱ

whatȱ isȱ clearȱ isȱ thatȱ inȱ manyȱ countriesȱ citizensȱ
areȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ usingȱ theȱ armedȱ forcesȱ toȱ
combatȱ crime,ȱ andȱ areȱ willingȱ toȱ supportȱ
authoritarianȱmeasures,ȱinȱtheȱhopeȱofȱstemmingȱ
theȱtideȱofȱviolence.ȱȱ

Figure5.
TrustintheArmedForcesandthePolice

Inȱtheȱlastȱ25ȱyearsȱLatinȱAmericaȱhasȱwitnessedȱ
aȱ remarkableȱ transformation,ȱ fromȱ militaryȱ
dictatorshipȱ andȱ revolution,ȱ toȱ institutionalȱ
democracy,ȱ competitiveȱ partyȱ systems,ȱ andȱ
moreȱ openȱ societies.ȱ However,ȱ whileȱ thereȱ isȱ
muchȱ toȱ beȱ hopefulȱ about,ȱ theȱ specterȱ ofȱ theȱ
militaryȱ stillȱ lingers.ȱ Toȱ theȱ extentȱ thatȱ electedȱ
civilianȱ governmentsȱ areȱ unableȱ toȱ dealȱ
effectivelyȱ withȱ theȱ myriadȱ ofȱ socialȱ problemsȱ
facingȱ theirȱ countriesȬȬcrimeȱ principallyȱ amongȱ
themȬȬtheȱ legitimacyȱ ofȱ democracyȱ visȬàȬvisȱ
authoritarianismȱ willȱ diminish.ȱ Onȱ theȱ oneȱ
hand,ȱ theȱ lossȱ ofȱ legitimacyȱ mayȱ leadȱ toȱ publicȱ
clamoringȱ forȱ theȱ “strong”ȱ leadershipȱ ofȱ theȱ
military.ȱ Aȱ deeperȱ concernȱ isȱ thatȱ theȱ militariesȱ
ofȱ someȱ countriesȱ mayȱ takeȱ publicȱ discontentȱ
withȱtheirȱcurrentȱgovernments’ȱeffectivenessȱinȱ
fightingȱ crimeȱ asȱ aȱ greenȱ lightȱ toȱ expandȱ theirȱ
reachȱintoȱmoreȱareasȱofȱdomesticȱpolitics.ȱ
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Appendixȱ
Tableȱ1.ȱ
QuestionsȱMeasuringȱtheȱCircumstancesȱunderȱWhichȱRespondentsȱareȱwillingȱtoȱjustifyȱaȱMilitaryȱCoupȱ
Now,ȱchangingȱtheȱsubject.ȱSomeȱpeopleȱsayȱthatȱunderȱsomeȱcircumstancesȱitȱwouldȱbeȱjustifiedȱforȱtheȱmilitaryȱofȱ
thisȱcountryȱtoȱtakeȱpowerȱbyȱaȱcoupȱd’étatȱ(militaryȱcoup).ȱInȱyourȱopinionȱwouldȱaȱmilitaryȱcoupȱbeȱjustifiedȱunderȱ
theȱfollowingȱcircumstances?ȱ[Readȱtheȱoptionsȱafterȱeachȱquestion]:ȱȱ
JC1.ȱWhenȱthereȱisȱhighȱunemployment.ȱ

JC4.ȱWhenȱthereȱareȱaȱlotȱofȱsocialȱprotests.ȱ

JC10.ȱWhenȱthereȱisȱaȱlotȱofȱcrime.ȱȱ

JC12.ȱWhenȱthereȱisȱhighȱinflation,ȱwithȱexcessiveȱ
pricesȱincreases.ȱ

JC13.ȱWhenȱthereȱisȱaȱlotȱofȱcorruption.ȱ

(1) Aȱmilitary
takeȬover
wouldȱbe
justified
(1) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱ
wouldȱbeȱ
justifiedȱ
(1) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱwouldȱ
beȱjustifiedȱ
(1) Aȱmilitary
takeȬover
wouldȱbe
justified
(1) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱ
wouldȱbeȱ
justifiedȱ

(2) Aȱmilitary
takeȬover
wouldȱnotȱbe
justified
(2) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱ
wouldȱnotȱbeȱ
justifiedȱ
(2) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱ
wouldȱnotȱbeȱ
justifiedȱ
(2) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱ
wouldȱnotȱbeȱ
justifiedȱ
(2) Aȱmilitary
takeȬoverȱ
wouldȱnotȱbeȱ
justifiedȱ

(88) DK

(98)ȱ
DAȱ

(88) DK

(98)ȱ
DAȱ

(88) DK

(98)ȱ
DAȱ

(88) DK

(98)ȱ
DAȱ

(88) DK

(98)ȱ
DAȱ
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Tableȱ2.ȱ
DeterminantsȱofȱSupportȱforȱMilitaryȱCoupsȱunderȱHighȱLevelsȱofȱCrimeȱ
(1)ȱ
Coefficientsȱ
CrimeȱVictimization
PerceptionȱofȱInsecurity
Tolerance
InterpersonalȱTrust
Ideology
TrustȱinȱArmedȱForces
PrimaryȱEducationȱ
SecondaryȱEducationȱ
HigherȱEducation
Wealthȱȱ
Metropolitanȱareaȱ
LargeȱCityȱ
MediumȱCity
SmallȱCity
Femaleȱ
Age
Mexico
Guatemala
ElȱSalvador
Honduras
Nicaragua
Ecuador
Bolivia
Peru
Uruguay
Brazil
Venezuela
DominicanȱRepublic
Constantȱ
Fȱ
ȱNumberȱofȱObs.ȱ
* p<0.05

(2)ȱ
(t)ȱ
ȱ

ȱ

0.003ȱ
0.021ȱ
Ȭ0.092*ȱ
Ȭ0.074*ȱ
0.022ȱ
0.107*ȱ
Ȭ0.000ȱ
Ȭ0.009ȱ
0.069*ȱ
Ȭ0.184*ȱ
Ȭ0.002ȱ
Ȭ0.104*ȱ
Ȭ0.071*ȱ
Ȭ0.018ȱ
Ȭ0.100*ȱ
Ȭ0.207*ȱ
Ȭ0.224*ȱ
Ȭ0.061*ȱ
Ȭ0.209*ȱ
Ȭ0.143*ȱ
Ȭ0.214*ȱ
Ȭ0.177*ȱ
0.276*ȱ
29.38
23464

(0.10)
(0.53)
(Ȭ2.40)
(Ȭ3.42)
(0.85)
(3.94)ȱ
(Ȭ0.02)
(Ȭ0.35)
(5.26)ȱ
(Ȭ11.02)
(Ȭ0.08)
(Ȭ5.92)
(Ȭ4.69)
(Ȭ0.84)
(Ȭ5.22)
(Ȭ8.63)
(Ȭ9.60)
(Ȭ3.33)
(Ȭ10.46)
(Ȭ6.85)
(Ȭ9.67)
(Ȭ11.99)
(9.37)ȱ

Coefficientsȱ
0.064*ȱ
0.079*ȱ
Ȭ0.097*ȱ
Ȭ0.073*ȱ
0.061*ȱ
0.211*ȱ
Ȭ0.017ȱ
Ȭ0.013ȱ
Ȭ0.106*ȱ
Ȭ0.090*ȱ
Ȭ0.023ȱ
0.071*ȱ
Ȭ0.039ȱ
Ȭ0.019ȱ
0.094*ȱ
Ȭ0.201*ȱ
Ȭ0.015ȱ
Ȭ0.116*ȱ
Ȭ0.084*ȱ
Ȭ0.016ȱ
Ȭ0.124*ȱ
Ȭ0.226*ȱ
Ȭ0.239*ȱ
Ȭ0.079*ȱ
Ȭ0.220*ȱ
Ȭ0.155*ȱ
Ȭ0.218*ȱ
Ȭ0.213*ȱ
0.348*ȱ
27.24
17609
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(t)ȱ
(3.87)ȱ
(4.06)ȱ
(Ȭ4.60)ȱ
(Ȭ3.86)ȱ
(3.40)ȱ
(10.34)ȱ
(Ȭ0.37)ȱ
(Ȭ0.26)ȱ
(Ȭ2.19)ȱ
(Ȭ3.49)ȱ
(Ȭ0.78)ȱ
(2.38)ȱ
(Ȭ1.61)ȱ
(Ȭ0.67)ȱ
(5.79)ȱ
(Ȭ10.32)ȱ
(Ȭ0.67)ȱ
(Ȭ5.79)ȱ
(Ȭ4.91)ȱ
(Ȭ0.67)ȱ
(Ȭ5.88)ȱ
(Ȭ7.69)ȱ
(Ȭ9.05)ȱ
(Ȭ3.92)ȱ
(Ȭ11.03)ȱ
(Ȭ6.96)ȱ
(Ȭ8.67)ȱ
(Ȭ11.84)ȱ
(10.26)ȱ
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T

heȱ policeȱ playȱ aȱ fundamentalȱ roleȱ inȱ anyȱ
politicalȱregime.ȱWhetherȱanȱauthoritarianȱ
regimeȱ orȱ aȱ liberalȱ democracy,ȱ theȱ policeȱ
areȱresponsibleȱforȱprovidingȱdomesticȱsecurity,ȱ
ensuringȱ publicȱ order,ȱ enforcingȱ laws,ȱ andȱ
channelingȱ claimsȱ forȱ justice.ȱ Policeȱ actionsȱ areȱ
intertwinedȱ withȱ regimeȱ performance,ȱ asȱ theyȱ
showcaseȱ theȱ state’sȱ responseȱ toȱ dayȬtoȬdayȱ
issues.ȱ ȱ Theȱ police,ȱ notȱ congressmenȱ orȱ evenȱ
locallyȱ electedȱ officials,ȱ areȱ typicallyȱ theȱ firstȱ
publicȱ officialsȱ whomȱ peopleȱ encounterȱ orȱ turnȱ
toȱwhenȱsafetyȱconcernsȱsurfaceȱ(Mareninȱ1996).ȱ
Citizens’ȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱpolice,ȱtherefore,ȱareȱ
anȱ importantȱ componentȱ ofȱ regimeȱ legitimacy,ȱ
possiblyȱ contributingȱ asȱ muchȱ orȱ moreȱ thanȱ
trustȱ inȱ otherȱ keyȱ politicalȱ institutions,ȱ suchȱ asȱ
Congress,ȱpoliticalȱparties,ȱorȱtheȱExecutive.ȱȱ

emergingȱ democraciesȱ orȱ consolidatingȱ
democraticȱ regimesȱ whereȱ systemȱ legitimacyȱ isȱ
notȱ yetȱ firmlyȱ established.ȱ Publicȱ securityȱ
institutionsȱ inȱ postȬtransitionȱ countriesȱ faceȱ theȱ
dauntingȱ taskȱ ofȱ providingȱ securityȱ andȱ
enforcingȱ theȱ ruleȱ ofȱ lawȱ whileȱ overcomingȱ
entrenchedȱpublicȱdistrustȱcausedȱbyȱperiodsȱofȱ
repressive,ȱ dictatorialȱ ruleȱ whereȱ theȱ policeȱ
servedȱ theȱ armȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ toȱ terrorizeȱ citizensȱ
(Frühlingȱ 2003).ȱ Recentȱ literatureȱ hasȱ pointedȱ
outȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ reformingȱ andȱ
strengtheningȱ policeȱ institutionsȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ
improveȱ theȱ prospectsȱ forȱ democraticȱ
consolidationȱ (Bayleyȱ 2006;ȱ Frühling,ȱ Tulchin,ȱ
andȱ Goldingȱ 2003).ȱ Aȱ limitedȱ numberȱ ofȱ
comparativeȱstudiesȱhaveȱconcentratedȱonȱpoliceȱ
legitimacyȱ andȱ publicȱ trustȱ andȱ howȱ attitudesȱ
towardȱ theȱ policeȱ areȱ relatedȱ toȱ regimeȱ
characteristics.2ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ comparingȱ Costaȱ
Rica,ȱMexico,ȱandȱtheȱUnitedȱStates,ȱWalkerȱandȱ
Watermanȱ (2008)ȱ foundȱ thatȱ attitudesȱ towardȱ
theȱpoliceȱareȱaffectedȱbyȱtheȱdegreeȱofȱregime’sȱ
consolidation.ȱȱ
Inȱ thisȱ AmericasBarometerȱ Insightsȱ report,ȱ weȱ
empiricallyȱexploreȱtheȱimpactȱofȱperceptionsȱofȱ
policeȱ misconductȱ onȱ publicȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱWeȱuseȱaȱselectionȱofȱvariablesȱfromȱ
theȱ 2008ȱ Americasȱ Barometerȱ surveyȱ thatȱ tapȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ policeȱ behaviorȱ andȱ testȱ theirȱ
impactȱ onȱ attitudesȱ relatedȱ toȱ supportȱ forȱ aȱ
stableȱ democracy.3ȱ Weȱ specificallyȱ testȱ ifȱ
perceptionsȱthatȱtheȱpoliceȱareȱinvolvedȱinȱcrimeȱ
affectȱ publicȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ Inȱ thisȱ
assessment,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ includeȱ measuresȱ ofȱ

Policeȱ performanceȱ isȱ vitalȱ inȱ consolidatedȱ
democraciesȱ(Bayleyȱ2006),ȱ butȱ evenȱ moreȱ soȱinȱ
2

Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
Vanderbilt.
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:
http://sitemason.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/AmericasBarometerIn
sightsSeries.
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
*

Researchȱ inȱ thisȱ generalȱ areaȱ hasȱ largelyȱ reliedȱ onȱ caseȱ
studiesȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ (Baileyȱ andȱ Dammertȱ 2007);ȱ postȬ
communistȱ Europeȱ (Capariniȱ andȱ Mareninȱ 2004);ȱ andȱ otherȱ
regionsȱofȱtheȱworldȱ(HintonȱandȱNewburnȱ2009).ȱ
3ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2008ȱ seriesȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱtheȱCenterȱforȱtheȱAmericas,ȱ
andȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱȱȱ
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perceptionsȱ ofȱ policeȱ corruptionȱ andȱ policeȱ
abuseȱasȱproxiesȱofȱpoliceȱmisbehavior.4ȱȱ

inȱ crimeȱ acrossȱ countriesȱ andȱ theȱ resultsȱ areȱ
shownȱinȱFigureȱ1.ȱȱ

Policeȱ misconductȱ isȱ consideredȱ aȱ criticalȱ
problemȱ inȱ Latinȱ America.ȱ Newsȱ aboutȱ policeȱ
involvementȱ inȱ powerȱ abuse,ȱ corruption,ȱ
extrajudicialȱkillings,ȱandȱorganizedȱcrimeȱringsȱ
areȱ frequentȱ inȱ countriesȱ suchȱ asȱ Argentina,ȱ
Brazil,ȱ Guatemala,ȱ Honduras,ȱ Mexico,ȱ andȱ
Venezuela.ȱ Moreover,ȱ theȱ problemȱ ofȱ policeȱ
misconductȱ isȱ notȱ uncommonȱ inȱ otherȱ Latinȱ
Americanȱcountriesȱasȱwellȱ(Beltránȱ2007).ȱȱȱ

Inȱ Guatemala,ȱ Venezuela,ȱ Bolivia,ȱ andȱ
Argentina,ȱmoreȱthanȱ60ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱsurveyedȱ
populationsȱ thinkȱ thatȱ theirȱ localȱ policeȱ areȱ
involvedȱ inȱ criminalȱ activities.ȱ Theȱ outlookȱ isȱ
notȱ positiveȱ inȱ manyȱ otherȱ countriesȱ either.ȱ Inȱ
mostȱ nations,ȱ theȱ proportionȱ ofȱ peopleȱ whoȱ
viewȱ theȱ policeȱ withȱ concernȱ isȱ aboveȱ 30ȱ
percent.ȱ Onlyȱ inȱ Colombia,ȱ Nicaragua,ȱ Belize,ȱ
Chile,ȱ andȱ Haiti,ȱ areȱ negativeȱ viewsȱ onȱ theȱ
policeȱbelowȱ30ȱpercent.ȱȱ

People’sȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ policeȱ involvementȱ inȱ
criminalȱactivitiesȱcanȱbeȱaȱgoodȱwayȱtoȱmeasureȱ
policeȱ misconductȱ asȱ itȱ notȱ onlyȱ picksȱ upȱ
perceptionsȱofȱcriminalȱactivitiesȱperpetratedȱbyȱ
policeȱ officersȱ but,ȱ asȱ Paulȱ Chevignyȱ (2003)ȱ
argues,ȱ itȱ canȱ alsoȱ reflectȱ theȱ degreeȱ ofȱ
corruptionȱandȱabuseȱthatȱpeopleȱfaceȱfromȱtheirȱ
localȱ police.ȱ Theȱ 2008ȱ surveyȱ includedȱ aȱ
questionȱthatȱdirectlyȱtappedȱintoȱperceptionsȱofȱ
policeȱinvolvementȱinȱcrimeȱasȱopposedȱtoȱtheirȱ
roleȱprotectingȱpeopleȱfromȱcrime.ȱTheȱquestionȱ
readȱasȱfollows:ȱȱAOJ18.ȱ“Someȱpeopleȱsayȱthatȱ
theȱ policeȱ inȱ thisȱ neighborhoodȱ (town,ȱ village)ȱ
protectȱ peopleȱ fromȱ criminals,ȱ whileȱ othersȱ sayȱ
thatȱ itȱ isȱ theȱ policeȱ thatȱ areȱ involvedȱ inȱ crime.ȱ
Whatȱdoȱyouȱthink?ȱ(1)ȱPoliceȱprotect;ȱ(2)ȱPoliceȱ
involvedȱinȱcrime.”ȱȱ
Thisȱ questionȱ wasȱ askedȱ toȱ 34,320ȱ personsȱ inȱ
twentyȬoneȱ countriesȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
Caribbean.5ȱTheȱinitialȱresultsȱpaintȱanȱalarmingȱ
picture.ȱOverȱ44ȱpercentȱofȱrespondentsȱsaidȱthatȱ
theirȱ localȱ policeȱ wereȱ involvedȱ inȱ crime,ȱ whileȱ
onlyȱ 38ȱ percentȱ saidȱ theirȱlocalȱ policeȱ protectedȱ
citizens.ȱTheȱrestȱ(18ȱpercent)ȱsaidȱtheȱpoliceȱdidȱ
notȱ protectȱ peopleȱ butȱ neitherȱ wereȱ theyȱ
involvedȱinȱcrime.ȱWeȱcomparedȱtheȱpercentageȱ
ofȱpeopleȱwhoȱsaidȱthatȱtheȱpoliceȱwereȱinvolvedȱ

ȱ Seeȱ Chevignyȱ (2003)ȱ forȱ aȱ detailedȱ accountȱ onȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ policeȱ corruption,ȱ policeȱ abuse,ȱ andȱ
impunity.ȱ
5ȱ ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wasȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ Canada,ȱ Guyana,ȱ andȱ theȱ
UnitedȱStates.ȱTheȱnonȬresponseȱrateȱforȱthisȱquestionȱinȱtheȱ
overallȱsampleȱofȱtwentyȬoneȱcountriesȱwasȱ10.9%.ȱȱ
4

Figure1.
Perceptions of Police Involvement in Crime in
LatinAmericaandtheCaribbean,2008.
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Doȱ theseȱ viewsȱ haveȱ anȱ impactȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy?ȱ Whenȱ weȱ considerȱ countriesȱ thatȱ
areȱstrugglingȱtoȱconsolidateȱdemocracyȱandȱtheȱ
establishmentȱofȱtheȱruleȱofȱlaw,ȱthisȱquestionȱisȱ
evenȱ moreȱ pressing.ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ assessȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ theseȱ viewsȱ andȱ people’sȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ weȱ conductedȱ twoȱ
regressionȱanalyses.ȱȱ
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The Impact of Police Misconduct
on Support for Democracy
Weȱuseȱopinionsȱconcerningȱpoliceȱinvolvementȱ
inȱ crimeȱ asȱ aȱ proxyȱ forȱ policeȱ misconduct.6ȱ Weȱ
testȱwhetherȱthisȱvariable,ȱalongȱwithȱreportsȱofȱ
policeȱ abuseȱ andȱ policeȱ corruption,7ȱ decreasesȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ measuredȱ inȱ theȱ
Churchillianȱ notionȱ thatȱ democracyȱ mayȱ haveȱ
problemsȱbutȱitȱisȱbetterȱthanȱanyȱotherȱformȱofȱ
government.8ȱ Weȱ includedȱ variablesȱ ofȱ gender,ȱ
age,ȱeducation,ȱwealth,ȱsizeȱofȱtheȱcityȱwhereȱtheȱ
respondentȱ livedȱ asȱ controls,ȱ and—
acknowledgingȱ theȱ possibleȱ impactȱ ofȱ crimeȱ inȱ
theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ policeȱ performanceȱ
andȱdemocracy—ȱweȱaddedȱcrimeȱvictimizationȱ
inȱtheȱequationȱasȱwell.ȱBecauseȱcountryȱwealthȱ
playsȱaȱfundamentalȱroleȱinȱdemocraticȱsurvivalȱ
(Przeworskiȱ etȱ alȱ 2000),ȱ weȱ alsoȱ incorporatedȱ
countries’ȱ GDPȱ indexȱ perȱ capitaȱ intoȱ theȱ
regressionȱandȱranȱaȱmultilevelȱlinearȱanalysis.9
Inȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ weȱ showȱ graphicallyȱ theȱ
standardizedȱcoefficientȱofȱeachȱvariableȱusingȱaȱ
dotȱ aroundȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ (inȱ red).ȱ Ifȱ theȱ
dotȱfallsȱtoȱtheȱrightȱofȱtheȱ“0”ȱline,ȱitȱimpliesȱaȱ
positiveȱimpact,ȱasȱinȱtheȱcasesȱofȱ“age”ȱandȱtheȱ
“education.”ȱIfȱtheȱdotȱfallsȱintoȱtheȱleftȱzoneȱofȱ
theȱ“0”ȱaxis,ȱasȱinȱ“female”ȱandȱ“policeȱinvolvedȱ
6

Anotherȱ optionȱ mightȱ beȱ toȱ useȱ theȱ commonlyȱ employedȱ
trustȱinȱpoliceȱmeasure,ȱbutȱtheȱitemȱusedȱhereȱmoreȱdirectlyȱ
tapsȱperceptionsȱofȱproblematicȱbehavior.
7ȱ Policeȱ abuseȱ wasȱ measuredȱ usingȱ theȱ followingȱ item:ȱ
VIC27.ȱ“Inȱtheȱpastȱ12ȱmonthsȱhasȱanyȱpoliceȱofficerȱabusedȱ
youȱ verbally,ȱ physicallyȱ orȱ assaultedȱ you?”ȱ Policeȱ
corruptionȱ wasȱ measuredȱ withȱ itemȱ EXC2:ȱ “Hasȱ aȱ policeȱ
officialȱ askȱ youȱ forȱ bribeȱ duringȱ theȱ pastȱ year?”ȱ Forȱ aȱ
detailedȱ accountȱ ofȱ theseȱ items,ȱ seeȱ previousȱ issuesȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ Insightȱ series:ȱ Orcésȱ (2008)ȱ andȱ Cruzȱ
(2009).ȱ
8ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wasȱ framedȱ asȱ follows:ȱ ING4.ȱ “Democracyȱ
mayȱ haveȱ problems,ȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ betterȱ thanȱ anyȱ otherȱ formȱ ofȱ
government.ȱȱToȱwhatȱextentȱdoȱyouȱagreeȱorȱdisagreeȱwithȱ
theseȱstatements?”ȱ
9ȱ Allȱ statisticalȱ analysesȱ reportedȱ inȱ thisȱ articleȱ wereȱ
conductedȱusingȱStataȱv10,ȱandȱtheyȱareȱadjustedȱtoȱconsiderȱ
theȱeffectsȱofȱcomplexȱsampleȱdesign.ȱȱ

inȱ crime”,ȱ itȱ meansȱ aȱ negativeȱ impactȱ onȱ theȱ
dependentȱ variableȱ (supportȱ forȱ democracy).ȱȱ
Theȱhorizontalȱlinesȱcrossingȱeachȱdotȱrepresentȱ
theȱ confidenceȱ intervals:ȱ onlyȱ whenȱ theȱ
confidenceȱintervalsȱdoȱnotȱoverlapȱtheȱ“0”ȱaxisȱ
weȱcanȱsayȱtheȱvariableȱisȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱ
(p<ȱ.05).ȱ
Figure2.
Determinants of Support for Democracy as the
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Form
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Government,
2008
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
and UNDP (Human Development Report 2007/08)

Resultsȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ showȱ thatȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
policeȱ involvementȱ inȱ crimeȱ affectȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean:ȱ
theȱ moreȱ peopleȱ seeȱ theȱ policeȱ asȱ involvedȱ inȱ
crime,ȱ theȱ lessȱ theyȱ thinkȱ democracyȱ isȱ betterȱ
thanȱ anyȱ otherȱ formȱ ofȱ government.ȱ Otherȱ
policeȱ variablesȱ showedȱ noȱ statisticalȱ
significanceȱ inȱ thisȱ regression,ȱ andȱ neitherȱ didȱ
crimeȱvictimization.ȱGDPȱperȱcapitaȱindexȱturnsȱ
outȱtoȱbeȱtheȱmostȱimportantȱsingleȱpredictorȱforȱ
supportȱ forȱ democraticȱ government.ȱ Otherȱ
importantȱ factorsȱ areȱ theȱ following:ȱ ageȱ (olderȱ
peopleȱ tendȱ toȱ showȱ moreȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy);ȱ genderȱ (malesȱ appearȱ moreȱ
supportiveȱ ofȱ democracy);ȱ andȱ educationȱ (asȱ
expected,ȱwellȱeducatedȱpeopleȱtendȱtoȱ supportȱ
moreȱaȱdemocraticȱformȱofȱgovernment).ȱȱȱEvenȱ
withȱtheseȱcontrolsȱinȱtheȱmodel,ȱitȱisȱimportantȱ
toȱ noteȱ that,ȱ asȱ expected,ȱ ourȱ measureȱ ofȱ policeȱ
misconductȱremainsȱaȱsignificantȱfactor.ȱȱȱ
Weȱalsoȱtestȱtheȱimpactȱofȱpoliceȱmisconductȱonȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ usingȱ aȱ moreȱ elaborateȱ
dependentȱ variable.ȱ Weȱ madeȱ useȱ ofȱ theȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

18

measureȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ stableȱ democracyȱ
developedȱ byȱ Seligsonȱ (2000).ȱ Thisȱ variableȱ isȱ aȱ
compositeȱindexȱofȱmeasuresȱofȱsystemȱsupportȱ
andȱ politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Theȱ theoryȱ behindȱ thisȱ
variableȱ maintainsȱ thatȱ thoseȱ countriesȱ thatȱ
combineȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ systemȱ supportȱ andȱ
politicalȱtoleranceȱamongȱtheirȱpopulationsȱhaveȱ
betterȱprospectsȱforȱstableȱdemocracyȱthanȱthoseȱ
whichȱ combineȱ lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ eachȱ factor.ȱ
Regardingȱtheȱimpactȱofȱpoliceȱperformance,ȱweȱ
expectȱ thatȱ policeȱ misconductȱ willȱ negativelyȱ
affectȱ aȱ politicalȱ cultureȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ
democraticȱstability.ȱ

Inȱ sum,ȱ theseȱ findingsȱ provideȱ evidenceȱ
concerningȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ policeȱ
performanceȱtoȱdemocraticȱconsolidation.ȱToȱbeȱ
sure,ȱ aȱ lawȬabidingȱ policeȱ isȱ notȱ aȱ sufficientȱ
conditionȱ forȱ democraticȱ consolidation;ȱ butȱ aȱ
corruptedȱ policeȱ isȱ aȱ significantȱ hindranceȱ forȱ
democraticȱ governance.ȱ Policeȱ misconductȱ notȱ
onlyȱ affectsȱ theȱ ruleȱ ofȱ lawȱ andȱ hindersȱ theȱ
provisionȱ ofȱ order,ȱ security,ȱ andȱ justice.ȱ Itȱ alsoȱ
underminesȱtheȱbasisȱofȱaȱregime’sȱlegitimacyȱinȱ
environmentsȱ alreadyȱ troubledȱ byȱ poverty,ȱ
inequality,ȱandȱviolence.ȱȱ

Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ aȱ multilevelȱ logitȱ
regressionȱ analysisȱ usingȱ democraticȱ politicalȱ
cultureȱ asȱ aȱ dependentȱ variable.ȱ Weȱ repeatedȱ
theȱ sameȱ modelȱ usedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ andȱ foundȱ
confirmationȱofȱourȱexpectations.ȱȱAgain,ȱpoliceȱ
involvementȱinȱcrimeȱstandsȱoutȱasȱanȱimportantȱ
factor,ȱ oneȱ thatȱ isȱ detrimentalȱ toȱ democraticȱ
politicalȱ cultureȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
Caribbean.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ directȱ policeȱ abuseȱ andȱ
corruptionȱvictimizationȱbyȱtheȱpoliceȱalsoȱaffectȱ
negativelyȱ theȱ prospectsȱ forȱ democraticȱ systemȱ
support.ȱ Inȱ otherȱ words,ȱ whereȱ theȱ policeȱ areȱ
perceivedȱtoȱbeȱinvolvedȱinȱcrime,ȱacceptȱbribes,ȱ
andȱ abuseȱ theȱ population,ȱ theȱ prospectsȱ forȱ aȱ
supportiveȱ populationȱ towardȱ democracyȱ areȱ
significantlyȱlower.ȱȱ

PolicyȱandȱProgramȱImplicationsȱ

Figure3.
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Theȱ implicationsȱ ofȱ theseȱ findingsȱ areȱ clear.ȱ
Policeȱ institutionsȱ areȱ importantȱ forȱ democraticȱ
consolidation.ȱ Theyȱ notȱ onlyȱ enforceȱ lawȱ andȱ
grantȱ order.ȱ Theyȱ alsoȱ helpȱ toȱ buildȱ legitimacyȱ
forȱ theȱ regimeȱ asȱ theyȱ fulfillȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ mainȱ
functionsȱ ofȱ theȱ modernȱ state,ȱ namely,ȱ thatȱ ofȱ
providingȱsecurity.ȱ
Thus,ȱ policeȱ reformȱ emergesȱ asȱ aȱ fundamentalȱ
projectȱ forȱ democraticȱ consolidation,ȱ especiallyȱ
inȱ thoseȱ countriesȱ withȱ aȱ protractedȱ legacyȱ ofȱ
authoritarianismȱ andȱ humanȱ rightsȱ abuses.ȱ
However,ȱ theȱ pressingȱ needȱ toȱ tackleȱ risingȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ andȱ toȱ placateȱ subsequentȱ
popularȱ outcryȱ haveȱ notȱ helpedȱ toȱ strengthenȱ
policeȱinstitutionsȱinȱtheȱregion.ȱȱ
Inȱ someȱ cases,ȱ asȱ inȱ Centralȱ Americaȱ forȱ
instance,ȱ frequentȱ arrestsȱ ofȱ highȱ levelȱ policeȱ
officersȱ whoȱ haveȱ beenȱ involvedȱ inȱ organizedȱ
crimeȱȱringsȱwhileȱthemselvesȱleadingȱtheȱallȬoutȱ
warȱagainstȱgangsȱsuggest,ȱforȱexample,ȱthatȱtheȱ
scopeȱ ofȱ policeȱ reformsȱ haveȱ beenȱ hinderedȱ byȱ
theȱ veryȱ effortsȱ expendedȱ inȱ carryingȱ outȱ
draconianȱ warsȱ againstȱ gangȬledȱ crime.ȱ
Ironically,ȱ theȱ manoȱ duraȱ programs,ȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ
particularȱ interpretationȱ ofȱ zeroȱ toleranceȱ
policiesȱ originatingȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ States,ȱ
arguablyȱ haveȱ endedȱ upȱ strengtheningȱ
corruptedȱ andȱ abusiveȱ elementsȱ withinȱ theȱ
police.ȱTheseȱgroupsȱhaveȱunderminedȱeffortsȱatȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

19

developingȱ professionalȱ andȱ transparentȱ
institutionsȱinȱmanyȱpostȬtransitionȱcountries.ȱȱ
Hence,ȱasȱweȱhaveȱarguedȱinȱpreviousȱissuesȱofȱ
theȱAmericasBarometerȱInsights,ȱpoliceȱreformȱnotȱ
onlyȱshouldȱentailȱtheȱstrengtheningȱofȱcriminalȱ
investigationȱ andȱ theȱ improvementȱ ofȱ technicalȱ
capabilities;ȱ itȱ alsoȱ mustȱ involveȱ theȱ
developmentȱ ofȱ transparentȱ andȱ accountableȱ
institutions.ȱ Inȱ thatȱ regard,ȱ internationalȱ
cooperationȱ programs,ȱ suchȱ asȱ theȱ Planȱ
Mérida,10ȱ shouldȱ putȱ democraticȱ policingȱ atȱ theȱ
centerȱ ofȱ theȱ strategyȱ toȱ combatȱ crime,ȱ drugs,ȱ
andȱgangsȱinȱtheȱregion.ȱ
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Canada),ȱandȱaȱwebȱsurveyȱinȱtheȱUnitedȱStates.2ȱȱ
Aȱ totalȱ ofȱ 33,412ȱ respondentsȱ wereȱ askedȱ theȱ
followingȱquestion:ȱ
Figure1.
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RightsintheAmericas,2008
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A

ȱnȱ apparentlyȱ growingȱ supportȱ forȱ
populistȱ leadersȱ andȱ theirȱ policiesȱ inȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ greatestȱ
concernsȱ amongȱ democracyȱ scholarsȱ (Conniffȱ
1999;ȱ Seligsonȱ 2007).ȱ In order to have a
comprehensive understanding of this support,
the AmericasBarometer Insights Series has
analyzed various features of citizens’ support
forȱ theȱ concentrationȱ ofȱ executiveȱ power. Thisȱ
paperȱisȱtheȱfourthȱoneȱ(IO834)ȱinȱthisȱseriesȱandȱ
analyzes,ȱ specifically,ȱ popularȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
suppressionȱofȱminorityȱrightsȱonceȱ“theȱpeopleȱ
decideȱ whatȱ isȱ right.”ȱ Thisȱ questionȱ wasȱ
includedȱ inȱ theȱ 2008ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ Latinȱ
Americanȱ Publicȱ Opinionȱ Projectȱ (LAPOP)ȱ
survey,ȱ whichȱ involvedȱ faceȬtoȬfaceȱ interviewsȱ
conductedȱ inȱ 22ȱ nationsȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ
theȱ Caribbeanȱ (thisȱ questionȱ wasȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ

* The Insights Series is co-edited by Professors Mitchell A.
Seligson and Elizabeth Zechmeister with administrative,
technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications.
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
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POP110.ȱȱOnceȱtheȱpeopleȱdecideȱwhatȱisȱright,ȱ
weȱmustȱpreventȱoppositionȱfromȱaȱminority.ȱ
Howȱmuchȱdoȱyouȱagreeȱorȱdisagreeȱwithȱthatȱ
view?ȱ
Responsesȱ wereȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ 1Ȭ7ȱ scale,ȱ whereȱ 1ȱ
meantȱ “stronglyȱ disagree”ȱ andȱ 7ȱ meantȱ
“stronglyȱagree”;ȱtoȱsimplifyȱcomparisonsȱacrossȱ

2ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2008ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱtheȱCenterȱforȱtheȱAmericasȱ
(CFA),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
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questionsȱ andȱ surveyȱ waves,ȱ theseȱ responsesȱ
whereȱrecodedȱonȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱscaleȱ
1ȱ

2ȱ

3ȱ

4ȱ

5ȱ

6ȱ

7

StronglyȱdisagreeȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱStronglyȱagreeȱ

8ȱ

Doesn’tȱknow

Figureȱ1ȱdemonstratesȱnationalȱaveragesȱforȱtheȱ
22ȱcountriesȱinȱtheȱsample.3ȱBelizeȱisȱtheȱcountryȱ
withȱ theȱ highestȱ supportȱ forȱ suppressionȱ ofȱ
minorityȱrights,ȱwithȱanȱaverageȱofȱ60ȱpointsȱonȱ
aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale.ȱ Thereȱ isȱ littleȱ variationȱ acrossȱ
countriesȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱȱwithȱtheȱexceptionȱofȱ
theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ Argentina,ȱ theȱ onlyȱ twoȱ
countriesȱ thatȱ showȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
differencesȱ fromȱ theȱ restȱ ofȱ theȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ
sampleȱ(UnitedȱStates,ȱ38.5ȱandȱArgentina,ȱ32.9).ȱ
Itȱ isȱ noteworthyȱ thatȱ inȱ Venezuelaȱ andȱ inȱ
Ecuador,ȱ twoȱ countriesȱ whereȱ populistȱ
leadershipȱ hasȱ emerged,ȱ thereȱ isȱ fairlyȱ highȱ
supportȱ forȱ suppressingȱ minorityȱ oppositionȱ
withȱ scoresȱ ofȱ 57.1ȱ andȱ 56ȱ points,ȱ respectively.ȱ
Perhapsȱ theseȱ resultsȱ mirrorȱ people’sȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ theirȱ
currentȱ leadersȱ (i.e.,ȱ Presidentsȱ Hugoȱ Chávezȱ
andȱ Rafaelȱ Correa),ȱ whoȱ haveȱ carriedȱ outȱ
variousȱ politicalȱandȱ economicȱ reformsȱ inȱ favorȱ
ofȱ certainȱ sectorsȱ ofȱ theȱ population.ȱ Thus,ȱ
citizensȱ mayȱ preferȱ toȱ imposeȱ limitsȱ onȱ theȱ
oppositionȱtoȱavoidȱanyȱthreatsȱtoȱtheseȱpopularȱ
(andȱpopulist)ȱleaders.ȱFollowingȱthisȱlogic,ȱitȱisȱ
notȱsurprisingȱthatȱColombiaȱandȱtheȱDominicanȱ
Republic,ȱ whichȱ alsoȱ hadȱ veryȱ popularȱ
presidentsȱ atȱ theȱ timeȱ ofȱ theȱ survey,ȱ showȱ highȱ
levelsȱofȱsupportȱforȱsuppressingȱtheȱopposition.ȱ
Inȱ theȱ followingȱ section,ȱ weȱ analyzeȱ theȱ effectsȱ
ofȱ
socioȬeconomicȱ
andȱ
demographicȱ
determinantsȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ politicalȱ attitudesȱ andȱ
behaviorsȱ onȱ theȱ supportȱ forȱ suppressionȱ ofȱ
minorityȱrightsȱinȱtheȱAmericas.ȱȱ

PredictingȱSupportȱforȱSuppressionȱ
ofȱMinorityȱRightsȱ

3

ȱNonȬresponseȱwasȱ12%ȱforȱtheȱsampleȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱ

Whatȱ explainsȱ theȱ limitedȱ variationȱ acrossȱ
countriesȱinȱtheȱAmericas?4ȱWeȱfirstȱanalyzeȱtheȱ
effectȱ ofȱ theȱ traditionalȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ
demographicȱ variables,ȱ suchȱ asȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
education,ȱ gender,ȱ wealth,ȱ andȱ sizeȱ ofȱ theȱ
city/town.ȱ
Figure2.
SocioǦeconomicandDemographicDeterminantsof
Average Support for Suppression of Minority
RightsintheAmericas,2008
Country Fixed Effects
and Intercept included
but not shown here
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Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ theȱ significantȱ roleȱ thatȱ socioȬ
economicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ playȱ inȱ
explainingȱ supportȱ forȱ popularȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
suppressionȱofȱminorityȱrightsȱonceȱ“theȱpeopleȱ
decideȱ whatȱ isȱ right.”ȱ Givenȱ thatȱ theȱ averageȱ
citizenȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ scoresȱ veryȱ highȱ onȱ
socioȬeconomicȱ characteristicsȱ comparedȱ toȱ
thoseȱ inȱ theȱ restȱ ofȱ theȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ sample,ȱ
weȱ excludedȱ thisȱ caseȱ fromȱ theȱ analysis.ȱ Eachȱ
variableȱincludedȱinȱtheȱanalysisȱisȱlistedȱonȱtheȱ
verticalȱ (y)ȱ axis.ȱ ȱ Theȱ impactȱ ofȱ eachȱ ofȱ thoseȱ
variablesȱisȱshownȱgraphicallyȱbyȱaȱdot,ȱwhichȱifȱ
locatedȱ toȱ theȱ rightȱ ofȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ
indicatesȱaȱpositiveȱeffect,ȱandȱifȱtoȱtheȱleftȱofȱtheȱ

ȱWeȱexaminedȱcontextualȱfactorsȱthatȱmightȱexplainȱsomeȱofȱ
theȱ nationalȬlevelȱ variationȱ weȱ found.ȱ However,ȱ multilevelȱ
analysesȱpredictingȱsupportȱforȱtheȱpreventionȱofȱoppositionȱ
fromȱaȱminorityȱwithȱtheȱtraditionalȱnationalȱcharacteristics,ȱ
suchȱasȱGDP,ȱeconomicȱgrowth,ȱandȱlevelȱofȱdemocracy,ȱdidȱ
notȱyieldȱsignificantȱresults.ȱȱ
4
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“0”ȱ lineȱ aȱ negativeȱ effect.ȱ ȱ Ifȱ theȱ effectsȱ areȱ
statisticallyȱ significant,ȱ theyȱ areȱ shownȱ byȱ
confidenceȱ intervalȱ linesȱ stretchingȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ
andȱ rightȱ ofȱ eachȱ dotȱ thatȱ doȱ notȱ overlapȱ theȱ
verticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱ(atȱ.05ȱorȱbetter).ȱIfȱtheyȱoverlapȱ
theȱ verticalȱ line,ȱ theȱ effectsȱ areȱ statisticallyȱ
insignificant.ȱȱȱ
Weȱ findȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ thatȱ wealthyȱ citizensȱ showȱ
significantlyȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
suppressionȱ ofȱ minorityȱ rights.ȱ Thisȱ findingȱ
corroboratesȱ thoseȱ ofȱ previousȱ reportsȱ inȱ thisȱ
Insightȱ Seriesȱ whereȱ theȱ wealthyȱ reportȱ lowerȱ
supportȱ forȱ presidentialȱ limitsȱ onȱ theȱ voiceȱ andȱ
voteȱofȱoppositionȱpartiesȱ(I0809),ȱlowerȱsupportȱ
forȱtheȱexecutiveȱtoȱgovernȱwithoutȱaȱlegislatureȱ
(I0825),ȱ andȱ lowerȱ supportȱ forȱ politicalȱ monismȱ
orȱcitizens’ȱworldviewȱofȱaȱbattleȱbetweenȱgoodȱ
andȱevilȱ(I0817).ȱ

Support for Suppression
of Minority Rights

Support for Suppression
of Minority Rights

Figure3.
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Gender,ȱ age,ȱ andȱ sizeȱ ofȱ theȱ city/townȱ didȱ notȱ
yieldȱ significantȱ resultsȱ amongȱ theȱ keyȱ
demographicȱ variables.ȱ Byȱ far,ȱ theȱ mostȱ
importantȱ factorsȱ explainingȱ oppositionȱ toȱ thisȱ
undemocraticȱviewȱofȱlimitingȱtheȱoppositionȱofȱ
aȱminorityȱareȱeducationȱandȱwealth;ȱtheȱhigherȱ
anȱ individual’sȱ educationȱ andȱ wealth,ȱ theȱ moreȱ
stronglyȱ s/heȱ wouldȱ resistȱ imposingȱ limitsȱ onȱ
theȱ minority.ȱ Theseȱ effectsȱ areȱ betterȱ illustratedȱ
inȱFigureȱ3,ȱshownȱbyȱitsȱsampleȱmeans.ȱ
Toȱhaveȱaȱmoreȱinȱdepthȱcomprehensionȱofȱwhatȱ
factorsȱ influenceȱ supportȱ forȱ executiveȱ
dominance,ȱweȱalsoȱexamineȱtheȱimpactȱofȱsomeȱ
politicalȱattitudesȱandȱbehaviorsȱthatȱmayȱplayȱaȱ
roleȱinȱexplainingȱthisȱsupport.ȱȱSpecifically,ȱweȱ
expectȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ especiallyȱ satisfiedȱ
withȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ incumbentȱ
president5ȱ andȱ whoȱ expressȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
governmentȱ toȱ ruleȱ withȱ anȱ “ironȱ fist”6ȱ willȱ
expressȱ greaterȱ supportȱ forȱ imposingȱ limitsȱ toȱ
theȱ voiceȱ ofȱ theȱ minorityȱ whoȱ opposeȱ theȱ
government.ȱ Asȱ weȱ suggestedȱ earlier,ȱ citizensȱ
mayȱ beȱ satisfiedȱ withȱ existingȱ politicalȱ andȱ
economicȱ reforms.ȱ Consequently,ȱ theyȱ mayȱ
preferȱ toȱ imposeȱ limitsȱ onȱ theȱ oppositionȱ toȱ
avoidȱ anyȱ threatsȱ toȱ theȱ administrationȱ ofȱ theȱ
currentȱ president.ȱ Otherȱ variablesȱ includedȱ inȱ
thisȱ analysisȱ areȱ rightistȱ ideology,ȱ politicalȱ
knowledge,ȱandȱpoliticalȱinterest.7ȱȱ
Figureȱ 4ȱ displaysȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
attitudesȱonȱsupportȱforȱsuppressionȱofȱminorityȱ
rights.ȱIndeed,ȱweȱfindȱthatȱthoseȱmoreȱsatisfiedȱ
withȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ incumbentȱ

ȱ Satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ jobȱ ofȱ theȱ currentȱ presidentȱ wasȱ
measuredȱ by:ȱ speakingȱ inȱ generalȱ ofȱ theȱ currentȱ
administration,ȱhowȱwouldȱyouȱrateȱtheȱjobȱperformanceȱofȱ
Presidentȱ(…)?ȱ(1)ȱVeryȱgoodȱȱ(2)ȱGoodȱȱ(3)ȱNeitherȱgoodȱnorȱ
badȱ (fair)ȱ ȱ (4)ȱ Badȱ ȱ (5)ȱ Veryȱ bad.ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ simplifyȱ theȱ
interpretationȱ ofȱ theseȱ responses,ȱ weȱ recodedȱ themȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ
100ȱscale.ȱ
6ȱ Thisȱ attitudeȱ wasȱ measuredȱ by:ȱ “Doȱ youȱ thinkȱ thatȱ ourȱ
countryȱ needsȱ aȱ governmentȱ withȱ anȱ ironȱ fist,ȱ orȱ thatȱ
problemsȱ canȱ beȱ resolvedȱ withȱ everyoneȇsȱ participation?”ȱ
Theȱ itemȱ wasȱ recodedȱ intoȱ (1)ȱ indicatingȱ supportȱ forȱ aȱ
governmentȱwithȱanȱironȱfistȱandȱ(0)ȱindicatingȱotherwise.ȱȱȱȱ
7ȱThisȱvariableȱwasȱmeasuredȱby:ȱhowȱmuchȱinterestȱdoȱyouȱ
haveȱinȱpolitics:ȱaȱlot,ȱsome,ȱlittleȱorȱnone?ȱȱ

5
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presidentȱ haveȱ higherȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
concentrationȱ ofȱ executiveȱ powerȱ whenȱ relatedȱ
toȱ theȱ limitingȱ ofȱ theȱ minority’sȱ voice.ȱȱ Inȱ otherȱ
words,ȱ theȱ moreȱ popularȱ theȱ president,ȱ theȱ lessȱ
supportȱthereȱisȱforȱaȱminority’sȱoppositionȱafterȱ
controllingȱ forȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ attitudinalȱ
variables.ȱ Similarly,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ demonstrateȱ
moreȱ authoritarianȱ attitudes,ȱ asȱ measuredȱ byȱ
supportȱ forȱ anȱ “ironȱ fisted”ȱ governmentȱ areȱ
thoseȱ whoȱ expressȱ aȱ higherȱ supportȱ forȱ
suppressionȱ ofȱ minorityȱ rights.ȱ Furthermore,ȱ inȱ
theȱ sameȱ wayȱ asȱ withȱ theȱ demographicȱ andȱ
socioȬeconomicȱcharacteristicsȱanalyzedȱsoȱfarȱinȱ
thisȱshortȱreport,ȱtheseȱresultsȱalsoȱparallelȱthoseȱ
ofȱ priorȱ reportsȱ inȱ thisȱ Insightȱ Seriesȱ whenȱ
relatedȱ toȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ concentrationȱ ofȱ
executiveȱpower.ȱSupportȱforȱanȱironȬfistedȱruleȱ
andȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ incumbentȱ presidentȱ
consistentlyȱ haveȱ aȱ positiveȱ effectȱ onȱ variousȱ
aspectsȱofȱpopulistȱattitudes,ȱsuchȱasȱsupportȱforȱ
presidentialȱ limitsȱ onȱ theȱ voiceȱ andȱ voteȱ ofȱ
oppositionȱ partiesȱ (I0809),ȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
executiveȱtoȱgovernȱwithoutȱaȱlegislatureȱ(I0825),ȱ
andȱ supportȱ forȱ politicalȱ monismȱ orȱ citizen’sȱ
worldviewȱ ofȱ aȱ battleȱ betweenȱ goodȱ andȱ evilȱ
(I0817).ȱȱ
Figure4.
DeterminantsofAverageSupportforSuppression
ofMinorityRightsintheAmericas,2008
R-Squared =0.040
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Aȱsurprisingȱfinding,ȱandȱinȱoppositionȱtoȱwhatȱ
weȱ haveȱ seenȱ soȱ farȱ inȱ thisȱ series,ȱ isȱ theȱ
insignificantȱ effectȱ ofȱ rightistȱ ideology8ȱ inȱ
particular,ȱ givenȱ thatȱ thisȱ variableȱ hasȱ
consistentlyȱ achievedȱ statisticalȱ significanceȱ inȱ
allȱtheȱvariousȱfeaturesȱofȱsupportȱforȱexecutiveȱ
concentrationȱ ofȱ powerȱ previouslyȱ analyzed.ȱ
Here,ȱ ideologyȱ doesȱ notȱ haveȱ anyȱ significantȱ
effect.ȱ Additionally,ȱ inȱ contrastȱ withȱ ourȱ
findingsȱofȱaȱpreviousȱreportȱrelatedȱtoȱsupportȱ
forȱ politicalȱ monismȱ (I0817),ȱ politicalȱ
knowledge9ȱ yieldsȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
results,ȱ indicatingȱ theȱ relevanceȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
knowledgeȱ asȱ aȱ factorȱ capableȱ ofȱ depressingȱ
undemocraticȱ attitudes.ȱ Itȱ isȱ worthȱ mentioningȱ
thatȱallȱtheseȱvariablesȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱ
afterȱ controllingȱ forȱ theȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ personalȱ
andȱ nationalȱ economicȱ wellȱ being,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ
countryȱ effectsȱ andȱ theȱ traditionalȱ socioȬ
economicȱandȱdemographicȱvariables.ȱ10ȱȱȱ

ProgramȱandȱPolicyȱImplicationsȱ
Withȱ theȱ persistentȱ andȱ increasingȱ supportȱ forȱ
populistȱ leadershipȱ inȱ Latinȱ America,ȱ itȱ isȱ vitalȱ
toȱ understandȱ theȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ thisȱ support.ȱ Whyȱ
doȱcitizensȱcontinueȱtoȱsupportȱpopulistȱleadersȱ
whoȱ mayȱ hinderȱ theȱ prospectsȱ ofȱ democracyȱ inȱ
theȱ region?ȱ Inȱ thisȱ shortȱ paper,ȱ weȱ specificallyȱ
examinedȱ oneȱ featureȱ ofȱ executiveȱ dominanceȱ
support,ȱ measuredȱ byȱ theȱ suppressionȱ ofȱ
8ȱ Rightistȱ ideologyȱ wasȱ measuredȱ by:ȱ L1.ȱ (LeftȬRightȱ Scale)ȱ
Onȱthisȱcardȱthereȱisȱaȱ1Ȭ10ȱscaleȱthatȱgoesȱfromȱleftȱtoȱright.ȱ
Nowadays,ȱ whenȱ weȱ speakȱ ofȱ politicalȱ leanings,ȱ weȱ talkȱ ofȱ
thoseȱ onȱ theȱ leftȱ andȱ thoseȱ onȱ theȱ right.ȱ ȱ Inȱ otherȱ words,ȱ
someȱpeopleȱsympathizeȱmoreȱwithȱtheȱleftȱandȱothersȱwithȱ
theȱright.ȱȱAccordingȱtoȱtheȱmeaningȱthatȱtheȱtermsȱȈleftȈȱandȱ
ȈrightȈȱ haveȱ forȱ you,ȱ andȱ thinkingȱ ofȱ yourȱ ownȱ politicalȱ
leanings,ȱwhereȱwouldȱyouȱplaceȱyourselfȱonȱthisȱscale?ȱ
9ȱ Theȱ Politicalȱ Knowledgeȱ Indexȱ isȱ measuredȱ throughȱ theȱ
followingȱ questions:ȱ GI1.ȱ Whatȱ isȱ theȱ nameȱ ofȱ theȱ currentȱ
presidentȱ ofȱ theȱ (country)?ȱ GI2.ȱ ȱ Whatȱ isȱ theȱ nameȱ ofȱ theȱ
Presidentȱ ofȱ (Congress)ȱ inȱ (country)?ȱ ȱ GI3.ȱ Howȱ manyȱ
(provinces)ȱ doesȱ theȱ (country)ȱ have?ȱ GI4.ȱ Howȱ longȱ isȱ theȱ
(presidential/primeȱ ministerial)ȱ termȱ ofȱ officeȱ inȱ country?ȱ
GI5.ȱWhatȱisȱtheȱnameȱofȱtheȱcurrentȱpresidentȱofȱBrazil?ȱ
ItȱisȱworthyȱofȱnoteȱthatȱtheȱquestionȱrelatedȱtoȱCongressȱwasȱ
notȱaskedȱinȱBolivia.ȱ
10ȱ Referȱ toȱ theȱ Appendixȱ forȱ aȱ detailedȱ displayȱ ofȱ thoseȱ
effects.ȱ
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minorityȱrightsȱonceȱ“theȱpeopleȱdecideȱwhatȱisȱ
right.”ȱ Weȱ foundȱ thatȱ theȱ wealthyȱ andȱ theȱ
highlyȱ educatedȱ areȱ thoseȱ whoȱ consistentlyȱ
demonstrateȱ lowȱ supportȱ forȱ thisȱ view,ȱ
renderingȱ furtherȱ evidenceȱ forȱ theȱ significantȱ
roleȱthatȱwealthȱandȱeducationȱplayȱtoȱpreserveȱ
aȱ healthyȱ democraticȱ politicalȱ culture.ȱ Theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ dataȱ alsoȱ suggestȱ thatȱ theȱ
moreȱ citizensȱ areȱ satisfiedȱ withȱ theȱ incumbentȱ
government’sȱ performanceȱ andȱ theȱ moreȱ theyȱ
supportȱ aȱ governmentȱ thatȱ rulesȱ withȱ anȱ “ironȱ
fist,”ȱtheȱmoreȱtheyȱareȱwillingȱtoȱsupportȱlimitsȱ
onȱ theȱ voiceȱ ofȱ aȱ minority.ȱ Asȱ previouslyȱ
mentioned,ȱ whenȱ peopleȱ feelȱ thatȱ theirȱ needsȱ
haveȱbeenȱmet,ȱtheirȱinterestsȱmayȱbeȱthreatenedȱ
byȱ theȱ opposition,ȱ therefore,ȱ showingȱ higherȱ
supportȱ forȱ imposingȱ restrainsȱ onȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
opposeȱ theȱ government.ȱ Whatȱ doȱ theseȱ resultsȱ
meanȱ forȱ democracyȱ inȱ theȱ region?ȱ Ifȱ peopleȱ
continueȱ toȱ expressȱ highȱ supportȱ forȱ
governmentsȱ thatȱ inȱ oneȱ formȱ orȱ anotherȱ carryȱ
outȱ undemocraticȱ practices,ȱ asȱ recentlyȱ
experiencedȱ inȱ Venezuelaȱ whereȱ Presidentȱ
Hugoȱ Chávezȱ wonȱ byȱ aȱ majorityȱ aȱ referendumȱ
thatȱ willȱ allowȱ himȱ toȱ runȱ againȱ forȱ officeȱ inȱ
2012ȱandȱbeyondȱwithoutȱlimits,11ȱthisȱisȱaȱclearȱ
exampleȱ thatȱ democracyȱ asȱ aȱ formȱ ofȱ
governmentȱmayȱbeȱatȱrisk.ȱ
However,ȱourȱfindingsȱalsoȱindicatedȱthatȱthoseȱ
whoȱ haveȱ higherȱ politicalȱ knowledgeȱ expressȱ
lowerȱlevelsȱofȱsupportȱforȱlimitingȱtheȱvoiceȱofȱaȱ
minority,ȱ suggestingȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ aȱ
deeperȱ understandingȱ ofȱ theȱ politicalȱworldȱareȱ
moreȱ awareȱ ofȱ theȱ importanceȱ thatȱ theȱ
protectionȱ ofȱ theȱ rightsȱ ofȱ minoritiesȱ representsȱ
forȱ theȱ persistenceȱ ofȱ democracyȱ asȱ aȱ formȱ ofȱ
governmentȱ(Gibsonȱ2005a;ȱGibsonȱ2002;ȱGibsonȱ
2005b;ȱ Gibsonȱ 2006;ȱ McCloskyȱ 1983).ȱ Forȱ thatȱ
reason,ȱ democraticȱ governmentsȱ shouldȱ notȱ
onlyȱaimȱatȱincreasingȱwealthȱandȱeducationȱbutȱ
shouldȱ emphasizeȱ theȱ transmissionȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
knowledge,ȱsoȱthatȱaȱstrongȱpoliticalȱcultureȱcanȱ
beȱ built,ȱ increasingȱ theȱ prospectsȱ forȱ theȱ

sustainabilityȱ ofȱ democracyȱ asȱ aȱ formȱ ofȱ
government.ȱ Oneȱ wayȱ thatȱ suchȱ aȱ programȱ
couldȱ beȱ implementedȱ inȱ theȱ regionȱ isȱ byȱ
includingȱ inȱ children’sȱ educationalȱ agendaȱ aȱ
sectionȱrelatedȱtoȱpoliticalȱawareness.ȱByȱslowlyȱ
increasingȱ politicalȱ knowledgeȱ amongȱ children,ȱ
whoȱ representȱ theȱ futureȱ ofȱ ourȱ countries,ȱ thisȱ
mayȱ contributeȱ toȱ theȱ reductionȱ ofȱ intolerantȱ
attitudes,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱattitudeȱanalyzedȱinȱhere.ȱȱ
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Appendixȱ
Tableȱ1.ȱSocioȬeconomicȱandȱDemographicȱDeterminantsȱofȱAverageȱSupportȱforȱSuppressionȱofȱ
MinorityȱRightsȱinȱtheȱAmericas,ȱ2008ȱ
Coefficient.
Tȱ
Higherȱeducation
Ȭ0.070*ȱ
(Ȭ3.94)ȱ
Secondaryȱeducation
Ȭ0.023ȱ
(Ȭ1.23)ȱ
Primaryȱeducation
Ȭ0.010ȱ
(Ȭ0.64)ȱ
Femaleȱ
0.004ȱ
(0.66)ȱ
Ageȱ
0.004ȱ
(0.61)ȱ
Wealth
Ȭ0.054*ȱ
(Ȭ6.23)ȱ
SizeȱofȱCity/Townȱ
0.003ȱ
(0.34)ȱ
Mexicoȱ
0.036*ȱ
(3.03)ȱ
Guatemalaȱ
0.032*ȱ
(2.88)ȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
0.046*ȱ
(4.32)ȱ
Hondurasȱ
0.002ȱ
(0.16)ȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
0.019ȱ
(1.68)ȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
0.013ȱ
(1.14)ȱ
Panamaȱ
0.015ȱ
(1.12)ȱ
Colombiaȱ
0.058*ȱ
(5.38)ȱ
Ecuadorȱ
0.059*ȱ
(3.76)ȱ
Boliviaȱ
0.022ȱ
(1.57)ȱ
Peruȱ
0.009ȱ
(0.82)ȱ
Paraguayȱ
0.027*ȱ
(2.31)ȱ
Chileȱ
0.024*ȱ
(2.08)ȱ
Brazil
Ȭ0.018ȱ
(Ȭ1.46)ȱ
Venezuelaȱ
0.053*ȱ
(3.48)ȱ
Argentina
Ȭ0.086*ȱ
(Ȭ6.55)ȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
0.054*ȱ
(4.25)ȱ
Haiti
Ȭ0.006ȱ
(Ȭ0.41)ȱ
Jamaicaȱ
0.011ȱ
(0.80)ȱ
Belizeȱ
0.064*ȱ
(5.50)ȱ
Constantȱ
0.009ȱ
(0.93)ȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
0.035
NumberȱofȱObs.ȱ
31409
* p<0.05
EducationȱlevelȱofȱReference:ȱNone
CountryȱofȱReference:ȱȱUruguay
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Tableȱ2.ȱDeterminantsȱofȱAverageȱSupportȱforȱSuppressionȱofȱMinorityȱRightsȱinȱtheȱAmericas,ȱ2008ȱ
Coefficient.
tȱ
PoliticalȱInterestȱ
0.004ȱ
(0.53)ȱ
PoliticalȱKnowledgeȱIndex
Ȭ0.051*ȱ
(Ȭ5.22)ȱ
IdeologyȱScaleȱ
0.015ȱ
(1.82)ȱ
SupportȱforȱanȱironȬfistedȱruleȱ
0.022*ȱ
(3.11)ȱ
SatisfactionȱwithȱtheȱPerformanceȱ
0.059*ȱ
(6.36)ȱ
ofȱtheȱCurrentȱPresidentȱ
PerceptionȱofȱNationalȱEconomicȱ
Ȭ0.011ȱ
(Ȭ1.32)ȱ
Situationȱ
PerceptionȱofȱPersonalȱEconomicȱ
Ȭ0.008ȱ
(Ȭ0.97)ȱ
Situationȱ
Education
Ȭ0.039*ȱ
(Ȭ3.99)ȱ
Female
Ȭ0.010ȱ
(Ȭ1.42)ȱ
Age
Ȭ0.006ȱ
(Ȭ0.75)ȱ
Wealth
Ȭ0.040*ȱ
(Ȭ4.09)ȱ
SizeȱofȱCity/Townȱ
0.012ȱ
(1.15)ȱ
Mexicoȱ
0.024*ȱ
(1.99)ȱ
Guatemalaȱ
0.018ȱ
(1.48)ȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
0.039*ȱ
(3.49)ȱ
Honduras
Ȭ0.001ȱ
(Ȭ0.10)ȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
0.010ȱ
(0.80)ȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
0.018ȱ
(1.56)ȱ
Panamaȱ
0.017ȱ
(1.27)ȱ
Colombiaȱ
0.045*ȱ
(3.80)ȱ
Ecuadorȱ
0.056*ȱ
(3.24)ȱ
Boliviaȱ
0.025ȱ
(1.71)ȱ
Peruȱ
0.004ȱ
(0.39)ȱ
Paraguayȱ
0.024ȱ
(1.78)ȱ
Chileȱ
0.017ȱ
(1.48)ȱ
Brazil
Ȭ0.018ȱ
(Ȭ1.48)ȱ
Venezuelaȱ
0.041*ȱ
(2.47)ȱ
Argentina
Ȭ0.095*ȱ
(Ȭ6.64)ȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
0.042*ȱ
(3.25)ȱ
Haiti
Ȭ0.003ȱ
(Ȭ0.25)ȱ
Jamaicaȱ
0.014ȱ
(0.98)ȱ
Belizeȱ
0.047*ȱ
(3.50)ȱ
Constantȱ
0.020ȱ
(1.93)ȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
0.040
NumberȱofȱObs.ȱ
24031
* p<0.05
CountryȱofȱReference:ȱȱȱUruguay
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Finally, the institutional efficacy theory argues
that institutional performance is closely linked
to political trust. This third type of trust is based
upon the perception that people have of
whether or not institutions are producing results
consistent with their expectations (Hiskey and
Seligson 2003, Hetherington 2005).

AmericasBarometer Insights Series: 2010
(No.35)*

In this new AmericasBarometer Insights Series
report, we carry out an empirical verification of
these theories through the study of citizen trust
in Latin America’s municipal governments. For
this purpose, we query the 2008 round of the
Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)
surveys.2 In this survey, 38,535 respondents
from 23 nations were asked the following
question: 3

Understanding Trust
in Municipal
Governments1

B32. To what
Municipality?4

Daniel Montalvo
d.montalvo@vanderbilt.edu
Vanderbilt University

Figure1.
AverageTrustinMunicipalGovernmentsinLatin
AmericaandtheCaribbean,2008

extent

do

you

trust

the

S

ocial scientists have proposed at least three
theories to understand political trust in
democratic institutions (Newton and
Norris 2000). First, the socio-psychological theory
suggests that the inner quality of trust between
individuals, by itself or together with life
satisfaction, is associated with institutional trust.
This type of trust is created in the first stages of
human psychological development as a result of
the mother-child feeding experience (Vetter and
Smith 1971, Coser and Rosenberg 1976).
Secondly, the cultural-environmental theory
suggests that the degree of participation and
socialization in communitarian activities affects
levels of trust. This second type of trust is
activated by social mechanisms of personal
interaction (Putnam 1994, Inglehart 1997).

1 Prior issues in the AmericasBarometer Insights series can be
found
at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications.
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
* The AmericasBarometer Insights Series is co-edited by
Professors Mitchell A. Seligson and Elizabeth Zechmeister
with administrative, technical, and intellectual support from
the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt University.

2 Funding for the 2008 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the Center for the Americas
(CFA), and Vanderbilt University.
3 Non-response for this question was 3.35%.
4 The proper name of the Municipal Government was used
in each country (i.e., Parish Council in Jamaica).
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Dominican Republic

AverageTrustinMunicipalGovernmentsafter
TakingintoAccountIndividualCharacteristicsin
LatinAmericaandtheCaribbean,2008
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Respondents placed their degree of trust on a 17 scale, where 1 meant ‘not at all’ and 7 meant ‘a
lot’. These responses were recalibrated on a 0100 scale in order to make comparisons across
questions and survey waves easier. Figure 1
shows national averages for the 23 countries in
the sample.5
It is striking to note that the average trust in
municipal governments in the region is only
49.9 out of 100 possible points. This corroborates
previous AmericasBarometer Insights series
findings of overall low levels of trust in
democratic institutions in the hemisphere.
However, there is significant variation of trust
across nations. At one end, countries like the
Dominican Republic, Chile and Colombia show
the highest levels of trust with 63.7, 59.5 and 58.8
points, respectively. At the other end, countries
like Peru, Panama and Haiti show the lowest
levels of trust with 42.1, 42.1 and 38.3 points,
respectively.
Figure2.

5

In a previous report (IO801) we examined trust in political
parties.

(Results Controlled for Gender, Age, Education, Wealth and Size of the Place)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

How great are the effects of the socioeconomic
and demographic characteristics of the
populations on trust in Latin America’s
municipal governments? To respond to this
question, we insert sex, age, education, wealth,
and size of town as control variables, and we
eliminate both the U.S. and Canada cases in part
because these countries have such high levels of
socio-economic development compared to the
others that any statistical analysis would be
affected by these “outliers,” and also in part
because the LAPOP project’s predominant focus
is on policy-relevant questions for the Latin
American and Caribbean regions. When the data
are controlled for the standard socio-economic
and demographic characteristics, as they are in
Figure 2, the ranking varies somewhat relative
to the ranking displayed in Figure 1. In addition
to the effects of individual characteristics on
trust, we believe that there are other explanatory
factors at the country-level of analysis.

Do Contextual Factors matter?

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

29

A recurrent contextual factor explaining political
trust in democratic institutions is economic
performance. Consistent with the institutional
efficacy theory is the finding in a previous
AmericasBarometer Insights article of a positive,
strong and substantive relationship between
economic growth and institutional trust.6 For
this reason, we fit a multilevel model with the
average GDP per capita growth rate between
1990 and 2005, as a contextual explanatory
variable. Figure 3 depicts the effects of both the
individual characteristics of respondents and the
level of GDP per capita growth on trust in
municipalities.7

Figure3.
AMultilevelAnalysisoftheDeterminantsofTrust
inMunicipalGovernmentsinLatinAmericaandthe
Caribbean:TheImpactofGrowth,2008

Seeȱforȱexample,ȱTrustȱinȱtheȱArmedȱForces.ȱ
ȱ Thisȱ analysisȱ isȱ carriedȱ outȱ usingȱ multiȬlevelȱ regressionȱ
techniquesȱ (Raudenbushȱ andȱ Brykȱ 2002;ȱ Raudenbush,ȱ etȱ al.ȱ
2004),ȱasȱimplementedȱbyȱLAPOPȱonȱSTATAȱ10.ȱTheȱmodelȱ
simultaneouslyȱ takesȱ intoȱ accountȱ bothȱ individualȱ andȱ
countryȬlevelȱ (i.e.,ȱ contextual)ȱ factors,ȱ andȱ producesȱ correctȱ
regressionȱ estimatesȱ thatȱ areȱ impossibleȱ withȱ standardȱ OLSȱ
regression.ȱ
6ȱ
7
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It can be observed in Figure 3 that all the
theories of political trust mentioned at the outset
of this study pass the empirical test. In other
words, all the variables used to operationalize
the concepts of the socio-psychological, culturalenvironmental and institutional efficacy theories
show a statistically significant relationship with
trust
in
municipal
governments.
This
significance is graphically represented by a
confidence interval that does not overlap the
vertical “0” line (at .05 or better). When the dot,
which represents the predicted impact of that
variable, falls to the right of the vertical “0” line,
it implies a positive relationship whereas if it
falls to the left, it indicates a negative
relationship. The relative strength of each
variable is indicated by standardized coefficients
(i.e., “beta weights”).
Which variables most appropriately capture the
three theories of trust proposed in our analysis?
In this study we focus our attention on the most
recurrent variables used in the literature to
measure political trust (Newton and Norris
2000).8 First, we use “life satisfaction” and
“interpersonal trust” to evaluate the sociopsychological theory. Holding other factors
constant, we find that the levels of trust in
municipal governments increase as a result of
any increment in levels of life satisfaction or
interpersonal trust. This finding corroborates the
socio-psychological theory of trust described at
the beginning of this report. It is worth noting in
ȱInȱotherȱtoȱavoidȱ“omittedȱvariableȱbias”ȱweȱtestedȱseveralȱ
otherȱvariablesȱtoȱmeasureȱtheseȱconcepts.ȱInȱgeneralȱterms,ȱ
theȱresultsȱdoȱnotȱcontradictȱourȱfindings.ȱ
8
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Second, we employ the variable “participation
in community improvements” to measure the
concepts of the cultural-environmental theory.
We find that individuals who participate more
often in community improvement activities tend
to manifest higher degrees of trust in their
municipalities. Third, we use both individual
and country-level factors to measure the
concepts of institutional efficacy. At the
individual level, we find that the most powerful
explanation of trust is the degree of satisfaction
with municipal services. Citizens who are
satisfied with the services provided by their
municipalities tend to express higher trust than
those who are dissatisfied. Accordingly, those
individuals who have been victimized by
corruption or crime tend to rely less on their
municipalities than those who have not been
victimized.
In terms of the socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics of individuals, we find that
citizens with more years of completed education
express less trust in municipal governments
than those with less formal education. On the
other hand, as people grow older, the degree of
trust tends to increase relative to younger
individuals. The most revealing demographic
factor is, perhaps, the size of the geographic area
of residence. Citizens who live in rural areas and
small cities express more trust in their
municipalities compared to those residing in
medium and large cities and national capitals.
At the country-level, we employ the variable
“GDP per capita Growth Rate” to measure
institutional efficacy. Consistent with the results
of previous AmericasBaromenter Insights series,
we find that citizens of countries with higher
growth rates tend to show higher levels of trust
in their municipal governments.9 In this paper,

Theȱ question,ȱ then,ȱ becomes:ȱ isȱ thereȱ aȱ directȱ effectȱ ofȱ
municipalȱ performanceȱ onȱ economicȱ growth?ȱ Theȱ scholarlyȱ
literatureȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ citizenȱ trustȱ inȱ democraticȱ
institutionsȱ increasesȱ withȱ positiveȱ economicȱ performance,ȱ

we show the specific effects of economic growth
on trust in municipalities in Figure 4.

Figure4.
EconomicGrowthandTrustinMunicipal
GovernmentsinLatinAmericaandtheCaribbean,
2008
Dominican Republic

Trust in the Municipal Government

Figure 3, however, that the variable
interpersonal trust displays a higher explanatory
power than life satisfaction.

Plot derived from a linear multilevel model
holding constant at their mean value
all individual level variables
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For example, if a Haitian citizen with a given set
of
socio-economic
and
demographic
characteristics were to migrate from Haiti to the
Dominican Republic, all other things being
equal, and none of her individual characteristics
such as education, household wealth, age, etc.
were to change, that person’s trust in the
municipal government would increase, on
average, by nearly 15 points on a 0-100 scale.
Note, however, that the predicted line above fits
the countries that would have been outliers in a
regular scatter plot. This is the reason why the
placement of Venezuela and Guyana, for
example, appear to be inconsistent with the
rankings presented in Figures 1 and 2.
Nevertheless, the placement of most countries
(the non-outliers) is consistent with what we
observed in the national averages depicted
earlier, stressing the robustness of our findings.

Policy Implications

9

butȱ weȱ thinkȱ thatȱ moreȱ researchȱ isȱ neededȱ toȱ answerȱ thisȱ
question.ȱ
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Since we believe that there is a direct impact of
trust on support for democracy (see previous
Insights series), it is natural to ask how trust in
the municipal government can be improved.
The most evident policy recommendation is to
increase institutional efficacy based upon citizen
needs. As we have shown, citizen evaluations of
municipal
performance
demonstrate
the
strongest effect on trust in this particular
institution; therefore, these evaluations may be
used as input for local policy-making. Another
important
policy
implication
is
the
encouragement of participation in community
and
municipal
activities.
Enabling
“participatory budget” mechanisms that bring
citizens together to find solutions to common
problems has proved to be one of the most
effective mechanisms to connect the citizenry
with the local government. Our analysis shows
that this element of social capital activates
certain social mechanisms necessary to increase
the levels of trust required in a healthy
democracy.

Newton, Kenneth, and Pippa Norris. “Confidence in
Public
Institutions:
Faith,
Culture
of
Performance?” In Disaffected Democracies:
What's Troubling the Trilateral Countries?, by
Susan J. Pharr and D. Robert Putnam, 362.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000.
Putnam, Robert D. Making Democracy Work: Civic
Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1994.
Vetter, Harold J., and D. Barry Smith. Personality
Theory: A Source Book. New York: AppletonCentury-Crofts, 1971.

An additional finding suggesting the need for
further research is the fact that citizens living in
rural areas and small towns are more trusting of
their municipalities than individuals residing in
larger cities. Does this mean that when the
government is closer to the people, they tend to
trust their governments more? The answer to
this question will be explored in a future
AmericasBarometer Insight Series.
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AmericasBarometer survey carried out by the
Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)
in 21 nations.2 In this survey 34,469 respondents
were asked the following question:
EPP1. To what extent do you agree or disagree
that political parties represent their voters?

AmericasBarometer Insights: 2010 (No. 36)*

Political Parties and
Representation in Latin
America
By Margarita Corral
margarita.corral@vanderbilt.edu
Vanderbilt University

P

olitical parties perform functions essential
to any democracy. Among these functions
is their critical role as representatives of
society’s interests (Gunther and Diamond 2001;
Dalton and Wattenberg 2000). However, recent
studies suggest that a crisis of representation is
occurring, specifically in contexts like Latin
America. As some authors point out, this crisis
occurs when “citizens do not believe they are
well represented” (Mainwaring et al. 2006: 15).
In order to better understand citizen
dissatisfaction with the basic institutions of
representation, this new paper in the
AmericasBarometer Insight Series analyzes the
extent to which people in the Americas consider
that political parties represent their voters. This
report is the second of the Insight Series studies
to examine political parties1; a previous report
addressed the lack of confidence in political
parties in the region. This time, we again query
the
2008
database
provided
by
the
* The Insights Series is co-edited by Professors Mitchell A.
Seligson and Elizabeth Zechmeister with administrative,
technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
1 Prior issues in the Insight series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications.
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets

Respondents placed their opinion on a 1-7 scale,
where 1 meant ‘not at all’ and 7 meant ‘a lot’.
These responses were recalibrated on a 0-100
scale in order to make comparisons across
questions and survey waves easier.3 Figure 1
shows national averages for the 21 countries in
the sample.
Figure 1.
Average Agreement that Political Parties
Represent their Voters in the Americas, 2008
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2 Funding for the 2008 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the Center for the Americas
(CFA), and Vanderbilt University.
3 Non-response was 10.94% for the whole sample.
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The relatively low levels of support for the belief
that political parties represent their voters in the
Americas is noteworthy. In every country, the
average level falls below 50 points on the 0-100
scale. Uruguay and Dominican Republic are the
countries with the highest levels of support for
the belief that political parties represent their
voters, close to the mid point, whereas at the
other extreme we find Haiti, Ecuador, Brazil,
and Paraguay, countries that display scores
around 30 points. In general terms, we could say
that citizens in the Americas do not consider
that political parties are good representatives of
their interests.
As noted, in a previous report (I0802) we
examined levels of confidence in political
parties. In Latin America and the Caribbean,
there is a positive overall relationship between
confidence in political parties and belief that
parties represent voters’ interests. However, the
correlation is not exceptionally high (0.43). In
what follows we examine the determinants of
attitudes about political parties as vehicles for
representation and, while this couldn’t be
foretold a priori, we find a story that is similar to
that in our previous study.

Explaining Belief that Parties
Represent Their Voters
What explains variation in the belief that
political parties represent their voters? We will
focus on individual characteristics of the
respondents in our surveys to answer this
question. 4 As a first step we take into account
the following socio-economic and demographic
characteristics: education, gender, age, wealth,
and city/town size. In order to assess their
influence on our dependent variable, we employ
a linear regression model.5 Given that citizens
in the United States have sharply higher levels
4

Multilevel analyses predicting to what extent people agree
that political parties represent their voters with variables
such as GDP, economic growth, and level of democracy, did
not yield significant results. It is possible that the variation
across countries displayed in Figure 1 is explained by some
other national-level political factors, analysis that will be left
for future research.
5
All statistical analyses in this paper were conducted using
STATA v10 and results were adjusted for the complex
sample designs employed.

on these socio-economic characteristics, we
exclude this country from the analysis.6

Figure 2.
Socio-economic and Demographic Determinants
of Support for the Belief that Political Parties
Represent their Voters in Latin America, 2008
R-Squared =0.059
F=42.768
N =30527

Country Fixed Effects
and Intercept Included
but not Shown Here
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95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 2 shows the influence of these individuallevel
socio-economic
and
demographic
characteristics on the belief that political parties
represent well voters in Latin America. Three
out of the five variables considered are
statistically significant, although the size of their
effects is relatively small. This significance is
graphically represented by a confidence interval
that does not overlap the vertical “0” line (at .05
or better). When the dot, which represents the
predicted impact of that variable, falls to the
right of the vertical “0” line it implies a positive
relationship whereas when it falls to the left it
indicates a negative contribution. In this model,
size of the city, age, and education are
statistically significant contributors. In this
6 To capture the variation across countries the model
included dummy variables for each country, using Uruguay
(the country with the higher score on the dependent
variable) as the reference country.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

34

sense, people living in rural areas or small
towns tend to agree more that political parties
represent their voters than people living in large
cities, ceteris paribus. Older people express more
positive evaluations of political parties in the
same way, more than younger cohorts. Finally,
also holding constant the rest of variables,
people with higher levels of education are more
skeptical than people with lower levels of
education. Levels of wealth and gender do not
make a difference.
In order to have a more reasonable and accurate
idea of the determinants of support for the idea
that parties represent their voters, we need to
include in our model political evaluations and
attitudes. In a previous Insight Series report, we
assessed the expectation that citizens’ trust in
political parties is related to government
performance. Drawing on this same basic
argument, Figure 3 displays the results of a new
model intended to explain citizens’ evaluations
of parties as good channels of representation in
Latin America.7
The effects of these new variables in the model
are particularly notable when contrasted with
those we found for education, age, and
city/town size. The effects of perception of
government performance and system support in
particular are larger than those found earlier for
socio-economic and demographic variables.

7 This analysis was carried out using a linear regression that
also included the socioeconomic and demographic variables
and the country dummies employed earlier. Figure 3
displays only the political variables. All the regressions
performed can be found in Table 1 in the appendix. It is
worth noting that gender gains significance once attitudes
are included, whereas size of town and wealth change the
sign of their effect.

Figure 3.
An Analysis of the Determinants of Average
Support for the Belief that Political Parties
Represent their Voters in Latin America, 2008
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

As others have also pointed out (Mainwaring et
al.
2006),
citizens’
perceptions
about
representatives depend on outputs, that is to
say, on the way citizens consider that
representatives perform their duties. This
hypothesis is supported by this analysis: the
higher the perception of current government
performance8, the higher the support for the
idea that parties are representing voters.

8
The Perception of the Government Performance Index was
constructed from five items that asked to what extent people
thought the current administration fights poverty, combats
government corruption, promotes and protects democratic
principles, improves the security of citizens, and combats
unemployment
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The results also indicate that “system support,”
or a belief in the legitimacy of the system of
government,9 has a relatively strong effect on
evaluations of parties as representatives. Again
we find that belief in the legitimacy of the
political system as a whole is related to views of
political parties.
Apart from performance at the national level,
satisfaction with outputs at local level is also
found to important, as Figure 3 shows. The
higher the satisfaction with the services
provided by local governments the higher the
support for the idea that parties represent their
voters, ceteris paribus. This impact is, however,
not as strong as we found for national-level
performance.
Political interest and party identification are also
statistically significant predictors, though again
with a smaller effect. People interested in
politics and those who identify with parties tend
to believe that parties perform well representing
citizens. Although in the relationship with party
identification in particular the casual arrow may
go in both directions, we consider that this
nonetheless noteworthy in light of low levels of
party identification in the region.
Finally, we included as a predictor the role of
ideology as expressed on the classic 1-10 scale of
left-right self-identification. As Figure 3 shows,
this factor is statistically significant (again
though with a relatively small effect). The
results show that people who self-identified
with the right tend to support the idea that
parties represent their voters more than those
who identified with the left.

9 System Support Index is measured through the following
questions: B1. To what extent do you believe the courts in
(country) guarantee a fair trial? B.2 To what extent do you
respect the political institutions in (country)? B3. To what
degree do you believe that the citizen’s basic rights are
safeguarded by the political system in (country)? B4. To
what degree do you feel proud of living in the political
system in (country)? B6. To what degree do you think the
political system in (country) should be supported)?

Policy and Program Implications
Given the importance of the functions that
political parties perform within the framework
of liberal democracies, it is important to
consider how to improve citizens’ perceptions of
the ability of parties to accomplish these tasks.
In this case, we ask how might citizens’
evaluations of parties’ ability to represent
citizens be improved?
As we saw when we analyzed confidence in
political parties, the AmericasBarometer data
suggest again that citizens are holding political
parties responsible for the extent to which
government does or does not satisfy their basic
needs. In this sense, in order to increase support
for the idea that parties accomplish their
representative function, the belief that regimes
fulfill their objectives and satisfy people’s
demands at the national level (in terms of
general performance) and at the local level (in
terms of service) needs to be increased.
More efforts made to fight corruption, crime,
and poverty, and promoting and protecting
basic rights and the rule of law, should be
among the principal priorities in any policy
making agenda, according to our analysis.
Achieving higher levels of political interest
among citizens and stronger ties with political
parties would be also useful. Given the positive
relationship
between
perceptions
of
representation and that examined earlier,
namely trust in political parties, we can be
reasonably sure that such efforts will increase
evaluations of political parties across several
dimensions.
In conclusion, perceptions about the extent to
which parties represent their voters are
importantly explained by political attitudes and
evaluations that are related to issues of system
effectiveness and performance at both national
and local levels. We suspect that efforts to
improve government performance across a
range of policy areas would, among other
things, help to decrease the widespread general
dissatisfaction with political parties in the
Americas.
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Education
Female
Age
Wealth
Size of City/Town
System Support
Political Interest
Ideology Scale
Efficacy of the Current Government
Satisf. Local Services
Party Identification
Mexico
Guatemala
El Salvador
Honduras
Nicaragua
Costa Rica
Panama
Colombia
Ecuador
Bolivia
Peru
Paraguay
Chile
Brazil
Venezuela
Argentina
Dominican Republic
Haiti
Jamaica
Constant
R-squared
N
* p<0.05
(0.011)
(0.009)
(0.009)
(0.008)
(0.011)
(0.009)
(0.012)
(0.010)
(0.012)
(0.011)
(0.009)
(0.008)
(0.011)
(0.013)
(0.014)
(0.011)
(0.010)
(0.011)
(0.011)
(0.009)
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-0.048*
-0.099*
-0.0432
-0.136*
-0.129*
-0.059*
-0.095*
-0.039*
-0.192*
-0.116*
-0.122*
-0.174*
-0.045*
-0.161*
-0.065
-0.111*
-0.006
-0.143*
-0.0752*
-0.002*
0.059
30527

Appendix: Determinants of the Belief that Parties Represent Their Voters
Regression I
Coef.
Err. est.
-0.028*
(0.008)
0.001
(0.006)
-0.025*
(0.007)
0.003
(0.010)
-0.029
(0.009)
Coef.
-0.038*
0.013*
-0.045*
-0.002
0.011
0.208*
0.039*
0.058*
0.349*
0.037*
0.036*
-0.015*
-0.049*
0.027*
-0.020*
-0.028*
-0.038*
-0.008
-0.033*
-0.095*
-0.050*
-0.017*
-0.023*
-0.006
-0.081*
0.009
-0.027*
0.000
-0.020*
-0.020*
0.017*
0.296
22880

Regression II
Err. est.
(0.008)
(0.006)
(0.007)
(0.009)
(0.008)
(0.009)
(0.008)
(0.008)
(0.010)
(0.007)
(0.007)
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(0.007)
(0.007)
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(0.008)
(0.012)
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(0.009)
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E

lections are the keystone of representative
democracy.
While they may not be
sufficient for democratic consolidation,
electoral processes remain essential to
democracy
and
democratic
legitimacy
(Diamond, 1999). Recently, the political crisis in
Honduras has focused attention on presidential
elections as a means to mend political divisions.
A single public vote is unlikely to resolve deep
societal and political problems; however, trust in
the electoral process is integral to acceptance of
the outcome as legitimate (Anderson et al.,
2005). This AmericasBarometer Insights Series
report looks at citizens’ trust in elections.1 To do
so, I employ the 2008 round of the Latin
American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)
surveys.2 In this round 38,535 respondents from
23 nations3 in North, Central, South America,
and the Caribbean were asked the same
question:

B47. To what extent do you trust elections?
Responses were given based on a 1-7 scale,
where ‘1’ indicates “not at all” and ‘7’ indicates
“a lot.” These responses were then recalibrated
on a 0-100 scale to conform to the LAPOP
standard, which facilitates comparability across
questions and survey waves.4 Figure 1 displays
each nation’s average score with its confidence
interval. I find that there are three distinct
groups of nations when measuring trust in
elections in the Americas. One group – the top
nine countries – is higher than the neutral point
(50), another – the middle six – hovers around
the neutral point, and a third group – the last
eight – falls well below 50.
Figure1.
AverageTrustinElectionsintheAmericas
ComparedtoNeutralLineat50Points,2008
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* The Insights Series is co-edited by Professors Mitchell A.
Seligson and Elizabeth Zechmeister with administrative,
technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
1 Prior issues in the Insight series can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2 Funding for the 2008 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the Center for the Americas
(CFA), and Vanderbilt University.
3 Interviewers did not ask the question in Canada.

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Uruguay leads all countries at 73.4 points,
followed at a distance by Costa Rica (61.4) and
Chile (60.6). At the other extreme, we find
Paraguay, Haiti, and Honduras, countries where
4 Non-response was 3.80% for the sample excluding Canada.
Four countries had non-response rates over 5%: Guatemala
(8.65%); Honduras (5.98%); Dominican Republic (5.18%);
and Belize (13.21%).
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the average score falls below 38 points and at
24.2 for Paraguay. Notably, despite its long
democratic history, U.S. citizens are ambivalent
in their trust of elections (50.7 points).
How much of this variation across countries
emerges from differences in individuals’ socioeconomic and demographic characteristics? In
order to assess the effects of these
characteristics, I control for education, gender,
age, wealth, and city/town size. Given that the
United States holds sharply higher levels on
socioeconomic characteristics and given the
focus on Latin America and the Caribbean, I
exclude it from the analysis for a total sample
size of 37,035.5
Figure2.
AverageTrustinElectionsafterTakinginto
AccountIndividualCharacteristicsinLatinAmerica
andtheCaribbeanComparedtoNeutralLineat50
Points,2008
Uruguay

Do Contextual Factors Matter?
While controlling for citizens’ socio-economic
and demographic characteristics does not have
much effect on the observed cross-national
variation in trust in elections, individual
political attitudes and behaviors and national
characteristics may have more influence. The
question is, which attitudes and behaviors and
what characteristics?
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Figures 1 and 2 presented some surprises in
terms of national rankings with rich and poor
nations included in both high and low trust
groups. Moreover, highly democratic nations
such as Uruguay and Costa Rica appear at the
top of trust in elections as we might expect.
However, the ambivalence of respondents in the
US (see Figure 1) indicates that neither the level
of economic development nor the level of
democracy tell the whole story. Therefore, I
construct a model that also includes individual
attitudes as predictors of trust in elections.
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 2 shows that the results remain
remarkably consistent with Figure 1: the
The non-response rate for the sample without the United
States or Canada is 3.95%.
5

national averages remain almost the same.6 In
addition, similar cross-national rank-orderings
remain evident. Still, there is a much smaller
neutral group than previously: only El Salvador
and Brazil cross the neutral reference line with
their confidence intervals. This suggests that the
survey question has tapped into attitudes with
significant cross-national variance and some
level of meaning for individuals. Therefore, we
must search for other factors that might help to
explain the variations in trust across countries.

The classic problem with elections is that they de
facto divide the population into winners and
losers. Work by Anderson et al. (2005) shows
that voters whose preferred candidate loses in
an election have less trust in government. Based
on their results, I theorize that a similar
relationship will hold for trust in elections.
Therefore, it is necessary to control for those
who reported voting for the winning candidate
in the previous presidential election because
their acceptance of election results and thus trust
6 An analysis of variance model was employed, with the
socio-economic and demographic variables used as
covariates.
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in elections should be statistically and
substantively higher than that of electoral losers.
Although there may be an over-reporting of
having voted for the winning candidate in
survey measures, merely believing that one chose
the winner should have a positive impact on
trust in elections.
The model also includes individual-level
variables regarding generalized support for
democracy
(the
Churchillian
attitude).
Moreover, I include measures of interpersonal
trust, perceptions of corruption, political
knowledge, identification with a political party,
and standard socioeconomic and demographic
controls.

more democratic context should have citizens
that express more trust in elections.7
Figure3.
A Multilevel Analysis of the Determinants of
AverageTrustinElections,2008
Support for Democracy
Interpersonal Trust
Perception of Corruption
Voted for Presidential Winner
Political Knowledge Index
Identification with Party
N.Obs = 20,907
N.Countries = 22

Size of City/Town
University
Secondary
Primary
Wealth
Age
Female
Freedom House 2007 added scores (inverted)

I expect that individuals who support
democracy as the best form of government
despite its flaws will exhibit a higher level of
trust in elections.
Similarly, I expect that
individuals who have a higher level of
generalized interpersonal trust will trust more in
elections because of the inherently social aspects
of this form of political participation. If most
people can be trusted, then it is easier to believe
that elections and the reported election results
are legitimate. I further considered whether
perceptions of corruption would have a negative
effect on trust, because, in theory, corruption
should undercut trust and the legitimacy of
societal institutions such as elections for those
that witness and perceive corrupt acts.
Additionally, in line with the literature on
political support (see Almond and Verba, 1963;
Ginsberg and Weisberg, 1978), I expect that
those who are more involved in politics will
exhibit more support for democratic institutions.
Therefore, I expect to see that those who have
more political knowledge or who identify with a
political party will have higher levels of trust in
elections as one of the key institutional processes
of democratic governance.
In Figure 3, both the individual characteristics of
respondents and the level of democracy of the
nation, measured by inverted 2007 Freedom
House scores, are analyzed. After accounting
for individual-level variables, nations with a

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

95% C.I.
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP and
Freedom House International 2007

The impact of each variable is shown
graphically by a dot, which if to the right of the
vertical “0” line implies a positive contribution
and if to the left of the “0” line a negative
impact. Only when the confidence interval (the
horizontal line) does not overlap the vertical “0”
line is the variable statistically significant (at .05
or better). The relative strength of each variable
is indicated by standardized coefficients (i.e.,
“beta weights”).
Figure 3 shows that, holding individual
attitudes constant, national level of democracy
has a statistically significant impact on
individual trust in elections. The more
democratic the country is, the greater the trust in
elections.8
7 This analysis is carried out using multi-level regression
techniques (Raudenbush, et al. 2004), as implemented by
LAPOP on STATA 10. The model simultaneously takes into
account both individual and country-level (i.e., contextual)
factors, and produces correct regression estimates that are
impossible with standard OLS regression. Again, the United
States is excluded from the analysis.
8 The Freedom House Index is a measure of freedom that is
widelyȱ usedȱ asȱ aȱ proxyȱ forȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ democracyȱ inȱ theȱ
scholarlyȱ literature.ȱ Freedomȱ Houseȱ Indexȱ 2007ȱ isȱ aȱ
compositeȱ measureȱ ofȱ aȱ country’sȱ levelȱ ofȱ democracy.ȱ Itȱ
includesȱtwoȱmeasuresȱofȱdemocracy:ȱpoliticalȱrightsȱandȱcivilȱ
liberties.ȱBothȱmeasuresȱcontainȱnumericalȱratingsȱbetweenȱ1ȱ
andȱ7ȱforȱeachȱcountryȱwithȱ1ȱindicatingȱtheȱ“mostȱfree”ȱandȱ
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Figure 3 also supports the expectations
regarding the impact of individual attitudes and
behaviors. Those who support democracy as
the best form of government despite its flaws
express more trust in elections.9 In addition,
interpersonal trust has a statistically significant
positive association with trust in elections.
Individuals who trust each other more also tend
to trust elections more. We see in Figure 3 that
the
variable
measuring
perception
of
corruption10 is also significant but negative,
meaning that individuals who perceive
corruption in their societies have significantly
less trust in elections than individuals who do
not.
The measures of political involvement are also
statistically significant. Political knowledge11
and identification with a party12 both have
positive effects on trust in elections, which
means that feeling more of a sense of investment
in the political process increases legitimacy.

winner in the last presidential elections trust
elections to a much larger degree than those
whose candidate lost, all else equal.
Regarding socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics, holding constant the rest of
variables, level of education is insignificant.
Moreover, neither the wealth nor the age of the
respondent has a statistically significant effect.
The size of the city/town of the respondent’s
residence is significant and negatively
associated with trust in elections, meaning that
residents of larger cities and towns tend to have
less trust in elections. Interestingly, the variable
for gender shows a negative and significant
relationship with trust in elections, signifying
that women have lower levels of trust in
elections than men, even after controlling for
other socio-economic and demographic factors.
Figure4.
The Impact of Level of Democracy on Predicted
LevelsofTrustinElectionsinLatinAmericaandthe
Caribbean,2008

Finally, as expected, the effect of reporting a
vote for the winning candidate is very large and
positive.13 Those who reported a vote for the

Chile
Uruguay
Costa Rica

60
Belize

Trust in Elections

7ȱ theȱ “leastȱ free.”ȱ Inȱ thisȱ shortȱ report,ȱ bothȱ measuresȱ wereȱ
invertedȱ andȱ combinedȱ intoȱ anȱ indexȱ withȱ lowerȱ valuesȱ
indicatingȱ “lessȱ free”ȱ andȱ higherȱ “moreȱ free”.ȱ ȱ Thisȱ
informationȱwasȱobtainedȱatȱwww.freedomhouse.org.ȱȱ
9ȱ Theȱ variableȱ isȱ measuredȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ questionȱ thatȱ asks,ȱ
“Democracyȱ mayȱ haveȱ problems,ȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ betterȱ thanȱ anyȱ
otherȱ formȱ ofȱ government.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ agreeȱ orȱ
disagreeȱwithȱtheseȱstatements?”ȱȱResponsesȱwereȱgivenȱonȱaȱ
1Ȭ7ȱ scale,ȱ whereȱ ‘1’ȱ indicatesȱ “stronglyȱ agree”ȱ andȱ ‘7’ȱ
indicatesȱ “stronglyȱ disagree.”ȱ Theseȱ responsesȱ wereȱ thenȱ
recalibratedȱonȱaȱ0-100 scale.
10 Both the trust measure and the perception of corruption
measure used here are based on ordinal categorical response
questions with four alternatives that were recalibrated on a 0
to 100 scale where 100 is high perception of corruption or
high trust and 0 is low perception of corruption or low trust.
11 This variable is measured on a scale from 0 to 5 based on
the respondents’ number of correct answers to a series of
objective and factual political knowledge questions.
12 Measured as a dummy (0 or 1) variable, where ‘1’ indicates
identification with a party.
13 This is measured as a dummy (0 or 1) variable, where ‘1’
indicates that the respondent reported a vote for the winning
candidate in the last presidential elections. Because many
individuals did not report their vote choice, this variable
caused a large increase in missing data. I reran the model
with all missing values for the variable coded at the mean
(.568). This increased the number of observations to 30,906.
The results are largely the same with the exception that the
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Figure 4 highlights the importance of national
context. This figure shows the fitted line from
the multi-level regression analysis with
democracy scores as the national-level variable.
The predicted line fits the countries’ expected
trust in elections according to the level of
democracy measured by inverted Freedom
House scores holding all the individual level
variables constant. Higher levels of democracy
predict higher trust in elections, with some

control variable for Age is significant in the positive
direction.
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variation around the neutral point (50).
Substantively, if a citizen from Haiti (given
Haiti’s characteristics in 2008 prior to the
earthquake in Port-au-Prince) with a given set of
socio-economic characteristics were to move to
Uruguay, Chile or Costa Rica, ceteris paribus, and
none of his/her individual characteristics were
to change, this person would demonstrate trust
in elections that would be about 20 points higher
on average than if this individual were to
remain in Haiti.
It seems important to note that Argentina
dramatically improves its position on trust in
elections in Figure 4 compared to Figure 1.
Given its level of democracy, Argentina’s
average trust in elections from Figure 1 falls well
below its predicted value given in Figure 4. This
suggests that Argentina is strongly influenced
by some variable(s) not included in our model.
This result may also reflect the impact of the
“suitcase scandal” where a VenezuelanAmerican businessman was caught attempting
to enter Argentina with nearly $800,000 in cash
after a stop in the United States. U.S. authorities
linked the man with the Cristina Kirchner
campaign, although Kirchner denied any
connection to the cash or influence by Venezuela
on the campaign.
The AmericasBarometer
survey occurred in January-February 2008, not
long after the scandal emerged in media outlets.

Policy and Program Implications
The findings of this report suggest that citizens
in the Latin American and Caribbean region, on
average, have neutral feelings toward elections,
but that there is significant cross-national
variation. Individual support for democracy
conditions trust in elections.
In addition,
interpersonal trust, perceptions of corruption,
vote for a winning candidate, political
knowledge, identification with a political party,
gender, and city/town size all have substantive
effects. Trust in elections also depends on the
contextual level of democracy.
The finding that women show lower trust in
elections than men is one potentially interesting
avenue for future inquiry. Given that other
demographic variables such as wealth and

education that might indicate a “traditionalism”
bias show no significance, it is not clear what
would explain this finding. It may be, however,
that women express lower trust in elections due
to the systematic underrepresentation of women
in politics.
Another question relates to the causal
mechanisms at work in this model. Although
this is a subject for a more in-depth analysis, it is
possible to speculate about the strong
correlation between support for democracy and
trust in elections. The model posits that support
for democracy helps increase trust in elections,
but it may be that individuals cannot support
democracy until there is some baseline level of
trust in the elections that give life – for better or
worse – to that system of government. This
suggests a reciprocal relationship, perhaps with
some cumulative effects over time.
To return to the political crisis in Honduras, one
wonders what impact elections may have in that
country in overcoming the underlying political
and societal problems of the nation (see Booth
and Seligson, 2009).
Given the general
correlation between democracy and economic
performance, if citizens live in a context where
the economy has reached a relatively high level
of development, we expect they would tend to
trust elections to a greater degree. The level of
economic development in Honduras, however,
is not high nor is it clear that there is a sufficient
level of democratic support to solidify trust or
establish legitimacy. The results of the model
presented here suggest that further investment
in anti-corruption initiatives, particularly in
urban areas, may be helpful. Additionally,
investments that target women to improve their
political representation and involvement may
reap greater trust in elections. As demonstrated
here, elections may be central to democracy, but
their success at engendering legitimacy depends
on
background
attitudes,
individual
perceptions, and contextual factors.
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he terms “left” and “right” are widely
used to describe politics around the
world. But what do these terms mean to
citizens in the Latin American region? On the
one hand, there is widespread agreement that
ideological labels can be useful tools (often
called “cues”) with which individuals can make
sense of and communicate about the complex
world of politics (see Fuchs and Klingemann
1990). On the other hand, however, research in
a number of countries (Inglehart and
Klingemann 1976) including those in Latin
America (Zechmeisterȱ2003,ȱ2006bȱandȱchapterȱ3ȱ
inȱ Kitscheltȱ etȱ al.ȱ 2010) has shown that the
significance of the terms “left” and “right”
varies across individuals and across countries.
The purpose of this new AmericasBarometer
Insight Series report1 is to examine the extent to
which understandings of the left-right labels
vary from country to country, and from person
to person, in Latin America and the Caribbean.

G

By Elizabeth Zechmeister and Margarita Corral
liz.zechmeister@vanderbilt.edu
margarita.corral@vanderbilt.edu
Vanderbilt University

L1.ȱ Now,ȱ toȱ changeȱ theȱ subject....ȱ ȱ Onȱ thisȱ cardȱ
thereȱ isȱ aȱ1Ȭ10ȱ scaleȱ thatȱ goesȱ fromȱ leftȱ toȱ right.ȱ
Nowadays,ȱwhenȱweȱspeakȱofȱpoliticalȱleanings,ȱ
weȱ talkȱ ofȱ thoseȱ onȱ theȱ leftȱ andȱ thoseȱ onȱ theȱ
right.ȱȱInȱotherȱwords,ȱsomeȱpeopleȱsympathizeȱ
moreȱ withȱ theȱ leftȱ andȱ othersȱ withȱ theȱ right.ȱȱ
Accordingȱ toȱ theȱ meaningȱ thatȱ theȱ termsȱ ȈleftȈȱ
andȱ ȈrightȈȱ haveȱ forȱ you,ȱ andȱ thinkingȱ ofȱ yourȱ
ownȱ politicalȱ leanings,ȱ whereȱ wouldȱ youȱ placeȱ
yourselfȱonȱthisȱscale?ȱ

M

The Varying Economic
Meaning of “Left” and
“Right” in Latin America

Percent of Respondents by Category

AmericasBarometer Insights: 2010 (No.38)*

For reasons stated below, we limit our focus to
assessing cross-national differences in the
economic component of the left-right semantics.
Given research suggesting that individual
capacities for ideological thinking vary, we also
explore variation within countries by level of
political knowledge. The data we use are from
the 2008 round of the Latin American Public
Opinion Project (LAPOP) surveys.2 In this
survey 37,035 respondents from 22 nations in
Latin America and the Caribbean were asked
the same question:3

Ideological Self-placement

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

left

center left

center right

right

center

2 Funding for the 2008 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the Center for the Americas
(CFA), and Vanderbilt University.
3ȱNon-response was 21.25% for the sample as a whole.
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variableȱ byȱ regionsȱ andȱ allowȱ usȱ toȱ seeȱ
differencesȱamongȱcountriesȱdespiteȱtheȱfactȱthatȱ
theȱ meanȱ isȱ usuallyȱ atȱ theȱ center.ȱ Consideringȱ
Figuresȱ 1ȱ andȱ 2,ȱ countriesȱ withȱ moreȱ peopleȱ
placedȱ onȱ theȱ leftȱ (left+centerȱ left)ȱ includeȱ Elȱ
Salvadorȱ andȱ Nicaraguaȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 1)ȱ andȱ
Uruguayȱ (seeȱ Figureȱ 2).ȱ ȱ Inȱ contrast,ȱ inȱ Mexico,ȱ
Costaȱ Rica,ȱ andȱ Colombia,ȱ theȱ tendencyȱ isȱ toȱ
selfȬplaceȱ onȱ theȱ right;ȱ inȱ eachȱ ofȱ theseȱ threeȱ
countries,ȱ aroundȱ 40%ȱ ofȱ theȱ populationȱ fallsȱ
intoȱtheȱcenterȱrightȱandȱrightȱcategories.ȱȱȱ

Acrossȱtheȱ22ȱcountriesȱinȱtheȱsample,ȱcitizensȱinȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbeanȱ placeȱ
themselvesȱ onȱ averageȱ inȱ centristȱ positionsȱ onȱ
theȱ leftȬrightȱ scale.ȱ Theȱ meanȱ inȱ eachȱ countryȱ
fallsȱbetweenȱ5ȱandȱ6ȱonȱtheȱ1Ȭ10ȱscaleȱexceptȱforȱ
theȱ Dominicanȱ Republicȱ whereȱ theȱ nationalȱ
averageȱ fallsȱ toȱ theȱ right,ȱ atȱ 7.ȱ Givenȱ thatȱ
averagesȱ doȱ notȱ allowȱ usȱ toȱ seeȱ differencesȱ inȱ
theȱ distributionȱ ofȱ responses,ȱ weȱ createdȱ aȱ newȱ
scale,ȱ compressingȱ theȱ originalȱ oneȱ intoȱ fiveȱ
categories:ȱleftȱ(1Ȭ2),ȱcenterȬleftȱ(3Ȭ4),ȱcenterȱ(5Ȭ6),ȱ
centerȬrightȱ(7Ȭ8),ȱandȱrightȱ(9Ȭ10).ȱFiguresȱ1ȱtoȱ3ȱ
showȱ theȱ distributionȱ ofȱ responsesȱ onȱ thisȱ
Figure2.LeftǦrightDistributioninSouthAmerica,2008
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Figure3.LeftǦrightDistributionintheCaribbean,
2008
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Asȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ depicts,ȱ theȱ Caribbeanȱ showsȱ evenȱ
moreȱheterogeneityȱinȱleftȬrightȱdistribution.ȱOnȱ
theȱ oneȱ hand,ȱ theȱ majorityȱ ofȱ peopleȱ inȱ
Dominicanȱ Republicȱ placeȱ themselvesȱ toȱ theȱ
right.ȱ Onȱ theȱ otherȱ hand,ȱ citizensȱ inȱ Haitiȱ andȱ
Belizeȱonȱaverageȱareȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱleanȱleft.ȱȱ

ExaminingȱtheȱRelationshipȱ
betweenȱLeftȬrightȱSelfȬPlacementȱ
andȱEconomicȱPolicyȱPreferencesȱ
Whatȱ doȱ peopleȱ haveȱ inȱ mindȱ whenȱ theyȱ placeȱ
themselvesȱ onȱ theȱ leftȬrightȱ scale?ȱ Toȱ someȱ
people,ȱ theȱ termsȱ “left”ȱ andȱ “right”ȱ referȱ toȱ
policyȱ stances,ȱ whileȱ toȱ othersȱ theyȱ signifyȱ
somethingȱ elseȱ suchȱ asȱ politicalȱ objectivesȱ (e.g.,ȱ
endingȱ poverty),ȱ politicalȱ parties,ȱ groupsȱ (e.g.,ȱ
richȱandȱpoor),ȱorȱpoliticians.4ȱȱ
4

Stillȱothersȱmayȱhaveȱlessȱclearȱpoliticalȱconceptionsȱofȱtheȱ
terms,ȱorȱnoȱunderstandingȱaltogether.ȱȱInȱfact,ȱtheȱhighȱnonȬ
responseȱrateȱforȱtheȱquestionȱ(seeȱFootnoteȱ3)ȱsuggestsȱthatȱ
asȱ manyȱ asȱ twentyȱ percentȱ ofȱ peopleȱ inȱ theȱ regionȱ lackȱ anȱ
understandingȱ ofȱ theȱ termsȱ thatȱ isȱ sufficientȱ enoughȱ toȱ
facilitateȱtheirȱownȱplacementȱonȱtheȱscaleȱ(orȱareȱunwillingȱ
toȱ discloseȱ thoseȱ viewsȱ toȱ theȱ interviewer).ȱ Althoughȱ thisȱ
nonȬresponseȱlevelȱisȱhigh,ȱitȱisȱworthȱnotingȱthat,ȱaccordingȱ
toȱdataȱfromȱtheȱ2002ȱEurobarometer,ȱaȱsimilarȱpercentageȱofȱ
EuropeanȱsurveyȱrespondentsȱdoesȱnotȱanswerȱtheȱleftȬrightȱ
question.ȱ Thereȱ does,ȱ though,ȱ existȱ greaterȱ variationȱ acrossȱ
countriesȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ asȱ comparedȱ toȱ Europe;ȱ inȱ theȱ
former,ȱ theȱ lowestȱ percentageȱ ofȱ nonȬrespondentsȱ isȱ 8%ȱ forȱ
Uruguayȱ andȱ theȱ highestȱ isȱ foundȱ inȱ Belizeȱ (41%)ȱ (Seeȱ
Appendixȱ 1).ȱ ȱ Weȱ thankȱ Zeynepȱ SomerȬTopcuȱ forȱ thisȱ
informationȱonȱtheȱEurobarometerȱdata.ȱȱRegression analysis
predicting non-response with socioeconomic variables

Forȱtwoȱreasons,ȱweȱconsiderȱhereȱtheȱdegreeȱtoȱ
whichȱ economicȱ policyȱ preferencesȱ predictȱ leftȬ
rightȱstances.ȱȱFirst,ȱasȱInglehartȱ(1997)ȱsuggests,ȱ
classicȱconceptionsȱofȱtheȱleftȬrightȱsemanticsȱseeȱ
theȱ termsȱ asȱ distinguishingȱ betweenȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
preferȱ moreȱ (left)ȱ orȱ lessȱ (right)ȱ stateȱ
interventionȱinȱtheȱeconomy.ȱȱȱSecond,ȱKitscheltȱ
etȱ al.ȱ (2010)ȱ identifyȱ theȱ economicȬdistributiveȱ
divideȱ asȱ theȱ strongestȱ dimensionȱ ofȱ
programmaticȱ partyȱ competitionȱ atȱ theȱ turnȱ ofȱ
theȱ centuryȱ inȱ Latinȱ America.ȱ ȱ Thus,ȱ thereȱ isȱ
reasonȱ toȱ suspectȱ thatȱ leftȬrightȱ placementsȱ willȱ
andȱ shouldȱ beȱ associatedȱ withȱ economicȱ policyȱ
preferences.ȱ ȱ However,ȱ givenȱ pastȱ researchȱ andȱ
recentȱ shiftsȱ inȱ theȱ partyȱ systemsȱ andȱ inȱ salientȱ
issues,ȱ theȱ debateȱ isȱ openȱ regardingȱ theȱ
economicȱ significanceȱ ofȱ theseȱ labelsȱ inȱ
contemporaryȱLatinȱAmerica.ȱȱ
Inȱ orderȱ toȱ assessȱ theȱ contentȱ thatȱ Latinȱ
AmericansȱassignȱtoȱleftȬrightȱlabelsȱweȱconsiderȱ
preferencesȱ overȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ inȱ theȱ
economyȱ and,ȱ asȱ well,ȱ preferencesȱ for/againstȱ
freeȱ trade.ȱ ȱWeȱ beginȱ withȱ theȱ assumptionȱ that,ȱ
toȱ theȱ degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ theȱ termsȱ “left”ȱ andȱ
“right”ȱ areȱ understoodȱ asȱ indicatorsȱ ofȱ anȱ
economicȱ issueȱ divide,ȱ people’sȱ stancesȱ onȱ
economicȱ policiesȱ shouldȱ predictȱ theirȱ leftȬrightȱ
selfȬplacement.ȱ
Weȱ firstȱ makeȱ useȱ ofȱ threeȱ questionsȱ inȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ thatȱ measureȱ preferencesȱ
overȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ Stateȱ inȱ theȱ economy:ȱ
whetherȱtheȱState,ȱmoreȱthanȱtheȱprivateȱsector,ȱ
shouldȱ beȱ responsibleȱ forȱ ensuringȱ theȱ wellȬ
beingȱ ofȱ peopleȱ (ROS2),ȱ creatingȱ jobsȱ (ROS3),ȱ
andȱ implementingȱ strictȱ policiesȱ toȱ reduceȱ
incomeȱ inequalityȱ (ROS4).5ȱ Weȱ examinedȱ theȱ
revealed that the less educated, women, the poorer, and
people living in small cities or rural areas are more likely to
not place themselves on the left-right scale.
5
The questions were the following: ROS2. The (Country)
government, more than individuals, is the most responsible
for ensuring the well-being of the people. To what extent do
you agree or disagree with this statement?; ROS3. The
(Country) government, more than the private sector, is the
primarily responsible for creating jobs. To what extent to do
you agree or disagree with this statement?; ROS4. The
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scaleȱreliabilityȱofȱtheseȱquestions,ȱwhichȱturnedȱ
outȱ toȱ beȱ reasonablyȱ highȱ forȱ mostȱ ofȱ theȱ
countries.6ȱ Weȱ thenȱ createdȱ aȱ singleȱ variableȱ
scaleȱ (additive)ȱ fromȱ thoseȱ threeȱ variablesȱ thatȱ
weȱ callȱ Supportȱ forȱ anȱ Activeȱ State.7ȱ Weȱ recodedȱ
thatȱvariableȱsoȱthatȱhigherȱvaluesȱindicateȱproȬ
marketȱpositions.ȱFurthermore,ȱweȱalsoȱtakeȱintoȱ
accountȱpositionsȱregardingȱfreeȱtradeȱ(B48),ȱthatȱ
isȱ toȱ sayȱ theȱ degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ peopleȱ thinkȱ freeȱ
tradeȱagreementsȱhelpȱtheȱcountry’sȱeconomy.8ȱȱȱ
Theȱ expectationȱ isȱ thatȱ proȬmarketȱ preferencesȱ
andȱ proȬfreeȱ tradeȱ attitudesȱ areȱ relatedȱ toȱ
rightistȱ positions.ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ assessȱ thisȱ
expectation,ȱ weȱ regressȱ leftȬrightȱ selfȬplacementȱ
onȱ theȱ newȱ variableȱ Supportȱ forȱ anȱ Activeȱ Stateȱ
andȱtheȱFreeȱTradeȱvariable.9ȱȱ

(Country) government should implement firm policies to
reduce inequality in income between the rich and the poor.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with this
statement?. Responses were based on a 1-7 scale where 1
meant strongly disagree and 7 strongly agree. The survey
also contains this question: ROS1. The (Country)
government, instead of the private sector, should own the
most important enterprises and industries of the country.
How much do you agree or disagree with this statement?
Analyses revealed that the scale reliability coefficient
decreased when we consider this fourth variable and
therefore we do not include it here.
6
For the sample as a whole the scale reliability coefficient
was 0.79. The lowest value is 0.53 for the Dominican
Republic whereas the highest value is 0.87 in Ecuador (See
Appendix II).
7 An alternative wouldȱ beȱ toȱ factorȱ analyzeȱ theȱ setȱ ofȱ
variablesȱ forȱ eachȱ countryȱ andȱ createȱ separateȱ countryȬ
specificȱvariablesȱ(seeȱch.ȱ3ȱinȱKitscheltȱetȱal.,ȱ2010).
8
The wording for this question was the following: “To what
extent do you believe that free trade agreement will help to
improve the economy?” This question was not asked in
Bolivia or Haiti.
9
Noȱ controlȱ variablesȱ areȱ included;ȱ seeȱ theȱ nextȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
analysesȱforȱresultsȱbyȱpoliticalȱknowledge.

Table1.EconomicContentoftheLeftǦRightScale

Argentinaȱ
Belizeȱ
Boliviaȱ
Brazilȱ
Chileȱ
Colombiaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Dominicanȱ
Republicȱ
Ecuadorȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Guatemalaȱ
Guyanaȱ
Haitiȱ
Hondurasȱ
Jamaicaȱ
Mexicoȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
Panamaȱ
Paraguayȱ
Peruȱ
Uruguayȱ
Venezuelaȱ

ActiveȱStateȱ
Y
Y
Y
-

FreeȱTradeȱ
Y
NA
Y
Y

-

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y(opposite)
Y
Y(opposite)
Y
Y
-

Y
Y
Y
Y(opposite)
NA
Y
Y(opposite)
Y
Y
Y
Y
-

Tableȱ 1ȱ summarizesȱ theȱ regressionsȱ resultsȱ forȱ
eachȱ country.ȱ Itȱ showsȱ theȱ variablesȱ thatȱ areȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ atȱ aȱ generousȱ cutȬoffȱ ofȱ
p<0.10,ȱ meaningȱ thatȱ withȱ aȱ moderateȱ levelȱ ofȱ
confidenceȱweȱcanȱsayȱthatȱthoseȱvariablesȱnotedȱ
withȱaȱ“Y”ȱpredictȱideologicalȱselfȱplacement.ȱȱAȱ
noteȱ ofȱ “(opposite)”ȱ indicatesȱ resultsȱ thatȱ areȱ
statisticallyȱ meaningfulȱ butȱ that,ȱ asȱ weȱ willȱ
describeȱnext,ȱrunȱinȱanȱunexpectedȱdirection.ȱ
Weȱ seeȱ thatȱ inȱ twoȱ countriesȱ (Hondurasȱ andȱ
Mexico)ȱweȱobtainȱresultsȱthatȱgoȱinȱtheȱoppositeȱ
directionȱthanȱtheȱexpectation.ȱThatȱisȱtoȱsay,ȱinȱ
Hondurasȱ andȱ Mexicoȱ peopleȱ whoȱ haveȱ aȱ proȬ
marketȱ orientationȱ tendȱ toȱ locateȱ themselvesȱ
towardȱ theȱ left.ȱ Likewise,ȱ inȱ Guyanaȱ andȱ
Jamaica,ȱ supportingȱ freeȱ tradeȱ policiesȱ
correspondsȱ withȱ leftist,ȱ ratherȱ thanȱ rightist,ȱ
positions.ȱInȱ9ȱcountriesȱtheȱroleȱofȱstateȱpredictsȱ
ideologicalȱ selfȬplacementȱ inȱ theȱ expectedȱ
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direction.ȱ Inȱ 12ȱ countriesȱ attitudesȱ towardȱ freeȱ
tradeȱ predictȱ ideologicalȱ selfȬplacement.ȱ
However,ȱonlyȱinȱ5ȱcountriesȱareȱbothȱvariablesȱ
significantȱ inȱ theȱ expectedȱ direction.ȱ Appendixȱ
IIIȱshowsȱtheȱRȬsquaredȱforȱallȱtheȱcountries.ȱTheȱ
largestȱRȬsquaredȱisȱ0.11ȱforȱElȱSalvador.10ȱȱ
Zechmeister’sȱ previousȱ workȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ eliteȱ
discourseȱ (andȱ theȱ generalȱ politicalȱ informationȱ
environment)ȱaffectsȱtheȱcontentȱassignedȱtoȱtheȱ
leftȬrightȱsemantics,ȱsoȱthatȱifȱpoliticiansȱuseȱtheȱ
labelsȱ inȱ waysȱ thatȱ associateȱ theȱ termsȱ withȱ
policies,ȱ thenȱ peopleȱ willȱ understandȱ theȱ leftȱ
andȱ rightȱ inȱ thoseȱ ways.ȱ ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ hereȱ areȱ
consistentȱ withȱ thisȱ argument.ȱ ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ inȱ
CostaȱRicaȱweȱseeȱthatȱfreeȱtradeȱisȱaȱsignificantȱ
predictorȱ ofȱ ideologicalȱ selfȬplacement.ȱ Theȱ
surveyȱ inȱ thisȱ countryȱ wasȱ conductedȱ someȱ
monthsȱafterȱtheȱreferendumȱonȱCAFTA,ȱwhichȱ
likelyȱmadeȱsalientȱthisȱissueȱandȱinfluencedȱtheȱ
contentȱassignedȱtoȱideology.ȱȱȱ
But,ȱ eliteȱ discourseȱ isȱ notȱ allȱ thatȱ matters.ȱ ȱ Theȱ
economicȱ contentȱ ofȱ theȱ leftȬrightȱ dimensionȱ
likelyȱ alsoȱ dependsȱ onȱ someȱ individualȱ
characteristicsȱ ofȱ theȱ respondent,ȱ soȱ thatȱ weȱ
expectȱ differencesȱ notȱ onlyȱ acrossȱ countriesȱ butȱ
alsoȱ withinȱ countriesȱ acrossȱ differentȱ typesȱ ofȱ
individuals.ȱȱ
Classicȱ studiesȱ haveȱ demonstratedȱ thatȱ
ideologicalȱ understandingȱ demandsȱ someȱ
degreeȱ ofȱ cognitiveȱ effortȱ (Inglehartȱ andȱ
Klingemannȱ 1976)ȱ andȱ thatȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ abstractȱ
conceptsȱ suchȱ asȱ ideologyȱ variesȱ withȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
formalȱ education,ȱ informationȱ andȱ politicalȱ
involvementȱ (Converseȱ 1964).ȱ Followingȱ recentȱ
studiesȱthatȱconsiderȱcitizensȱengagedȱinȱpoliticsȱ
toȱ haveȱ richerȱ policyȱ attitudes,ȱ (Adamsȱ andȱ
Ezrowȱ 2009),ȱ weȱ evaluateȱ theȱ influenceȱ ofȱ
politicalȱknowledgeȱonȱtheȱeconomicȱmeaningȱofȱ
leftȬrightȱ positionsȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ

10

For comparative purposes, we ran the same analysis for
the United States and results yield statistically significant
results for Active State with a R-squared of 0.19 (the largest
in the whole sample). Moreover, the coefficient on the
variable is in the expected direction.

Caribbean.11ȱ Tableȱ 2ȱ summarizesȱ theseȱ resultsȱ
forȱthoseȱrespondentsȱwithȱtheȱlowestȱandȱthoseȱ
withȱtheȱhighestȱpoliticalȱknowledge.ȱȱ
Table2.EconomicContentoftheLeftǦRightScale
byLevelofPoliticalKnowledge

Argentina
Belize
Boliviaȱ
Brazil
Chile
Colombiaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Dominicanȱ
Republicȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Elȱȱ
Salvadorȱ
Guatemalaȱ
Guyana
Haitiȱ
Hondurasȱ
Jamaica
Mexicoȱȱȱȱȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
Panama
Paraguay
Peruȱ
Uruguayȱ
Venezuelaȱ

LowestȱLevelȱ
Roleȱofȱȱ
Freeȱȱ
Stateȱ
Tradeȱ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
NAȱ
Ȭ
Y
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Ȭȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Ȭȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Yȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Ȭ
Yȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Y
Yȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Y

HighestȱLevelȱ
Roleȱofȱȱ
Freeȱȱ
Stateȱ
Tradeȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
NAȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Y
Ȭ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ

Yȱ
Yȱ

Ȭȱ

Ȭȱ

Yȱ

Ȭ
NA
Ȭȱ

Ȭȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Yȱ
Ȭȱ

Ȭ
NAȱ
Yȱ

Ȭȱ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ

Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ

Ȭ

Ȭ

Ȭ
Y
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
(opposite)ȱ
Ȭ

Yȱ
Yȱ

Whenȱ weȱ assessȱ theȱ economicȱ meaningȱ ofȱ theȱ
leftȬrightȱ labelsȱ takingȱ intoȱ accountȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ
politicalȱ knowledge,ȱ weȱ observeȱ interestingȱ
differences.ȱ Amongȱ thoseȱ withȱ lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
politicalȱknowledge,ȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱstateȱpredictsȱ
ideologicalȱ placementȱ inȱ fiveȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ
expectedȱ directionȱ (andȱ fiveȱ inȱ theȱ oppositeȱ
direction).ȱIfȱweȱconsiderȱonlyȱthoseȱwithȱhigherȱ
politicalȱ knowledge,ȱ theȱ numberȱ ofȱ countriesȱ
ȱThisȱvariableȱisȱmeasuredȱonȱaȱscaleȱfromȱ0ȱtoȱ5ȱbasedȱonȱ
theȱ respondents’ȱ numberȱ ofȱ correctȱ answersȱ toȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
objectiveȱandȱfactualȱquestions.ȱWeȱconsiderȱthoseȱwhoȱscoreȱ
0ȱorȱ1ȱtoȱhaveȱtheȱ“lowestȱlevel”ȱandȱthoseȱwhoȱscoreȱ4ȱorȱ5ȱ
toȱhaveȱtheȱ“highestȱlevel”ȱofȱpoliticalȱknowledge.ȱ
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growsȱ toȱ 9ȱ (onlyȱ oneȱ inȱ theȱ oppositeȱ direction).ȱ
Weȱ alsoȱ getȱ improvementsȱ regardingȱ freeȱ tradeȱ
(15ȱcountriesȱversusȱ4).ȱFurthermore,ȱRȬsquaredȱ
valuesȱ areȱ higherȱ amongȱ thoseȱ withȱ higherȱ
politicalȱ knowledgeȱ thanȱ amongȱ theȱ lessȱ
knowledgeable.12ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ economicȱ
meaningȱ ofȱ theȱ ideologicalȱ scaleȱ isȱ toȱ someȱ
extentȱrelatedȱtoȱlevelsȱofȱpoliticalȱknowledge.ȱInȱ
short,ȱ weȱ findȱ bothȱ differencesȱ acrossȱ countriesȱ
andȱwithinȱcountriesȱinȱtheȱeconomicȱcontentȱofȱ
theȱleftȬrightȱsemanticsȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱinȱ2008.ȱ

Conclusionȱȱ
Thisȱ newȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ reportȱ hasȱ providedȱ
someȱevidenceȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱdifferentȱmeaningsȱ
thatȱ theȱ leftȬrightȱ semanticsȱ holdȱ forȱ citizensȱ inȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Onȱ theȱ basisȱ
ofȱ theseȱ resultsȱ (andȱ priorȱ studies),ȱ weȱ assertȱ
thatȱ itȱ wouldȱ beȱ anȱ errorȱ toȱ assumeȱ sharedȱ
economicȱ contentȱ toȱ leftȬrightȱ labelsȱ inȱ allȱ
countries.ȱ Weȱ haveȱ seenȱ that,ȱ contraryȱ toȱ theȱ
classicȱ expectation,ȱ inȱ someȱ countriesȱ
supportingȱ anȱ activeȱ stateȱ roleȱ inȱ economicȱ
policyȱ doesȱ notȱ translateȱ intoȱ aȱ leftistȱ position.ȱȱ
Likewise,ȱattitudesȱtowardȱfreeȱtradeȱpoliciesȱdoȱ
notȱ alwaysȱ predictȱ aȱ rightistȱ placementȱ onȱ theȱ
leftȬrightȱ continuum.ȱ ȱ Inȱ someȱ countries,ȱ onlyȱ
oneȱ orȱ neitherȱ ofȱ theseȱ factorsȱ isȱ relatedȱ toȱ leftȬ
rightȱ placementsȱ andȱ inȱ someȱ countriesȱ oneȱ ofȱ
theȱ variablesȱ predictsȱ leftȬrightȱ positionsȱ inȱ
exactlyȱtheȱoppositeȱwayȱoneȱwouldȱexpect.ȱȱȱ
Further,ȱ weȱ haveȱ demonstratedȱ thatȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
politicalȱ knowledgeȱ haveȱ anȱ impactȱ onȱ theȱ
economicȱ meaningȱ ofȱ leftȱ andȱ right.ȱ Citizensȱ
withȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ knowledgeȱ seemȱ
toȱ attachȱ aȱ moreȱ robustȱ economicȱ contentȱ toȱ
theirȱideologicalȱselfȬidentification,ȱcomparedȱtoȱ
citizensȱwithȱlowerȱlevelsȱofȱpoliticalȱknowledge.ȱ
Inȱ otherȱ words,ȱ theȱ classicȱ expectationsȱ holdȱ
better,ȱ butȱ stillȱ farȱ fromȱ perfectly,ȱ amongȱ thoseȱ
moreȱinformedȱaboutȱpolitics.ȱȱ
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Whileȱ theȱ resultsȱ presentedȱ inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ
reportȱcautionȱagainstȱassumingȱtheȱtermsȱ“left”ȱ
andȱ “right”ȱ relateȱ toȱ economicȱ policiesȱ inȱ allȱ
countries,ȱ andȱ amongȱ allȱ individuals,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ
cautionȱ againstȱ anȱ interpretationȱ thatȱ theȱ termsȱ
lackȱmeaningȱaltogether.ȱȱRather,ȱtheȱfactȱthatȱaȱ
majorityȱ ofȱ peopleȱ canȱ placeȱ themselvesȱ onȱ theȱ
leftȬrightȱ scaleȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ theȱ termsȱ areȱ
generallyȱ meaningful.ȱ Asȱ otherȱ studiesȱ haveȱ
demonstrated,ȱ
leftȬrightȱ
stancesȱ
areȱ
consequentialȱtoȱLatinȱAmericanȱpublicȱopinion,ȱ
forȱ exampleȱ asȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ partyȱ preferenceȱ
andȱ democraticȱ valuesȱ (Seligsonȱ 2007).ȱ
Understandingsȱ ofȱ theȱ terms,ȱ though,ȱ vary.ȱȱ
Someȱ (inȱ particularȱ moreȱ sophisticatedȱ peopleȱ
andȱinȱsomeȱcountries)ȱunderstandȱtheȱtermsȱtoȱ
referȱ toȱ economicȱ policyȱ preferences.ȱ ȱ Othersȱ
likelyȱ understandȱ theȱ termsȱ toȱ referȱ toȱ otherȱ
policies.ȱ ȱ Stillȱ othersȱ mayȱ understandȱ theȱ termsȱ
toȱreferenceȱdifferentȱgroups,ȱparties,ȱorȱpeoples.ȱȱ
And,ȱ finally,ȱ someȱ mayȱ attachȱ purelyȱ affectiveȱ
contentȱ toȱ theȱ termsȱ “left”ȱ andȱ “right”,ȱ
consideringȱoneȱtoȱbeȱaȱpositiveȱreferentȱandȱtheȱ
otherȱ aȱ pejorativeȱ labelȱ (seeȱ theȱ discussionsȱ in,ȱ
forȱ example,ȱ Zechmeisterȱ 2003,ȱ 2006).ȱ Anȱ
assessmentȱ ofȱ theseȱ differentȱ meaningsȱ goesȱ
beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ shortȱ reportȱ butȱ weȱ
planȱ toȱ provideȱ moreȱ evidenceȱ inȱ furtherȱ
analyses.ȱȱȱ

REFERENCESȱ
Adams,ȱ Jamesȱ andȱ Lawrenceȱ Ezrow.ȱ (2009).ȱ
Whoȱ Doȱ Europeanȱ Partiesȱ Represent?ȱ
Howȱ Westernȱ Europeanȱ Partiesȱ
Representȱ theȱ Policyȱ Preferencesȱ ofȱ
Opinionȱ Leaders.ȱ Theȱ Journalȱ ofȱ Politics.ȱ
Vol.ȱ71.ȱNo.1.ȱPp:ȱ206Ȭ223ȱ
Converse,ȱPhilipȱE.ȱ(1964).ȱȱTheȱNatureȱofȱBeliefȱ
Systemsȱ inȱ Massȱ Publics.ȱ Inȱ Davidȱ E.ȱ
Apter,ȱ ed.,ȱ Ideologyȱ andȱ Discontent.ȱ Newȱ
York:ȱFreeȱPressȱofȱGlencoe.ȱ
Inglehart,ȱRonaldȱandȱHansȬDieterȱKlingemann.ȱ
(1976).ȱ Partyȱ identification,ȱ ideologicalȱ
preferenceȱ andȱ theȱ leftȬrightȱ dimensionȱ
amongȱ Westernȱ massȱ publics.ȱ Inȱ I.ȱ
Budge,ȱI.ȱCreweȱ&ȱD.ȱFadieȱ(eds.),ȱPartyȱ

ȱSeeȱAppendixȱIVȱforȱRȬsquaredȱvalues.ȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

50

identificationȱ andȱ beyondȱ (pp.ȱ 243–273).ȱ
NewȱYork:ȱJohnȱWiley.ȱ
Inglehart,ȱ Ronald.ȱ (1997).ȱ Modernizationȱ andȱ
Postmodernizationȱ :ȱ Cultural,ȱ Economic,ȱ
andȱ Politicalȱ Changeȱ inȱ 43ȱ Societies.ȱ
Princeton:ȱPrincetonȱUniversityȱPress.ȱ
Kitschelt,ȱHerbert,ȱKirkȱA.ȱHawkins,ȱJuanȱPabloȱ
Luna,ȱGuillermoȱRosas,ȱandȱElizabethȱJ.ȱ
Zechmeister.ȱ (2010).ȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ
Partyȱ Systems.ȱ Cambridgeȱ Universityȱ
Press.ȱȱ
Seligson,ȱ Mitchell.ȱ (2007).ȱ Theȱ Riseȱ ofȱ Populismȱ
andȱ Leftȱ inȱ Latinȱ America.ȱ Journalȱ ofȱ
Democracy.ȱVol.ȱ18mȱȱNo.3ȱ
Zechmeister,ȱ Elizabethȱ J.ȱ (2003).ȱ Sheepȱ orȱ
Shepherds?ȱ Votingȱ Behaviorȱ inȱ Newȱ
Democraticȱ
Contexts.ȱ
Ph.D.ȱ
Dissertation,ȱDukeȱUniversity.ȱ
Zechmeister,ȱ Elizabethȱ J.ȱ (2006a).ȱ Quéȱ esȱ laȱ
izquierdaȱyȱquiénȱestáȱaȱlaȱderechaȱenȱlaȱ
políticaȱ mexicana.ȱ Unȱ enfoqueȱ conȱ elȱ
métodoȱ Qȱ alȱ estudioȱ deȱ lasȱ etiquetasȱ
ideológicas.ȱPolíticaȱyȱGobierno.ȱ13ȱ(1):ȱ51Ȭ
98.ȱ
Zechmeister,ȱ Elizabethȱ J.ȱ (2006b).ȱ What’sȱ leftȱ
andȱ who’sȱ right?ȱ Aȱ QȬmethodȱ studyȱ ofȱ
individualȱ andȱ contextȱ differencesȱ onȱ
theȱ Meaningȱ ofȱ Ideologicalȱ Labels.ȱ
PoliticalȱBehaviorȱ28ȱ(2):ȱ151Ȭ173.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

51

Appendix I. Percentage of NonResponse (Ideological Self-placement)
Argentina
Belize
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Guatemala
Guyana
Haiti
Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela

13.79
41.82
23.04
23.65
19.84
16.77
24.87
22.03
32.73
8.45
25.35
19.89
20.70
17.41
16.68
14.61
29.87
15.62
25.90
10.27
8.27
24.4

Appendix II. Scale Reliability
Coefficients for ROS questions

Argentinaȱ
Belizeȱ
Boliviaȱ
Brazilȱ
Chileȱ
Colombiaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Dominicanȱ
Republicȱ
Ecuadorȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Guatemalaȱ
Guyanaȱ
Haitiȱ
Hondurasȱ
Jamaicaȱ
Mexicoȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
Panamaȱ
Paraguayȱ
Peruȱ
Uruguayȱ
Venezuelaȱ
WholeȱSampleȱ

Scaleȱreliabilityȱ
coefficientȱ
0.7152ȱ
0.7100ȱ
0.8233ȱ
0.6857ȱ
0.8162ȱ
0.7769ȱ
0.7123ȱ
0.5300ȱ
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0.8709ȱ
0.6719ȱ
0.8693ȱ
0.6467ȱ
0.8003ȱ
0.8519ȱ
0.7690ȱ
0.8257ȱ
0.7767ȱ
0.8030ȱ
0.8157ȱ
0.8404ȱ
0.6740ȱ
0.7054ȱ
0.7935ȱ
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Appendix III. Economic Content of Left-Right Scale.

Argentinaȱ
Belize
Boliviaȱ
Brazil
Chileȱ
Colombia
CostaȱRica
DominicanȱRepublic
Ecuadorȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Guatemala
Guyana
Haitiȱ
Hondurasȱ
Jamaicaȱ
Mexicoȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguayȱ
Peru
Uruguayȱ
Venezuela

RoleȱofȱStateȱ

FreeȱTradeȱ

Yȱ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Ȭ
Y
Ȭ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Ȭ
Ȭȱ
Yȱ
Y(opposite)ȱ
Yȱ
Y(opposite)ȱ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Ȭ

Yȱ
Ȭȱ
N.a
Ȭȱ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Y(opposite)ȱ
N.a
Yȱ
Y(opposite)ȱ
Yȱ
Ȭ
Ȭ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Yȱ
Ȭ
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AdjustedȱRȬ
squaredȱ
0.018ȱ
0.000ȱ
0.009ȱ
0.000ȱ
0.003ȱ
0.014ȱ
0.048ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.029ȱ
0.11ȱ
0.015ȱ
0.001ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.074ȱ
0.030ȱ
0.046ȱ
0.000ȱ
0.000ȱ
0.016ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.028ȱ
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Appendix IV. Economic Content of Left-Right Scale by Levels of Political Knowledge

Role of State
Argentina
Belize
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
Dominican
Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Guatemala
Guyana
Haiti
Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela

Y
-

Y(opposite)
Y
Y

Y(opposite)
-

Y(opposite)
Y

Y(opposite)
-

Lowest Level
Free Trade
Y
N.a
Y
Y
N.a
Y
-

Y(opposite)
Y(opposite)

Adjusted
R-squared
0.06
0.000
0.015
0.06
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.021
0.014
0.000
0.014
0.000
0.006
0.004
0.000
0.029
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.007
0.100
0.01

Highest Level
Role of State
Free
Adjusted
Trade
R-squared
Y
Y
0.021
Y
0.193
Y
N.a
0.10
Y
0.022
Y
0.014
Y
0.2247
Y
0.11
Y
0.055
Y
Y
-

Y(opposite)
Y
Y
Y
Y
-

Y
Y
Y
N.a
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
-
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0.056
0.28
0.022
0.000
0.000
0.10
0.027
0.182
0.000
0.002
0.040
0.033
0.08
0.000
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Thisȱ behavior,ȱ oftenȱ referredȱ toȱ asȱ vigilantismȱ
and/orȱ lynchingȱ (“lynchamientos”ȱ isȱ theȱ
anglicizedȱtermȱusedȱoftenȱinȱtheȱAmericas),ȱhasȱ
beenȱ widespreadȱ inȱ recentȱ yearsȱ inȱ Guatemala,ȱ
Boliviaȱ (Goldstein,ȱ 2003;ȱ Handy,ȱ 2004),ȱ Peruȱ
(BBCȱMundo,ȱ2004a),ȱandȱotherȱcountries.ȱȱȱ

ExplainingȱSupportȱforȱ
VigilanteȱJusticeȱinȱMexico1ȱ
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Tȱ

woȱ fundamentalȱ responsibilitiesȱ ofȱ statesȱ
areȱtheȱprotectionȱofȱcitizens’ȱsecurityȱandȱ
theȱ metingȱ outȱ ofȱ punishmentȱ againstȱ
thoseȱwhoȱengageȱinȱcriminalȱacts.ȱToȱtheȱextentȱ
thatȱstatesȱfailȱinȱtheseȱroles,ȱtheyȱloseȱlegitimacyȱ
(Donnelly,ȱ 2006).ȱ Notȱ surprisingly,ȱ statesȱ preferȱ
thatȱ citizensȱ useȱ officialȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ
institutionsȱ toȱ resolveȱ differences,ȱ toȱ seekȱ
protection,ȱandȱtoȱdoleȱoutȱretributionȱforȱcrimeȱ
(Donnelly,ȱ 2006).ȱ However,ȱ frustrationȱ withȱ
states’ȱ (in)effectivenessȱ has,ȱ toȱ varyingȱ degrees,ȱ
ledȱ citizensȱ ofȱ theȱ Americasȱ toȱ chooseȱ toȱ takeȱ
justiceȱ intoȱ theirȱ ownȱ hands.ȱ Indeed,ȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometer2ȱ surveyȱ showsȱ that,ȱ toȱ
varyingȱ degrees,ȱ manyȱ citizensȱ ofȱ theȱ Americasȱ
expressȱ supportȱ forȱ suchȱ citizenȬadministeredȱ
justice.ȱ
ȱ Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.ȱ
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublicationsȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2008ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ
Agencyȱ
forȱ
Internationalȱ
Developmentȱ
(USAID).Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬ
Americanȱ Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱtheȱCenterȱforȱtheȱAmericasȱ
(CFA),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.

Thisȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ examinesȱ theȱ determinantsȱ
ofȱ supportȱ forȱ citizenȬadministeredȱ justiceȱ inȱ
Mexico.ȱ Specifically,ȱ Iȱ argueȱ thatȱ thisȱ attitudeȱ
canȱ beȱ fueledȱ byȱ theȱ combinationȱ ofȱ lowȱ
confidenceȱinȱstateȱlawȱenforcementȱinstitutionsȱ
and,ȱ surprisingly,ȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ
trust.ȱ Thisȱ reportȱ thusȱ showsȱ whatȱ hasȱ beenȱ
termedȱ theȱ “darkȱ side”ȱ ofȱ socialȱ capital:ȱ highȱ
socialȱ cohesionȱ combinedȱ withȱ lowȱ perceptionsȱ
ofȱ stateȱ effectivenessȱ inȱ ensuringȱ citizensȇȱ
securityȱ leadsȱ toȱ moreȱ supportȱ forȱ vigilanteȱ
justiceȱinȱMexicoȱ
Figure 1.ȱ Mean Levels of Support for CitizenǦ
AdministeredJusticeMexico,2004Ǧ2008.ȱȱ
Support for Citizen-Administered Justice

AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ2010ȱ(No.39) ȱȱ

InȱMexico,ȱfromȱ1984ȱtoȱ2001ȱthereȱwereȱatȱleastȱ
294 casesȱofȱactualȱorȱattemptedȱlynchingȱ(DíazȬ
3
Fuentes,ȱ2004). ȱForȱexample,ȱinȱ2004ȱtwoȱpoliceȱ
officersȱ wereȱ lynchedȱ forȱ theirȱ allegedȱ roleȱ inȱ
organizedȱ crimeȱ inȱ Mexicoȱ City’sȱ Tlahuacȱ
neighborhoodȱ(BBCȱMundo,ȱ2004b).ȱSupportȱforȱ
citizenȬadministeredȱ justiceȱ amongȱ pocketsȱ ofȱ
citizensȱ isȱ alsoȱ seenȱ inȱ theȱ caseȱ ofȱ theȱ Mormonȱ
“LeBaron”ȱ community,ȱ whoseȱ members,ȱ afterȱaȱ
numberȱ ofȱ murders,ȱ recentlyȱ optedȱ toȱ armȱ
themselvesȱinȱselfȬdefenseȱ(Milenio,ȱ2009).ȱȱ
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ȱJustȱoverȱ35%ȱofȱtheseȱlynchingsȱresultedȱinȱtheȱdeathȱofȱtheȱ
victim.
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Figureȱ1ȱshowsȱ surveyȱrespondents’ȱ meanȱlevelȱ
ofȱ supportȱ forȱ citizenȬledȱ justiceȱ inȱ Mexicoȱ inȱ
2004,ȱ 2006,ȱ andȱ 2008.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ areȱ fromȱ theȱ
correspondingȱwavesȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱ
survey.ȱ Theȱ figureȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ followingȱ
question,ȱ toȱ whichȱ respondentsȱ couldȱ answerȱ
usingȱ aȱ oneȱ toȱ tenȱ scaleȱ thatȱ wasȱ rescaledȱ fromȱ
zeroȱtoȱ100ȱtoȱfollowȱtheȱLAPOPȱstandard:ȱ
E16.ȱ Howȱ muchȱ doȱ youȱ approveȱ orȱ disapproveȱ
ofȱ peopleȱ takingȱ theȱ lawȱ intoȱ theirȱ ownȱ handsȱ
whenȱ theȱ governmentȱ doesȱ notȱ punishȱ
criminals?ȱȱ
Asȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ indicates,ȱ meanȱ supportȱ inȱ Mexicoȱ
forȱ citizensȱ takingȱ theȱ punishmentȱ ofȱ criminalsȱ
intoȱ theirȱ ownȱ handsȱ hasȱ fluctuatedȱ inȱ recentȱ
yearsȱ betweenȱ 21.5ȱ andȱ 30ȱ units.ȱ Whileȱ theseȱ
valuesȱ areȱ notȱ overwhelminglyȱ high,ȱ theyȱ areȱ
causeȱ forȱ concern.ȱ Toȱ lookȱ atȱ thisȱ aȱ differentȱ
way,ȱ theȱ 2008ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ inȱ
Mexicoȱ showsȱ thatȱ roughlyȱ 20ȱ percentȱ ofȱ
respondentsȱ openlyȱ expressȱ supportȱ forȱ
vigilanteȱjusticeȱ(thatȱis,ȱtheyȱfallȱonȱtheȱapproveȱ
sideȱ ofȱ theȱ 50ȱ unitȱ midȬpoint,ȱ inȱ aȱ histogramȱ ofȱ
theȱdataȱnotȱshownȱhere).ȱȱȱ

The Joint Importance of Trust and
Institutions in Explaining Support
for Citizen-Administered Justice
Sinceȱ theȱ influentialȱ workȱ ofȱ deȱ Tocquevilleȱ
(1835)ȱfirstȱtouchedȱonȱtheȱissueȱinȱhisȱanalysisȱofȱ
theȱburgeoningȱAmericanȱpoliticalȱsystem,ȱmanyȱ
authorsȱ haveȱ seenȱ socialȱ capitalȱ asȱ crucialȱ toȱ aȱ
wellȬfunctioningȱ democracyȱ (Fukuyama,ȱ 1996;ȱ
Newton,ȱ 2001;ȱ Putnamȱ &ȱ Feldstein,ȱ 2004;ȱ
Putnam,ȱLeonardi,ȱ&ȱNanetti,ȱ1994ȱ;ȱamongȱmanyȱ
others).ȱȱ
Socialȱcapitalȱisȱbelievedȱtoȱpromoteȱgovernmentȱ
accountabilityȱandȱresponsivenessȱ(Putnamȱetȱal.,ȱ
1994).ȱ Additionally,ȱ socialȱ capitalȱ presumablyȱ
allowsȱ individualsȱ inȱ aȱ communityȱ toȱ interactȱ
withȱ eachȱ otherȱ withoutȱ theȱ needȱ forȱ externalȱ
authoritiesȱ policingȱ relationsȱ andȱ agreementsȱ
(Newton,ȱ 2001;ȱ Putnam,ȱ 2001;ȱ Putnamȱ &ȱ
Feldstein,ȱ2004;ȱPutnamȱetȱal.,ȱ1994);ȱsocialȱcapitalȱ

facilitatesȱ
interpersonalȱ
interactionsȱ
byȱ
promotingȱpeople’sȱbeliefȱthatȱothersȱwillȱ“actȱinȱ
theirȱbestȱinterests”(Newton,ȱ2001,ȱp.ȱ202).ȱ
Whileȱ socialȱ capitalȱ hasȱ beenȱ empiricallyȱ
associatedȱ withȱ beneficialȱ outcomesȱ forȱ theȱ
democraticȱ lifeȱ ofȱ aȱ country,ȱ scholarsȱ alsoȱ
recognizeȱ thatȱ “notȱ allȱ externalitiesȱ ofȱ socialȱ
capitalȱareȱpositive”ȱ(Helliwellȱ&ȱPutnam,ȱ2004,ȱ
p. 1437).ȱ Indeed,ȱ someȱ academicsȱ suggestȱ itȱ is
importantȱ toȱ considerȱ thisȱ “darkȱ side”ȱ ofȱ social
capitalȱ (Armony,ȱ 2004;ȱ Boggs,ȱ 2000,ȱ 2001;
Tarrow,ȱ1996,ȱ1998).
Thus,ȱ researchersȱ haveȱ theorizedȱ andȱ foundȱ
relationshipsȱbetweenȱsocialȱcapitalȱandȱvariousȱ
phenomenaȱthatȱmightȱbeȱconsideredȱunhealthyȱ
fromȱ theȱ perspectiveȱ ofȱ democracy.ȱ Theseȱ
phenomenaȱ includeȱ outsiderȱ exclusionȱ
(Waldinger,ȱ 1995);ȱ corruptionȱ (Graeff,ȱ 2007;ȱ
Schweitzer,ȱ 2005;ȱ Treisman,ȱ 2000);ȱ freeȬridingȱ
(Portes,ȱ 1998);ȱ socialȱ obstaclesȱ forȱ individualȱ
successȱ andȱ conformismȱ (Portes,ȱ 1998);ȱ rentȱ
seekingȱ behaviorȱ (Olson,ȱ 1984);ȱ andȱ evenȱ theȱ
manifestationȱ andȱ perpetuationȱ ofȱ contentiousȱ
socialȱ movementsȱ suchȱ asȱ gangsȱ andȱ militiasȱ
(Bourgois,ȱ1996;ȱTarrow,ȱ1998).ȱȱ
Inȱlineȱwithȱtheseȱpreviousȱworks,ȱIȱalsoȱproposeȱ
thatȱ socialȱ capitalȱ canȱ produceȱ attitudesȱ thatȱ areȱ
inherentlyȱ
problematicȱ
forȱ
democracy.ȱ
Specifically,ȱ Iȱ argueȱ thatȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱtrustȱcanȱleadȱtoȱgreaterȱsupportȱforȱ
nonȬstateȱ sanctionedȱ citizenȬadministeredȱ justiceȱ
– whenȱ itȱ appearsȱ alongsideȱ aȱ lackȱ ofȱ confidence
4
inȱstateȱlawȱenforcementȱinstitutions.
Theȱ firstȱ partȱ ofȱ myȱ argumentȱ isȱ thatȱ distrustȱ inȱ
stateȱ lawȬenforcementȱ institutionsȱ increasesȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ vigilanteȱ justiceȱ moreȱ
stronglyȱ asȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ increase.ȱ
Thisȱ expectationȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ reasoningȱ thatȱ
ȱ Inȱ previousȱ reportsȱ inȱ theȱ Insightsȱ Series,ȱ socialȱ capitalȱ hasȱ
beenȱ studiedȱ fromȱ theȱ perspectiveȱ ofȱ understandingȱ theȱ
determinantsȱ ofȱ variousȱ typesȱ ofȱ civicȱ engagementȱ (Cruz,ȱ
2008,ȱ 2009a,ȱ 2009b,ȱ 2009c);ȱ theseȱ reportsȱ lookȱ atȱ theȱ
determinantsȱ ofȱ civicȱ participation,ȱ whichȱ isȱ believedȱ toȱ beȱ
linkedȱto,ȱandȱfoster,ȱinterpersonalȱtrust.ȱ
4
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citizensȱ mightȱ beȱ moreȱ willingȱ toȱ supportȱ theȱ
communalȱoverridingȱofȱtheȱofficialȱruleȱofȱlawȱifȱ
theyȱ trustȱ thatȱ theirȱ neighborsȱ willȱ actȱ inȱ theirȱ
bestȱ interest.ȱ Additionally,ȱ itȱ mightȱ beȱ theȱ caseȱ
thatȱ highȱ socialȱ capitalȱ increasesȱ supportȱ forȱ
vigilanteȱ justiceȱ byȱ increasingȱ theȱ sympathyȱ gapȱ
(seeȱ Black,ȱ 1997)ȱ betweenȱ thoseȱ whoȱ conformȱ toȱ
theȱrulesȱofȱtheȱneighborhoodȱandȱthoseȱwhoȱdoȱ
not.ȱȱ
Theȱsecondȱpartȱofȱtheȱargumentȱisȱthatȱtheȱeffectȱ
ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ vigilanteȱ
justiceȱ isȱ conditionalȱ onȱ levelsȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ
stateȱ lawȱ enforcement.ȱ Inȱ Mexico,ȱ theȱ salienceȱ
andȱ pervasivenessȱ ofȱ economicȱ andȱ securityȱ
problemsȱ (Consulta,ȱ 2010)ȱ sendȱ aȱ signalȱ toȱ
citizensȱ thatȱ theȱ stateȱ lacksȱ controlȱ inȱ atȱ leastȱ
certainȱ domains,ȱ includingȱ securityȱ andȱ justice.ȱ
Someȱ localȱ communitiesȱ haveȱ foundȱ themselvesȱ
outsideȱtheȱprotectionȱofȱstateȱauthorities,ȱsubjectȱ
eitherȱ toȱ littleȱ ruleȱ ofȱ lawȱ or,ȱ whereȱ sufficientȱ
socialȱ capitalȱ exists,ȱ developingȱ formsȱ ofȱ localȱ
controlȱ (Yashar,ȱ 1999).ȱ Whereȱ theȱ state’sȱ
ineffectivenessȱspreadsȱtoȱtheȱrealmȱofȱruleȱofȱlawȱ
andȱ itȱ noȱ longerȱ hasȱ aȱ monopolyȱ overȱ violence,ȱ
communitiesȱ mayȱ seeȱ collectiveȱ violenceȱ asȱ aȱ
“…moralisticȱ responseȱ toȱ deviantȱ behavior”ȱ
(SenechalȱdeȱlaȱRoche,ȱ1996,ȱp.ȱ98).ȱȱȱ
Inȱ short,ȱ Iȱ argueȱ thatȱ supportȱ forȱ citizenȬ
administeredȱjusticeȱisȱmostȱlikelyȱtoȱoccurȱwhenȱ
confidenceȱinȱstateȱinstitutionsȱisȱlowȱandȱlevelsȱ
ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ areȱ high,ȱ aȱ situationȱ thatȱ
bothȱ motivatesȱ andȱ facilitatesȱ collectiveȱ actionȱ
andȱ mayȱ fuelȱ lessȱ toleranceȱ ofȱ behaviorȱ thatȱ
deviatesȱfromȱtheȱcollectiveȱwill.ȱȱ
Thisȱ argumentȱ isȱ consistentȱ withȱ thatȱ madeȱ byȱ
Senechalȱ deȱ laȱ Rocheȱ (2001),ȱ whoȱ drawsȱ fromȱ
Black’sȱ (1997)ȱ workȱ toȱ proposeȱ that,ȱ “Lynchingȱ
isȱ aȱ jointȱ functionȱ ofȱ strongȱ partisanshipȱ
(understoodȱ asȱ sympathy)ȱ towardȱ theȱ allegedȱ
victimȱ andȱ weakȱ partisanshipȱ towardȱ theȱ
allegedȱ offender”ȱ (2001,ȱ p.ȱ 126)ȱ andȱ conversely,ȱ
inȱ theȱ casesȱ whereȱ sympathyȱ towardsȱ theȱ
aggressorȱandȱtheȱvictimȱisȱequal,ȱtheȱoccurrenceȱ
ofȱaȱlynchingȱbecomesȱlessȱlikely.ȱ

Inȱ summary,ȱ thereȱ areȱ theoreticalȱ reasonsȱ toȱ
expectȱ thatȱ citizenȬadministeredȱ justiceȱ willȱ
prevailȱ whenȱ twoȱ conditionsȱ areȱ jointlyȱ met:ȱȱ
first,ȱthereȱexistȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱinterpersonalȱtrustȱ
and,ȱ second,ȱ individualsȱ perceiveȱ stateȱ
institutionsȱ toȱ beȱ incompetentȱ inȱ theȱ realmȱ ofȱ
providingȱ securityȱ againstȱ privateȱ violenceȱ (seeȱ
Donnelly,ȱ2006).ȱ
Thoughȱ itȱ isȱ beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ studyȱ (asȱ
wellȱasȱtheȱdataȱfromȱtheȱAmericasBarometer)ȱtoȱ
assessȱ factorsȱ thatȱ accountȱ forȱ participationȱ inȱ
lynchingȱ episodes,ȱ thisȱ reportȱ canȱ assessȱ
whetherȱ theȱ factorsȱ highlightedȱ hereȱ predictȱ
supportȱ forȱ suchȱ behavior.ȱ Supportȱ forȱ suchȱ
behaviorȱ isȱ importantȱ toȱ examineȱ because,ȱ first,ȱ
itȱisȱlikelyȱmoreȱwidespreadȱthanȱactualȱcasesȱofȱ
lynchingȱ and,ȱ second,ȱ becauseȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
supportȱmayȱcreateȱanȱenvironmentȱthatȱpermitsȱ
andȱevenȱfacilitatesȱlynching.ȱȱ
METHODȱ
Toȱ assessȱ theȱ factorsȱ thatȱ predictȱ supportȱ forȱ
vigilanteȱ justiceȱ inȱ Mexico,ȱ Iȱ makeȱ useȱ ofȱ theȱ
2008ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ forȱ Mexico.ȱ Theȱ
fieldȱ workȱ wasȱ conductedȱ inȱ Februaryȱ ofȱ 2008.ȱ
Theȱ projectȱ usedȱ aȱ nationalȱ probabilityȱ sampleȱ
designȱ ofȱ votingȬageȱ adultsȱ thatȱ wasȱ bothȱ
stratifiedȱ andȱ clustered,ȱ withȱ aȱ totalȱ numberȱ ofȱ
1,560ȱfaceȬtoȬfaceȱinterviews.ȱ
Theȱ attitudeȱ Iȱ seekȱ toȱ explainȱ (theȱ dependentȱ
variableȱ inȱ theȱ analyses)ȱ isȱ measuredȱ usingȱ theȱ
questionȱfeaturedȱaboveȱinȱFigureȱ1,ȱwhichȱasksȱ
aboutȱ supportȱ forȱ citizensȱ takingȱ mattersȱ ofȱ
justiceȱ intoȱ theirȱ ownȱ hands.ȱ Thisȱ andȱ allȱ
variablesȱwereȱrescaledȱtoȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱscaleȱforȱeaseȱ
ofȱcomparabilityȱinȱinterpretation.ȱȱ
Toȱ measureȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ Iȱ useȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ questionȱ IT1,ȱ whichȱ asksȱȱ
respondentsȱ toȱ indicateȱ howȱ trustworthyȱȱ
peopleȱ inȱ theȱ communityȱ areȱ (forȱ analysisȱ
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relatedȱ toȱ theȱ validityȱ ofȱ thisȱ questionȱ seeȱ
5
Armonyȱ&ȱSchamis,ȱ2005;ȱCordova,ȱ2008). ȱȱ
Inȱorderȱtoȱmeasureȱcitizenȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱlawȱ
enforcementȱcapabilityȱofȱtheirȱstateȱinstitutions,ȱ
Iȱcreateȱanȱindexȱbasedȱonȱthreeȱvariables:ȱȱtrustȱ
6
inȱ theȱ judicialȱ system (B10A) ,ȱ trustȱ inȱ police
(B18)7,ȱ andȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ PGRȱ (Procuraduría
8
Generalȱ deȱ laȱ República) (B16). ȱ Theȱ three
indicatorsȱ haveȱ goodȱ internalȱ reliabilityȱ (alpha:ȱ
.80);ȱ Iȱ thereforeȱ combinedȱ themȱ intoȱ aȱ singleȱ
additiveȱindex.ȱ
Toȱ assessȱ myȱ argumentȱ concerningȱ theȱ jointȱ
relevanceȱ ofȱ theseȱ variables,ȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ
andȱ confidenceȱ inȱ stateȱ lawȱ enforcement,ȱ Iȱ
includeȱ anȱ interactionȱ termȱ inȱ theȱ model.ȱ Thisȱ
termȱ allowsȱ usȱ toȱ assessȱ whetherȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ
oneȱpredictorȱ(interpersonalȱtrust)ȱisȱconditionalȱ
onȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ anotherȱ (confidenceȱ inȱ lawȱ
enforcementȱ institutions),ȱ andȱ viceȱ versaȱ (seeȱ
Kamȱ&ȱFranzese,ȱ2007).ȱ
Inȱaddition,ȱIȱcontrolȱforȱalternativeȱexplanationsȱ
thatȱ haveȱ beenȱ proposedȱ asȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ
supportȱ forȱ communityȱ justice.ȱ First,ȱ wealthȱ
mayȱ matter.ȱ Asȱ Blackȱ (1976)ȱ states,ȱ Ȉlawȱ variesȱ
9
directlyȱ withȱ rankȱ [e.g.,ȱ income].ȱ .ȱ .ȱ soȱ that ȱ
peopleȱwithȱlessȱwealthȱhaveȱlessȱlaw.ȱTheyȱareȱ
lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ callȱ uponȱ theȱ lawȱ inȱ dealingȱ withȱ
oneȱ anotherȈȱ (1976,ȱ p.ȱ 17).ȱȱ Second,ȱ inȱ lineȱ withȱ
theȱ statisticsȱ andȱ researchȱ onȱ lynchingȱ inȱ
Mexico,ȱ Iȱ controlȱ whetherȱ theȱ respondentȱ livesȱ
inȱanȱurbanȱorȱruralȱareaȱandȱlivesȱinȱtheȱfederalȱ
10
districtȱ orȱ not. ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ controlȱ forȱ otherȱ
demographicȱfactors:ȱsex,ȱage,ȱandȱeducation.ȱ

5ȱIT1.ȱNow,ȱspeakingȱofȱtheȱpeopleȱfromȱhere,ȱwouldȱyouȱsayȱ
thatȱ peopleȱ inȱ thisȱ communityȱ areȱ generallyȱ veryȱ
trustworthy,ȱsomewhatȱtrustworthy,ȱnotȱveryȱtrustworthyȱorȱ
untrustworthy?
6ȱB10A.ȱToȱwhatȱextentȱdoȱyouȱtrustȱtheȱjusticeȱsystem?
7ȱB18.ȱToȱwhatȱextentȱdoȱyouȱtrustȱtheȱpolice?
8ȱB16.ȱToȱwhatȱextentȱtoȱyouȱtrustȱtheȱPGR?
9ȱItalicsȱareȱmine.
10ȱ DíazȬFuentes’ȱ (2004)ȱ researchȱ onȱ lynchingȱ inȱ Mexicoȱ
showsȱ mostȱ casesȱ wereȱ concentratedȱ inȱ Mexicoȱ Cityȱ andȱ
selectedȱ Centralȱ andȱ Southernȱ states;ȱ heȱ furtherȱ showsȱ thatȱ
whileȱ typicallyȱ moreȱ prevalentȱ inȱ ruralȱ areas,ȱ lynchingȱ hasȱ
beenȱgrowingȱinȱtheȱurbanȱcontext.ȱȱ

Anotherȱ potentiallyȱ importantȱ factorȱ isȱ theȱ
degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ individualsȱ inȱ theȱ communityȱ
feelȱthatȱtheirȱinvestmentȱinȱtheȱcommunityȱisȱatȱ
risk.ȱ Iȱ thereforeȱ includeȱ inȱ theȱ modelȱ theȱ
respondents’ȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ insecurityȱ andȱ
measuresȱofȱtheȱrespondents’ȱinvolvementȱinȱtheȱ
communityȱ (frequencyȱ ofȱ participationȱ inȱ
communityȱimprovementȱmeetings).ȱȱ
Inȱ addition,ȱ itȱ isȱ alsoȱ possibleȱ thatȱ supportȱ forȱ
takingȱcriminalȱmattersȱintoȱone’sȱownȱhandsȱisȱ
anȱ extremeȱ expressionȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ directȱ
(peopleȬled)ȱ government;ȱ therefore,ȱ Iȱ includeȱ
thisȱpoliticalȱvariableȱasȱaȱcontrolȱinȱtheȱstudy.ȱȱ
RESULTSȱ
Theȱ fullȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ multivariateȱ regressionȱ
11
analysisȱ areȱ presentedȱ inȱ theȱ Appendix. ȱ Theȱ
resultsȱ showȱ thatȱ theȱ wealthierȱ aȱ personȱ is,ȱ theȱ
lessȱ sheȱ willȱ supportȱ peopleȱ takingȱ justiceȱ intoȱ
theirȱ ownȱ hands;ȱ thisȱ isȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ Black’sȱ
(1976)ȱ hypothesisȱ thatȱ wealthȱ isȱ negativelyȱ
correlatedȱwithȱoverridingȱtheȱruleȱofȱlaw.ȱȱȱ
Additionally,ȱ ceterisȱ paribus,ȱ anȱ increaseȱ inȱ theȱ
levelȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ directȱ governmentȱ isȱ
associated,ȱ asȱ expected,ȱ withȱ anȱ increaseȱ inȱ theȱ
supportȱ forȱ vigilanteȱ justice.ȱ Likewise,ȱ theȱ
resultsȱ showȱ neighborhoodȱ insecurityȱ isȱ
positivelyȱrelatedȱtoȱsupportȱforȱvigilanteȱjustice.ȱ
Inȱ lineȱ withȱ theȱ statisticsȱ presentedȱ byȱ DíazȬ
Fuentesȱ (2004)ȱ onȱ theȱ incidenceȱ ofȱ lynchingȱ inȱ
Mexico,ȱonȱaverage,ȱpeopleȱinȱruralȱareasȱandȱinȱ
Mexicoȱ Cityȱ (theȱ D.F.)ȱ showȱ greaterȱ agreementȱ
withȱtheȱnotionȱthatȱpeopleȱtakeȱjusticeȱintoȱtheirȱ
ownȱ hands,ȱ comparedȱ toȱ nonȬruralȱ andȱ nonȬ
Mexicoȱ cityȱ areasȱ respectively.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ
furtherȱshowȱthatȱageȱisȱnegativelyȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱ
dependentȱ variable:ȱ olderȱ peopleȱ areȱ lessȱ
supportiveȱofȱvigilanteȱjustice.ȱ
Withȱ respectȱ toȱ theȱ principalȱ variablesȱ inȱ theȱ
modelȱ –ȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ andȱ confidenceȱ inȱ
stateȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ –ȱ theȱ resultsȱ showȱ aȱ

11ȱ

AnalysesȱconductedȱwithȱSTATAȱv11.
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significantȱ interactionȱ betweenȱ trustȱ inȱ lawȱ
enforcementȱinstitutionsȱandȱinterpersonalȱtrust.ȱȱ
Interactionȱ termsȱ areȱ notoriouslyȱ difficultȱ toȱ
interpretȱ fromȱ regressionȱ outputȱ alone.ȱȱ
Therefore,ȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ interpretȱ theȱ meaningȱ ofȱ
thisȱsignificantȱinteractionȱ(seeȱKamȱ&ȱFranzese,ȱ
2007),ȱIȱhaveȱcreatedȱFigureȱ2,ȱwhichȱshowsȱhowȱ
differentȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ
institutionsȱ areȱ associatedȱ withȱ differentȱ effectsȱ
ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ citizenȬ
administeredȱjustice.ȱ

0

Tableȱ1ȱ
EFFECTSȱOFȱINTERPERSONALȱTRUSTȱ
ONȱSUPPORTȱFORȱVIGILANTEȱJUSTICEȱ
ATȱLOWȱLEVELSȱOFȱ
ATȱHIGHȱLEVELSȱOFȱ
CONFIDENCEȱINȱ
CONFIDENCEȱINȱ
STATEȱȱ
STATEȱȱ
LAWȬENFORCEMENTȱ LAWȬENFORCEMENTȱ
INSTITUTIONSȱ
INSTITUTIONSȱ
(100)ȱ
(0)ȱ

-.5

EFFECT

.5

Figure 2ȱ Changes in the effect of interpersonal
trust on support for Vigilante Justice at different
levelsoftrustinlawenforcementinstitutions.12

scoreȱ ofȱ 100);ȱ inȱ thatȱ case,ȱ asȱ herȱ interpersonalȱ
trustȱ increases,ȱ herȱ supportȱ forȱ peopleȱ takingȱ
justiceȱinȱtheirȱownȱhandsȱdecreases.ȱToȱseeȱthisȱ
effectȱ inȱ differentȱ terms,ȱ weȱ canȱ createȱ theȱ
predictedȱ levelȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ vigilanteȱ justiceȱ
forȱ anȱ individualȱ havingȱ theȱ maximumȱ levelȱ ofȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ atȱ
bothȱ minimumȱ andȱ maximumȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trust.ȱ Holdingȱ allȱ otherȱ variablesȱ
constantȱ atȱ theirȱ meansȱ orȱ modesȱ (forȱ
dichotomousȱvariables),ȱtheȱanalysisȱpredictsȱanȱ
individualȱ holdingȱ theȱ maximumȱ levelȱ ofȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ
wouldȱ beȱ expectedȱ toȱ expressȱ supportȱ forȱ
citizenȬadministeredȱjusticeȱatȱaȱlevelȱofȱ23ȱunitsȱ
ifȱsheȱhasȱtheȱminimumȱlevelȱinterpersonalȱtrustȱ
asȱopposedȱtoȱ13ȱunitsȱifȱsheȱholdsȱtheȱmaximumȱ
levelȱofȱinterpersonalȱtrust.ȱȱȱ
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Asȱ confidenceȱ inȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ
decreases,ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ onȱ
supportȱ forȱ vigilanteȱ justiceȱ becomesȱ positiveȱ
(thatȱ is,ȱ theȱ effectȱ shiftsȱ directions,ȱ turningȱ
positiveȱatȱ50ȱunitsȱandȱdistinctȱfromȱzeroȱatȱ25ȱ
units).ȱThisȱmeansȱthatȱunderȱconditionsȱofȱlowȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ stateȱ lawȱ enforcement,ȱ asȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ increasesȱ people´sȱ supportȱ
forȱ takingȱ mattersȱ inȱ theirȱ ownȱ handsȱ alsoȱ
increases.ȱȱȱ
Toȱ clarifyȱ thisȱ point,ȱ letȱ usȱ takeȱ twoȱ ideallyȱ
13
identical ȱpersonsȱasȱanȱexampleȱ(Tableȱ1).ȱTheȱ
firstȱ (rightȱ sideȱ ofȱ Tableȱ 1)ȱ hasȱ extremelyȱ highȱ
levelsȱofȱtrustȱinȱlawȱenforcementȱinstitutionsȱ(aȱ
ȱ 90%ȱ Confidenceȱ Intervalȱ calculatedȱ withȱ robustȱ standardȱ
errors.
13Allȱ otherȱ relevantȱ variablesȱ butȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ andȱ theirȱ
interactionȱareȱheldȱconstant.
12

.13*
(.065)ȱ

-.10*
(.057)ȱ

However,ȱ inȱ aȱ contrastingȱ situationȱ (leftȱ sideȱ ofȱ
Tableȱ 1),ȱ inȱ whichȱ aȱ personȱ hasȱ extremelyȱ lowȱ
levelsȱofȱtrustȱinȱlawȱenforcementȱinstitutionsȱ(aȱ
scoreȱ ofȱ 0),ȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ hasȱ theȱ oppositeȱ
effect:ȱ theȱ higherȱ one’sȱ senseȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ
trust,ȱ theȱ moreȱ theȱ personȱ willȱ supportȱ citizenȬ
14
administeredȱ justice. ȱ Again,ȱ consideringȱ
predictedȱ valuesȱ onȱ theȱ dependentȱ variable,ȱ aȱ
personȱ withȱ theȱ lowestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ
bothȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ andȱ
interpersonalȱtrustȱwouldȱbeȱexpectedȱtoȱexpressȱ
supportȱforȱcitizenȬadministeredȱjusticeȱequalȱtoȱ
ȱItȱisȱimportantȱtoȱpointȱoutȱthatȱnearlyȱ20%ȱofȱtheȱMexicanȱ
sampleȱ scoredȱ underȱ theȱ levelȱ whereȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ lawȱ
enforcementȱinstitutionsȱcausesȱinterpersonalȱtrustȱtoȱhaveȱaȱ
positiveȱeffectȱonȱsupportȱforȱcitizenȬadministeredȱjustice.ȱȱ

14
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17.5ȱ unitsȱ (allȱ otherȱ variablesȱ atȱ theirȱ meansȱ orȱ
modes).ȱ Forȱ theȱ equivalentȱ personȱ whoȱ insteadȱ
holdsȱtheȱmaximumȱlevelȱofȱinterpersonalȱtrust,ȱ
thatȱpredictedȱvalueȱjumpsȱtoȱjustȱoverȱ30ȱunits.ȱȱ
Onȱ theȱ otherȱ hand,ȱ theȱ interactionȱ resultsȱ alsoȱ
indicateȱaȱdifferentialȱeffectȱofȱconfidenceȱinȱlawȱ
enforcementȱ institutionsȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ citizenȬ
administeredȱ justiceȱ atȱ differentȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trust.ȱ Asȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ asȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ increaseȱ (overȱ 50ȱ
units),ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ stateȱ lawȱ
enforcementȱ becomesȱ negativeȱ andȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ whileȱ itȱ isȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ
differentiableȱ fromȱ 0ȱ atȱ lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ whenȱ holdingȱ constantȱ
controlȱvariablesȱandȱalternativeȱexplanations.ȱ

Conclusionȱ
Inȱ hisȱ celebratedȱ “Democracyȱ inȱ America”,ȱ deȱ
Tocquevilleȱ highlightedȱ theȱ valueȱ ofȱ aȱ vibrantȱ
civicȱ life,ȱ fueledȱ byȱ closeȱ andȱ frequentȱ
associations.ȱ Inȱ theȱ sameȱ way,ȱ otherȱ scholarsȱ
haveȱarguedȱthatȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ(andȱ socialȱ
capitalȱ moreȱ generally)ȱ canȱ indeedȱ beȱ
consideredȱ beneficialȱ forȱ societalȱ order,ȱ
democraticȱvalues,ȱandȱevenȱeconomicȱprogress.ȱ
However,ȱ thisȱ classicȱ visionȱ hasȱ importantȱ
limits.ȱȱInȱlineȱwithȱthoseȱwhoȱcautionȱagainstȱanȱ
overlyȬpositiveȱvisionȱofȱsocialȱcapital,ȱthisȱworkȱ
confirmsȱ theȱ existenceȱ ofȱ aȱ darkȱ sideȱ ofȱ socialȱ
capital.ȱ Notȱ onlyȱ that,ȱ itȱ demonstratesȱ oneȱ
importantȱ factorȱ conditioningȱ whichȱ “side”ȱ ofȱ
socialȱcapitalȱshowsȱitsȱface.ȱ

-.5

0

EFFECT

.5

Figure3ȱChangesintheeffectofconfidenceinlaw
enforcement institutions on Vigilante Justice at
differentlevelsofinterpersonaltrust.15

(interpersonalȱtrust)ȱandȱconfidenceȱinȱstateȱlawȱ
enforcementȱinstitutionsȱinȱMexico.ȱ
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Asȱ anȱ example,ȱ whenȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ isȱ oneȱ
standardȱ deviationȱ higherȱ thanȱ itsȱ meanȱ (86),ȱ aȱ
decreaseȱofȱoneȱstandardȱdeviationȱ(25.73ȱunits)ȱ
ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ
predictsȱ anȱ increaseȱ ofȱ 3.6ȱ unitsȱ inȱ theȱ supportȱ
forȱpeopleȱtakingȱmattersȱintoȱtheirȱownȱhands.ȱȱ
Inȱ short,ȱ controllingȱ forȱ otherȱ importantȱ
influencesȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ citizenȬadministeredȱ
justice,ȱ Iȱ findȱ clearȱ supportȱ forȱ aȱ conditionalȱ
relationshipȱ
betweenȱ
socialȱ
capitalȱ

15

ȱ90%ȱConfidenceȱIntervalȱcalculatedȱwithȱrobustȱstandardȱ
errors.

ȱSpecifically,ȱtheȱpresentȱstudyȱindicatesȱthatȱtheȱ
effectȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
vigilanteȱ justiceȱ isȱ contingentȱ onȱ theȱ confidenceȱ
thatȱcitizensȱallocateȱtoȱtheȱinstitutionsȱinȱchargeȱ
ofȱ lawȱ andȱ order.ȱ Asȱ theȱ resultsȱ suggest,ȱ atȱ
moderatelyȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ distrustȱ inȱ stateȱ lawȱ
enforcementȱ institutions,ȱ socialȱ capitalȱ (inȱ theȱ
formȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trust)ȱ coheresȱ groupsȱ ofȱ
citizensȱ inȱ supportȱ ofȱ eachȱ otherȱ andȱ againstȱ
deviantȱ(criminal)ȱbehavior.ȱȱȱ
Additionally,ȱ itȱ isȱ worthȱ mentioningȱ thatȱ theȱ
evidenceȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ socialȱ capitalȱ itselfȱ canȱ
serveȱ asȱ aȱ modifierȱ ofȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ attitudesȱ
towardȱ theȱ state.ȱ Asȱ wasȱ shown,ȱ confidenceȱ inȱ
stateȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ onlyȱ
influencesȱ attitudesȱ supportingȱ citizenȬ
administeredȱjusticeȱforȱthoseȱwithȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱ
socialȱcapital.ȱȱ
Finally,ȱ itȱ isȱ worthȱ notingȱ thatȱ anotherȱ
significantȱpredictorȱofȱsupportȱforȱtakingȱjusticeȱ
intoȱone´sȱownȱhandsȱisȱtheȱamountȱofȱinsecurityȱ
perceivedȱ inȱ theȱ neighborhood.ȱ This,ȱ inȱ
conjunctionȱ withȱ theȱ resultsȱ ȱ regardingȱ trustȱ inȱ
lawȱ enforcingȱ institutionsȱ underscoresȱ theȱ
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importanceȱ ofȱ buildingȱ stateȱ justiceȱ institutionsȱ
thatȱ areȱ notȱ onlyȱ perceivedȱ asȱ effectiveȱ butȱ
indeedȱ doȱ reduceȱ feelingsȱ ofȱ insecurityȱ amongȱ
citizens.ȱ
Inȱ conclusion,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ fromȱ thisȱ reportȱ
suggestȱthatȱdemocraticȱvaluesȱamongȱtheȱmassȱ
citizenry,ȱinȱthisȱcaseȱlackȱofȱsupportȱforȱcitizenȬ
administeredȱjusticeȱinȱMexico,ȱwillȱbeȱenhancedȱ
toȱ theȱ degreeȱ thatȱ reformsȱ ofȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ
institutionsȱ (police,ȱ judiciaryȱ andȱ theȱ PGR)ȱ
include:ȱ a)ȱ measuresȱ toȱ increaseȱ andȱ ensureȱ
strictȱrespectȱforȱhumanȱrights;ȱb)ȱaȱstrongȱbattleȱ
againstȱ corruptionȱ withinȱ theseȱ institutionsȱ inȱ
orderȱ toȱ increaseȱ accountabilityȱ andȱ confidenceȱ
inȱ them;ȱ c)ȱ programȱ developmentsȱ thatȱ makeȱ
lawȱ enforcementȱ institutionsȱ moreȱ effectiveȱ atȱ
preventingȱ andȱ punishingȱ crime.ȱ Suchȱ
improvementsȱ willȱ helpȱ increaseȱ confidenceȱ inȱ
stateȱ lawȱ enforcementȱ and,ȱ inȱ soȱ doing,ȱ helpȱ
keepȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ darkerȱ sidesȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ
behindȱitsȱmask.ȱ
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Appendixȱ

TableȱA1.ȱ
DeterminantsȱofȱSupportȱforȱCitizenȬAdministeredȱJusticeȱ
Coefficients
Confidence in State law
enforcement
Interpersonal Trust
Confidence in Law x
16

Interpersonal Trust
Wealth
Education
Age

Insecurity Perception
Direct government
Communitarian
improvement participation
Rural
DF
Women
Constant
R-Squared
F
N

.055
(.065)
.126*
(.071)
-.0023 **
(.001)
-.112***
(.493)
-.34
(.207)
-.236***
(.05)
.069
(.028)
.126***
(.025)
-.006
(.032)
3.309*
(1.84)
7.632***
(2.62)
-2.348
(1.5)
31.629***
(5.85)
.066
8.49***
1,481

Standardized
Coefficients
.123
.048
-.180
-.076
-.053
-.051
-.133
.067
-.005
.052
.077
-.04
.

OrdinaryȱleastȱsquaresȱRegression.ȱ
RobustȱStandardȱErrorsȱinȱparentheses.ȱ
Significanceȱthresholdsȱnotedȱasȱfollows:ȱȱ*p<.1,**p<.05,***p<.01ȱ

16

ȱBecauseȱcollinearityȱcanȱbeȱanȱissueȱwhenȱworkingȱwithȱinteractions,ȱIȱconductȱaȱcollineartityȱtest;ȱnoneȱofȱtheȱVarianceȱInflationȱ

Factorsȱisȱhigherȱthanȱ10ȱwhichȱsuggestsȱthatȱcollinearityȱisȱnotȱaȱsevereȱissueȱinȱthisȱcase.
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TableȱA2ȱ
ȱEffectsȱofȱInterpersonalȱtrustȱonȱsupportȱforȱcitizenȬadministeredȱjusticeȱatȱdifferentȱlevelsȱofȱconfidenceȱ
inȱlawȱenforcementȱinstitutionsȱ
LEVEL OF
CONFIDENCE
IN LAW
ENFORCEMENT

Effect of
Interpersonal
trust

0

.126*
(.065)

10

.103*
(.056)

20

.081*
(.047)

30

.058
(.039)

40

.0354
(.034)

50

.012
(.029)

60

-.010
(.029)

70

-.0329
(.033)

80

-.055
(.040)

90

-.078
(.048)

100

-.10*
(.057)

Significanceȱthresholdsȱnotedȱasȱfollows:ȱȱ*p<.1,**p<.05,***p<.01ȱ
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TableȱA3ȱ
ȱEffectsȱofȱconfidenceȱinȱlawȱenforcementȱinstitutionsȱonȱsupportȱforȱcitizenȬadministeredȱjusticeȱatȱ
differentȱlevelsȱofȱinterpersonalȱtrustȱ
LEVEL OF
INTERPERSONAL
TRUST

Effect of
Confidence
in law
enforcement

0

.055
(.07071)

10

20

30

40

50

.032
(.0612)

.010
(.052)
-.013
(.044)
-.036
(.037)
-.058*
(.033)

60

-.082***
(.032)

70

-.104***
(.034)

80

-.127***
(.039)

90

-.15***
(.046)

100

-.173***
(.055)

Significanceȱthresholdsȱnotedȱasȱfollows:ȱȱ*p<.1,**p<.05,***p<.01ȱ
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AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ2010ȱ(No.40ȱ) ȱȱ

TheȱInfluenceȱofȱ
ReligionȱonȱSupportȱ
forȱFreeȱTradeȱinȱ
LatinȱAmerica ȱ

The 2008 AmericasBarometer surveys, carried
out by the Latin American Public Opinion
Project (LAPOP), involved interviews conducted
in 24 nations in Latin America and the
Caribbean with a total of 40,567 probabilistically
selected respondents, interviewed face-to-face
(with the exception of web surveys in the U.S.
and Canada).2 In the particular case of support
for free trade, a total of 29,982 respondents from
19 countries were asked the following question,
to which they could respond on a 7-point scale
where 1 means not at all and 7 means a lot:
B48. To what extent do you believe that free
trade agreements will help to improve the
economy?
Figure1.
Average Support for Free Trade in Latin America
andtheCaribbean,2008
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hy do individuals in Latin America
and the Caribbean support free trade
policies? Some scholars have argued
that such policies can produce negative
consequences
and
economic
insecurities
(Goldberg and Pavcnik 2004; Merolla,
Stephenson, Wilson and Zechmeister 2005). Yet,
support for free trade exists among many in the
region. In this Insights report, I discuss the
importance of one particular influence on
support for free trade policies: religious factors.
Specifically, I argue that membership in
religious communities provides mental and
monetary support, which offsets the costs of,
and therefore reduces resistance to, free trade
policies.

Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ nationalȱ averagesȱ forȱ theȱ 19ȱ
countriesȱ surveyed.3ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ facilitateȱ
comparisons,ȱtheseȱresponsesȱwereȱrecodedȱonȱaȱ

ȱ Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.ȱ
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
1 Prior issues in the Insights series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets

ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2008ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ roundȱ wasȱ
mainlyȱ providedȱ byȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ
Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ Otherȱ importantȱ
sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ
Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programmeȱ
(UNDP),ȱtheȱCenterȱforȱtheȱAmericasȱ(CFA),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱ
University.ȱ
3 Across these countries an average of 13.5% of respondents
did not answer the free trade question.
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0Ȭ100ȱ scale.ȱ Uruguayȱ isȱ theȱ countryȱ withȱ theȱ
highestȱsupportȱforȱfreeȱtradeȱwithȱanȱaverageȱofȱ
63.5ȱ points.ȱ ȱ Aȱ totalȱ ofȱ elevenȱ countriesȱ exceedȱ
theȱ 50ȱ unitȱ midȬpointȱ indicatingȱ averageȱ
support,ȱ whereasȱ onlyȱ fourȱ nationsȱ haveȱ
averageȱ supportȱ levelsȱ lowerȱ thanȱ 43ȱ points.ȱ Inȱ
sum,ȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ tradeȱ isȱ supportedȱ
byȱ manyȱ inȱ theȱ region,ȱ despiteȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ
popularȱ benefitsȱ areȱ debatableȱ (Goldberg and
Pavcnik 2004).ȱ

Theoretical Perspectives
Prior scholarship suggests that there is a link
between international economic integration
associated with free trade and workers’
insecurities due to the elasticity of labor
demand, i.e. the ability of firms to easily
substitute workers (Scheve and Slaughter 2004;
Merolla, Stephenson, Wilson and Zechmeister
2005: 584). Thus,ȱ conventional theories explain
support for free trade using variables that reflect
individuals’ positions in the economy, by factor
(e.g., level of education) and/or sector (e.g.,
agriculture). At the same time, there is some
evidence that the importance of those
determinants is declining in comparison to the
initial stage of trade reforms in Latin America
(Baker 2003; 2009).4
Assuming there are nonetheless still some costs
to free trade, I focus on a different theoretical
perspective, which relates religious factors to
support for free trade. My argument states that
certain aspects of religion reduce psychological
and monetary costs associated with free trade.
Put differently, assuming that free trade
imposes, at a minimum, some psychological
and, at a maximum, some economic costs as
well, it is possible to import and adapt a
theoretical perspective that suggests the
existence of a religious coping effect. At the core
of this perspective is the notion that religious
4 I ran different models using factor and/or sector variables
related to the Stolper Samuelson theorem (Rogowski 1989);
the Hecksher-Ohlin model (Ohlin 1967); and the RicardoViner theorem (Alt, Frieden, Gilligan, Rodrik and Rogowski
1996), but neither factor nor sector variables reached
conventional levels of statistical significance, excepting
levels of education.

attendance and affiliations can provide a type of
social insurance.
More specifically, the theory is that adverse life
events such as unemployment, illness, or
workplace accidents generate monetary costs,
but also impose important psychological costs,
such as stress and loss of self-esteem (Scheve
and Stasavage 2006a: 137). Religious attendance
and affiliations potentially reduce the
psychological and financial costs of those
adverse life events because Churches can offer
comfort and support during difficult times
(Mainwaring 1986; Scheve and Stasavage 2006a;
2006b; Daniels and von der Ruhr 2005;
Hagopian 2008). Therefore, if religious
affiliations do provide such “insurance”, we
should find all else equal that those who
participate in religious life have higher levels of
support for free trade than those who do not.5

Modeling Support for Free Trade
In order to test the relationship between
religious variables and support for free trade in
the 19 countries surveyed, I use a survey linear
model (a least squares regression for survey
design). The dependent variable is respondents’
level of support for free trade, measured using
the variable described in Figure 1. The key
independent
variables
are
religious
denominations and church attendance.
In addition, I control for a number of potential
predictors of support for free trade. These
include sociotropic and pocketbook evaluations
of the economy (Seligson 1999; Merolla,
Stephenson, Wilson and Zechmeister 2005); left
and right in politics (Milner and Judkins 2004;
Magaloni and Romero 2008); interpersonal trust
as measure of potential social networks; interest
in politics; and, both left-right placements and
preferences over the role of the state with

5 The distribution of religious people in the 19 countries
analyzed is 67.7% of Catholics (20,123 cases); 6.9% of
Protestants (2,043 cases); 11.5% of Evangelicals (3,429 cases);
2.0% of LDS and Jehovah’s Witness (596 cases); 2.1% of
Eastern and Traditional religions (616 cases); and 9.9% of
people who do not profess any faith (2,922 cases). The last
category will be the reference category in the model.
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respect to its social role6 and its role as owner of
critical industries (Baker 2003; Magaloni and
Romero 2008; Zechmeister and Corral 2010).
Other control variables in the model are
demographic and socio-economic measures:
levels of education (Merolla, Stephenson, Wilson
and Zechmeister 2005; Hainmueller and Hiscox
2006), wealth measured by ownership of assets
(Scheve and Slaughter 2001), size of residence,
gender (Seligson 1999), age, and indigenous
identity (Magaloni and Romero 2008).
In addition, some scholars argue that a
relationship between religious factors and free
trade would simply suggest that religious
people tend to be more conservative (De la O
and Rodden 2008: 439), and others suggest that
Christian (in particular non-Catholic) affiliations
tend
to
be
more
oriented
toward
internationalism, in particular toward the U.S.
(Rodriguez 1982). Controlling for socially
conservative attitudes and international ties
allows me to assert with more confidence that
the connection between religious factors and
support for free trade is due to a coping effect,
and not one of these other plausible
explanations. I therefore include a proxy
variable for moral traditionalism by means of
opinions on homosexuals’ rights to run for
office, and a very rough proxy of international
linkages by means of whether the respondent
has contact with relatives in the U.S.7

The Religious Coping Effect

that does not overlap the vertical “0” line (at .05
or better). When the dot, which represents the
predicted impact of that variable, falls to the
right of the vertical “0” line, it implies a positive
relationship whereas when it falls to the left, it
indicates a negative contribution.8
My expectations regarding the coping effect of
religion on support for free trade are supported
by the model. In particular, Catholics,
Protestants, and Evangelicals tend to support
free trade more in comparison to people who do
not profess any religion, which is the reference
category. In addition, Church attendance has a
positive effect on support for free trade. In other
words, as expected, those who attend Church
more frequently hold more favorable opinions
regarding free trade agreements.
Figure2.SupportforFreeTradeinLatinAmerica
andtheCaribbean,2008
Catholic
Protestant
Evangelical
Eastern and Trad Rel
LDS and Witness
Church Attendance
National Eco Situation
State Socially Responsible
Left to Right Politics
Interpersonal Trust
Personal Eco Situation
Political Interest
State Should Own Industries
Relatives in the US
Education
Wealth
Size of Residence
Reject Homosexuals' Rights
Female
Age
Indigenous

Country fixed effects
and intercept included
but not shown here

-.05

The significance of the variables in the model is
graphically represented in Figure 2 (fixed
country effects are excluded from the graph, but
available in the report appendix). Statistical
significance is captured by a confidence interval
State Socially Responsible is an index which includes
citizens’ perceptions about the state’s responsibilities, such
as promoting well-being of the people, creating jobs, and
reducing economic inequalities, in which higher values
represent state-oriented positions. For different uses of this
index, see number 38 of this Insights Series (Zechmeister and
Corral 2010: 4).
7 In order to keep a manageable equation, I did not include
factor/sector variables, excepting education. Across
different specifications including additional factor/sector
variables, religious affiliations and attendance remained
statistically significant.
6

0

.05

.1

.15

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: 2008 AmericasBarometer by LAPOP: 19 countries; 18,418 respondents
R-Squared=0.10; F=35.5

We also see that those who perceive their
national and their personal economic situations
8 I ran hierarchical models using the 2006 national Gini index
by the WB, and the 2006 tariffs’ index developed by the WSJ.
The impact of the former on free trade was significant and
negative (Goldberg and Pavcnik 2004), whereas the later was
also significant but positive (Milner and Judkins 2004). In
both specifications religious affiliations and attendance
remained statistically significant. To keep the focus on
religious variables, I show the more parsimonious and
simpler model here.
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in a more positive light are more supportive of
free trade. Further, those who identify on the
“right”, those with higher levels of interpersonal
trust, and those with greater political interest
support trade at higher levels. In contrast, senior
citizens and the indigenous are less supportive
of free trade. One interesting result is that the
State Socially Responsible index is a strong,
positive predictor of support for free trade; this
is in accord with post-Washington Consensus
doctrine, which emphasizes the combination of
pro-market policies with the provision of social
welfare safety nets.9
Even after controlling for the above-noted
factors and, as well, social conservativism and
links to the U.S., the religious factors are
significant. In short, the results are consistent
with the argument that religious attendance and
affiliations provide individuals with the
necessary reserves to support free trade at
greater levels than those without such religious
characteristics.

Conclusions
The fact that religious affiliations have a positive
relationship with support for free trade, and that
this effect is felt across Catholics, Protestants,
and Evangelicals, suggests a consensus among
those religiously-minded in Latin America that
free trade agreements can be beneficial to the
economy (at least when compared to those who
are not religious). This stands in contrast to
some arguments that suggest religion can hinder
progress toward modernization and other
arguments that only specific religious affiliations
are capable of advancing economic development
(e.g., Weber [1905] 1958).
Overall, this initial evidence supports the
argument that church participation and
membership in a variety of religious
communities provide psychological (and
potentially monetary) support and comfort,
reducing resistance to free trade policies. In
addition, neither moral conservatism nor
international influences explain support for free
trade and the religious factors are significant
9 In addition, there is a marginally significant negative effect
for the role of the state as owner of critical industries.

even when these other variables are included in
the model. Thus, the theorized coping effect is
the most plausible explanation of the
relationship between religious variables in the
model and free trade support.10
The notion that religious attendance and
affiliations may help individuals to cope with
economic liberalization is consistent with the
notion that in general, safety nets are useful
mechanisms to put in place alongside marketoriented reforms. The more a society possesses
means to cushion the negative effects of such
reforms, the more accepting the public is likely
to be of such restructuring. While much has
been written on public policy safety nets (e.g.,
social investment funds), this report suggests
that churches can also play, and arguably are
playing, such a role in Latin America.11
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Appendix.SupportforFreeTradeinLatinAmericaandtheCaribbean,2008
Independent Variables

Coef.

Std. Err.

t

Catholic

0.069

0.014

4.97

Protestant

0.037

0.011

3.41

Evangelical

0.036

0.013

2.82

Eastern and Traditional Religions

0.016

0.010

1.64

Later Day Saints / Jehovah Witnesses

0.008

0.008

0.94

Church attendance

0.027

0.009

2.94

National Economic Situation

0.121

0.009

13.16

State Socially Responsible

0.102

0.010

9.79

Left to Right Politics

0.095

0.009

10.26

Interpersonal trust

0.053

0.008

6.82

Personal Economic Situation

0.044

0.009

4.66

Political Interest

0.034

0.008

4.10

State Should Own Industries

-0.015

0.009

-1.60

Relatives in the US

-0.002

0.008

-0.21

Education

0.008

0.010

0.83

Wealth

0.001

0.011

0.12

Size of Residence

0.007

0.011

0.65

Reject Homosexuals' Rights

0.003

0.010

0.32

Female

-0.006

0.007

-0.82

Age

-0.022

0.009

-2.50

Indigenous

-0.029

0.009

-3.09

Mexico

-0.095

0.011

-8.53

Guatemala

-0.116

0.012

-9.83

El Salvador

-0.138

0.010

-13.32

Honduras

-0.114

0.010

-11.64

Nicaragua

-0.080

0.010

-6.72

Costa Rica

-0.054

0.012

-5.43

Panama

-0.080

0.010

-7.01

Colombia

-0.094

0.011

-7.83

Ecuador

-0.156

0.012

-11.76

Peru

-0.084

0.013

-8.48

Paraguay

-0.128

0.011

-11.53

Chile

-0.015

0.010

-1.55

Brazil

-0.087

0.013

-6.55

Venezuela

-0.061

0.015

-4.16

Argentina

-0.112

0.012

-9.41

Dominican Republic

-0.051

0.010

-4.99

Jamaica

-0.036

0.017

-2.06

Belize

0.019

0.014

1.29

Intercept

0.023

0.011

2.17

Source: 2008 Americas Barometer by LAPOP; 19 countries; 18,418 respondents
R-Squared = 0.096; F= 35.5; Country of reference: Uruguay.
Coefficients and standard errors were estimated based on variation between 104 primary sampling units
via survey linear regression.
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Venezuelanȱ citizens,ȱ asȱ shownȱ byȱ repeatedȱ
victoriesȱ atȱ theȱ polls,ȱ inȱ recentȱ yearsȱ heȱ hasȱ
experiencedȱ notableȱ defeats,ȱ inȱ particularȱ inȱ aȱ
Decemberȱ 2007ȱ referendumȱ andȱ theȱ Novemberȱ
2008ȱ regionalȱ elections.3ȱ Theseȱ eventsȱ inȱ
particularȱ haveȱ ledȱ manyȱ toȱ questionȱ whetherȱ
Chávez’sȱpopularityȱisȱwaning,ȱandȱifȱso,ȱwhy.ȱȱ

.cnn

AmericasBarometerȱInsights*:ȱ2010ȱ(No.41)ȱ

ProblemsȱMayȱConvertȱ
BelieversȱintoȱNonȬ
BelieversȱinȱChávez’sȱ
Venezuela1ȱ
MarianaȱRodríguezȱ
mariana.rodriguez@vanderbilt.eduȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱȱȱ

ȱ

I

nȱ 1999ȱ Hugoȱ Chávezȱ becameȱ presidentȱ ofȱ
ȱ
Venezuela,ȱ givingȱ hopeȱ toȱ manyȱ citizensȱ byȱ
promisingȱ social,ȱ economic,ȱ andȱ politicalȱ
improvementsȱ andȱ embarkingȱ onȱ anȱ expansiveȱ
implementationȱ ofȱ socialistȱ policies.ȱ Overȱ tenȱ
yearsȱ later,ȱ thoseȱ policiesȱ haveȱ beenȱ metȱ withȱ
mixedȱ success,ȱ andȱ theȱ countryȱ isȱ plaguedȱ byȱ
crimeȱ andȱ economicȱ problems,ȱ especiallyȱ highȱ
inflation.2ȱ Thisȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ showsȱ thatȱ
negativeȱassessmentsȱofȱcrimeȱandȱtheȱeconomyȱ
byȱ Chávezȱ supportersȱ serveȱ toȱ reduceȱ theirȱ
approvalȱofȱhisȱperformanceȱasȱpresident.ȱȱ

Oneȱ explanationȱ offeredȱ byȱ theȱ mediaȱ andȱ
supportedȱ byȱ academicȱ theoryȱ isȱ thatȱ
performanceȱfailures,ȱinȱtheȱformȱofȱVenezuela’sȱ
alarmingȱ crimeȱ ratesȱ andȱ economicȱ struggles,ȱ
areȱtakingȱaȱtollȱonȱChávez’sȱsupport.ȱToȱassessȱ
thisȱexplanation,ȱthisȱInsightsȱreportȱanalyzesȱtheȱ
relationshipsȱ betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ andȱ
economicȱ wellȬbeingȱ andȱ approvalȱ ofȱ Chávez’sȱ
performanceȱ asȱ president,ȱ amongȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
previouslyȱ votedȱ forȱ Chávez.4ȱ Ifȱ poorȱ assessmentsȱ
ofȱ Chávez’sȱ performanceȱ areȱ negativelyȱ
associatedȱ withȱ jobȱ approvalȱ ratingsȱ amongȱ hisȱ
supporters,ȱweȱhaveȱaȱkeyȱtoȱunderstandingȱhisȱ
electoralȱ vulnerability,ȱ andȱ aȱ possibleȱ
explanationȱforȱrecentȱdefeatsȱatȱtheȱpolls.ȱȱ
Figureȱ1.ȱChávezȱsupporters’ȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱ
mostȱimportantȱproblemȱinȱVenezuela,ȱ2008ȱ

Althoughȱ Chávezȱ hasȱ experiencedȱ impressiveȱ
andȱ enduringȱ supportȱ fromȱ aȱ largeȱ numberȱ ofȱ
* Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
Vanderbilt.
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2
Seeȱ forȱ exampleȱ variousȱ articlesȱ inȱ theȱ
www.washingtonpost.comȱandȱwww.nytimes.com.ȱ

ȱ Inȱ Decemberȱ 2007,ȱ votersȱ rejectedȱ Chávez’sȱ proposedȱ
constitutionalȱ amendment,ȱ whichȱ includedȱ aȱ provisionȱ toȱ
eliminateȱ termȱ limits.ȱ Inȱ Novemberȱ 2008,ȱ althoughȱ proȬ
Chávezȱcandidatesȱwonȱ17ȱoutȱofȱtheȱ22ȱgovernorȱelections,ȱ
theȱ oppositionȱ wonȱ someȱ ofȱ theȱ mostȱ importantȱ andȱ
populousȱregionsȱofȱtheȱcountryȱ(Romeroȱ2008).ȱAsȱnotedȱinȱ
theȱ conclusionȱ ofȱ thisȱ report,ȱ however,ȱ thoseȱ electoralȱ
defeatsȱwereȱreversedȱinȱaȱFebruaryȱ2009ȱreferendum.ȱ
4ȱInȱaȱlargerȱproject,ȱIȱincludeȱnonȬsupportersȱinȱtheȱanalysis.ȱ
3
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Theȱ dataȱ forȱ thisȱ reportȱ areȱ fromȱ theȱ 2008ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ conductedȱ byȱ theȱ
LatinȱAmericanȱPublicȱOpinionȱProjectȱ(LAPOP)ȱ
inȱ Venezuela.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ firstȱ showȱ that,ȱ inȱ fact,ȱ
Chávezȱ supportersȱ perceiveȱ crimeȱ andȱ theȱ
economyȱasȱtheirȱmostȱimportantȱconcerns.5ȱȱ
Theȱ survey’sȱ1,500ȱ respondentsȱ wereȱaskedȱ thisȱ
question:ȱ
A4.ȱ Toȱ beginȱ with,ȱinȱyourȱ opinion,ȱ whatȱ isȱ theȱ
mostȱseriousȱproblemȱfacedȱbyȱtheȱcountry?6ȱȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ displaysȱ theȱ percentageȱ ofȱ Chávez’sȱ
supportersȱ whoȱ indicatedȱ securityȱ (crime),ȱ theȱ
economy,ȱ basicȱ services,ȱ politics,ȱ orȱ otherȱ
concernsȱasȱtheȱmostȱimportantȱproblem.7ȱAsȱtheȱ
figureȱ shows,ȱ crimeȱ inȱ particularȱ andȱ alsoȱ theȱ
economyȱ toȱ aȱ lesserȱ extentȱ areȱ theȱ twoȱ singleȱ
mostȱ importantȱ concernsȱ amongȱ Chávezȱ
supporters.ȱ Inȱ theȱ nextȱ section,ȱ Iȱ drawȱ onȱ
existingȱ scholarshipȱ toȱ argueȱ thatȱ negativeȱ
assessmentsȱofȱcrimeȱandȱtheȱeconomyȱtranslateȱ
intoȱ lowerȱ approvalȱ ofȱ Chávez,ȱ evenȱ amongȱ
thoseȱwhoȱhelpedȱelectȱhimȱtoȱoffice.ȱ

PerformanceȱAssessmentsȱandȱ
PresidentialȱApprovalȱ
Scholarsȱ haveȱ longȱ arguedȱ andȱ demonstratedȱ
thatȱcitizensȱwillȱrewardȱorȱpunishȱanȱincumbentȱ
administrationȱ basedȱ onȱ theirȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ itsȱ
performanceȱ (Downsȱ 1957;ȱ Keyȱ 1966;ȱ Fiorinaȱ
1981).ȱ Concerningȱ economicȱ performance,ȱ
specifically,ȱ aȱ longȱ lineȱ ofȱ scholarshipȱ positsȱ
ȱ Inȱ thisȱ report,ȱ “Chávezȱ supporters”ȱ areȱ thoseȱ 643ȱ
respondentsȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ 2008ȱ Venezuelanȱ
surveyȱ whoȱ saidȱ theyȱ votedȱ forȱ Chávez.ȱ “NonȬsupporters”ȱ
areȱthoseȱwhoȱsaidȱtheyȱvotedȱforȱanotherȱcandidate.
6
AmongȱChávezȱsupporters,ȱnonȬresponseȱforȱthisȱquestionȱ
wasȱ0.9ȱpercent.
7
Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2008ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ roundȱ wasȱ
mainlyȱ providedȱ byȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ
Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ Otherȱ importantȱ
sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ
Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programmeȱ
(UNDP),ȱtheȱCenterȱforȱtheȱAmericasȱ(CFA),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱ
University.
5

citizens’ȱ supportȱ forȱ incumbentsȱ declinesȱ whenȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ deteriorateȱ (LewisȬBeckȱ
1986;ȱ LewisȬBeckȱ andȱ Stegmaierȱ 2000;ȱ Muellerȱ
1973,ȱ Kernellȱ 1978;ȱ Monroeȱ 1978;ȱ Hibbsȱ etȱ al.ȱ
1982).ȱ Performanceȱ assessmentsȱ affectingȱ
incumbentȱ supportȱ areȱ notȱ limitedȱ toȱ theȱ
economy;ȱinȱfact,ȱotherȱstudiesȱhaveȱshownȱthatȱ
otherȱfactors,ȱsuchȱasȱscandals,ȱwars,ȱandȱoverallȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ democracyȱ
alsoȱ affectȱ votingȱ andȱ presidentialȱ approvalȱ
(MacKuenȱ1983;ȱAndersonȱetȱal.ȱ2003;ȱBraceȱandȱ
Hinckleyȱ1991).ȱ
Recently,ȱscholarsȱhaveȱshownȱthatȱsalientȱissuesȱ
haveȱ theȱ greatestȱ effectsȱ onȱ incumbentȱ supportȱ
(Edwardsȱetȱal.ȱ1995;ȱFournierȱetȱal.ȱ2003).ȱGivenȱ
theȱ relativeȱ salienceȱ ofȱ securityȱ andȱ economicȱ
concernsȱinȱVenezuelaȱforȱChávezȱsupporters,ȱasȱ
shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 1,ȱ weȱ wouldȱ expectȱ toȱ findȱ aȱ
strongȱlinkȱbetweenȱassessmentsȱofȱperformanceȱ
inȱtheseȱareasȱandȱChávez’sȱjobȱapprovalȱratings.
Scholarshipȱ documentsȱ aȱ linkȱ betweenȱ crimeȱ
andȱtheȱeconomy,ȱonȱtheȱoneȱhand,ȱandȱattitudesȱ
towardȱ governmentȱ andȱ democracyȱ inȱ
Venezuela.ȱ Specifically,ȱ Seligsonȱ andȱ Boidiȱ
(2008)ȱ showȱ howȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ andȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ insecurityȱ reduceȱ theȱ legitimacyȱ
ofȱgovernment,ȱinterpersonalȱtrust,ȱandȱsupportȱ
forȱ aȱ stableȱ democracy.ȱ Additionally,ȱ theirȱ
researchȱ providesȱ evidenceȱ thatȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
howȱ wellȱ theȱ governmentȱ handlesȱ economicȱ
problemsȱ alsoȱ affectȱ theȱ legitimacyȱ ofȱ
democraticȱ institutions.ȱ Onȱ aȱ relatedȱ note,ȱ
Hawkinsȱ (2010)ȱ explainsȱ howȱ widespreadȱ
corruptionȱ andȱ economicȱ strugglesȱ facilitatedȱ
theȱ riseȱ ofȱ Chávez’sȱ populismȱ asȱ aȱ responseȱ toȱ
theȱ failureȱ ofȱ previousȱ democraticȱ regimesȱ toȱ
deliverȱeffectiveȱgovernanceȱ(Hawkinsȱ2010).ȱ
Givenȱ thatȱ thoseȱ mostȱ likelyȱ toȱ sufferȱ crimeȱ
victimizationȱ (theȱ poor)ȱ andȱ thoseȱ belongingȱ toȱ
theȱlowerȱsocioȬeconomicȱgroupsȱareȱthoughtȱtoȱ
beȱkeyȱsupportersȱofȱChávez’sȱprotractedȱtenureȱ
inȱ officeȱ (Canacheȱ 2004;ȱ Robertsȱ 2003;ȱ
Handelmanȱ 2000;ȱ Cannonȱ 2008;ȱ Heathȱ 2009;ȱ
Hellingerȱ2003,ȱ2005;ȱbutȱseeȱLupuȱ2010),ȱitȱisȱnotȱ
surprising,ȱ then,ȱ toȱ findȱ thatȱ securityȱ andȱ
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economicȱconcernsȱtopȱtheirȱlistsȱofȱtheȱcountry’sȱ
mostȱ importantȱ problems.ȱ Ifȱ classicalȱ theoriesȱ
andȱ extantȱ evidenceȱ areȱ correct,ȱ weȱ should,ȱ
moreover,ȱ findȱ thatȱ assessmentsȱ ofȱ negativeȱ
performanceȱinȱtheseȱareasȱbyȱChávezȱvotersȱareȱ
linkedȱ toȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ jobȱ approvalȱ forȱ theȱ
president.ȱ

Determinants of Supporters’ Job
Approval of President Chávez
Doȱnegativeȱperceptionsȱofȱcrimeȱandȱeconomicȱ
wellȬbeingȱ hurtȱ supporters’ȱ jobȱ approvalȱ ofȱ
Chávez?ȱToȱexamineȱthisȱquestion,ȱIȱmakeȱuseȱofȱ
theȱ followingȱ surveyȱ itemȱ measuringȱ
presidentialȱjobȱapproval:ȱ
M1. Speakingȱ inȱ generalȱ ofȱ theȱ currentȱ
administration,ȱ howȱ wouldȱ youȱ rateȱ theȱ jobȱ
performanceȱofȱPresidentȱHugoȱChávez?ȱ
Respondentsȱ placedȱ theirȱ opinionȱ onȱ aȱ 1ȱ toȱ 5ȱ
scaleȱ whereȱ 1ȱ meansȱ “veryȱ bad,”ȱ 2ȱ “bad,”ȱ 3ȱ
“fair,”ȱ 4ȱ “good,”ȱ andȱ 5ȱ “veryȱ good.”ȱ Theseȱ
responsesȱ wereȱ recalibratedȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ inȱ
orderȱtoȱfacilitateȱcomparisons.8ȱȱ
Toȱ limitȱ theȱ analysisȱ toȱ Chávezȱ supporters,ȱ Iȱ
confineȱtheȱanalysisȱonlyȱtoȱthoseȱwhoȱreportedȱ
havingȱvotedȱforȱChávezȱinȱtheȱlastȱpresidentialȱ
election.9ȱ Onȱ average,ȱ Chávezȱ supportersȱ gaveȱ
theȱ Presidentȱ aȱ jobȱ approvalȱ ratingȱ ofȱ 69.5.ȱ Aȱ
histogramȱ inȱ Appendixȱ Aȱ showsȱ thisȱ valueȱ inȱ
comparisonȱ toȱ theȱ 2007ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ surveys;ȱ dataȱ
revealȱaȱmodestȱbutȱsteadyȱdecreaseȱinȱChávez’sȱ
approvalȱ amongȱ supportersȱ overȱ time.10ȱ Asȱ theȱ
8

NonȬresponseȱwasȱ1.2ȱpercentȱforȱChávezȱsupporters.
ȱVB3.ȱWhoȱdidȱyouȱvoteȱforȱinȱtheȱlastȱpresidentialȱelection?ȱȱ
10ȱ Asȱ Appendixȱ Aȱ shows,ȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ
fromȱ 2007,ȱ 2008,ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ revealȱ aȱ steadyȱ decreaseȱ inȱ
approvalȱ ofȱ Chávezȱ amongȱ hisȱ supporters.ȱ Inȱ 2007,ȱ
supportersȱ gaveȱ Chávezȱ anȱ averageȱ jobȱ approvalȱ ratingȱ ofȱ
71.5;ȱwhileȱthisȱnumberȱonlyȱdroppedȱbyȱtwoȱunits,ȱtoȱ69.5,ȱ
inȱ 2008,ȱ thatȱ differenceȱ isȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ atȱ theȱ 0.10ȱ
level.ȱ Further,ȱ inȱ 2010,ȱ supportersȱ gaveȱ Chávezȱ anȱ averageȱ
jobȱ approvalȱ ratingȱ ofȱ 65.8,ȱ inȱ thisȱ caseȱ almostȱ fourȱ unitsȱ
lowerȱthanȱ2008ȱ(andȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱtheȱ.05ȱlevel).ȱ
Inȱ termsȱ ofȱ nonȬsupportersȱ (thoseȱ whoȱ votedȱ butȱ notȱ forȱ
9

histogramȱ inȱ Appendixȱ Bȱ shows,ȱ whileȱ onlyȱ aȱ
smallȱ groupȱofȱ Chávezȱsupportersȱ giveȱ himȱ theȱ
mostȱ negativeȱ evaluations,ȱ justȱ overȱ 30ȱ percentȱ
giveȱhimȱaȱfairȱrating,ȱneitherȱbadȱnorȱgood.ȱȱ
Twoȱ variablesȱ provideȱ measuresȱ ofȱ crimeȱ
performance:ȱ
crimeȱ
victimizationȱ
andȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ insecurity.ȱ Likewise,ȱ twoȱ
measuresȱ captureȱ economicȱ performance:ȱȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ personalȱ andȱ economicȱ
conditions.ȱ Crimeȱ victimizationȱ isȱ aȱ
dichotomousȱ variable,ȱ whileȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
economicȱconditionsȱrangeȱfromȱ“veryȱgood”ȱtoȱ
“veryȱbad,”ȱandȱperceptionsȱofȱinsecurityȱrangeȱ
fromȱ feelingȱ “veryȱ safe”ȱ toȱ “veryȱ unsafe.”11ȱ
Amongȱ Chávezȱ supporters,ȱ nearlyȱ 22%ȱ viewedȱ
nationalȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ asȱ poorȱ orȱ veryȱ
poor,ȱ whileȱ 14%ȱ thoughtȱ theirȱ ownȱ personalȱ
economicȱ situationȱ wasȱ badȱ orȱ veryȱ bad.ȱ Onlyȱ
15%ȱofȱrespondentsȱsaidȱtheyȱfeltȱveryȱunsafeȱinȱ
theirȱneighborhoods,ȱbutȱ24%ȱsaidȱthatȱtheyȱfeltȱ
somewhatȱunsafe.ȱȱ
Inȱ lightȱ ofȱ theȱ importantȱ numberȱ ofȱ Chávezȱ
supportersȱ whoȱ haveȱ negativeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
crimeȱ andȱ economicȱ wellȬbeingȱ inȱ Venezuela,ȱ
meaningfulȱ resultsȱ couldȱ beȱ obtainedȱ byȱ
studyingȱ ifȱ andȱ howȱ muchȱ theseȱ negativeȱ
perceptionsȱ hurtȱ supporters’ȱ jobȱ approvalȱ ofȱ
Chávez.ȱ Theȱ followingȱ analysisȱ alsoȱ includesȱ
standardȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ
variablesȱ asȱ controls:ȱ ageȱ (inȱ years),ȱ gender,ȱ
yearsȱofȱeducation,ȱandȱwealth.ȱ
Chávez),ȱ Chávezȱ receivedȱ meanȱ approvalȱ scoresȱ inȱ 2007,ȱ
2008,ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ ofȱ 27.2,ȱ 24.3,ȱ andȱ 24.9,ȱ respectively,ȱ
suggestingȱ thatȱ overȱ theseȱ threeȱ yearsȱ hisȱ approvalȱ amongȱ
nonȬsupportersȱ remainedȱ lowȱ andȱ fairlyȱ steadyȱ (dueȱ toȱ theȱ
relativelyȱ smallȱ numberȱ ofȱ observations,ȱ theȱ decreaseȱ fromȱ
2007ȱtoȱ2008ȱisȱnotȱstatisticallyȱsignificant).ȱȱ
11ȱ Theseȱ variablesȱ wereȱ alsoȱ recalibratedȱ fromȱ 0Ȭ100.ȱ Theȱ
wordingȱofȱtheȱquestionsȱusedȱisȱasȱfollows:ȱVIC1.ȱHaveȱyouȱ
beenȱ aȱ victimȱ ofȱ anyȱ typeȱ ofȱ crimeȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ 12ȱ months?;ȱ
AOJ11A.ȱ Speakingȱ ofȱ theȱ neighborhoodȱ whereȱ youȱ live,ȱ andȱ
thinkingȱofȱtheȱpossibilityȱofȱbeingȱassaultedȱorȱrobbed,ȱdoȱyouȱfeelȱ
veryȱ safe,ȱ somewhatȱ safe,ȱ somewhatȱ unsafeȱ orȱ veryȱ unsafe?;ȱ
SOCT1.ȱ Howȱ wouldȱ youȱ describeȱ theȱ country’sȱ economicȱ
situation?ȱWouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱgoodȱ
norȱbad,ȱbadȱorȱveryȱbad?;ȱIDIO1.ȱHowȱwouldȱyouȱdescribeȱyourȱ
overallȱ economicȱ situation?ȱ Wouldȱ youȱ sayȱ thatȱ itȱ isȱ veryȱ good,ȱ
good,ȱneitherȱgoodȱnorȱbad,ȱbadȱorȱveryȱbad?ȱ
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Figureȱ 2.ȱ Determinantsȱ ofȱ Chávez’sȱ Jobȱ
Approval,ȱamongȱSupporters,ȱ2008ȱ

Figureȱ 2ȱ displaysȱ theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ OLSȱ
multivariateȱ analysis.12ȱ Theȱ figureȱ displaysȱ
regressionȱcoefficientsȱwithȱdots,ȱwhichȱifȱtoȱtheȱ
leftȱ implyȱ aȱ negativeȱ relationshipȱ withȱ theȱ
dependentȱ variableȱ andȱ theȱ reverseȱ ifȱ toȱ theȱ
right;ȱ statisticalȱ significanceȱ isȱ indicatedȱ byȱ
horizontalȱ barsȱ thatȱ doȱ notȱ overlapȱ theȱ verticalȱ
lineȱ atȱ 0.ȱ Theȱ analysisȱ supportsȱ theȱ argumentȱ
thatȱnegativeȱperceptionsȱofȱcrimeȱandȱeconomicȱ
wellȬbeingȱ hurtȱ supporters’ȱ approvalȱ ofȱ
Chávez’sȱ jobȱ asȱ President.ȱ Allȱ otherȱ variablesȱ
constant,ȱ anȱ increaseȱ inȱ negativeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
securityȱ isȱ associatedȱ withȱ aȱ decreaseȱ inȱ
approvalȱ ofȱ Chávezȱ amongȱ hisȱ supporters.ȱ Theȱ
sameȱ isȱ trueȱ forȱ negativeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
country’sȱeconomicȱsituation.ȱBeingȱaȱvictimȱofȱaȱ
crimeȱandȱanȱincreaseȱinȱnegativeȱperceptionsȱofȱ
personalȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ bothȱ areȱ notȱ
significant.13ȱWealth,ȱeducation,ȱandȱgenderȱalsoȱ
doȱ notȱ haveȱ significantȱ effects,ȱ whileȱ ageȱ hasȱ aȱ
positiveȱ andȱ significantȱ effectȱ onȱ presidentialȱ
approval,ȱ meaningȱ thatȱ amongȱ Chávezȱ
supporters,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ olderȱ expressȱ higherȱ
12ȱ Allȱ statisticalȱ analysesȱ reportedȱ inȱ thisȱ articleȱ wereȱ
conductedȱusingȱStataȱv10,ȱandȱtheyȱareȱadjustedȱtoȱconsiderȱ
theȱeffectsȱofȱcomplexȱsampleȱdesign.
13ȱ Theȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ andȱ feelingsȱ
ofȱ insecurityȱ isȱ weakȱ atȱ 0.18.ȱ Theȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ
perceptionsȱofȱpersonalȱandȱnationalȱeconomicȱconditionsȱisȱ
moderateȱatȱ0.56.

levelsȱofȱapprovalȱofȱChávez’sȱperformanceȱthanȱ
thoseȱwhoȱareȱyounger.ȱ
Substantively,ȱ negativeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱ economicȱ situationȱ haveȱ theȱ largestȱ
effectȱ onȱ presidentialȱ approvalȱ forȱ Chávezȱ
amongȱ hisȱ supporters,ȱ followedȱ byȱ perceptionsȱ
ofȱ personalȱ insecurity.ȱ Thisȱ findingȱ meansȱ thatȱ
perceptionsȱofȱnationalȱeconomicȱconditionsȱareȱ
moreȱ importantȱ thanȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ personalȱ
economicȱ
conditionsȱ
forȱ
determiningȱ
supporters’ȱdegreeȱofȱapprovalȱforȱChávez’sȱjobȱ
asȱ president.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ anȱ interestingȱ findingȱ inȱ
lightȱ ofȱ theȱ factȱ that,ȱ whileȱ bothȱ areȱ important,ȱ
personalȱ securityȱ concernsȱ trumpȱ personalȱ
economicȱ concernsȱ amongȱ hisȱ supportersȱ (seeȱ
Figureȱ 1).ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ alsoȱ demonstrateȱ thatȱ
feelingsȱofȱinsecurityȱratherȱthanȱbeingȱanȱactualȱ
victimȱofȱcrimeȱhaveȱaȱgreaterȱinfluenceȱonȱhowȱ
supportersȱ feelȱ aboutȱ Chávez.ȱ Theseȱ resultsȱ areȱ
consistentȱ withȱ evidenceȱ fromȱ bothȱ theȱ
economicȱ votingȱ andȱ presidentialȱ literature,ȱ
whichȱ showȱ howȱ sociotropicȱ perceptionsȱ (thoseȱ
relatingȱ toȱ theȱ individual’sȱ community)ȱ matterȱ
moreȱ thanȱ egotropicȱ perceptionsȱ (thoseȱ relatingȱ
toȱ theȱ individual)ȱ inȱ determiningȱ incumbentȱ
support.ȱ

Conclusionsȱ
Theȱfindingsȱinȱthisȱreportȱindicateȱthat,ȱindeed,ȱ
Venezuela’sȱ highȱ crimeȱ ratesȱ andȱ deterioratingȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ areȱ takingȱ aȱ tollȱ onȱ
Chávez’sȱpopularityȱamongȱhisȱsupporters.ȱLackȱ
ofȱeffectivenessȱbyȱtheȱChávezȱadministrationȱinȱ
theȱ faceȱ ofȱ growingȱ crimeȱ ratesȱ andȱ worseningȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ areȱ aȱ threatȱ toȱ theȱ
President’sȱpopularityȱamongȱhisȱsupporters.ȱȱ
Soȱ longȱ asȱ problemsȱ withȱ crimeȱ andȱ theȱ
economyȱ continueȱ toȱ worsen,ȱ Chávez’sȱ supportȱ
isȱlikelyȱtoȱdecay.ȱInȱparticular,ȱthisȱreportȱshowsȱ
thatȱ persistentȱ orȱ evenȱ increasedȱ personalȱ
insecurityȱ andȱ negativeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱ economyȱ amongȱ hisȱ supportersȱ areȱ
likelyȱ toȱ increaseȱ dissatisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ
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President’sȱ performance,ȱ andȱ possiblyȱ translateȱ
intoȱelectoralȱdefections.ȱ
Theseȱ conclusionsȱ notwithstanding,ȱ atȱ theȱ timeȱ
theȱ dataȱ wereȱ collectedȱ forȱ thisȱ study,ȱ despiteȱ
theȱ electoralȱ setbacksȱ mentionedȱ atȱ theȱ startȱ ofȱ
thisȱreport,ȱChávezȱremainedȱquiteȱpopular.14ȱInȱ
earlyȱ 2009ȱ Chávezȱ wonȱ aȱ referendumȱ that,ȱ
amongȱ otherȱ constitutionalȱ reforms,ȱ eliminatedȱ
presidentialȱtermȱlimits.ȱConsequently,ȱitȱisȱclearȱ
thatȱ regardlessȱ ofȱ theȱ negativeȱ effectȱ thatȱ
feelingsȱ ofȱ insecurityȱ andȱ economicȱ hardshipȱ
canȱhaveȱonȱhisȱpopularity,ȱChávezȱcontinuesȱtoȱ
retainȱstrongȱsupportȱfromȱhisȱfollowers.ȱȱ
Nevertheless,ȱ theȱ findingsȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ revealȱ
fragilitiesȱ inȱ Chávez’sȱ regimeȱ inȱ theȱ faceȱ ofȱ
continuedȱ publicȱ insecurityȱ andȱ economicȱ
problems.ȱEvenȱforȱaȱuniqueȱandȱpopularȱleaderȱ
likeȱ Chávez,ȱ afterȱ yearsȱ ofȱ governanceȱ andȱ
institutionalȱreforms,ȱtheȱsameȱmechanismsȱthatȱ
haveȱ ledȱ votersȱ timeȱ andȱ timeȱ againȱ toȱ castȱ outȱ
“rascals”ȱ responsibleȱ forȱ poorȱ performanceȱ inȱ
establishedȱ democraciesȱ appearȱ capableȱ ofȱ
underminingȱ Chávez’sȱ gripȱ onȱ government,ȱ byȱ
makingȱnonȬbelieversȱoutȱofȱonceȬbelievers.ȱ
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those who participate in aggressive modes of
political action? In this Insights report, we report
on national average levels of self-reported
protest participation in the region and then go
on to present evidence regarding the most
important determinants of protest participation
in two cases, Argentina and Bolivia.2 We argue
that in these two countries mass protest is more
conventional than radical; we discuss in our
conclusion the implications this may have for
the region more generally.
The data come from the 2008 AmericasBarometer.3
In face-to-face interviews in twenty-one
countries in Latin America and the Caribbean
and a web survey in the United States, a total of
25,279 people responded to this question:
PROT2.4 During the last year, did you
participate in a public demonstration or protest?
Figure1.PercentageofRespondentswho
ParticipatedinProtest,2008

Daniel Moreno
Ciudadanía, Comunidad de Estudios Sociales y
Acción Pública, Cochabamba, Bolivia
dmorenom@gmail.com

S

ocial movements and mass protests have
been defining aspects of Latin American
politics, even precipitating sharp political
reactions and consequences in several recent
cases. For example, mass protests played key
roles in five of seven “acute” institutional crises
since 2000 (González 2008). Protests contributed
to the 2003 resignation of Bolivian president
Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada and the 2001-2002
episodes of Argentine critical political
instability, which included the deposal of two
presidents in less than a month.

In short, protests matter in the Americas, and for
that reason it is important to know who
protests—that is, what are the characteristics of
ȱ Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.ȱ
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
1 Prior issues in the Insights series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets

2 The content of this Insights report is drawn from a working
paper (Moreno and Moseley 2010), which contains more
extensive theory and empirical analysis.
3 Funding for the 2008 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the InterǦAmerican
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), the Center for the Americas
(CFA), and Vanderbilt University.
4 Non-response was 11.17% for the entire sample.
The
question was not asked in Chile.
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Figure 1 shows the percentage of respondents
for each country who indicated they
“sometimes” or “almost never” participated in
protest during the previous year (the remaining
option provided was “never”). It is quite
apparent that Argentina and Bolivia had the
highest rates of protest participation in Latin
America, as almost one-third of citizens in each
nation participated at least to a limited extent in
protest during the year prior to the survey.
In the remainder of this report, we consider in
more detail the predictors of protest
participation in these two countries, for two
primary reasons. First, most empirical tests of
dominant theories have focused on advanced
industrialized democracies (e.g., Norris et al.
2005; Opp 1990; Schussman and Soule 2005). By
focusing on Argentina and Bolivia, we extend
extant research beyond its typically more
limited geographic focus. Second, the two
countries themselves are quite dissimilar on a
number of key economic and sociopolitical
variables.5 The use of these two cases, then,
approaches a “most different systems” design,
allowing us to home in on commonalities across
the cases, and simultaneously parse out ways in
which certain explanations might account for
protest in one country better than the other.

Disaffected Radicalism versus
Conventional Strategic Resources
Theories of why people protest are numerous
and diverse. We focus on two theoretical
perspectives — disaffected radicalism and
conventional strategic resource — and test them
against one another to determine which better
explains protest in Argentina and Bolivia.
Popular during the 1960s and 1970s, the
disaffected radicalism thesis holds that protest is
ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ whileȱ Argentinaȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ Latinȱ America’sȱ
wealthiestȱ countries,ȱ withȱ GDPȱ perȱ capitaȱ ofȱ $9,483,ȱ Boliviaȱ
ranksȱ amongȱ theȱ region’sȱ poorestȱ nationsȱ withȱ GDPȱ perȱ
capitaȱofȱ$2,002ȱ(InternationalȱMonetaryȱFundȱ2009).ȱBoliviaȱ
isȱalsoȱoneȱofȱLatinȱAmerica’sȱmostȱunequalȱcountries,ȱwhileȱ
incomeȱ distributionȱ inȱ Argentinaȱ isȱ relativelyȱ egalitarianȱ byȱ
Latinȱ Americanȱ standardsȱ (U.N.ȱ Humanȱ Developmentȱ
Reportȱ2009).ȱȱ
5

a response to abject economic and/or political
conditions, and constitutes a rejection of the key
representative institutions of the political system
(Jenkins 1993, Dalton and van Sickle 2005).
Following this line of thought, widespread
political protest is a threat to the legitimacy of
democracy, as citizens express discontent not
with particular leaders or issues, but with the
political system itself (Norris et al. 2005).
According to this view of contentious politics as
disaffected extremism, protest substitutes for
conventional participation (Muller 1979). That is,
protestors generally come from destitute
socioeconomic backgrounds, and do not take
part in the political process through
conventional channels like voting, party
membership, and civic associations. Protestors
might also be younger and less educated on
average than non-protestors.
In stark contrast to the view of protest politics as
seditious radicalism, an increasing number of
scholars argue that protest has actually
“normalized”, and is simply another form of
conventional political participation in modern
democracies. Adherents of this theoretical
tradition claim that disaffected radicalism is an
artifact of the time period during which it
emerged, and that citizens in contemporary
societies utilize protest as another strategic
resource for political expression (Inglehart 1990,
Norris 2002). Thus, the conventional strategic
resource perspective of protest as a participatory
outlet for active democrats would seem to
indicate that demonstrators resemble those who
participate through traditional channels—that is,
middle-class and educated citizens who vote,
are members of political parties, and take part in
civic organizations. In fact, this notion that
protestors resemble “conventional” participants
has been corroborated by a number of empirical
studies, many of which focus on protest
participation in the developed world (e.g.,
Dalton and Van Sickle 2005; Norris et al. 2005).
If one of these two theories were capable of
explaining protest participation in such
divergent economic and political environments
as those of Argentina and Bolivia, it would seem
to lend unprecedented explanatory power to a
theory that has to date only been systematically
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tested in advanced industrialized democracies.
Thus, we seek to ascertain if the disaffected
radicalism or conventional strategic resource
thesis better explains the dynamics of protest
participation in Argentina and Bolivia.
To date, most of the literature on recent mass
protests in Argentina and Bolivia has depicted
protests more as a manifestation of specific
grievances and economic deprivation than as a
potentially normalized form of political voice.
Indeed, these accounts have focused on
Argentina’s economic crisis in 2001-2002, and
the specific objectives of the indigenous
movement in Bolivia in recent years. However,
we have some reason to believe these
descriptions are misleading, as contentious
politics has become more normalized in recent
years in both countries (Moreno 2009). In the
following section, we outline our strategy for
testing these competing explanations of protest
participation.

Research Design and Data
We use logistic regression analysis to assess the
probability that citizens participate in protests
based on the socioeconomic, political, and
cultural factors deemed relevant by the both
disaffected radicalism (DR) and conventional
strategic
resources
(CSR)
theories.
In
implementing this strategy, we first are able to
discover which individual-level characteristics
have the most powerful substantive effects on
protest participation. Second, this research
design allows us to observe whether there are
common factors predicting participation in
protests across these two distinctive cases, and
whether a single theory can be used to explain
protests in both Argentina and Bolivia. Finally,
this approach will help us develop specific
explanations for each of the two nations, to the
extent that a single theory fails to perfectly
predict protest in both countries.
For our analyses, we examine data from the 2008
AmericasBarometer surveys of Argentina and
Bolivia. For Argentina, the project used a
national probability sample design of voting-age
adults, with a total N of 1,486 people taking part
in face-to-face interviews in Spanish. Data used

for Bolivia come from a probability sample of
the adult population of the nine departments in
the country; a total of 3,003 interviews were
conducted in the Spanish, Quechua, and
Aymara languages to guarantee representation
of individuals who are monolingual in any of
these languages.

Results and Discussion
The results of the full logistic regression model,
which is the same across both country cases, are
presented in the appendix.6 Here we describe
the results and their significance.
In Argentina, five variables have significant
effects on the likelihood that one participates in
protest. In line with the CSR theory, interest in
politics, community activity, and union
membership have positive effects on the
likelihood that citizens participate in protest
marches or demonstrations. In particular, one’s
involvement in activities directed toward
solving community problems has a strong effect
on his/her likelihood of participating in protest
– indeed, citizens who have taken part in these
activities have almost ninety-percent higher
odds of also participating in protest than those
who have not. Additionally, Argentine
protestors have negative evaluations of the
current president (Cristina Fernández de
Kirchner), and younger citizens, as is typically
the case, are more likely to take part in protest
demonstrations and marches.7

6

The statistical analyses employ information from the
sample design in order to produce accurate standard errors
and confidence intervals. For a discussion on the relevance
of using information from the sample design in calculating
errors see Kish and Frankel 1974; Knott 1991; Skinner, Holt
and Smith 1989.
7
While we acknowledge the potential problems associated
with predicting protest participation in the past with current
evaluations, we argue that almost all of the variables in our
model are relatively constant over time. Indeed, the only
variable that could present a problem is the presidential
evaluation question, considering the fact that Fernández de
Kircher took office during the time period under
consideration (Morales was Bolivia’s president throughout).
However, given that many Argentines viewed her
presidency as a continuation of her husband’s (Néstor
Kirchner), we do not think this presents a significant
problem in our analyses.
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In Bolivia, both interest in politics and
community activism also have powerful positive
effects on the chances that one participates in
protest. Unlike Argentina, however, voting is
also a strong predictor among Bolivians, as
voters are much more likely to engage in
contentious political behavior than nonvoters.
Also, support for democracy seems to be
positively associated with protest participation,
as Bolivians who believe democracy is the best
form of government are more likely to take part
in protest marches and demonstrations. Unlike
Argentina,
and
surprisingly,
age
and
presidential approval are not significant
predictors of protest participation.
Table 1 indicates our hypotheses regarding the
empirical implications of each theoretical
approach, and summarizes our findings for each
hypothesis. As far as the two dominant theories
are concerned, these results do not lend much
support to the disaffected radicalism thesis.
System support and support for democracy fail
to achieve statistical significance in Argentina,
while system support actually has a positive
effect on the odds of participating in a protest
march or demonstration in Bolivia, precisely the
opposite of what the theory would predict.
Socioeconomic indicators also fail to predict
protest participation in either case, as neither
wealth nor education has a significant effect.
Finally, conventional political participation
seems to have a powerful positive effect on the
likelihood that citizens protest, undermining the
DR claim that protestors are political outsiders
who substitute contentious behavior for
conventional participation.
On the other hand, the conventional strategic
resource explanation fares relatively well in our
models. As mentioned above, interest in politics
is a potent explanatory variable in both
Argentina and Bolivia, and the effects of
socioeconomic variables suggest that protest has
indeed “normalized” across income groups. In
addition, several modes of conventional political
participation turn out to be strong predictors of
contentious political behavior, as voting, union
membership, and activity in one’s local
community have meaningful positive effects on
protest participation in one or both of the cases
under examination.

Table1.HypothesesandSummaryofFindings
Argentina

Bolivia

H1.1: System Support

Mixed

False

H1.2: Socioeconomic
conditions

False

False

H1.3: Conventional
participation

False

False

H2.1: Interest in politics

True

True

H2.2. Socioeconomic
conditions

True

True

H2.3: Conventional
participation

Mixed

True

Disaffected
Radicalism:

Conventional Strategic
Resources:

While it does seem that protest has become
relatively “conventional” in both Argentina and
Bolivia, there are several key differences
between our results across the two countries.
First,
every
indicator
of
conventional
participation in the model has a positive effect
on protest in Bolivia, leading one to conclude
that protest participation has been absorbed
almost completely into the conventional
“repertoire” in Bolivia. In Argentina, the fact
that age and presidential approval have
significant negative effects indicates that protest
has not completely normalized—that is,
younger Argentines are more likely protestors,
as are those who disapprove of the Kirchner
administration. In this respect, Argentina does
reflect the image presented by the disaffection
thesis to some, but not comprehensive, extent.

Conclusion
To conclude, our results strongly support the
central claims of the conventional strategic
resources theory that protest has become a
“normalized” form of political voice. Both in
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Argentina and in Bolivia, individuals who
protest are generally more interested in politics
and likely to engage in community-level
activities, seemingly supplementing traditional
forms of participation with protest. The case for
conventional strategic resources theory is even
stronger in Bolivia, where there is a significant,
positive relationship between voting and
support for democracy and participating in a
protest march or demonstration. In Argentina,
protests seem to have some elements linked to
implications of the disaffected radicalism theory;
the fact that youth and more anti-government
positions are related to higher participation in
protests suggest that disaffected radicalism
could in part explain protests in Argentina.
Nevertheless, the results do not support the
disaffected radicalism view that protestors are
political outsiders, disconnected from the
traditional political arena and driven by extreme
economic or political deprivation.
One potential reason for the differences we
observe between Argentina and Bolivia—
namely, that support for democracy and voting
are significant predictors of protest participation
in Bolivia but not Argentina—is the degree to
which demonstrations are led by actors within
government in Bolivia. Indeed, the governing
political party, the MAS, has taken a central role
in promoting “politics in the street” in Bolivia,
whereas non-government actors in Argentina
like the piqueteros and various trade unions have
taken the lead in organizing protests and
demonstrations. Thus, while protest in
Argentina might not appear as normalized as it
is in Bolivia as it relates to other forms of
conventional participation, it has still taken a
central role in the repertoire of contention for
politically active citizens.
While this paper has focused only on two
countries in Latin America, both of which have
experienced particularly high levels of protest,
we maintain the findings here are suggestive of
a larger trend. In many Latin American
countries, street protests and marches have
come to play a crucial role in citizens’ efforts to
influence government actions and policies, in
conjunction with other more conventional forms
of participation. Given the fact that this mode of
political expression is capable of creating

instability, and occasionally can trigger a
country’s descent into political disarray (e.g.
Argentina in 2001-2002 or Bolivia in 2003), it
would seem vital to explain why this type of
participation has emerged in some economic
and political contexts but not others. Efforts to
illuminate the institutional determinants of
protest are still in their nascent stages (see
Machado, Scartascini, and Tomassi 2009), but
represent a crucial avenue for future research if
we are to expand our understanding of
contentious political behavior in contemporary
Latin America.
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Appendix 1. Logistic Regression on Determinants of Protest Participation

Argentina

Bolivia

Odds ratio

P>t

Odds ratio

P>t

Voting

.923

.737

1.467

.009

Interest in politics

1.013

< .001

1.010

< .001

System support

1.002

.661

1.000

.940

Wealth

1.028

.577

.981

.653

Education

1.030

.194

1.028

.075

Gender (female)

1.207

.312

.933

.462

Age

.977

< .001

.996

.408

Party affiliation

.948

.737

1.208

.142

Support for democracy

1.003

.527

1.005

.038

Community activity

1.875

< .001

1.329

< .001

Vote for current president

1.285

.277

.935

.629

Presidential approval

.988

.004

.003

.740

Union membership

1.016

.006

1.013

< .001

Ideology (Right)*

.816

< .001

1.093

< .001

N

1096

2526

* As the inclusion of ideology drastically reduces the number of available observations, results for this variable
come from a different model fitted in each country with all other covariates included. However, in the model
including ideology, results for all other variables remain similar.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

85

networksȱ ofȱ trustingȱ individualsȱ areȱ important,ȱ
ifȱ notȱ critical,ȱ toȱ aȱ healthyȱ democraticȱ citizenryȱ
andȱpolitics.ȱȱȱ

AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ2010ȱ(No.43) ȱȱ

SocialȱCapitalȱandȱ
EconomicȱCrisisȱinȱ
theȱUnitedȱStates
1

DanielȱZizumboȬColunga,ȱElizabethȱJ.ȱZechmeister,ȱȱ
andȱMitchellȱA.ȱSeligsonȱȱ///ȱȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Contact:ȱdaniel.zizumboȬcolunga@vanderbilt.eduȱ

Ifȱ socialȱ capitalȱ isȱ vitalȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ andȱ
studiesȱ haveȱ emphasizedȱ theȱ waysȱ inȱ whichȱ itȱ
canȱ beȱ built,ȱ areȱ thereȱ alsoȱ forcesȱ operatingȱ inȱ
nationsȱ thatȱ canȱ erodeȱ it?ȱ Oneȱ possibleȱ suchȱ
forceȱ isȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Manyȱ considerȱ theȱ
meltdownȱ thatȱ beganȱ atȱ theȱ endȱ ofȱ 2007,ȱ andȱ
worsenedȱ throughoutȱ 2008,ȱ toȱ beȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ
worstȱfinancialȱcrisesȱinȱtheȱhistoryȱofȱtheȱUnitedȱ
States.ȱSeriousȱfinancialȱthreatsȱhaveȱbeenȱlinkedȱ
toȱ increasedȱ authoritarianȱ attitudesȱ andȱ
behaviorsȱ (see,ȱ e.g.,Sales,ȱ 1972).ȱ And,ȱ accordingȱ
toȱ Robertȱ Putnam,ȱ asȱ quotedȱ inȱ theȱ Newȱ Yorkȱ
Times,ȱ “Damageȱ toȱ thisȱ country’sȱ socialȱ fabricȱ
fromȱthisȱeconomicȱcrisisȱmustȱhaveȱbeenȱhuge,ȱ
huge,ȱhugeȱ(Gertner,ȱ2010).”ȱ
Figure 1. Quarterly Percent Change in U.S. GDP
with Mean Interpersonal Trust Levels in Boxes.

A

lexisȱ deȱ Tocquevilleȱ(1835)ȱ notedȱ vibrantȱ
socialȱ participationȱ inȱ theȱ earlyȱ U.S.ȱ andȱ
everȱ sinceȱ socialȱ scientistsȱ haveȱ
consideredȱ “socialȱ capital”ȱ anȱ essentialȱ elementȱ
toȱ explainȱ theȱ earlyȱ andȱ continuedȱ successȱ ofȱ
democracyȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ States.ȱ Theȱ globalȱ
implicationsȱ ofȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ
haveȱ sinceȱ beenȱ exploredȱ inȱ Putnam’sȱ iconicȱ
researchȱ onȱ democracyȱ inȱ Italy,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ theȱ
U.S.ȱ (2001;ȱ 2004;ȱ Putnam,ȱ Leonardi,ȱ &ȱ Nanetti,ȱ
1994),ȱ andȱ aȱ veritableȱ cascadeȱ ofȱ studiesȱ farȱ tooȱ
numerousȱ toȱ citeȱ here.ȱ Researchersȱ haveȱ foundȱ
that,ȱ underȱ certainȱ conditions,ȱ someȱ formsȱ ofȱ
socialȱcapitalȱmayȱposeȱchallengesȱtoȱdemocracyȱ
(Armony,ȱ 2004;ȱ ZizumboȬColunga,ȱ 2010).ȱ Thereȱ
isȱnonethelessȱmuchȱagreementȱthat,ȱonȱaverage,ȱ

Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets

Yet,ȱ whileȱ conditionsȱ ofȱ crisisȱ mightȱ threatenȱ aȱ
country’sȱ socialȱ fabricȱ byȱ increasingȱ distrustȱ
(Merollaȱ&ȱZechmeister,ȱ2009),ȱitȱisȱalsoȱpossibleȱ
thatȱ individualȱ andȱ collectiveȱ effortsȱ toȱ resolveȱ
theȱ crisisȱ couldȱ staveȱ offȱ precipitousȱ dropsȱ inȱ
socialȱ capital.ȱ Theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ
ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ States,ȱ conductedȱ inȱ 2006,ȱ 2008,ȱ
andȱ2010,ȱallowȱtheȱopportunityȱtoȱexamineȱtheȱ
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dynamicsȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ inȱ theȱ faceȱ ofȱ theȱ
recentȱandȱsevereȱeconomicȱrecession.ȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ theȱ percentȱ change,ȱ byȱ quarter,ȱ
inȱtheȱgrowthȱofȱU.S.ȱGrossȱDomesticȱProductȱasȱ
wellȱ asȱ theȱ meanȱ levelȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ
fromȱeachȱroundȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱU.S.ȱ
survey:ȱ2006,ȱ2008,ȱandȱ2010.2ȱTheȱinterpersonalȱ
trustȱscoresȱareȱbasedȱonȱtheȱfollowingȱquestion,ȱ
andȱrescaledȱtoȱrunȱfromȱ0ȱtoȱ100:ȱ
IT1.ȱ[S]peakingȱofȱtheȱpeopleȱfromȱaroundȱhere,ȱ
wouldȱ youȱ sayȱ thatȱ peopleȱ inȱ thisȱ communityȱ
areȱ veryȱ trustworthy,ȱ somewhatȱ trustworthy,ȱ
notȱveryȱtrustworthy,ȱorȱuntrustworthy?ȱ
Theȱfigureȱrevealsȱtwoȱimportantȱfindings.ȱFirst,ȱ
asȱtheȱeconomyȱbeganȱtoȱdeteriorate,ȱsoȱtooȱdidȱ
socialȱcapitalȱmeasuredȱinȱtermsȱofȱinterpersonalȱ
trust.ȱ Evenȱ thoughȱ theȱ fullȱ weightȱ ofȱ theȱ crisisȱ
hadȱ notȱ occurredȱ byȱ theȱ timeȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ inȱ earlyȱ 2008,ȱ theȱ
economyȱ wasȱ clearlyȱ inȱ decline.ȱ Asȱ theȱ figureȱ
demonstrates,ȱ averageȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ
trustȱdidȱdropȱ12.4ȱunitsȱbetweenȱ2006ȱandȱ2008.ȱ
Second,ȱ however,ȱ inȱ markedȱ contrastȱ toȱ theȱ
Putnamȱ prediction,ȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ levelsȱ
wereȱ noȱ lowerȱ inȱ 2010ȱ thanȱ theyȱ wereȱ inȱ 2008.ȱ
Theȱ“huge,ȱhuge,ȱhuge”ȱimpactȱisȱnowhereȱtoȱbeȱ
found.ȱ Weȱ doȱ notȱ haveȱ aȱ measurementȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ atȱ theȱ depthsȱ ofȱ theȱ crisisȱ inȱ
lateȱ 2008ȱ andȱ earlyȱ 2009,ȱ whichȱ mightȱ showȱ aȱ
lowerȱvalue;ȱregardless,ȱbyȱ2010ȱasȱtheȱeconomyȱ
recovered,ȱsoȱdidȱtrust.ȱInȱshort,ȱifȱtheȱrecessionȱ
didȱ indeedȱ affectȱ meanȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ
trust,ȱ itȱ didȱ soȱ toȱ anȱ important,ȱ butȱ notȱ toȱ aȱ
drasticȱdegree,ȱnorȱirrecoverable,ȱdegree.ȱȱ

questionsȱ tappingȱ participationȱ inȱ groups.ȱ
Indeed,ȱPutnam’sȱresearchȱonȱItalyȱandȱmuchȱofȱ
hisȱsubsequentȱworkȱonȱtheȱU.S.ȱhasȱfocusedȱonȱ
surveyȱ reportsȱ ofȱ participationȱ inȱ civicȱ groups.ȱ
Valuesȱ forȱ fiveȱ ofȱ theseȱ areȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ
alongsideȱ theȱ alreadyȱ reportedȱ valuesȱ forȱ
interpersonalȱtrust.ȱ
Theȱ fiveȱ additionalȱ measuresȱ reflectȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
participationȱ inȱ theȱ following:ȱ religiousȱ
meetingsȱ (CP6);ȱ schoolȱ parentȱ associationsȱ
(CP7);ȱ communityȱ improvementȱ orȱ councilȱ
meetingsȱ (CP8);ȱ professionalȱ meetingsȱ (CP9);ȱ
and,ȱ politicalȱ meetingsȱ (CP13)ȱ (seeȱ appendixȱ
TableȱA1ȱforȱquestionȱwordings).ȱȱ
Figure 2. Mean Levels
Variables, U.S., 2006-2010.
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U.S.ȱSocialȱCapital,ȱ2006ȱ–ȱ2010ȱ
Whileȱinterpersonalȱtrustȱprovidesȱoneȱmeasureȱ
ofȱ socialȱ capital,ȱ weȱ canȱ alsoȱ examineȱ otherȱ
manifestationsȱofȱsocialȱcapitalȱviaȱselfȬreportedȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ participationȱ inȱ variousȱ activities.ȱ Theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ includeȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
ȱTheȱ sampleȱ sizeȱ forȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ U.S.ȱ national

2
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95% Confidence Interval (Effect of Design Incorporated)

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Allȱ variablesȱ wereȱ initiallyȱ codedȱ fromȱ oneȱ toȱ
four,ȱ butȱ thenȱ rescaledȱ fromȱ 0ȱ toȱ 100,ȱ whereȱ 0ȱ
indicatesȱ neverȱ participatingȱ andȱ 100ȱ indicatesȱ
participatingȱatȱleastȱonceȱaȱweek.ȱ
Ifȱ theȱ conjectureȱ isȱ correctȱ thatȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ directȱ
andȱ strongȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ theȱ economicȱ

surveyȱwasȱ609ȱinȱ2006,ȱandȱ1500ȱinȱbothȱ2008ȱandȱ2010.
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crisisȱandȱsocialȱcapital,ȱweȱwouldȱexpectȱtoȱfindȱ
aȱpatternȱinȱwhichȱsocialȱcapitalȱlevelsȱplummetȱ
betweenȱ2006ȱandȱ2010.ȱȱ
Asȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ shows,ȱ theȱ patternȱ forȱ mostȱ ofȱ theȱ
socialȱ capitalȱ indicatorsȱ followsȱ thatȱ whichȱ weȱ
describedȱ forȱ interpersonalȱ trust:ȱ aȱ declineȱ
betweenȱ 2006ȱ andȱ 2008ȱ followedȱ byȱ aȱ levelingȱ
offȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010.ȱ Whileȱ someȱ ofȱ theȱ
2006ȱ toȱ 2008ȱ declinesȱ areȱ unquestionablyȱ largeȱ
(e.g.,ȱ religiousȱ organizations),ȱ othersȱ areȱ quiteȱ
smallȱ (e.g.,ȱ schoolȱ meetings).ȱ Further,ȱ asȱ anȱ
interestingȱ exception,ȱ weȱ seeȱ anȱ increaseȱ inȱ
attendingȱ politicalȱ organizationȱ meetingsȱ (noȱ
doubtȱ atȱ leastȱ inȱ partȱ aȱ functionȱ ofȱ theȱ 2008ȱ
presidentialȱ election,ȱ butȱ alsoȱ becauseȱ ofȱ theȱ
ObamaȬbasedȱhealthcareȱreformȱdebate,ȱandȱtheȱ
resultingȱsurgeȱinȱgrassrootsȱpoliticsȱonȱbothȱtheȱ
rightȱandȱtheȱleft).ȱȱ
Inȱ short,ȱ weȱ findȱ someȱ evidenceȱ inȱ supportȱ ofȱ
theȱnotionȱthatȱtheȱcrisisȱhadȱaȱnegativeȱeffectȱonȱ
socialȱcapital,ȱbutȱthisȱeffectȱisȱnotȱevidentȱacrossȱ
allȱindicatorsȱ(namely,ȱtheȱincreaseȱinȱattendanceȱ
forȱpoliticalȱmeetingsȱisȱanȱinterestingȱoutlier);ȱisȱ
notȱ uniformlyȱ “huge”;ȱ and,ȱ doesȱ notȱ appearȱ
betweenȱȱ2008ȱandȱ2010.ȱ

Predictingȱ Interpersonalȱ Trustȱ
withȱ IndividualȬLevelȱ Economicȱ
AssessmentsȱandȱExperiencesȱ
Economicȱ crisisȱ wasȱ aȱ principalȱ themeȱ ofȱ theȱ
2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ survey,ȱ conductedȱ inȱ
25ȱ(and,ȱwhenȱcompletedȱinȱHaiti,ȱ26)ȱcountriesȱ
inȱ theȱ region.ȱ Theȱ surveyȱ thereforeȱ containsȱ
numerousȱ questionsȱ withȱ whichȱ toȱ measureȱ
individualȬlevelȱ economicȱ assessmentsȱ andȱ
experiences.ȱ Inȱ thisȱ sectionȱ weȱ reportȱ onȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ someȱ ofȱ theseȱ indicatorsȱ
andȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ (IT1).3ȱ Specifically,ȱ weȱ
usedȱ OLSȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ toȱ predictȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ withȱ aȱ batteryȱ ofȱ variablesȱ

ȱ Interpersonalȱ trustȱ hasȱ beenȱ consistentlyȱ shownȱ toȱ beȱ aȱ
reliableȱ individualȱ levelȱ indicatorȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ (see,ȱ e.g.,ȱ
Armony,ȱ2004;ȱCórdova,ȱ2008;ȱZizumboȬColunga,ȱ2010).ȱ
3

thatȱmeasureȱindividuals’ȱeconomicȱevaluations,ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ crisis,ȱ andȱ workȱ experienceȱ
(seeȱfullȱresultsȱinȱTableȱA2ȱofȱtheȱappendix),ȱforȱ
theȱcaseȱofȱtheȱUnitedȱStates.4ȱȱ
Theȱ 2010ȱ waveȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
containsȱ aȱ uniqueȱ question,ȱ designedȱ toȱ assessȱ
whetherȱ anȱ individualȱ perceivesȱ aȱ seriousȱ orȱ
moderateȱ (comparedȱ toȱ no)ȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ
theȱ countryȱ (CRISIS1).ȱ Weȱ firstȱ assessedȱ theȱ
effectȱ ofȱ theȱ perceptionȱ thatȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ seriousȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ onȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trust.ȱ
Inȱ additionȱ toȱ thisȱ variable,ȱ ourȱ analysisȱ
includedȱ
importantȱ
demographicȱ
andȱ
ideologicalȱ factorsȱ thatȱ mightȱ confoundȱ theȱ
effectȱ suchȱ asȱ gender,ȱ age,ȱ education,ȱ incomeȱ
level,ȱregionȱofȱtheȱcountry,ȱandȱpositionȱonȱtheȱ
liberalȬconservativeȱideologyȱscale.ȱAsȱcolumnȱ1ȱ
ofȱappendixȱTableȱA2ȱshows,ȱaȱclearȱeffectȱofȱtheȱ
perceptionȱ ofȱ aȱ severeȱ crisisȱ isȱ evident.ȱ
Comparedȱ toȱ thoseȱ whoȱ perceiveȱ onlyȱ aȱ
moderateȱcrisisȱ(theȱcomparisonȱcategory),ȱthoseȱ
whoȱ perceiveȱ theȱ crisisȱ asȱ severeȱ haveȱ
significantlyȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ
(controllingȱ forȱ thoseȱ peopleȱ whoȱ considerȱ thatȱ
thereȱisȱnoȱeconomicȱcrisisȱatȱall;ȱonlyȱjustȱoverȱ1ȱ
percentȱofȱrespondentsȱselectedȱthatȱoption).ȱ
Inȱ orderȱ toȱ assessȱ inȱ moreȱ detailȱ whatȱ specificȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ aȱ poorȱ economicȱ situationȱ bestȱ
predictȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ weȱ
nextȱ includeȱ additionalȱ economicȱ factorsȱ inȱ theȱ
model.ȱ Resultsȱ forȱ theȱ keyȱ variablesȱ inȱ thisȱ
modelȱ areȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ (seeȱ columnȱ 2ȱ ofȱ
Tableȱ A2ȱ forȱ theȱ fullȱ resultsȱ includingȱ controls,ȱ
whichȱnowȱalsoȱincludeȱcrimeȱvictimization).
Inȱthisȱexpandedȱmodelȱweȱincludeȱparticipants’ȱ
currentȱ andȱ retrospectiveȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theirȱ
4ȱ Muchȱ ofȱ theȱ fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
roundȱ wasȱ providedȱ byȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ
Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ Otherȱ importantȱ
sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ
Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programmeȱ
(UNDP),ȱ andȱ Vanderbiltȱ University.ȱȱ Marcȱ Hetheringtonȱ
alsoȱ providedȱ importantȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱ U.S.ȱ survey.ȱ
Theȱ U.S.ȱ surveyȱ inȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ isȱ aȱ webȬbasedȱ surveyȱ ofȱ
1,500ȱ respondents,ȱ conductedȱ byȱ YouGov/Polimetrix.ȱ Allȱ
otherȱcountries,ȱexceptȱCanada,ȱareȱfaceȬtoȬfaceȱinterviews.ȱ
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personalȱ andȱ theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ situationsȱ
(codedȱsoȱthatȱhigherȱvaluesȱmeanȱmoreȱpositiveȱ
assessments).ȱ And,ȱ weȱ includeȱ anȱ indicatorȱ ofȱ
respondentȱ jobȱ lossȱ (whileȱ controllingȱ forȱ thoseȱ
whoȱ lostȱ andȱ subsequentlyȱ foundȱ aȱ jobȱ andȱ
thoseȱwhoȱareȱnotȱworkingȱbyȱtheirȱownȱchoiceȱ
orȱ haveȱ aȱ disability).ȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ theȱ effectsȱ
forȱ theseȱ variables,ȱ withȱ aȱ dotȱ indicatingȱ theȱ
predictedȱeffectȱ(i.e.,ȱtheȱstandardizedȱregressionȱ
coefficient)ȱ andȱ aȱ horizontalȱ lineȱ indicatingȱ theȱ
confidenceȱ interval;ȱ ifȱ theȱ latterȱ liesȱ entirelyȱ toȱ
theȱ leftȱ ofȱ theȱ 0ȱ line,ȱ theȱ effectȱ isȱ consideredȱ
negativeȱandȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱandȱifȱitȱliesȱ
entirelyȱ toȱ theȱ right,ȱ theȱ effectȱ isȱ consideredȱ
positiveȱandȱstatisticallyȱsignificant.ȱ
Figure 3. Economic Predictors of Interpersonal
Trust, Key Variables 5
R-Squared=0.113
F=8.740
N =1453
Retrospective Perception of National Economy

Perception of National Economy

Retrospective Perception of Personal Economy

Perception of Personal Economy

Crime Victimization

Lost their Job

onȱtheȱoneȱhand,ȱandȱinterpersonalȱtrust,ȱonȱtheȱ
otherȱhand.ȱȱ
Theȱ resultsȱ showȱ thatȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ personalȱ
economicȱassessmentsȱareȱassociatedȱwithȱlowerȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ suchȱ thatȱ aȱ
maximumȱ decreaseȱ inȱ personalȱ economicȱ
assessmentȱ predictsȱ aȱ dropȱ fromȱ 74.9ȱ toȱ 64.7ȱ
unitsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ allȱ elseȱ equal.ȱ
Similarly,ȱlowerȱretrospectiveȱassessmentsȱofȱtheȱ
county’sȱ economyȱ predictȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ suchȱ thatȱ aȱ maximumȱ
decreaseȱ predictsȱaȱ dropȱ fromȱ 70.1ȱ toȱ66.2ȱunitsȱ
inȱinterpersonalȱtrust.ȱȱ
Inȱcreatingȱthisȱsecondȱmodel,ȱweȱcontrolledȱforȱ
crimeȱ victimizationȱ dueȱ toȱ ourȱ suspicionȱ thatȱ
crimeȱ mightȱ negativelyȱ affectȱ socialȱ trustȱ andȱ
couldȱ alsoȱ beȱ correlatedȱ withȱ economicȱ factors,ȱ
thusȱ supportingȱ itsȱ inclusionȱ asȱ aȱ controlȱ
variable.ȱAsȱFigureȱ3ȱshows,ȱcrimeȱvictimizationȱ
hasȱ theȱ anticipatedȱ negativeȱ effectȱ onȱ
interpersonalȱtrust.ȱPeopleȱwhoȱwereȱvictimizedȱ
have,ȱ onȱ average,ȱ 6ȱ pointsȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trust.ȱ Thusȱ weȱ seeȱ thatȱ negativeȱ
economicȱ situationsȱ andȱ negativeȱ personalȱ
securityȱsituationsȱbothȱareȱnegativelyȱcorrelatedȱ
withȱinterpersonalȱtrust.ȱ

Serious E.Crisis
-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

Discussionȱ

95% C.I. (Research Design Incorporated)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Asȱ expected,ȱ andȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ theȱ inclusionȱ ofȱ
theseȱ factorsȱ thatȱ areȱ likelyȱ componentsȱ ofȱ theȱ
perceptionȱthatȱthereȱisȱaȱsevereȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱ
theȱ latterȱ losesȱ itsȱ statisticalȱ significance.ȱ Theȱ
resultsȱshow,ȱhowever,ȱaȱsignificantȱrelationshipȱ
betweenȱ bothȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ
financialȱ situationȱ andȱ one’sȱ retrospectiveȱ
evaluationȱ ofȱ theȱ country’sȱ economicȱ situation,ȱ

ȱ Effectsȱ shownȱ inȱ figureȱ areȱ standardizedȱ coefficients.ȱ
Controlȱ variablesȱ includedȱ (seeȱ appendixȱ Tableȱ 2A)ȱ butȱ notȱ
shownȱ inȱ theȱ figureȱ areȱ theȱ following:ȱ gender,ȱ willinglyȱ
unemployedȱorȱdisabled,ȱpeopleȱwhoȱlostȱtheirȱjobȱbutȱfoundȱ
aȱ newȱ one,ȱ income,ȱ education,ȱ age,ȱ ideology,ȱ aȱ dummyȱ forȱ
thoseȱwhoȱperceiveȱnoȱcrisis,ȱandȱregionȱdummyȱvariables.ȱȱ

Dataȱ fromȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ ofȱ
theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ indeedȱ reflectȱ aȱ decreaseȱ inȱ
socialȱ capitalȱ followingȱ theȱ startȱ ofȱ theȱ recentȱ
financialȱ crisis,ȱ muchȱ asȱ Putnam’sȱ statementȱ
reportedȱ inȱ theȱ Newȱ Yorkȱ Timesȱ andȱ referredȱ toȱ
inȱ ourȱ introductionȱ suggested.ȱ However,ȱ ratherȱ
thanȱfindingȱaȱtriplyȱ“huge”ȱeffect,ȱweȱfindȱthat,ȱ
toȱtheȱextentȱthatȱsocialȱcapitalȱdecreased,ȱitȱwasȱ
notȱ byȱ thatȱ muchȱ and,ȱ moreover,ȱ theseȱ effectsȱ
wereȱ registeredȱ inȱ theȱ earlyȱ stagesȱ ofȱ theȱ crisis,ȱ
withȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ levelingȱ offȱ betweenȱ
2008ȱandȱ2010.ȱ

5

Whenȱweȱconsiderȱtheȱindividualȱlevel,ȱfocusingȱ
hereȱ onȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ ofȱ
theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ variablesȱ itȱ containsȱ toȱ
captureȱ personalȱ evaluationsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ
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withȱ respectȱ toȱ theȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ weȱ findȱ aȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ economicȱ variablesȱ andȱ
interpersonalȱ trust.ȱ Specifically,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ
perceptionsȱofȱone’sȱpersonalȱeconomicȱsituationȱ
andȱ retrospectiveȱ assessmentsȱ ofȱ nationalȱ
economyȱ helpȱ predictȱ levelsȱ ofȱ interpersonalȱ
trust.ȱ Theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theseȱ variablesȱ areȱ notȱ
uniformlyȱ largeȱ inȱ substantiveȱ terms,ȱ butȱ theyȱ
areȱnonethelessȱstatisticallyȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Howȱ doȱ weȱ reconcileȱ theȱ factȱ that,ȱ byȱ 2010,ȱ
averageȱ levelsȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ appearȱ toȱ haveȱ
leveledȱ offȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ (comparedȱ toȱ
2008)ȱ and,ȱ atȱ theȱ sameȱ time,ȱ thereȱ stillȱ existsȱ atȱ
theȱ individualȱ levelȱ aȱ connectionȱ betweenȱ
economicȱ factorsȱ andȱ interpersonalȱ trust?ȱ Weȱ
believeȱtheȱanswerȱliesȱinȱtwoȱimportantȱfactors,ȱ
whichȱcollectivelyȱhaveȱpreventedȱaȱcatastrophicȱ
declineȱinȱsocialȱcapitalȱinȱthisȱcountry.ȱȱȱ
Figure 4. Percentage Reporting the Economy is
Better Now vs. 12 Months Ago, U.S., 2008 & 2010.
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Source: Americas Barometer by LAPOP

First,ȱ whileȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ negativeȱ economicȱ
assessmentsȱ inȱ 2010ȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ areȱ
relatedȱ toȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ socialȱ capital,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ
findȱ –ȱ byȱ comparingȱ toȱ theȱ 2008ȱ AmericasȬ
Barometerȱ surveyȱ –ȱ thatȱ thereȱ isȱ evidenceȱ ofȱ
recoveryȱ inȱ thisȱ countryȱ inȱ 2010.ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ
acrossȱtheȱtwoȱyears,ȱweȱseeȱaȱdramaticȱtenȬfoldȱ
increaseȱinȱtheȱnumberȱofȱpeopleȱwhoȱthinkȱtheȱ
economyȱ isȱ doingȱ betterȱ nowȱ thanȱ theȱ priorȱ
twelveȱ months.ȱ Figureȱ 4ȱ displaysȱ thisȱ increase;ȱ

inȱ 2008,ȱ theȱ percentageȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ whoȱ
perceivedȱtheȱeconomyȱbetterȱthanȱitȱhadȱbeenȱaȱ
yearȱ beforeȱ wasȱ onlyȱ 2.4ȱ percent;ȱ inȱ 2010,ȱ thisȱ
numberȱincreasedȱtoȱ24.8ȱpercent.ȱȱ
Second,ȱinȱanotherȱsetȱofȱanalysesȱnotȱȱreportedȱ
hereȱinȱdetailȱforȱtheȱsakeȱofȱbrevity,ȱweȱfindȱthatȱ
peopleȱwhoȱreportȱhavingȱlostȱandȱthenȱfoundȱaȱ
jobȱ showȱ aȱ higherȱ tendencyȱ toȱ joinȱ groupsȱ
comparedȱ toȱ thoseȱ whoȱ reportȱ havingȱ lostȱ butȱ
notȱ yetȱ foundȱ aȱ job.ȱ Specifically,ȱ inȱ assessingȱ
theseȱ relationshipsȱ forȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ usingȱ
theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ data,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ
havingȱ lostȱ butȱ foundȱ aȱ jobȱ isȱ positively,ȱ veryȱ
strongly,ȱ andȱ significantlyȱ relatedȱ (atȱ pǂ0.05,ȱ
twoȬtailed)ȱ toȱ participationȱ inȱ threeȱ ofȱ theȱ
groupsȱreportedȱonȱearlierȱinȱthisȱreport:ȱschoolȬ
relatedȱ parentȱ associationsȱ (CP7);ȱ professionalȱ
groupsȱ (CP9);ȱ and,ȱ politicalȱ organizationsȱ
(CP13).ȱ Itȱ isȱ alsoȱ similarlyȱ relatedȱ toȱ reportedȱ
participationȱ inȱ attemptsȱ toȱ solveȱ problemsȱ inȱ
one’sȱ communityȱ (CP5)ȱ and,ȱ forȱ women,ȱ
participationȱ inȱ women’sȱ groupsȱ (CP20).6ȱ Thus,ȱ
itȱ appearsȱ thatȱ socialȱ capitalȱ couldȱ beȱ partȱ ofȱ aȱ
virtuousȱcycleȱbyȱwhichȱsomeȱpeopleȱcopeȱwithȱ
crisis:ȱ socialȱ connectionsȱ facilitateȱ jobȱ searchesȱ
and,ȱ inȱ turn,ȱ successfulȱ jobȱ searchesȱ increaseȱ
socialȱcapital,ȱasȱmeasuredȱthroughȱparticipationȱ
inȱgroups.ȱȱ
Inȱ sum,ȱ ourȱ studyȱ showsȱ thatȱ ratherȱ thanȱ onlyȱ
consideringȱ theȱ waysȱ inȱ whichȱ anȱ economicȱ
crisisȱ mightȱ negativelyȱ affectȱ socialȱ capital,ȱ
socialȱ scientistsȱ andȱ policyȱ makersȱ shouldȱ alsoȱ
considerȱ theȱ waysȱ inȱ whichȱ existingȱ stocksȱ ofȱ
socialȱ capitalȱ mightȱ helpȱ individualsȱ toȱ copeȱ
withȱaȱsevereȱcrisisȱandȱhowȱthisȱprocessȱmightȱ
overȱ timeȱ evenȱ helpȱ replenishȱ theȱ country’sȱ
socialȱcapitalȱreserves.ȱ

6ȱ Theȱ analysesȱ controlȱ forȱ theȱ socioȬdemographicȱ andȱ
economicȱindicatorsȱincludedȱinȱourȱpreviousȱanalysisȱinȱthisȱ
paperȱ andȱ crimeȱ victimization.ȱ Interestingly,ȱ ifȱ weȱ changeȱ
theȱ comparisonȱ groupȱ inȱ theȱ analysesȱ toȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ
employed,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ holdȱ suchȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ lostȱ aȱ
jobȱ andȱ foundȱ oneȱ alsoȱ reportȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ participationȱ
thanȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ employed,ȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ theȱ groupsȱ
reportedȱinȱtheȱtextȱand,ȱasȱwell,ȱparticipationȱinȱcommunityȱ
meetingsȱ(CP8).ȱȱFullȱresultsȱavailableȱfromȱtheȱauthors.ȱ
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Appendixȱ
TableȱA1.ȱȱ
ȱFullȱQuestionȱWordingȱforȱAmericasBarometerȱSocialȱCapitalȱQuestionsȱAnalyzedȱinȱthisȱReportȱ
IT1.ȱNow,ȱspeakingȱofȱtheȱpeopleȱfromȱaroundȱhere,ȱwouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱpeopleȱinȱthisȱcommunityȱareȱ
veryȱtrustworthy,ȱsomewhatȱtrustworthy,ȱnotȱveryȱtrustworthyȱorȱuntrustworthy...?ȱ
CP6.ȱȱPleaseȱtellȱmeȱhowȱoftenȱyouȱattendȱtoȱmeetingsȱofȱanyȱreligiousȱorganization:ȱAtȱleastȱonceȱaȱweek,ȱ
onceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱmonth,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱyear,ȱorȱnever.ȱ
CP7.ȱȱPleaseȱtellȱmeȱhowȱoftenȱyouȱattendȱtoȱmeetingsȱofȱaȱparents’ȱassociationȱatȱschool:ȱAtȱleastȱonceȱaȱ
week,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱmonth,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱyear,ȱorȱneverȱ
CP8.ȱȱPleaseȱtellȱmeȱhowȱoftenȱyouȱattendȱtoȱmeetingsȱofȱaȱcommunityȱimprovementȱcommitteeȱorȱ
association:ȱAtȱleastȱonceȱaȱweek,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱmonth,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱyear,ȱorȱnever.ȱ
CP9.ȱȱPleaseȱtellȱmeȱhowȱoftenȱyouȱattendȱtoȱmeetingsȱofȱanȱassociationȱofȱprofessionals,ȱmerchants,ȱ
manufacturersȱorȱfarmers:ȱAtȱleastȱonceȱaȱweek,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱmonth,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱyear,ȱorȱnever.ȱ
CP13.ȱȱPleaseȱtellȱmeȱhowȱoftenȱyouȱattendȱtoȱmeetingsȱofȱaȱpoliticalȱpartyȱorȱpoliticalȱorganization:ȱAtȱ
leastȱonceȱaȱweek,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱmonth,ȱonceȱorȱtwiceȱaȱyear,ȱorȱnever.ȱ
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TableȱA2.ȱ
EconomicȱPredictorsȱofȱInterpersonalȱtrustȱinȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱ(2010)ȱ

Perceive Severe Crisis
Perceive No Crisis
Income
Education
Age
Ideology
Personal Economic Situation
Personal Retrospective Economic Assessment
National Economic Situation
National Retrospective Economic Assessment
Lost job and Have Not Found Another**
Not Working b/c Disabled
Lost Job but Found Another
Crime Victim
Female
West
Midwest
Northeast
Constant

N
R-squared

Crisis
1
-4.17
(1.61)
.585
(5.56)
.824**
(.23)
1.00**
(.42)
.239***
(.042)
.060***
(.021)
---

-3.58**
(1.28)
2.08
(1.56)
4.88**
(1.70)
.84
(2.12)
50.44***
(3.18)

Specific Economic Factors
2
-1.43
(1.72)
-2.18
(5.17)
.412**
(.240)
.795**
(.427)
.230 ***
(.043)
.071***
(.024)
.141***
(.033)
-.008
(.021)
.014
(.039)
.039**
(.019)
-1.97
(2.05)
-2.07
(1.02)
1.33
(2.67)
-6.38***
(1.91)
-2.93**
(1.27)
1.73
(1.54)
4.10**
(1.69)
-.22
(2.07)
43.84***
(3.95)

1455
0.0709

1453
0.1127

---------------

Statisticalȱsignificanceȱthresholdsȱareȱindicatedȱasȱfollows:ȱȱ*p<0.10,ȱ**p<0.05,ȱ***p<0.01
Note:ȱȱOLSȱanalysesȱbasedȱonȱdataȱfromȱtheȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱU.S.ȱsurvey;ȱanalysesȱcontrolȱforȱtheȱcomplexȱ
surveyȱdesign.ȱȱInȱModelȱ1ȱ(Crisis),ȱthoseȱperceivingȱaȱmoderateȱcrisisȱconstituteȱtheȱbaseline/comparisonȱcategory.ȱInȱ
Modelȱ 2ȱ (Specificȱ Economicȱ Factors),ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ reportȱ notȱ havingȱ lostȱ aȱ jobȱ constituteȱ theȱ baseline/comparisonȱ
category.ȱEffectsȱareȱexpressedȱasȱunȬstandardizedȱcoefficientsȱwithȱrobustȱstandardȱerrorsȱinȱparentheses.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

93

TableȱA3.ȱ
UnemploymentȱandȱSocialȱCapitalȱ

Relationshipȱbetweenȱ(Un)EmploymentȱandȱSocialȱCapitalȱIndicatorsȱ
WorkȱtoȱSolveȱ
Problemsȱinȱ
One’sȱ
Communityȱ
(CP5)ȱ
2.17ȱ
(3.36)ȱ

Attendȱ
Schoolȱ
Meetingsȱ
(CP7)ȱ

Attendȱ
Communityȱ
Meetingsȱ
(CP8)ȱ

Ȭ.790ȱ
(3.24)ȱ

1.11ȱ
(2.69)ȱ

Ȭ4.91**ȱȱ
(2.08)ȱ

12.16**ȱ
(5.50)ȱ

.171ȱ
ȱ(4.86)ȱ

10.57**ȱ
(4.70)ȱ

Not
Working
b/c
Disabledȱ

Ȭ1.47ȱ
(3.68)ȱ

Ȭ5.12ȱ
ȱ(3.72)ȱ

Constantȱ

4.15ȱ
(5.08)ȱ

Nȱ
R2ȱ

ȱ724ȱ
0.0673ȱ

Workingȱ
Lostȱandȱ
foundȱJobȱ

Attendȱ
Religiousȱ
Meetingsȱȱ
ȱ(CP6)ȱ

Attendȱ
Professionalȱ
Meetingsȱ
(CP9)ȱ

Attendȱ
Politicalȱ
Meetingsȱ
(CP13)ȱ

Attendȱ
Women’sȱ
Meetingsȱ
(CP20)ȱ

Ȭ.058ȱ
(2.48)ȱ

Ȭ.172ȱ
(2.96)ȱ

1.38ȱȱ
(3.76)ȱ

2.76ȱ
(2.99)ȱ

11.54**ȱ
(5.03)ȱ

8.78*ȱ
(4.97)ȱ

17.95**ȱ
(7.95)ȱ

Ȭ1.99ȱ
ȱ(2.86)ȱ

Ȭ4.86**ȱȱ
(2.31)ȱ

Ȭ4.09ȱ
(2.53)ȱ

Ȭ4.37ȱ
(3.30)ȱ

Ȭ.72ȱ
(4.02)ȱ

Ȭ1.28ȱȱ
(5.31)ȱ

9.06ȱȱ
(4.23)ȱ

Ȭ.52ȱȱ
(3.16)ȱ

Ȭ2.77ȱȱ
(3.74)ȱ

1.35ȱ
ȱ(4.09)ȱ

Ȭ4.93ȱ
ȱ(5.48)ȱ

1451ȱ
0.132ȱ

723ȱ
0.0726ȱ

1450ȱ
0.0691ȱ

721ȱ
0.0867ȱ

722ȱ
0.0679ȱ

394ȱ
0.0831ȱ

Statisticalȱsignificanceȱthresholdsȱareȱindicatedȱasȱfollows:ȱȱ*p<0.10,ȱ**p<0.05,ȱ***p<0.01ȱ
Note:ȱȱOLSȱanalysesȱbasedȱonȱdataȱfromȱtheȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱU.S.ȱsurvey;ȱanalysesȱcontrolȱforȱtheȱcomplexȱ
surveyȱdesign.ȱȱComparisonȱcategoryȱisȱunemployed.ȱȱQuestionsȱCP5,ȱCP7,ȱCP9,ȱCP13,ȱandȱCP20ȱwereȱaskedȱofȱonlyȱ
halfȱtheȱsample.ȱȱCP20ȱwasȱaskedȱofȱonlyȱwomen.ȱȱControlsȱincludedȱbutȱnotȱshown:ȱCrimeȱVictimization,ȱFemale,ȱ
Ideology,ȱIncome,ȱAge,ȱEducationȱandȱRegionȱ(Baseline:ȱSouth).ȱȱEffectsȱareȱexpressedȱasȱunȬstandardizedȱcoefficientsȱ
withȱstandardȱerrorsȱinȱparentheses.ȱȱȱ
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AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ2010ȱ(No.44) ȱȱ

SupportȱforȱSameȬ
SexȱMarriageȱinȱ
LatinȱAmerica
1

nationalȱ referendumȱ onȱ theȱ subjectȱ remainsȱ aȱ
possibility.ȱ Yetȱ sameȬsexȱ civilȱ unions,ȱ whichȱ
giveȱ homosexualȱ couplesȱ someȱ ofȱ theȱ rightsȱ
enjoyedȱ byȱ heterosexualȱ onesȱ (includingȱ socialȱ
securityȱ inheritanceȱ andȱ jointȱ ownershipȱ ofȱ
property,ȱ butȱ excludingȱ adoptionȱ rights),ȱ haveȱ
beenȱ legalizedȱ inȱ Uruguayȱ (2008),ȱ Ecuadorȱ
(2008),ȱColombiaȱ(2009),ȱBrazilȱ(sinceȱ2004),ȱandȱ
inȱ aȱ fewȱ Mexicanȱ states.2ȱ Withinȱ thisȱ diverseȱ
regionalȱcontext,ȱandȱdespiteȱnumerousȱprotestsȱ
organizedȱ byȱ theȱ Catholicȱ Church,ȱ rightistȱ
organizations,ȱ andȱ conservativeȱ legislators,ȱ thisȱ
monthȱ Argentinaȱ becameȱ theȱ firstȱ Latinȱ
AmericanȱcountryȱtoȱlegalizeȱsameȬsexȱmarriageȱ
nationwide,ȱ grantingȱ gaysȱ andȱ lesbiansȱ moreȱ
rightsȱ thanȱ civilȱ unions,ȱ includingȱ theȱ rightȱ toȱ
adoptȱchildren.3ȱ

G

Thisȱ AmericasBarometerȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ looksȱ atȱ
citizens’ȱ opinionsȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ sameȬsexȱ
marriage.ȱFirst,ȱweȱexamineȱlevelsȱofȱsupportȱforȱ
sameȬsexȱ couplesȱ havingȱ theȱ rightȱ toȱ marry.ȱ
Then,ȱ weȱ assessȱ bothȱ individualȬȱ andȱ nationalȬ
levelȱ determinantsȱ ofȱ variationȱ inȱ thatȱ levelȱ ofȱ
support.ȱ Toȱ evaluateȱ theseȱ issues,ȱ weȱqueryȱ theȱ
2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ Americanȱ Publicȱ Opinionȱ
Projectȱ (LAPOP)ȱ survey.4ȱ Inȱ thisȱ survey,ȱ 42,238ȱ
respondentsȱ fromȱ 25ȱ nationsȱ inȱ North,ȱ Central,ȱ

Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.
1ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets

ȱ Inȱ Colombia,ȱ aȱ sameȬsexȱ couplesȱ billȱ wasȱ defeatedȱ byȱ theȱ
Senateȱ inȱ 2007ȱ butȱ wasȱ laterȱ legalizedȱ byȱ aȱ Constitutionalȱ
Courtȱ decision.ȱ Inȱ Mexico,ȱ sameȬsexȱ civilȱ unionsȱ areȱ onlyȱ
legalȱinȱtheȱstateȱofȱCoahuilaȱwhileȱinȱMexicoȱCityȱtheȱstateȱ
assemblyȱ recentlyȱ recognizedȱ sameȱ sexȱ marriageȱ withȱ
adoptionȱrights.ȱȱȱ
3ȱ SameȬsexȱ marriageȱ isȱ alsoȱ legalȱ inȱ theȱ Netherlandsȱ (2001),ȱ
Belgiumȱ (2003),ȱ Spainȱ (2005),ȱ Canadaȱ (2005),ȱ Southȱ Africaȱ
(2006),ȱ Norwayȱ (2009),ȱ Swedenȱ (2009),ȱ Icelandȱ (2010),ȱ andȱ
Portugalȱ(2010).ȱIsraelȱ(2006),ȱFranceȱ(2008),ȱandȱJapanȱ(2009)ȱ
legallyȱ recognizeȱ sameȬsexȱ marriagesȱ performedȱ inȱ otherȱ
countries.ȱInȱtheȱU.S.,ȱtheȱfederalȱgovernmentȱisȱbannedȱfromȱ
recognizingȱmarriagesȱofȱsameȬsexȱcouplesȱbyȱtheȱDefenseȱofȱ
Marriageȱ Act,ȱ althoughȱ courtsȱ haveȱ recentlyȱ ruledȱ partsȱ ofȱ
theȱlawȱasȱunconstitutional.ȱSameȬsexȱmarriageȱisȱpermittedȱ
inȱ theȱ statesȱ ofȱ Connecticut,ȱ Iowa,ȱ Massachusetts,ȱ Newȱ
Hampshire,ȱVermont,ȱandȱtheȱDistrictȱofȱColumbia.
4ȱ Muchȱ ofȱ theȱ fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
roundȱ wasȱ providedȱ byȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ
Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ Otherȱ importantȱ
sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ
Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programȱ
(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱȱ

GermánȱLodola,ȱUniversidadȱTorcuatoȱDiȱTella,ȱ
UniversityȱofȱPittsburghȱ
glodola@utdt.Eduȱ
ȱMargaritaȱCorral,ȱȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
margarita.corral@vanderbilt.eduȱ
ȱ

ayȱmarriageȱrecentlyȱhasȱbeenȱaȱsubjectȱofȱ
intenseȱ discussionȱ inȱ manyȱ countriesȱ inȱ
theȱAmericas.ȱDisputesȱoverȱtheȱissueȱareȱ
markedȱ byȱ sharplyȱ conflictingȱ opinionsȱ amongȱ
citizens,ȱ socialȱ organizations,ȱ religiousȱ groups,ȱ
theȱ highlyȱ influentialȱ Catholicȱ Church,ȱ andȱ
policyȱ makers.ȱ Inȱ Latinȱ America,ȱ theseȱ debatesȱ
haveȱ engenderedȱ outcomesȱ thatȱ varyȱ sharplyȱ
fromȱcountryȬtoȬcountry.ȱSameȬsexȱmarriageȱhasȱ
beenȱ constitutionallyȱ bannedȱ inȱ Hondurasȱ
(2005),ȱ Elȱ Salvadorȱ (2009),ȱ andȱ theȱ Dominicanȱ
Republicȱ(2009).ȱInȱBolivia,ȱtheȱnewȱConstitutionȱ
(2009)ȱ limitsȱ legallyȱ recognizedȱ marriageȱ toȱ
oppositeȬsexȱunions.ȱInȱCostaȱRica,ȱtheȱSupremeȱ
Courtȱ ruledȱ againstȱ sameȬsexȱ couplesȱ seekingȱ
theȱ rightȱ toȱ beȱ legallyȱ marriedȱ (2006),ȱ whileȱ aȱ

2
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Southȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbeanȱ wereȱ askedȱ
thisȱquestion5:ȱ

Figure 1.
Average Support for Same-Sex Marriage in the
Americas, 2010

D6.ȱ Howȱ stronglyȱ doȱ youȱ approveȱ orȱ
disapproveȱofȱsameȬsexȱcouplesȱhavingȱtheȱrightȱ
toȱmarry?ȱ

Canada
Argentina
Uruguay
United States
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Chile
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Colombia
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Honduras
Venezuela
Costa Rica
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Guatemala
Paraguay
Nicaragua
Trinidad & Tobago
El Salvador
Guyana
Jamaica

Responsesȱ wereȱ givenȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ 1Ȭ10ȱ scale,ȱ
whereȱ‘1’ȱmeantȱ“stronglyȱdisapprove”ȱandȱ‘10’ȱ
meantȱ “stronglyȱ approve.”ȱ Theseȱ responsesȱ
wereȱ thenȱ recalibratedȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ basisȱ toȱ
conformȱ toȱ theȱ LAPOPȱ standard,ȱ whichȱ
facilitatesȱ comparabilityȱ acrossȱ questionsȱ andȱ
surveyȱwaves.6ȱȱȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ displaysȱ eachȱ country’sȱ averageȱ scoreȱ
withȱitsȱconfidenceȱinterval.ȱTheȱaverageȱlevelȱofȱ
supportȱ forȱ sameȬsexȱ marriageȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ
isȱ onlyȱ 26.8ȱ pointsȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale.ȱ However,ȱ
thereȱ isȱ strikingȱ variationȱ acrossȱ countries.ȱ Atȱ
theȱ oneȱ extreme,ȱ citizensȱ ofȱ Canada,ȱ Argentina,ȱ
andȱ Uruguayȱ expressȱ relativelyȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
supportȱ andȱ fallȱ onȱ theȱ highȱ endȱ ofȱ theȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ
continuum,ȱwithȱmeanȱscoresȱofȱ63.9,ȱ57.7,ȱ50.5,ȱ
andȱ 47.7ȱ points,ȱ respectively.ȱ Atȱ theȱ otherȱ
extreme,ȱ Elȱ Salvador,ȱ Guyana,ȱ andȱ Jamaicaȱ
(whereȱsexualȱactsȱbetweenȱmenȱareȱpunishableȱ
withȱjail)ȱshowȱtheȱlowestȱlevelsȱofȱsupport:ȱ10.3,ȱ
7.2,ȱ andȱ 3.5ȱ units,ȱ respectively.ȱ Theȱ remainingȱ
countriesȱ lieȱ inȱ betweenȱ theseȱ extremes,ȱ withȱ
thoseȱnationsȱinȱwhichȱsameȬsexȱcivilȱunionȱhasȱ
beenȱ legalizedȱ (i.e.,ȱ Brazil,ȱ Mexico,ȱ andȱ
Colombia)ȱ rankingȱ inȱ relativelyȱ highȱ positions.ȱ
Notably,ȱ despiteȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ theȱ newlyȱ
approvedȱ constitutionȱ grantsȱ fullȱ rightsȱ toȱ
homosexualȱ civilȱ unions,ȱ Ecuadorȱ isȱ positionedȱ
wellȱbelowȱtheȱregionalȱaverageȱwithȱ18.4ȱpointsȱ
onȱtheȱ0Ȭ100ȱscale.ȱȱȱ
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Explainingȱ Variationȱ inȱ Supportȱ
forȱSameȬSexȱMarriage:ȱIndividualȱ
LevelȱFactorsȱȱ
Whatȱ factorsȱ explainȱ variationȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ
sameȬsexȱ marriage?ȱ Toȱ assessȱ thisȱ question,ȱ weȱ
firstȱfocusȱonȱtheȱpotentialȱimpactȱofȱindividualȬ
levelȱ factorsȱ byȱ meansȱ ofȱ aȱ linearȱ regressionȱ
model.7ȱ Followingȱ theȱ publicationȱ ofȱ seminalȱ
researchȱonȱpoliticalȱtoleranceȱthatȱexaminesȱtheȱ
impactȱ ofȱ religiousȱ valuesȱ towardȱ homosexualsȱ
(GibsonȱandȱTedinȱ1988;ȱGolebiowskaȱ1995),ȱweȱ
includeȱ twoȱ variablesȱ thatȱ areȱ consideredȱ toȱ beȱ

5

Theȱfinalȱversionȱofȱtheȱ2010ȱwaveȱwillȱincludeȱ26ȱcountries;ȱ
atȱtheȱtimeȱofȱthisȱreport,ȱtheȱsurveyȱisȱbeingȱimplementedȱtoȱ
aȱsampleȱofȱ6,000ȱindividualsȱinȱHaiti.
6 Around 1,500 respondents were interviewed face-to-face in
each country, except in Bolivia and Ecuador, where the
samples were approximately 3,000. The Canada and the U.S.
are web-based surveys. Non-response to this question was
3.23% for the sample as a whole.

7

All statistical analyses in this paper were conducted using
STATA v10 and results were adjusted for the complex
sample designs employed. Given that levels of support for
same-sex marriage vary across countries, dummy variables
for each country were included. In all models, Argentina is
considered as the base or reference country. Results for the
whole model are presented in the Appendix, Table 1.
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key:ȱ importanceȱ ofȱ religionȱ andȱ religiousȱ groupȱ
participation.ȱ Theȱ formerȱ measuresȱ howȱ
importantȱ religionȱ isȱ inȱ theȱ respondent’sȱ life.8ȱ
Theȱ latterȱ measuresȱ theȱ respondent’sȱ selfȬ
reportedȱ levelȱ ofȱ attendanceȱ atȱ meetingsȱ ofȱ anyȱ
religiousȱ organization.9ȱ Severalȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ
foundȱ thatȱ disapprovalȱ ofȱ homosexualȱ rightsȱ isȱ
highestȱamongȱindividualsȱwithȱstrongȱreligiousȱ
identitiesȱ andȱ whoȱ attendȱ religiousȱ servicesȱ
frequentlyȱ (Ellisonȱ andȱ Musickȱ 1993;ȱ Herekȱ
1998;ȱ Herekȱ andȱ Capitanioȱ 1995,ȱ 1996;ȱ Olsen,ȱ
Cadge,ȱ andȱ Harrisonȱ 2006;ȱ Seltzerȱ 1993;ȱ Wilcoxȱ
andȱ Wolportȱ 2000).ȱ Therefore,ȱ weȱ expectȱ theseȱ
variablesȱ toȱ haveȱ aȱ negativeȱ impactȱ onȱ supportȱ
forȱ sameȬsexȱ marriage.ȱ Beliefsȱ aboutȱ
homosexualityȱ andȱ supportȱ forȱ gayȱ rightsȱ haveȱ
beenȱ foundȱ toȱ varyȱ substantiallyȱ byȱ religion.ȱ
Therefore,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ includedȱ twoȱ dummyȱ
variables,ȱ Evangelicalȱ andȱ Atheist,ȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ
captureȱtheȱeffectȱofȱreligiousȱaffiliations.ȱȱWhileȱ
Atheistsȱ areȱ expectedȱ toȱ expressȱ toleranceȱ
towardȱ minorities’ȱ rights,ȱ membershipȱ inȱ
evangelicalȱdenominationsȱhasȱbeenȱfoundȱtoȱbeȱ
linkedȱ toȱ intoleranceȱ ofȱ homosexualsȱ inȱ theȱ U.Sȱ
(Jelen,ȱ 1982).ȱ Whileȱ thisȱ findingȱ couldȱ beȱ partlyȱ
attributedȱ toȱ differencesȱ inȱ demographicȱ orȱ
politicalȱ variables,ȱ orȱ toȱ generalȱ religiosity,ȱ
Wilcoxȱ andȱ Jelenȱ (1990)ȱ demonstratedȱ thatȱ
intoleranceȱ amongȱ Evangelicalsȱ persistsȱ evenȱ
afterȱcontrollingȱforȱtheseȱconsiderations.ȱȱ
Alsoȱincludedȱinȱtheȱregressionȱisȱaȱvariableȱthatȱ
capturesȱ theȱ respondent’sȱ politicalȱ ideology.ȱ
Thisȱ variableȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱaȱ1Ȭ10ȱ scale,ȱwhereȱ ‘1’ȱ
meansȱ leftȱ orȱ liberalȱ andȱ ‘10’ȱ meansȱ rightȱ orȱ
conservative.ȱ Forȱ obviousȱ reasons,ȱ weȱ expectȱ
moreȱ conservativeȱ respondentsȱ toȱ beȱ lessȱ proneȱ
toȱsupportȱsameȬsexȱmarriageȱthanȱliberalȱones.ȱȱ

8ȱ This variable is based on the following question: Q5B.
Please, could you tell me how important is religion in your
life? Very important; rather important; not very important;
not at all important.”ȱ
9ȱ This variable is based on the following question: CP6. Do
you attend “Meetings of any religious organization? Do you
attend them once a week, once or twice a month, once or
twice a year or never.”

Finally,ȱtheȱregressionȱmodelȱincludesȱaȱnumberȱ
ofȱvariablesȱmeasuringȱbasicȱsocioȬeconomicȱandȱ
demographicȱ characteristicsȱ thatȱ areȱ thoughtȱ toȱ
playȱ aȱ roleȱ inȱ shapingȱ publicȱ opinionȱ towardsȱ
homosexuality.ȱWeȱthusȱincludeȱeducation,ȱage,ȱ
gender,ȱ wealth,ȱ andȱ city/townȱ size.10ȱ Weȱ expectȱ
moreȱeducatedȱindividualsȱtoȱhaveȱmoreȱliberalȱ
sexualȱ attitudesȱ andȱ thereforeȱ expressȱ higherȱ
levelsȱofȱsupportȱforȱsameȬsexȱmarriageȱthanȱlessȱ
educatedȱ personsȱ (Ellisonȱ andȱ Musickȱ 1993;ȱ
Gibsonȱ andȱ Tedinȱ 1988;ȱ Herekȱ andȱ Capitanioȱ
1996;ȱ Treasȱ 2002).ȱ Similarly,ȱ weȱ expectȱ olderȱ
peopleȱ toȱ beȱ lessȱ tolerantȱ towardȱ gays/lesbiansȱ
thanȱ youngerȱ people,ȱ dueȱ moreȱ toȱ theȱ erasȱ inȱ
whichȱ theȱ formerȱ wereȱ socializedȱ thanȱ toȱ theȱ
agingȱ processȱ itselfȱ (Davisȱ 1992;ȱ Herekȱ andȱ
Gluntȱ1993).ȱAsȱfoundȱinȱpriorȱresearch,ȱweȱalsoȱ
expectȱmenȱtoȱbeȱmoreȱinclinedȱtoȱdisapproveȱofȱ
homosexualityȱ thanȱ womenȱ (Herekȱ 2002;ȱ Kiteȱ
1984;ȱ Kiteȱ andȱ Whitleyȱ 1996),ȱ andȱ peopleȱ withȱ
higherȱincomesȱtoȱbeȱmoreȱtolerantȱthanȱpeopleȱ
withȱ lowerȱ incomesȱ (Hodgessȱ Persell,ȱ Green,ȱ
andȱ Gurevitchȱ 2001).ȱ Followingȱ researchȱ byȱ
Stephanȱ andȱ McMullinȱ (1982),ȱ weȱ expectȱ
urbanismȱ (inȱ ourȱ model,ȱ individualsȱ livingȱ inȱ
largerȱ cities)ȱ toȱ beȱ positivelyȱ associatedȱ withȱ
toleranceȱ towardȱ homosexualsȱ and,ȱ thus,ȱ
supportȱforȱsameȬsexȱmarriage.ȱ
Theȱresultsȱofȱthisȱregressionȱanalysisȱareȱshownȱ
inȱFigureȱ2.ȱEachȱvariableȱincludedȱinȱtheȱmodelȱ
isȱ listedȱ onȱ theȱ verticalȱ (y)ȱ axis.ȱ Theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
eachȱofȱthoseȱvariablesȱonȱsupportȱforȱsameȬsexȱ
marriageȱisȱshownȱgraphicallyȱbyȱaȱdot,ȱwhichȱifȱ
fallingȱtoȱtheȱrightȱofȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱimpliesȱ
aȱ positiveȱ contributionȱ andȱ ifȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ ofȱ theȱ
“0”ȱlineȱindicatesȱaȱnegativeȱimpact.ȱOnlyȱwhenȱ
theȱconfidenceȱintervalsȱ(theȱhorizontalȱlines)ȱdoȱ
notȱ overlapȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ isȱ theȱ variableȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ (atȱ .05ȱ orȱ better).ȱ Theȱ
relativeȱstrengthȱofȱeachȱvariableȱisȱindicatedȱbyȱ
standardizedȱcoefficientsȱ(i.e.,ȱ“betaȱweights”).ȱ

10

Citizens in Canada and the United States hold sharply
higher levels on many socio-economic characteristics; for
this and because we select to focus this report on Latin
America and the Caribbean, we excluded these cases from
the analysis.
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Figure 2.
Support for Same-Sex Marriage in Latin America and
the Caribbean, 2010
R-Squared =0.201
F=136.711
N =28217
Size of City/Town
Quintiles of wealth
Age
Female
Education Level
Atheist
Evangelical
Importance of Religion

expressȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ thanȱ thoseȱ
livingȱ inȱ ruralȱ areasȱ andȱ smallȱ cities.ȱ Second,ȱ
citizensȱwithȱmoreȱyearsȱofȱcompletedȱeducationȱ
expressȱ higherȱ supportȱ thanȱ individualsȱ withȱ
lessȱformalȱeducation.ȱThird,ȱbothȱwealthierȱandȱ
youngerȱpersonsȱexpressȱmoreȱtoleranceȱtowardȱ
homosexualȱ marriagesȱ thanȱ poorerȱ andȱ olderȱ
people.ȱFourth,ȱtheȱpositiveȱeffectȱofȱtheȱgenderȱ
(female)ȱ dummyȱ variableȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ womenȱ
expressȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱsupportȱthanȱmen.ȱȱȱȱ

Religious Group
Ideology
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Weȱ findȱ strongȱ empiricalȱ evidenceȱ supportingȱ
ourȱ expectations.ȱ First,ȱ evenȱ whenȱ controllingȱ
forȱsocioȬeconomicȱandȱdemographicȱfactorsȱandȱ
theȱimpactȱofȱcountryȱofȱresidenceȱ(theȱ“countryȱ
fixedȱ effects”),ȱ bothȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ religionȱ
andȱ attendanceȱ atȱ religiousȱ meetingsȱ variablesȱ
haveȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ negativeȱ impactȱ
onȱ supportȱ forȱ sameȬsexȱ marriage.ȱ Specifically,ȱ
theȱ moreȱ importantȱ religionȱ isȱ toȱ respondents’ȱ
livesȱ andȱ theȱ moreȱ frequentlyȱ theyȱ attendȱ
religiousȱ meetings,ȱ theȱ lowerȱ theȱ supportȱ theyȱ
expressȱforȱsameȬsexȱcouplesȱhavingȱtheȱrightȱtoȱ
marry.ȱ Second,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ Evangelicals,ȱ
comparedȱ toȱ individualsȱ whoȱ professȱ otherȱ
religions,ȱ areȱ significantlyȱ lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ
forȱsameȬsexȱmarriage,ȱwhileȱthoseȱwhoȱsayȱthatȱ
theyȱ areȱ Atheistsȱ orȱ agnosticȱ aboutȱ religionȱ areȱ
moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ gayȱ marriage.ȱ Third,ȱ
holdingȱ allȱ otherȱ variablesȱ constant,ȱ
respondents’ȱ ideologicalȱ selfȬplacementȱ worksȱ
asȱ weȱ expected.ȱ Theȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
negativeȱ impactȱ ofȱ theȱ politicalȱ ideologyȱ
variableȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ theȱ moreȱ conservativeȱ
respondentsȱ are,ȱ theȱ lowerȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ supportȱ
forȱsameȬsexȱmarriageȱtheyȱexpress.ȱȱ
Weȱ alsoȱ findȱ thatȱ allȱ theȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ
demographicȱ variablesȱ includedȱ inȱ theȱ modelȱ
areȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ inȱ theȱ theorizedȱ
directions.ȱ First,ȱ sizeȱ ofȱ theȱ geographicȱ areaȱ ofȱ
residenceȱ isȱ positivelyȱ linkedȱ toȱ ourȱ dependentȱ
variable,ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ residentsȱ ofȱ largeȱ citiesȱ

Predictingȱ Supportȱ forȱ SameȬSexȱ
Marriage:ȱTheȱEffectȱofȱContextualȱ
Variablesȱ
InȱadditionȱtoȱtheȱindividualȬlevelȱcharacteristicsȱ
analyzedȱ above,ȱ otherȱ factorsȱ atȱ theȱ countryȬ
levelȱ ofȱ analysisȱ mayȱ helpȱ explainȱ variationȱ inȱ
theȱ degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ citizensȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ
supportȱ sameȬsexȱ marriage.ȱ Extensiveȱ researchȱ
onȱpoliticalȱtoleranceȱinȱdemocraticȱregimesȱhasȱ
underscoredȱ theȱ importantȱ effectsȱ ofȱ economicȱ
developmentȱ andȱ educationȱ onȱ acceptanceȱ ofȱ
diversity.ȱToȱempiricallyȱtestȱtheseȱpropositions,ȱ
weȱ estimatedȱ separateȱ multiȬlevelȱ regressionȱ
models.11ȱ Theȱ modelsȱ includeȱ theȱ respondents’ȱ
individualȱcharacteristicsȱalongsideȱmeasuresȱofȱ
eachȱ country’sȱ levelȱ ofȱ economicȱ developmentȱ
orȱ education,ȱ dependingȱ onȱ theȱ model.ȱ Theseȱ
variablesȱareȱmeasuredȱbyȱGDPȱperȱcapitaȱandȱaȱ
compositeȱ indexȱ ofȱ adultȱ literacyȱ andȱ grossȱ
enrollment,ȱrespectively.12ȱ
ȱThisȱanalysisȱwasȱcarriedȱoutȱusingȱmultiȬlevelȱregressionȱ
techniquesȱ (Raudenbushȱ andȱ Brykȱ 2002;ȱ Raudenbush,ȱ etȱ al.ȱ
2004)ȱ asȱ implementedȱ byȱ LAPOPȱ onȱ STATAȱ 10.ȱ Theȱ modelȱ
simultaneouslyȱ takesȱ intoȱ accountȱ bothȱ individualȱ andȱ
countryȬlevelȱ (i.e.,ȱ contextual)ȱ factors,ȱ andȱ producesȱ correctȱ
regressionȱ estimatesȱ thatȱ areȱ impossibleȱ withȱ standardȱ OLSȱ
regression.ȱ Weȱ estimatedȱ separateȱ modelsȱ becauseȱ nationalȱ
economicȱ developmentȱ andȱ educationȱ areȱ correlatedȱ atȱ aȱ
moderatelyȱhighȱlevelȱinȱourȱsampleȱ(rȱ=ȱ.6,ȱpȱ>ȱ.05).
12ȱToȱmeasureȱnationalȱwealthȱweȱrelyȱonȱtheȱ UNDP’sȱGDPȱ
index.ȱThisȱindex,ȱwhichȱcanȱtakeȱvaluesȱbetweenȱ0ȱandȱ1,ȱisȱ
basedȱ onȱ GDPȱ perȱ capitaȱinȱ purchasingȱ powerȱ parityȱ termsȱ
inȱUSȱdollars.ȱToȱmeasureȱnationalȱeducationȱweȱdrewȱuponȱ
theȱUNDP’sȱEducationȱindexȱwhichȱisȱmeasuredȱbyȱtheȱadultȱ
literacyȱ rateȱ (withȱ twoȬthirdsȱ weighting)ȱ andȱ theȱ combinedȱ
primary,ȱsecondary,ȱandȱtertiaryȱgrossȱenrollmentȱratioȱ(withȱ
11
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The statistical results of the multi-level models
are graphically shown in Figures 3 and 4. As
they show, the impact of individual
characteristics remains almost unchanged when
compared to our previous results, while the
contextual variables haveȱ theȱ expectedȱ positiveȱ
relationshipsȱ toȱ supportȱ forȱ sameȬsexȱ marriage.ȱ
Moreȱconcretely,ȱcitizensȱwhoȱliveȱinȱricherȱandȱ
moreȱ educatedȱ countriesȱ expressȱ significantlyȱ
higherȱlevelsȱofȱsupportȱcomparedȱtoȱthoseȱwhoȱ
liveȱinȱpoorerȱandȱlessȱeducatedȱnations.
Figure 3.
A Multilevel Analysis of the Determinants of Support
for Same-Sex Marriage in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 2010: The Impact of GDP.
Religious Group
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Importance of Religion
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Size of City/Town
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 4.
A Multilevel Analysis of the Determinants of Support
for Same-Sex Marriage in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 2010: The Impact of Education.

Theȱ specificȱ effectsȱ ofȱ economicȱ developmentȱ
andȱ educationȱ atȱ theȱ nationalȬlevelȱ onȱ supportȱ
forȱsameȬsexȱmarriageȱareȱdisplayedȱinȱFiguresȱ5ȱ
andȱ6ȱrespectively.ȱTheseȱfiguresȱshowȱtheȱfittedȱ
linesȱfromȱtheȱtwoȱmultiȬlevelȱregressionȱmodelsȱ
usingȱnationalȱGDPȱperȱcapitaȱandȱtheȱeducationȱ
index.ȱ Holdingȱ constantȱ allȱ theȱ individualȬlevelȱ
variablesȱatȱtheirȱmeanȱvalue,ȱtheȱmodelsȱpredictȱ
similarȱresultsȱcomparedȱtoȱtheȱrankingȱdepictedȱ
inȱFigureȱ1.ȱAsȱaȱnoteworthyȱexception,ȱTrinidadȱ
andȱ Tobagoȱ dramaticallyȱ improvesȱ itsȱ positionȱ
inȱFigureȱ5ȱcomparedȱtoȱFigureȱ1.ȱThisȱsuggestsȱ
thatȱ theȱ countryȱ isȱ stronglyȱ influencedȱ byȱ otherȱ
variablesȱnotȱincludedȱinȱourȱmodel.ȱ
Nonetheless,ȱtheȱresultsȱshowȱthatȱhigherȱlevelsȱ
ofȱeconomicȱdevelopmentȱandȱeducationȱpredictȱ
substantiallyȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ sameȬ
sexȱ marriage.ȱ Substantively,ȱ ifȱ aȱ citizenȱ fromȱ
Nicaraguaȱ withȱ aȱ givenȱ setȱ ofȱ socioȬeconomicȱ
characteristicsȱwereȱtoȱmoveȱtoȱArgentina,ȱceterisȱ
paribus,ȱandȱnoneȱofȱherȱpersonalȱcharacteristicsȱ
wereȱtoȱchange,ȱthisȱpersonȱwouldȱdemonstrateȱ
aȱ levelȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ sameȬsexȱ marriageȱ thatȱ
wouldȱ beȱ aboutȱ 20ȱ pointsȱ higherȱ onȱ averageȱ
thanȱ ifȱ thisȱ individualȱ wereȱ toȱ remainȱ inȱ
Nicaragua.ȱ
Figure 5.
The Impact of Economic Development on Support
for Same-Sex Marriage in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 2010
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oneȬthirdȱweighting).ȱForȱmoreȱdetailsȱonȱhowȱtheseȱindexesȱ
areȱ constructed,ȱ seeȱ UNDP’sȱ 2009ȱ Humanȱ Developmentȱ
Report.ȱ
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Figure 6.
The Impact of Education on Support for Same-Sex
Marriage in Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010
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Althoughȱ someȱ haveȱ arguedȱ thatȱ toleranceȱ ofȱ
diversityȱ mightȱ haveȱ noȱ realȱ consequencesȱ forȱ
democracyȱ (Muellerȱ 1988),ȱ othersȱ haveȱ foundȱ
strongȱ evidenceȱ ofȱ itsȱ positiveȱ effectsȱ onȱ theȱ
constructionȱ ofȱ democraticȱ policiesȱ (Gibsonȱ
1992).ȱAnȱimportantȱimplicationȱofȱthisȱreportȱisȱ
thatȱ theȱ visionȱ offeredȱ byȱ liberalȱ democraticȱ
theoristsȱ ofȱ aȱ societyȱ thatȱ acceptsȱ diversityȱ andȱ
protectsȱ minorityȱ rightsȱ isȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ
developȱ toȱ theȱ extentȱ thatȱ policyȱ makersȱ payȱ
closeȱattentionȱtoȱimprovingȱcitizens’ȱwellȱbeingȱ
ȱandȱ education.ȱ Higherȱ economicȱ developmentȱ
andȱ educationȱ tendȱ toȱ beȱ linkedȱ withȱ greaterȱ
toleranceȱ becauseȱ theyȱ stimulateȱ individualȱ
valueȱ prioritiesȱ thatȱ areȱ conduciveȱ toȱ greaterȱ
opennessȱtoȱdiversity.ȱ

Conclusionȱ
Referencesȱ
Weȱbeganȱthisȱshortȱreportȱbyȱpointingȱoutȱthatȱ
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Appendixȱ
DeterminantsȱofȱSupportȱforȱSameȬSexȱMarriageȱȱ

Ideologyȱ
ReligiousȱGroupȱ
ImportanceȱofȱReligionȱ
Evangelicalȱ
Atheistȱ
EducationȱLevelȱ
Femaleȱ
Ageȱ
ȱQuintilesȱofȱwealthȱ
SizeȱofȱCity/Townȱ
Mexicoȱ
Guatemalaȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Hondurasȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Panamaȱ
Colombiaȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Boliviaȱ
Peruȱ
Paraguayȱ
Chileȱ
Uruguayȱ
Brazilȱ
Venezuelaȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
Jamaicaȱ
Guyanaȱ
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobagoȱ
Belizeȱ
Surinameȱ
Constantȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
NumberȱofȱObs.ȱ
* p<0.05
CountryȱofȱReference:ȱArgentina

Coefficient.ȱ
Ȭ0.030*ȱ
Ȭ0.061*ȱ
Ȭ0.087*ȱ
Ȭ0.058*ȱ
0.020*ȱ
0.038*ȱ
0.087*ȱ
Ȭ0.114*ȱ
0.046*ȱ
0.052*ȱ
Ȭ0.088*ȱ
Ȭ0.166*ȱ
Ȭ0.213*ȱ
Ȭ0.148*ȱ
Ȭ0.189*ȱ
Ȭ0.161*ȱ
Ȭ0.146*ȱ
Ȭ0.106*ȱ
Ȭ0.253*ȱ
Ȭ0.217*ȱ
Ȭ0.148*ȱ
Ȭ0.192*ȱ
Ȭ0.104*ȱ
Ȭ0.044*ȱ
Ȭ0.104*ȱ
Ȭ0.172*ȱ
Ȭ0.164*ȱ
Ȭ0.238*ȱ
Ȭ0.220*ȱ
Ȭ0.196*ȱ
Ȭ0.175*ȱ
Ȭ0.172*ȱ
0.025*ȱ
0.201ȱ
28,217ȱ

tȱ
(Ȭ4.86)ȱ
(Ȭ9.28)ȱ
(Ȭ9.90)ȱ
(Ȭ9.91)ȱ
(2.50)ȱ
(5.46)ȱ
(15.02)ȱ
(Ȭ18.85)ȱ
(6.80)ȱ
(6.61)ȱ
(Ȭ7.92)ȱ
(Ȭ16.27)ȱ
(Ȭ22.19)ȱ
(Ȭ13.75)ȱ
(Ȭ16.24)ȱ
(Ȭ13.31)ȱ
(Ȭ10.49)ȱ
(Ȭ9.38)ȱ
(Ȭ18.01)ȱ
(Ȭ13.18)ȱ
(Ȭ13.52)ȱ
(Ȭ16.57)ȱ
(Ȭ8.21)ȱ
(Ȭ4.08)ȱ
(Ȭ5.50)ȱ
(Ȭ12.87)ȱ
(Ȭ15.67)ȱ
(Ȭ24.71)ȱ
(Ȭ20.31)ȱ
(Ȭ19.15)ȱ
(Ȭ14.36)ȱ
(Ȭ12.53)ȱ
(2.69)ȱ
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AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ2010ȱ(No.45) ȱȱ

TheȱHonduranȱ
“Catharsis”ȱ1ȱ
OrlandoȱJ.ȱPérez,ȱCentralȱMichiganȱUniversity;ȱJohnȱ
A. Booth,ȱUniversityȱofȱNorthȱTexas;ȱandȱMitchellȱA.
Seligson,ȱVanderbiltȱUniversity
Contact:ȱm.seligson@vanderbilt.edu

I

nȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ report,ȱ weȱ useȱ dataȱ
fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ toȱ
assessȱ publicȱ opinionȱ amongȱ Honduranȱ
citizensȱtowardȱtheȱJuneȱ2009ȱremovalȱandȱexileȱ
ofȱ theȱ sittingȱ president,ȱ Manuelȱ Zelaya,ȱ byȱ theȱ
Honduranȱmilitary.ȱWeȱdoȱsoȱbyȱplacingȱpublicȱ
reactionsȱ inȱ theȱ contextȱ ofȱ aȱ recentȱ studyȱ ofȱ
politicalȱ legitimacyȱ inȱ Latinȱ America,ȱ usingȱ theȱ
2004ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ data,ȱ byȱ Johnȱ Boothȱ
andȱ Mitchellȱ Seligson,ȱ whichȱ detectedȱ seriousȱ
warningȱ signsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ instabilityȱ inȱ
Hondurasȱ (Boothȱ andȱ Seligsonȱ 2009).2ȱ Theyȱ

Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.
Seligsonȱ andȱ Elizabethȱ Zechmeisterȱ withȱ administrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversity.
1Theȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ isȱ coȬeditedȱ byȱ Professorsȱ Mitchellȱ A.
SeligsonȱandȱElizabethȱZechmeisterȱwithȱadministrative,ȱ
technical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
Vanderbilt.ȱTheȱopinionsȱexpressedȱinȱthisȱstudyȱareȱthoseȱof
theȱ authorsȱ andȱ doȱ notȱ necessarilyȱ reflectȱ thoseȱ ofȱ the
sponsoringȱorganizations.
2ȱFundingȱforȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱhasȱmainlyȱcomeȱfromȱ
theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Development
(USAID).ȱImportantȱsourcesȱofȱadditionalȱsupportȱwereȱalso
theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ United
Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programȱ (UNDP),ȱ andȱ Vanderbiltȱ
University.

foundȱthatȱpoliticalȱlegitimacyȱinȱHondurasȱwasȱ
veryȱ lowȱ comparedȱ toȱ legitimacyȱ levelsȱ inȱ itsȱ
neighborsȱ inȱ Centralȱ America.ȱ Theȱ authorsȱ
examinedȱ theȱ proportionsȱ ofȱ citizensȱ whoȱ wereȱ
“triplyȱ dissatisfied”ȱ asȱ aȱ percentȱ ofȱ allȱ votingȱ
agedȱ citizensȱ versusȱ thoseȱ whoȱ wereȱ “triplyȱ
satisfied.”ȱ Theȱ “triplyȱ satisfied”ȱ wereȱ theȱ
citizensȱ whoȱ fellȱ aboveȱ theȱ scaleȱ midpointȱ (i.e.ȱ
“satisfied”)ȱ onȱ eachȱ ofȱ threeȱ keyȱ dimensionsȱ ofȱ
politicalȱ legitimacy,ȱ namelyȱ 1)ȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy,ȱ 2)ȱ supportȱ forȱ nationalȱ institutions,ȱ
andȱ 3)ȱ evaluationȱ ofȱ theȱ incumbentȱ
government’sȱ economicȱ performance.ȱ Theȱ
“triplyȱ dissatisfied”ȱ groupȱ consistedȱ ofȱ thoseȱ
citizensȱ whoȱ fellȱ belowȱ theȱ legitimacyȱ scaleȱ
midpointsȱonȱthoseȱsameȱthreeȱkeyȱdimensions.ȱ
Boothȱ andȱ Seligsonȱ thenȱ comparedȱ theȱ
proportionsȱ ofȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ versusȱ triplyȱ
satisfiedȱ forȱ eachȱ country,ȱ whichȱ theyȱ arguedȱ
couldȱ demonstrateȱ aȱ proclivityȱ towardȱ politicalȱ
stabilityȱ orȱ unrest.ȱ Theirȱ theoryȱ didȱ notȱ assertȱ
thatȱ havingȱ dissatisfiedȱ citizensȱ wasȱ inȱ itselfȱ aȱ
problemȱforȱdemocracy,ȱsinceȱdisaffectionȱcanȱbeȱ
healthyȱforȱ democracy.ȱ Ratherȱ theyȱ arguedȱ thatȱ
theȱ balanceȱ ofȱ dissatisfiedȱ toȱ satisfiedȱ citizensȱ isȱ
whatȱmatters.ȱWhenȱtimesȱareȱbadȱandȱcriticsȱofȱ
theȱsystemȱareȱnumerous,ȱaȱdemocraticȱpoliticalȱ
systemȱ alsoȱ needsȱ supportersȱ whoȱ believeȱ inȱ
democracy,ȱ supportȱ theȱ nation’sȱ institutions,ȱ
andȱ areȱ notȱ overlyȱ criticalȱ ofȱ governmentȱ
economicȱ performance.ȱ Absentȱ thatȱ keyȱ groupȱ
ofȱsupporters,ȱstabilityȱcanȱbeȱplacedȱatȱrisk.ȱ
BoothȱandȱSeligsonȱfoundȱthatȱinȱ2004ȱforȱeveryȱ
triplyȱ satisfiedȱ citizenȱ Hondurasȱ hadȱ 1.57ȱ triplyȱ
dissatisfiedȱcitizens.ȱInȱcontrast,ȱforȱeveryȱtriplyȱ
dissatisfiedȱ Costaȱ Ricanȱ thereȱ wereȱ 12.5ȱ triplyȱ
satisfiedȱ ones.3ȱ ȱ Therefore,ȱ inȱ 2004ȱ Hondurasȱ
hadȱalmostȱ20ȱtimesȱmoreȱcitizensȱwithȱmultipleȱ
lowȱ legitimacyȱ attitudesȱ thanȱ didȱ Costaȱ Ricaȱ atȱ
theȱ time.ȱ Theyȱ concludedȱ thatȱ thisȱ stronglyȱ
suggestedȱ thatȱ asȱ earlyȱ asȱ 2004ȱ Hondurasȱ
demonstratedȱ “greaterȱ riskȱ forȱ unrest,ȱ politicalȱ
turmoil,ȱandȱsupportȱforȱantidemocraticȱregimesȱ
thanȱ [did]ȱ theȱ otherȱ countriesȱ basedȱ onȱ thisȱ
ȱThisȱisȱcalculatedȱbyȱdividingȱ1.0ȱbyȱtheȱ.08ȱratio,ȱwhichȱ
yieldsȱ12.5ȱ

3

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

104

indicator”ȱ(Boothȱ andȱ Seligsonȱ 2009ȱ148).ȱ Theseȱ
findingsȱ provedȱ toȱ beȱ consistentȱ withȱ othersȱ
fromȱtheȱsameȱsurvey.ȱForȱexample,ȱtheyȱfoundȱ
thatȱHonduransȱjustifiedȱaȱhypotheticalȱmilitaryȱ
coupȱ muchȱ moreȱ thanȱ citizensȱ inȱ anyȱ otherȱ
countryȱ theyȱ studied.ȱ Indeed,ȱ 56.2%ȱ ofȱ theȱ
votingȱ agedȱ populationȱ wouldȱ haveȱ justifiedȱ aȱ
coupȱ(186).ȱ
SeligsonȱandȱBoothȱthenȱrevisitedȱthisȱissueȱinȱaȱ
priorȱ Insightsȱ “Specialȱ Report”ȱ usingȱ theȱ 2008ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ andȱ foundȱ theȱ
situationȱofȱmultipleȱdissatisfactionȱinȱHondurasȱ
muchȱ moreȱ extremeȱ thanȱ inȱ 2004.ȱ Theȱ
proportionȱ ofȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ Honduransȱ
wentȱ fromȱ 12%ȱ inȱ 2004ȱ toȱ overȱ 31%ȱ ofȱ theȱ
votingȬageȱ populationȱ inȱ 2008,ȱ andȱ thereȱ wereȱ
overȱ sixȱ timesȱ moreȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ
Honduransȱthanȱthoseȱwhoȱwereȱtriplyȱsatisfied.ȱ
Seligsonȱ andȱ Boothȱ interpretedȱ thisȱ imbalanceȱ
betweenȱ theȱ veryȱ disgruntledȱ andȱ satisfiedȱ
citizenriesȱ asȱ aȱ veryȱ clearȱ warningȱ thatȱ
Honduras’ȱ riskȱ ofȱ politicalȱ instabilityȱ hadȱ risenȱ
sharplyȱfromȱ2004ȱtoȱ2008.ȱ
Theseȱ surveyȱ dataȱ fromȱ 2008ȱ pointingȱ toȱ
growingȱ disaffectionȱ amongȱ Honduranȱ citizensȱ
illuminatedȱ theȱ contextȱ inȱ whichȱ politicalȱ
conflictȱemergedȱandȱboiledȱoverȱinȱ2009.ȱAsȱweȱ
know,ȱHonduras’ȱpoliticalȱsystemȱexperiencedȱaȱ
severeȱpoliticalȱcrisisȱthatȱbeganȱasȱaȱshowdownȱ
betweenȱ theȱ electedȱ president,ȱ Manuelȱ Zelaya,ȱ
andȱtheȱHonduranȱArmy,ȱcourts,ȱandȱCongress.ȱ
Onȱ Juneȱ 28,ȱ 2009ȱ theȱ militaryȱ removedȱ Zelayaȱ
fromȱ officeȱ andȱ forciblyȱ exiledȱ himȱ toȱ Costaȱ
Rica.ȱ Theȱ crisisȱ stemmedȱ fromȱ aȱ politicalȱ clashȱ
overȱ Zelaya’sȱ attemptȱ toȱ surveyȱ Honduransȱ onȱ
supportȱ forȱ aȱ referendumȱ onȱ conveningȱ aȱ
constituentȱ assemblyȱ toȱ reformȱ theȱ nationalȱ
constitution.ȱ Defyingȱ aȱ courtȱ order,ȱ Congress,ȱ
theȱ businessȱ communityȱ andȱ elementsȱ inȱ hisȱ
ownȱ partyȱ inȱ pursuitȱ ofȱ hisȱ objectives,ȱ Zelayaȱ
triedȱ toȱ conductȱ theȱ referendum.ȱ Allegedlyȱ
actingȱunderȱordersȱfromȱtheȱSupremeȱCourtȱ(ofȱ
dubiousȱconstitutionality),ȱtheȱArmyȱenteredȱtheȱ
president’sȱ privateȱ residenceȱ onȱ theȱ morningȱ ofȱ
Juneȱ28ȱandȱdetainedȱhim.ȱRatherȱthanȱbringingȱ
Presidentȱ Zelayaȱ toȱ courtȱ toȱ standȱ charges,ȱ

however,ȱtheȱArmyȱinsteadȱactedȱinȱviolationȱofȱ
theȱ Honduranȱ Constitution,ȱ whichȱ explicitlyȱ
prohibitsȱ expatriation,ȱ byȱ exilingȱ himȱ toȱ Costaȱ
Rica.4ȱ Theȱ Nationalȱ Congressȱ thenȱ ratifiedȱ
Zelaya’sȱ removalȱ andȱ installedȱ Robertoȱ
MichelettiȱasȱinterimȱPresident.ȱȱ
Theȱ eventsȱ leadingȱ upȱ toȱ Presidentȱ Zelaya’sȱ
ouster,ȱ andȱ thoseȱ ofȱ Juneȱ28,ȱ2009ȱ haveȱ dividedȱ
Honduranȱsocietyȱandȱgeneratedȱintenseȱdebateȱ
aboutȱ theȱ constitutionalityȱ ofȱ Zelaya’sȱ policiesȱ
andȱtheȱactionsȱtakenȱbyȱtheȱmilitary,ȱCongress,ȱ
andȱtheȱcourts.ȱInȱthisȱInsightsȱpaperȱweȱlookȱatȱ
theȱ Honduranȱ public’sȱ reactionȱ toȱ theȱ Juneȱ 28,ȱ
2009ȱ eventsȱ andȱ theirȱ aftermath.ȱ Theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ inȱ Honduras5ȱ askedȱ
aȱseriesȱofȱquestionsȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱpoliticalȱcrisis.ȱ
Inȱ thisȱ secondȱ specialȱ Insightsȱ paperȱ onȱ theȱ
HonduranȱcrisisȱweȱrevisitȱtheȱfindingsȱofȱBoothȱ
andȱ Seligsonȱ fromȱ 2008ȱ toȱ exploreȱ how,ȱ andȱ toȱ
whatȱ extent,ȱ theȱ crisisȱ hasȱ affectedȱ Hondurans’ȱ
attitudesȱtowardȱtheirȱpoliticalȱsystemȱinȱ2010.ȱ
First,ȱ weȱ exploreȱ responsesȱ toȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
questionsȱthatȱmeasureȱattitudesȱdirectlyȱrelatedȱ
toȱ theȱ politicalȱ crisis:ȱ Didȱ Honduransȱ inȱ ourȱ
surveyȱ conductedȱ inȱ earlyȱ 2010ȱ supportȱ theȱ
ousterȱ ofȱ Presidentȱ Zelaya?ȱ Didȱ theyȱ expressȱ
supportȱ forȱ theȱ policiesȱ Zelayaȱ wantedȱ toȱ
implement?ȱ Didȱ theyȱ believeȱ thatȱ eitherȱ
presidentȱ
orȱ
theȱ
Armyȱ
behavedȱ
unconstitutionally?ȱȱȱ
Inȱ responseȱ toȱ ourȱ firstȱ question,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ
58%ȱ ofȱ votingȱ ageȱ Honduransȱ opposedȱ theȱ

ȱ Presidentȱ Zelayaȱ returnedȱ toȱ Hondurasȱ clandestinelyȱ onȱ
Septemberȱ21,ȱ2009ȱandȱstayedȱatȱtheȱBrazilianȱembassyȱuntilȱ
anȱagreementȱandȱaȱgeneralȱamnestyȱwereȱbrokeredȱthatȱledȱ
toȱZelaya’sȱdepartureȱtoȱtheȱDominicanȱRepublicȱinȱJanuaryȱ
2010.ȱȱ
5ȱTheȱ2010ȱsampleȱconsistsȱofȱ1,596ȱinterviewsȱselectedȱusingȱ
multiȬstageȱ stratifiedȱ samplingȱ designȱ toȱ representȱ nineȱ
differentȱgeographicȱregionsȱofȱHonduras.ȱRandomȱselectionȱ
proportionalȱ toȱ sizeȱ wasȱ usedȱ atȱ allȱ stages,ȱ exceptȱ atȱ theȱ
householdȱlevelȱwhereȱquotasȱforȱageȱandȱgenderȱwereȱusedȱ
toȱ selectȱ theȱ adultsȱ toȱ beȱ interviewed.ȱ Theȱ sampleȱ inȱ eachȱ
stratumȱ closelyȱ approximatesȱ theȱ underlyingȱ populationȱ
distributionȱ ofȱ Honduras.ȱ Theȱ marginȱ ofȱ errorȱ forȱ aȱ sampleȱ
ofȱthisȱsizeȱisȱ±2.5%ȱatȱtheȱ95%ȱconfidenceȱinterval.ȱ
4
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removalȱ fromȱ officeȱ ofȱ Presidentȱ Zelaya.6ȱ Weȱ
alsoȱwantedȱtoȱknowȱhowȱHonduransȱreactedȱtoȱ
theȱ Zelaya’sȱ exile,ȱ anȱ actionȱ thatȱ isȱ explicitlyȱ
prohibitedȱ byȱ theȱ constitution.7ȱ Probingȱ moreȱ
deeply,ȱ weȱ foundȱ thatȱ oppositionȱ toȱ theȱ exileȱ
wasȱ evenȱ greater,ȱ withȱ 72%ȱ ofȱ votingȱ agedȱ
respondentsȱ inȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ
surveyȱexpressingȱopposition.ȱȱ

keyȱconstitutionalȱchangeȱsoughtȱbyȱZelayaȱandȱ
hisȱsupporters.ȱThisȱdebateȱbetweenȱZelayaȱandȱ
thoseȱ
whoȱ
supportedȱ
hisȱ
ousterȱ
notwithstanding,ȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
surveyȱ reveals,ȱ however,ȱ thatȱ almostȱ threeȱ
quartersȱ ofȱ Honduransȱ opposedȱ changingȱ theȱ
Honduranȱ constitutionȱ toȱ allowȱ forȱ presidentialȱ
reȬelection.10ȱȱ

Opponentsȱ ofȱ Presidentȱ Zelayaȱ andȱ someȱ
constitutionalȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ arguedȱ thatȱ theȱ
actionsȱofȱtheȱmilitaryȱdidȱnotȱinȱfactȱconstituteȱaȱ
coupȱ d’etat.ȱ Presidentȱ Zelaya’sȱ supportersȱ andȱ
othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ thisȱ wasȱ aȱ clearȱ caseȱ ofȱ anȱ
unconstitutionalȱandȱunjustifiableȱcoup.ȱȱ

Whatȱ happenedȱ toȱ theȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ
citizens?ȱ

Howȱ didȱ theȱ averageȱ Honduranȱ weighȱ theseȱ
twoȱ positions?ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱsurveyȱforȱ2010ȱrevealȱthatȱaȱ
majorityȱ ofȱ Honduransȱ believeȱ thatȱ Zelaya’sȱ
removalȱ wasȱ indeedȱ aȱ coup.ȱ Overȱ 61%ȱ saidȱ theȱ
actionsȱ takenȱ byȱ theȱ militaryȱ onȱ Juneȱ 28ȱ
constitutedȱ aȱ coupȱ d’état.8ȱ Theyȱ heldȱ toȱ thisȱ
positionȱ evenȱ thoughȱ largeȱ majoritiesȱ alsoȱ
expressedȱ oppositionȱ toȱ Zelaya’sȱ intendedȱ
reforms.ȱ Indeed,ȱ moreȱ thanȱ 70%ȱ ofȱ Honduransȱ
wereȱ opposedȱ toȱ hisȱ proposedȱ constituentȱ
assemblyȱ (atȱ leastȱ inȱ earlyȱ 2010)ȱ andȱ overȱ 75%ȱ
wereȱ againstȱ theȱ “consulta”ȱ thatȱ Zelayaȱ hadȱ
wishedȱtoȱcarryȱout.ȱPresidentȱZelayaȱrepeatedlyȱ
andȱ forcefullyȱ deniedȱ thatȱ hisȱ reformsȱ wouldȱ
haveȱincludedȱpresidentialȱreelection.9ȱHowever,ȱ
theȱ oppositionȱ claimedȱ thatȱ reelectionȱ wasȱ theȱ
ȱRespondentsȱwereȱasked:ȱ¿Estuvoȱustedȱdeȱacuerdoȱconȱlaȱ
destituciónȱdelȱPresidenteȱZelaya?ȱ
(1)ȱ Síȱ ȱ (2)ȱ Noȱ ȱ (88)ȱ NSȱ (98)ȱ NR,ȱ whichȱ inȱ Englishȱ means:
“Wereȱ youȱ inȱ agreementȱ withȱ theȱ removalȱ fromȱ officeȱ of
PresidentȱZelaya?”
7ȱRespondentsȱwereȱasked:ȱ¿Estuvoȱustedȱdeȱacuerdoȱconȱel
envíoȱ alȱ exilioȱ delȱ Presidenteȱ Zelaya?ȱ (1)ȱ Síȱ (2)ȱ Noȱ (88)ȱ NS
(98)ȱ NR,ȱ whichȱ inȱ Englishȱ means,ȱ “Wereȱ youȱ inȱ agreement
withȱtheȱsendingȱintoȱexileȱofȱPresidentȱZelaya?”ȱ
8ȱ Theȱ questionȱ askedȱ was:ȱ ¿Consideraȱ ustedȱ queȱ laȱ
destituciónȱdelȱ PresidenteȱZelaya,ȱenȱ Junioȱdelȱ2009,ȱfueȱ unȱ
golpeȱ deȱ estado?(1)ȱ Síȱ (2)ȱ Noȱ (88)ȱ NSȱ ȱ (98)ȱ NR,ȱ whichȱ inȱ
Englishȱreads:ȱ“Doȱyouȱthinkȱthatȱtheȱremovalȱfromȱofficeȱofȱ
PresidentȱZelaya,ȱinȱJune,ȱ2009,ȱwasȱaȱcoupȱd’etat?”ȱ
9ȱ Noteȱ thatȱ theȱ constitutionȱ itselfȱ absolutelyȱ prohibitsȱ
changingȱtheȱnoȬreelectionȱprovision,ȱoneȱofȱtheȱ“inviolable”ȱ
clausesȱ(artículosȱpétreos).ȱ
6

Theȱ removalȱ ofȱ Presidentȱ Zelaya,ȱ andȱ theȱ
subsequentȱ nationalȱ electionsȱ thatȱ tookȱ placeȱ inȱ
Novemberȱ2009ȱseemȱtoȱhaveȱbeenȱcatharticȱforȱ
theȱHonduranȱpopulationȱinȱtermsȱofȱtheirȱlevelsȱ
ofȱ dissatisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ legitimacyȱ ofȱ theirȱ
politicalȱsystemȱinȱtheȱperiodȱbeforeȱtheȱcoup.ȱInȱ
orderȱ toȱ assessȱ theȱ relativeȱ weightȱ ofȱ theȱ triplyȱ
dissatisfiedȱ versusȱ otherȱ citizens,ȱ Seligsonȱ andȱ
Boothȱ (2009)ȱ constructedȱ anȱ indexȱ ofȱ tripleȱ
dissatisfaction.ȱ Itȱ gaveȱ Honduransȱ belowȱ theȱ
scaleȱ meanȱ onȱ allȱ threeȱ ofȱ theȱ regimeȱ
performance,ȱ supportȱ forȱ institutions,ȱ andȱ
supportȱ forȱ democraticȱ regimeȱ principlesȱ
legitimacyȱ normsȱ aȱ scoreȱ ofȱ 2,ȱ thoseȱ aboveȱ theȱ
scaleȱmeanȱonȱallȱthreeȱaȱscoreȱofȱzero,ȱandȱthoseȱ
withȱ mixedȱ positionsȱ aȱ scoreȱ ofȱ 1.ȱ Asȱ anȱ
analyticalȱtool,ȱtheȱindexȱcapturedȱandȱweightedȱ
theȱ proportionsȱ ofȱ triplyȱ dissatisfied,ȱ mixedȱ
values,ȱ andȱ triplyȱ satisfiedȱ segmentsȱ ofȱ theȱ
population.ȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ thatȱ byȱ earlyȱ 2010ȱ
theȱmeanȱnationalȱHonduranȱscoreȱonȱtheȱtripleȱ
dissatisfactionȱ indexȱ hadȱ declinedȱ substantiallyȱ
fromȱ theȱ peakȱ observedȱ inȱ 2008.11ȱ Itȱ hadȱ
droppedȱ fromȱ itsȱ highȱ ofȱ 1.3ȱ inȱ 2008ȱ toȱ 1.0ȱ inȱ
2010.ȱ Thisȱ levelȱ wasȱ stillȱ farȱ higherȱ thanȱ thatȱ
foundȱ inȱ neighboringȱ Costaȱ Rica,ȱ butȱ amongȱ

10ȱTheȱquestionȱread:ȱ¿Estáȱustedȱdeȱacuerdoȱconȱreformarȱlaȱ
ConstituciónȱparaȱpermitirȱlaȱreȬelecciónȱpresidencial?ȱ(1)ȱSíȱȱ
(2)ȱNoȱ(88)ȱNSȱ(98)ȱNR,ȱwhichȱinȱEnglishȱmeans:ȱ“Areȱyouȱinȱ
agreementȱ toȱ amendȱ theȱ constitutionȱ toȱ permitȱ presidentialȱ
reȬelections?”
11ȱ Theȱ surveyȱ wasȱ conductedȱ inȱ earlyȱ 2010,ȱ sevenȱ months
afterȱ Zelaya’sȱ ouster.ȱ Justȱ aȱ monthȱ beforeȱ theȱ surveyȱ took
placeȱ wasȱ theȱ inaugurationȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ president,ȱ Porfirio
Lobo,ȱ whoȱ hadȱ beenȱ chosenȱ inȱ theȱ regularlyȱ scheduled
presidentialȱelectionȱofȱNovemberȱ2009.ȱ
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Butȱ whatȱ specificallyȱ hadȱ changed?ȱ Hadȱ
Honduransȱ becomeȱ onȱ averageȱ moreȱ
democratic,ȱ moreȱ institutionallyȱ supportive,ȱ orȱ
happierȱ aboutȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ theirȱ
administrationȱinȱhandlingȱtheȱeconomy?ȱFigureȱ
2ȱ breaksȱ downȱ theȱ tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ indexȱ
intoȱitsȱcomponentsȱandȱfollowsȱthemȱoverȱtime.ȱ
Itȱ revealsȱ thatȱ discontentȱ wasȱ quiteȱ widespreadȱ
inȱ 2008.ȱ Thatȱ yearȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ regimeȱ
institutions,ȱ supportȱ forȱ democraticȱ principles,ȱ
andȱevaluationȱofȱregimeȱeconomicȱperformanceȱ
wereȱ atȱ orȱ nearȱ theirȱ lowestȱ observedȱ levelsȱ inȱ
thisȱtimeȱseries.ȱFigureȱ2ȱalsoȱrevealsȱaȱrecoveryȱ
ofȱ eachȱ ofȱ theseȱ componentsȱ ofȱ regimeȱ
legitimacyȱ inȱ 2010ȱ afterȱ theȱ coup.ȱ Supportȱ forȱ
democraticȱ principlesȱ recoveredȱ slightlyȱ
betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010.ȱ Supportȱ forȱ economicȱ
performance,ȱ byȱ farȱ theȱ lowestȱ componentȱ ofȱ
tripleȱdissatisfaction,ȱroseȱmodestlyȱfromȱ2008ȱtoȱ
2010ȱ butȱ remainedȱ lowȱ (notȱ surprisingly,ȱ givenȱ
theȱ globalȱ economicȱ slowdownȱ andȱ theȱ
particularȱ problemsȱ facedȱ byȱ Hondurasȱ asȱ
foreignȱ assistanceȱ andȱ someȱ foreignȱ investmentȱ
wereȱ reducedȱ afterȱ theȱ coup).ȱ Theȱ evaluationȱ
thatȱ improvedȱ theȱ mostȱ wasȱ supportȱ forȱ
institutions,ȱ whichȱ increasedȱ roughlyȱ 15ȱ scaleȱ
pointsȱfromȱbeforeȱtoȱafterȱtheȱcoup.ȱ
Figure 1.
Mean Levels of Triple Dissatisfaction
2

Mean triple dissatisfaction
0=3xsatisf 1=mixed, 2=3xdissatisf

1.3

Figure 2.
Components of the triple dissatisfaction index in
Honduras, over time.
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Whatȱ wereȱ theȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ citizenȱ dissatisfactionȱ
withȱ governmentȱ inȱ Honduras?ȱ OLSȱ regressionȱ
analysisȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ demographicsȱ hadȱ anȱ
evolvingȱ impactȱ onȱ theȱ levelsȱ ofȱ triplyȱ
dissatisfiedȱ respondentsȱ overȱ timeȱ (seeȱ Tableȱ 1,ȱ
whereȱ significantȱ relationshipsȱ areȱ highlightedȱ
byȱ shadedȱ boxes).ȱ Whatȱ standsȱ outȱ inȱ thisȱ
analysisȱisȱthatȱrespondentȱwealthȱ(asȱmeasuredȱ
byȱ aȱ multiȬitemȱ indexȱ ofȱ wealthȱ inȱ theȱ home)ȱ
contributedȱ significantlyȱ toȱ tripleȱdissatisfactionȱ
(theȱbetterȱoffȱwereȱlessȱdissatisfied)ȱinȱ2004ȱandȱ
2010,ȱ butȱ notȱ inȱ 2006ȱ andȱ 2008.ȱ ȱ Thatȱ indicatesȱ
thatȱ richȱ andȱ poorȱ alikeȱ wereȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ
inȱtheȱyearsȱimmediatelyȱpriorȱtoȱtheȱ2009ȱcoup,ȱ
whileȱ afterȱ theȱ coupȱ theȱ richȱ returnedȱ toȱ theirȱ
positionȱ ofȱ 2004ȱ beingȱ significantlyȱ moreȱ triplyȱ
satisfiedȱthanȱotherȱHondurans.12ȱȱȱ

1.1
1.0

1.0

1

1

0
2004

2006

2008
Year

95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

2010

12ȱ Otherȱ findingsȱ fromȱ theȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ are:ȱ First,ȱ
respondentȱeducationȱlevelsȱmatteredȱlittle.ȱSecond,ȱtheȱsizeȱ
ofȱ one’sȱ communityȱ ofȱ residenceȱ matteredȱ forȱ tripleȱ
dissatisfactionȱ inȱ 2004ȱ andȱ 2010,ȱ withȱ largerȱ communitiesȱ
likelyȱ toȱ haveȱ moreȱ disgruntledȱ people.ȱ Inȱ 2006ȱ andȱ 2008,ȱ
however,ȱ tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ wasȱ presentȱ inȱ allȱ sizesȱ ofȱ
communities.ȱ Finally,ȱ sexȱ andȱ ageȱ hadȱ littleȱ toȱ doȱ withȱ
shapingȱtripleȱdissatisfactionȱoverȱtime.ȱThisȱevidenceȱshowsȱ
thatȱ duringȱ Zelaya’sȱ administrationȱ citizens’ȱ frustrationsȱ
becameȱgeneralizedȱbyȱurbanȱgeographyȱandȱwealthȱpriorȱtoȱ
theȱ 2009ȱ coup,ȱ butȱ afterwardȱ returnedȱ toȱ priorȱ patternsȱ
(urbanitesȱandȱtheȱpoorȱmoreȱtriplyȱdissatisfied).ȱ
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Figure 3.
Triple dissatisfaction levels by year and levels of
wealth

Table 1.
Predictors of levels of triple dissatisfaction in
Honduras, by year
TȬscoresȱ

Year

1.40

2006
2008

2004ȱ

2006ȱ

2008ȱ

2010ȱ

ȱ (Constant)ȱ

16.05ȱ 12.164ȱ 13.336 15.061

Wealthȱȱ

Ȭ2.510ȱ Ȭ1.899ȱ

1.408ȱ Ȭ4.012

Ageȱ

2.099ȱ

Ȭ1.825

2010

Mean triple dissatisfaction 0=3xsatisf 1=mixed,
2=3xdissatisf

Variablesȱ

1.30

1.20

1.10

1.00

.757ȱ

1.300ȱ

0.90

Educationȱ

Ȭ.679ȱ Ȭ1.873ȱ Ȭ3.206

1.647ȱ

0.80

Femaleȱ

.588ȱ

1.609ȱ

.861ȱ

Ȭ.428ȱ

Sizeȱ ofȱ communityȱ
3.151ȱ 1.717ȱ Ȭȱ1.387
ofȱresidenceȱ

3.012ȱ

Shadingȱindicatesȱstatisticalȱsignificance.ȱ

Analyzingȱ furtherȱ theȱ connectionȱ betweenȱ
wealthȱ andȱ theȱ tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ indicatorȱ
providesȱ evidenceȱ ofȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ
“satisfaction”ȱ withȱ theȱ Honduranȱ regimeȱ isȱ
rootedȱ inȱ socialȱ classȱ differences.ȱ First,ȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ
clearlyȱ revealsȱ theȱ dramaticȱ surgeȱ inȱ tripleȱ
dissatisfactionȱfromȱ2006ȱtoȱ2008,ȱfollowedȱbyȱanȱ
almostȱ asȱ largeȱ declineȱ fromȱ 2008ȱ toȱ 2010.ȱ ȱ Forȱ
2006ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ meanȱ tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ levelsȱ
wereȱ generallyȱ lowerȱ asȱ incomeȱ quintilesȱ rose.ȱ
Forȱ 2008,ȱ however,ȱ aȱ distinctiveȱ curvilinearȱ
relationshipȱ appears,ȱ withȱ lowerȱ andȱ higherȱ
incomesȱ showingȱ lessȱ dissatisfactionȱ thanȱ
middleȱ incomeȱ respondents.ȱ Thisȱ reinforcesȱ theȱ
evidenceȱinȱTableȱ1ȱsuggestingȱaȱshiftȱinȱtheȱclassȱ
basisȱ ofȱ dissatisfactionȱ withȱ regimeȱ economicȱ
performance.ȱ ȱ Specifically,ȱ middleȱ quintileȱ
citizensȱ showedȱ muchȱ higherȱ tripleȱ
dissatisfactionȱ thanȱ inȱ 2006ȱ orȱ thanȱ theyȱ wouldȱ
laterȱ inȱ 2010.ȱ Somethingȱ clearlyȱ happenedȱ
betweenȱ2006ȱandȱ2008.ȱȱ

1

2

3

4

5

Quintiles of wealth

WhatȱwasȱtheȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱHondurans’ȱ
economicȱ
classȱ
positionȱ
andȱ
theirȱ
satisfaction/dissatisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ regimeȱ inȱ
2010,ȱsomeȱ8ȱmonthsȱafterȱtheȱcoup?ȱLookingȱatȱ
theȱthreeȱcomponentsȱofȱtheȱtripleȱdissatisfactionȱ
measure,ȱFigureȱ4ȱindicatesȱthatȱwealthȱwasȱnotȱ
aȱ significantȱ factorȱ explainingȱ twoȱ ofȱ theȱ
componentsȱofȱtheȱtripleȱdissatisfactionȱvariable,ȱ
namelyȱ differencesȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ regimeȱ
democraticȱ principlesȱ orȱ regimeȱ institutions.ȱ
However,ȱ wealthȱ wasȱ significantlyȱ relatedȱ toȱ
citizens’ȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ regimeȱ economicȱ
performance.ȱ Thisȱ providesȱ furtherȱ supportȱ forȱ
theȱ argumentȱ thatȱ citizensȱ wereȱ reactingȱ toȱ theȱ
sharplyȱpopulist,ȱproȬpoorȱshiftȱinȱhisȱpoliciesȱinȱ
theȱ secondȱ halfȱ ofȱ hisȱ termȱ inȱ office.ȱ Inȱ 2010,ȱ inȱ
contrast,ȱwithȱtheȱnewȱadministrationȱinȱpower,ȱ
elitesȱ wereȱ moreȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ theȱ economicȱ
performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ regimeȱ thanȱ thoseȱ inȱ lowerȱ
wealthȱ quintiles.ȱ Elites,ȱ however,ȱ expressedȱ farȱ
moreȱ supportȱ forȱ coupsȱ thanȱ Honduransȱ inȱ
lowerȱincomeȱquintiles,ȱwhichȱsuggestsȱthatȱtheȱ
coupȱ provedȱ satisfactoryȱ toȱ theȱ interestsȱ ofȱ
wealthierȱHondurans,ȱandȱreinforcedȱtheirȱviewȱ
thatȱ unpopularȱ economicȱ policiesȱ canȱ beȱ
“cured”ȱbyȱunconstitutionalȱmeans.ȱ
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Figure 4.
Legitimacy norms and coup justification in 2010,
by levels of wealth
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Figure 5.
Determinants of Support for Coups, 2010
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0.2

What demographic factors determine support for
coups?13ȱ
Theȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 5ȱ
indicatesȱ thatȱ wealthȱ andȱ educationȱ wereȱ
significantȱdeterminantsȱofȱsupportȱforȱcoupsȱinȱ
2010.ȱ Wealthierȱ Honduransȱ expressedȱ higherȱ
supportȱforȱcoups,ȱwhileȱHonduransȱwithȱlowerȱ
levelsȱofȱeducationȱexpressedȱhigherȱsupportȱforȱ
coups.ȱ Theseȱ resultsȱ suggestȱ aȱ combinationȱ ofȱ
lowȱeducationȱandȱhighȱwealthȱmayȱbeȱlethalȱforȱ
democracyȱ inȱ Honduras,ȱ andȱ perhapsȱ
elsewhere.ȱȱ
Figureȱ 6ȱ revealsȱ higherȱ supportȱ forȱ coupsȱ inȱ
2008ȱ (theȱ blueȱ bars)ȱ thanȱ inȱ 2006ȱ (theȱ greenȱ
bars),ȱ indicatingȱ aȱ riseȱ inȱ displeasureȱ withȱ theȱ
Zelayaȱ administration.ȱ Asȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ
observeȱ curvilinearȱ effects.ȱ Inȱ 2006,ȱ supportȱ forȱ
coupsȱwasȱsubstantiallyȱelevatedȱamongȱmiddleȱ
sectorȱ respondents,ȱ andȱ theȱ patternȱ wasȱ similarȱ
inȱ 2008.ȱ Forȱ 2010ȱ (theȱ redȱ bars),ȱ however,ȱ weȱ
observeȱ aȱ precipitousȱ patternȱ changeȱ ȬȬȱ aȱ greatȱ
dropȱ inȱ coupȱ justificationȱ fromȱ 2008ȱ forȱ allȱ
wealthȱ quintiles.ȱ Otherȱ patternsȱ areȱ worthȱ
noting.ȱByȱ2010ȱtheȱcurvilinearȱpatternsȱofȱcoupȱ
justificationȱ byȱ wealthȱ levelȱ seenȱ inȱ 2006ȱ andȱ
2008ȱ hadȱ disappeared.ȱ Theȱ wealthȬcoupȱ
justificationȱ relationshipȱ hadȱ becomeȱ linearȱ andȱ
positive.ȱInȱ2010ȱ–ȱfollowingȱtheȱcoupȱofȱ2009ȱȬȬȱ
supportȱ forȱ coupsȱ hadȱ declinedȱ substantiallyȱ
fromȱ 2008,ȱ fromȱ aboutȱ 51ȱ toȱ 36,ȱ forȱ theȱ
wealthiest,ȱ andȱ fromȱ 44ȱ toȱ 23,ȱ forȱ theȱ poorest.ȱ
ThatȱstillȱleftȱtheȱwealthiestȱHonduransȱwithȱtheȱ
highestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ coupȱ justificationȱ andȱ theȱ
smallestȱdeclineȱofȱanyȱquintileȱfromȱ2008,ȱagainȱ
suggestingȱthatȱeliteȱinterestsȱmayȱhaveȱbeenȱfarȱ
betterȱ servedȱ byȱ theȱ coupȱ thanȱ thoseȱ ofȱ lowerȱ
strata.ȱ Thereȱ areȱ variousȱ waysȱ toȱ interpretȱ thisȱ
overallȱ declineȱ inȱ coupȱ support.ȱ Oneȱ isȱ thatȱ aȱ
13ȱ Scaleȱ composedȱ ofȱ theȱ followingȱ questions:ȱ ȱ JC1.ȱ Whenȱ
thereȱ isȱ highȱ unemployment;ȱ JC10.ȱ Whenȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ lotȱ ofȱ
crime;ȱJC13.ȱWhenȱthereȱisȱaȱlotȱofȱcorruption:ȱ(1)ȱAȱmilitaryȱ
takeȬoverȱwouldȱbeȱjustifiedȱ(2)ȱ Aȱ militaryȱtakeȬoverȱwouldȱ
notȱbeȱjustified.ȱTheȱscaleȱisȱmeasuredȱonȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱmetric.ȱ
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“catharsis”ȱ orȱ someȱ purgingȱ ofȱ pentȱ upȱ
emotionsȱ couldȱ indeedȱ haveȱ occurred.ȱ Anotherȱ
isȱthatȱHondurans,ȱuponȱreflectionȱonȱtheȱcoup’sȱ
costsȱ (increasedȱ domesticȱ conflictȱ andȱ
repression,ȱ externalȱ opprobrium,ȱ economicȱ
assistanceȱcuts),ȱhadȱchangedȱtheirȱmindsȱaboutȱ
howȱgoodȱanȱideaȱaȱcoupȱmightȱbe.ȱ
Figureȱ 6ȱ alsoȱ revealsȱ thatȱ everyoneȱ exceptȱ theȱ
poorestȱ supportedȱ aȱ coupȱ moreȱ inȱ 2008ȱ thanȱ inȱ
2006.ȱTheȱbiggestȱchangesȱoccurredȱamongȱthoseȱ
inȱ theȱ topȱ quintileȱ orȱ theȱ wealthiest,ȱ whoseȱ
supportȱforȱcoupsȱwentȱfromȱ36.8ȱinȱ2006ȱtoȱ51.5ȱ
onȱ theȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ inȱ 2008.ȱ However,ȱ everyȱ
wealthȱgroupȱreducedȱitsȱcoupȱsupportȱbetweenȱ
2008ȱandȱ2010.ȱTheȱlargestȱdecreasesȱseemȱtoȱbeȱ
amongȱtheȱmiddleȱclasses.ȱ
Figure 6.
Justification of Military Coups by Wealth
Quintiles by Year
Year

highestȱ quintileȱ ofȱ wealth,ȱ wereȱ theȱ mostȱ triplyȱ
satisfiedȱinȱ2010ȱand,ȱperhapsȱnotȱcoincidentally,ȱ
theȱmostȱsupportiveȱofȱmilitaryȱcoups.ȱȱ
Finally,ȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ survey,ȱ
conductedȱ duringȱ theȱ honeymoonȱ periodȱ aȱ
monthȱ afterȱ theȱ inaugurationȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ
President,ȱ showedȱ aȱ significantȱ increaseȱ inȱ
supportȱ forȱ theȱ politicalȱ systemȱ overȱ 2008.ȱ Theȱ
victoryȱofȱPorfirioȱ“Pepe”ȱLoboȱinȱtheȱNovemberȱ
2009ȱ presidentialȱ elections,ȱ alongȱ withȱ theȱ
departureȱ ofȱ Zelayaȱ fromȱ Hondurasȱ andȱ aȱ
generalȱamnestyȱtoȱthoseȱinvolvedȱonȱeitherȱsideȱ
ofȱ theȱ crisis,ȱ seemedȱ toȱ haveȱ significantlyȱ
increasedȱ generalizedȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ politicalȱ
system,ȱ asȱ comparedȱ toȱ 2008ȱ whenȱ Zelayaȱ wasȱ
inȱ
powerȱ
andȱ
whenȱ
theȱ
priorȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ hadȱ beenȱ taken.ȱ Asȱ
shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 7,ȱ theȱ AmericasBaromerterȱ
measureȱ ofȱ systemȱ support14ȱ increasedȱ byȱ 14ȱ
pointsȱfromȱanȱaverageȱofȱ46.4ȱinȱ2008ȱtoȱ60.4ȱinȱ
2010.ȱȱ
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Accordingȱ toȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ data,ȱ
Honduransȱ wereȱ theȱ mostȱ triplyȱ dissatisfiedȱ
citizensȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ inȱ 2008.ȱ Inȱ 2009,ȱ theyȱ
sufferedȱ aȱ traumaticȱ politicalȱ crisis.ȱ Evidenceȱ
fromȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ surveyȱ
conductedȱ severalȱ monthsȱ afterȱ theȱ coupȱ andȱ
followingȱ theȱ electionȱ ofȱ aȱ newȱ governmentȱ inȱ
Novemberȱ2009ȱindicatesȱthatȱHondurans’ȱlevelȱ
ofȱtripleȱdissatisfactionȱhadȱwanedȱconsiderablyȱ
byȱ 2010.ȱ Ourȱ analysisȱ hasȱ shownȱ thatȱ elites,ȱ
definedȱ operationallyȱ hereȱ asȱ thoseȱ inȱ theȱ

14ȱAȱscaleȱcomposedȱofȱtheȱfollowingȱquestions:ȱȱB1.ȱToȱwhatȱ
extentȱdoȱyouȱthinkȱtheȱcourtsȱinȱHondurasȱguaranteeȱaȱfairȱ
trial?ȱ B2.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ respectȱ theȱ politicalȱ
institutionsȱ ofȱ Honduras?ȱ B3.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ thinkȱ
thatȱ citizens’ȱ basicȱ rightsȱ areȱ wellȱ protectedȱ byȱ theȱ politicalȱ
systemȱofȱHonduras?ȱB4.ȱToȱwhatȱextentȱdoȱyouȱfeelȱproudȱ
ofȱ livingȱ underȱ theȱ politicalȱ systemȱ ofȱ Honduras?ȱ B6.ȱ Toȱ
whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ thinkȱ thatȱ oneȱ shouldȱ supportȱ theȱ
politicalȱsystemȱofȱHonduras?ȱ
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Conclusionsȱ

wealthiestȱ cohortȱ remainedȱ theȱ mostȱ coupȬ
justifyingȱsegmentȱofȱtheȱHonduranȱcitizenry.ȱȱȱ

Afterȱ theȱ tumultuousȱ eventsȱ ofȱ 2009,ȱ mostȱ
Honduransȱperceivedȱtheȱeventsȱasȱaȱcoupȱd’etat,ȱ
andȱ opposedȱ bothȱ theȱ coupȱ andȱ Presidentȱ
Zelaya’sȱ exileȱ fromȱ Honduras.ȱ However,ȱ largeȱ
majoritiesȱ neverthelessȱ reportedȱ opposingȱ
Zelaya’sȱ attemptedȱ surveyȱ andȱ hisȱ proposalȱ forȱ
aȱconstituentȱassembly.ȱ
Tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ wasȱ veryȱ highȱ amongȱ
Honduransȱ inȱ 2008ȱ butȱ hadȱ declinedȱ
significantlyȱbyȱ2010.ȱBetweenȱ2006ȱandȱ2008ȱallȱ
ofȱ theȱ componentȱ legitimacyȱ measuresȱ makingȱ
upȱ theȱ tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ indexȱ declined.ȱ
Tripleȱdissatisfaction’sȱdistributionȱbyȱeconomicȱ
classȱchangedȱdramaticallyȱinȱ2006ȱandȱ2008.ȱInȱ
2004ȱ tripleȱ dissatisfactionȱ wasȱ highestȱ amongȱ
theȱ poorȱ andȱ lowestȱ amongȱ theȱ wealthy,ȱ andȱ
highestȱ amongȱ ruralȱ andȱ smallȬtownȱ dwellersȱ
whileȱ lowerȱ amongȱ urbanites.ȱ Inȱ 2006ȱ andȱ 2008ȱ
tripleȱ
dissatisfactionȱ
becameȱ
broadlyȱ
generalizedȱ acrossȱ wealthȱ levelsȱ andȱ urbanȱ
settings.ȱ Thisȱ pattern,ȱ however,ȱ revertedȱ toȱ theȱ
earlierȱ patternȱ inȱ 2010.ȱ Somethingȱ veryȱ similarȱ
happenedȱ withȱ justificationȱ ofȱ coupsȱ overȱ time.ȱ
So,ȱ irrespectiveȱ ofȱ theȱ predominantȱ roleȱ ofȱ
nationalȱelitesȱasȱallegedȱarchitectsȱofȱtheȱcoup,ȱȱ

Democraticȱconsolidationȱisȱoftenȱdescribedȱasȱaȱ
conditionȱthatȱprevailsȱonceȱcitizensȱandȱelitesȱofȱ
aȱ nationȱ haveȱ aȱ generalizedȱ embraceȱ ofȱ
democraticȱ normsȱ andȱ aȱ commitmentȱ toȱ
constitutionalȱ democraticȱ rulesȱ asȱ theȱ “onlyȱ
gameȱ inȱ town.”ȱ Whateverȱ catharticȱ effectȱ theȱ
2009ȱ coupȱ mayȱ haveȱ had,ȱ orȱ whateverȱ secondȱ
thoughtsȱcitizensȱmayȱhaveȱhadȱaboutȱwhatȱtookȱ
place,ȱ coupȱ justificationȱ remainedȱ highestȱ
amongȱ theȱ bestȬoffȱ Honduransȱ inȱ 2010ȱ inȱ theȱ
wakeȱ ofȱ monthsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ trauma,ȱ protest,ȱ
violence,ȱ
repressionȱ
andȱ
internationalȱ
condemnation.ȱ Theȱ findingsȱ ofȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ inȱ Hondurasȱ offerȱ
littleȱ evidenceȱ thatȱ Hondurans,ȱ andȱ especiallyȱ
Honduranȱ elites,ȱ viewȱ democracyȱ asȱ “theȱ onlyȱ
gameȱinȱtown.”ȱ
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Honduransȱ acrossȱ theȱ socialȱ spectrumȱ becameȱ
broadlyȱ discontentedȱ inȱ 2006ȱ andȱ 2008.ȱ Thisȱ
likelyȱ createdȱ anȱ atmosphereȱ inȱ whichȱ topȱ
politicalȱ elitesȱ wouldȱ considerȱ thatȱ undertakingȱ
aȱcoupȱwouldȱbeȱmuchȱeasier.ȱ
Inȱtheȱwakeȱofȱtheȱcoup,ȱsupportȱforȱinstitutionsȱ
roseȱ sharplyȱ andȱ evaluationȱ ofȱ economicȱ
performanceȱ increasedȱ asȱ well.ȱ ȱ Hondurans’ȱ
supportȱ forȱ democraticȱ regimeȱ principles,ȱ
however,ȱbyȱ2010ȱhadȱrecoveredȱveryȱlittleȱofȱtheȱ
groundȱ lostȱ betweenȱ 2006ȱ andȱ 2008.ȱ Thisȱ
indicatesȱ thatȱ supportȱ forȱ basicȱ democraticȱ
principlesȱremainȱatȱtheȱlevelsȱpriorȱtoȱtheȱcoup,ȱ
thusȱrepresentingȱaȱcontinuedȱpotentialȱthreatȱtoȱ
stableȱ democraticȱ governance.ȱ ȱ Betweenȱ 2008ȱ
andȱ 2010ȱ supportȱ forȱ coupsȱ amongȱ theȱ
wealthiestȱ cohortȱ ofȱ Honduransȱ declinedȱ theȱ
leastȱ ofȱ anyȱ economicȱ group.ȱ Andȱ inȱ 2010ȱ theȱ
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Fear of terrorism is important because it affects
the ways people think about others and about
government. Merolla and Zechmeister (2009)
show that terror threat can increase distrust and
authoritarianism, change how people evaluate
political leaders, and affect preferences over the
balance of power, civil liberties, and foreign
policy. In short, there is important reason to be
concerned about the extent to which people in
the Americas are fearful of terrorist attacks.
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ncreased sophistication, scope, and fatalities
define modern terrorism and leave few
corners of the globe immune from its threat.
Terrorism (destructive attacks against nonmilitary targets typically for political purposes)2
has had a greater presence in some countries in
the Americas, such as Colombia3 and Peru, but
terrorist acts have been recorded elsewhere in
recent years including Mexico, Chile, Venezuela,
Bolivia, and Ecuador.4 Even in countries that
have not experienced significant terrorist
attacks, many citizens express concerns about
terrorism so that, on average, worry about
terrorism in the Americas is relatively high.
* The Insights Series is co-edited by Professors Mitchell A.
Seligson and Elizabeth Zechmeister with administrative,
technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt University.
1
Prior issues in the Insight series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2
Mostȱ definitionsȱ ofȱ terrorismȱ fitȱ thisȱ conception,ȱ though
mightȱ alsoȱ introduceȱ exceptionsȱ orȱ otherȱ refinements.ȱ The
surveyȱ questionȱ weȱ assessȱ asksȱ aboutȱ violentȱ attacksȱ byȱ
terroristsȱbutȱdoesȱnotȱimposeȱaȱdefinitionȱofȱ“terrorist.”
3
AsȱrecentlyȱasȱAugustȱ12,ȱ2010,ȱaȱcarȱbombȱexplosionȱwas
reportedȱinȱBogotaȱ(seeȱwww.reuters.com).
4
SeeȱtheȱRANDȱDatabaseȱofȱWorldwideȱTerrorismȱIncidents
(RDWTI),ȱhttp://www.rand.org/nsrd/projects/terrorismȬincidents/ȱ

With this Insights report, we provide a portrait
of worry about terrorism in the Americas and, as
well, assess some factors that predict it. We
focus on the following question from the 2010
AmericasBarometer5 survey by LAPOP:
WT1. Howȱ worriedȱ areȱ youȱ thatȱ thereȱ willȱ beȱ aȱ violentȱ
attackȱbyȱterroristsȱinȱ[country]ȱinȱtheȱnextȱ12ȱmonths?ȱ

Figure 1. Fear of Terrorism in the Americas, 2010
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5

FundingȱforȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱhasȱmainlyȱcomeȱfromȱ
theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ
(USAID).ȱ Importantȱ additionalȱ supportȱ hasȱ comeȱ fromȱ theȱ
Inter-Americanȱ Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programȱ (UNDP),ȱ andȱ Vanderbiltȱ
University.ȱ
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Figure 1 shows mean responses (with
confidence intervals) by country to this question,
with responses recalibrated on a 0-100 scale,
where 0 means “Not at all worried” and 100
“Very worried”.6 The question also included an
explicit option for those who “haven’t thought
much about this”; those who responded that
way are not included in this scale.7
Mean levels of worry about terrorist attacks, as
shown in Figure 1, are above the 50-unit midpoint on the scale in ten of the 24 countries. Not
surprisingly, Colombia and Peru, two countries
that have suffered from numerous terrorist
attacks, are found in the top tier of the list of
countries, with mean levels of worry of 67.3 and
63.0, respectively. The RDWTI (see footnote 3)
reports 46 attempted and/or successful terrorist
attacks in Colombia in 2009, most of which are
attributed to the FARC. Fewer incidents were
reported in Peru, but the country has
nonetheless continued to see occasional attacks,
typically attributed to the Shining Path, which
serve as reminders of much greater levels of
terrorism in the 1990s.
Interestingly, Ecuador and Paraguay are at the
top of the list, suggesting high levels of concern
about security in those countries; in at least the
former case, this may be due to concerns about
FARC activity within Ecuador’s borders. In
direct contrast to these cases, levels of worry are
strikingly low in Jamaica, Argentina, and
especially Uruguay. While some might expect
the United States to place higher, its placement
in the middle of the scale makes sense in light of
the fact that economic decline rivaled for the
public’s attention in 2010, while the public’s
concern about terrorism likely had been dulled
by nearly nine years of repeated terror alerts
typically followed by little to no sign of terrorist
Mean non-response for this question was 5.3%.
The percentage of individuals who responded that they
“haven’t thought much about this” is 22.99 percent;
Appendix Table A1 provides a breakdown by country. If we
instead code these respondents to the “not at all worried”
category, the relative ranking of mean values across the
countries remains fairly stable, as do the results presented
later in this report (more information available upon request
from the authors). To take into account the large number of
“missing values,” we employ the “subpopulation”
command in STATA to correctly compute the standard
errors of the complex sample design.

6

7

activity. The values in Figure 1 and relative
rankings remain fairly stable even if individual
characteristics are taken into account, as we do
for the Latin American and Caribbean cases in
Appendix Figure A2.
What determines variation in levels of worry
about terrorism in the Americas? The above
analysis and discussion suggest that country
context matters, and it is possible that individual
characteristics do as well. In the next section we
take a closer look at determinants of worry
about terrorism in the Americas.

The Rule of Law Helps Reduce
Citizens’ Worries about Terrorism
Among the country level factors that may
influence worry about terrorism, we suggest
that the rule of law matters. The stronger the
rule of law, the more protected citizens should
feel from violence by terrorists or others. A
weak rule of law could create a climate that
foments extremist views and/or might act as a
proxy for state failures in the realm of the
provision of security. The Freedom House
organization provides a measure of the rule of
law, which is operationalized using the
following questions: (1) Is there an independent
judiciary? (2) Does the rule of law prevail in civil
and criminal matters? Are police under direct
civilian control? (3) Is there protection from
political terror, unjustified imprisonment, exile,
or torture, whether by groups that support or
oppose the system? Is there freedom from war
and insurgencies? and (4) Do laws, policies, and
practices guarantee equal treatment of various
segments of the population?8
In addition to country context, characteristics of
individuals and the neighborhoods where they
live can explain variation in levels of worry
about terrorist attacks. We expect worry about
crime (perception of neighborhood insecurity) to
correlate with worry about terrorist attacks, as
the latter is a subset of the former. We also
expect that those who have been previously
8

See:
http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=351&a
na_page=341&year=2008 Last accessed on 07-20-10.
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victimized by crime, or have a household
member who was victimized, will be more
concerned about the possibility of a violent
attack by terrorists. In terms of political
ideology, we expect that those on the right will
be more worried about violent acts, in part
because Latin American guerrillas are usually
considered to the left.9 Those with relatives
abroad may have heighted perceptions of the
risk posed by terrorism, given the prevalence of
discussions about terrorism as well as terrorist
incidents in both the United States and Europe,
where most members of the Latin American and
Caribbean diasporas reside. We also control for
basic socio-economic and demographic factors.10
With these measures, we predict fear of terror
with a multi-level model, and the results are
presented in Figure 2. In the figure, each
variable included in the analysis is listed on the
vertical (y) axis. The impact of each of those
variables on fear of terror is shown graphically
by a dot, which if located to the right of the
vertical “0” line indicates a positive
contribution, and if to the left of the “0” line a
negative contribution. Statistically significant
contributors are shown by confidence interval
lines stretching to the left and right of each dot;
only when the confidence intervals do not
overlap the vertical “0” line is the variable
significant (at .05 or better). The relative strength
of each variable is indicated by standardized
coefficients (i.e., “beta weights”).

Figure 2. A Multilevel Analysis of the Determinants
of Fear of Terrorist Attacks, 201011
Size of the Place of Residence
Quintiles of wealth
Age
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Education
Percep. Family Econ. Sit.
Relatives living abroad
N. of Obs.: 26,730
N. of Countries: 22

Left-Right Ideology
Perception of Insecurity
Household Member Victimized by Crime
Crime Victimization
FH's Rule of Law
-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0
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95% C.I.
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
and Freedom House 2010

The results in Figure 2 show that those who live
in smaller towns and/or more rural areas, those
who are poorer, less educated, and who
perceive of their own economic situation in a
relatively worse light are more concerned about
terrorism. Likely this reflects an important
reality of terrorism: the typical terrorist attack in
the Americas inflicts more harm on groups of
individuals who are marginalized in these ways.
We see also that women are far more concerned
than men and, as we expected, those with
relatives abroad are more worried about
terrorism. We suggest this latter result reflects a
transmission of information from places abroad
where the threat of terrorism on a daily basis is
more palpable than it is in most countries in
Latin America and the Caribbean. As expected,
our variables measuring crime victimization,
insecurity, and having an ideology to the right

11

9

Examples of guerrilla groups considered on the left include
the FARC, ELN, Revolutionary Movement Tupac-Amaru,
Shining Path, Tupamaros, and Alfaro Vive Carajo.
10 These factors are: (a) “Size of the City/Town of
Residence,” which runs from 1 (Rural Area) to 5 (National
Capital); (b) “Quintiles of Wealth,” which runs from 1 (Least
Wealth) to 5 (Most Wealth); (c) “Age,” which runs from 18
(16 in the case of Nicaragua) to 98 years of age; (d) “Female,”
coded 1 for women and 0 for men; and (e) “Education,”
which runs from 0 to 18 years of completed education.

In this model, we tried to include other theoretically
relevant variables, such as “trust in the military” and “trust
in the national government;” however, the coefficients were
not statistically significant. We also included a question on
personality, and found that those who consider themselves
as critical and quarrelsome are more worried about violent
attacks by terrorists. However, we do not include it in the
model because that variable was not part of the Honduras
questionnaire, and its exclusion does not change the
significance and direction of the other coefficients. Also, we
excluded the US and Canada from this model due to our
focus in Latin America and the Caribbean and the lack of
availability of some of the control variables.
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of the scale center12 are positively related to
worry about terrorism.
Turning to the country-level indicator that we
included, a country’s level of rule of law is
indeed associated with worry about terrorism.
Citizens in countries with lower rankings on the
Freedom House Rule of Law scale are more
worried about terrorism than citizens in
countries where the rule of law is more secured.
In short, the ability of a state to maintain wellfunctioning courts and security forces that
ensure rights and oversee a relatively peaceful
citizenry is key to promoting perceptions of
protection from the threat of terrorism.

Conclusion
In this brief report, we have provided a portrait
of concern about terrorism in the Americas.
Worry about the threat of violent attacks by
extremist individuals and groups is relatively
high in many countries in the Americas, which
is consistent with a reality in which both
international and domestic terrorism is
becoming more lethal, sophisticated, and
brazen; and, a reality in which security concerns
in general are quite high (when asked about the
most serious problem facing the country, the
2010 AmericasBarometer survey shows that
29.6% of respondents in 25 countries in the
Americas indicate an issue related to security).13
Of course, not all individuals are worried about
terrorism, and our question was designed to
take into account the fact that an important
number of respondents would not have thought
about terrorism. Therefore, rather than steer
respondents to select a level of worry, we
allowed the explicit option, “haven’t thought
much about it.” As reported in footnote 6, 23
percent of respondents on average selected this
option (see Appendix Figure A1 for a
breakdown by country). While we excluded
these individuals from the analyses here, we ran
12

Dueȱ toȱ theȱ largeȱ numberȱ ofȱ missingȱ valuesȱ (23.1%),ȱ weȱ
imputedȱ theȱ variableȱ politicalȱ ideologyȱ usingȱ theȱ meanȱ
valuesȱperȱcountry.
13
Theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ ofȱ Haitiȱ wasȱ beingȱ
implementedȱatȱtheȱtimeȱthisȱreportȱwasȱdrafted.

robustness checks in which these individuals
were coded into the “not at all worried”
category, and these achieve similar results.
As we indicated in the introduction, there is
important reason to be concerned about the
extent to which individuals are worried about
terrorism. A chief objective of terrorism is the
spread of anxiety and various negative
emotions, and extant research shows clearly that
terror threat significantly affects political
attitudes, evaluations, and behaviors in ways
that may stress democratic values, processes,
and even institutions (Merolla & Zechmeister,
2009).
Our analysis here shows that, in statistical
terms, countries in which the rule of law is
strong are those in which citizens are less
worried about terrorism. It could be that such
environments are less likely to breed extremists,
either
because
efficient,
well-executed,
professional security policies act to prevent the
growth of terrorist activity, or because such
features and a general respect for individuals’
legal rights stymies attempts by extremists to
convert others to their cause. Alternatively, our
rule of law variable may simply proxy for the
general state of security in the country, leaving
individuals feeling more secure with respect to
terrorism, but likely also other types of crime, in
contexts where the rule of law is judged to be
comparatively high. Regardless of which
interpretation, or whether a mixture of these
interpretations, is most accurate, the results at
least suggest the utility of a strong rule of law
for promoting feelings of security, in this case
with respect to concern about terrorist attacks.
Our results concerning the individual-level
determinants of worry about terrorism are also
illuminating, especially given that they offer the
first region-wide assessment of the factors that
predict citizens’ fears of terrorism in the
Americas. As we indicated, we find that those
individuals who tend to occupy more
marginalized positions in a country (rural
inhabitants, the less educated, and even women)
and/or those who are worse-off in terms of their
personal financial situations, those who have
recently experienced crime victimization, and

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

115

those who have relatives living abroad are more
concerned about the threat of terrorist attacks.
In this brief report, we have not examined the
entire gamut of factors that might predict worry
about terrorism, instead we only shed light on a
select few, and have not at all directly examined
the relationships between worry about terrorism
and other individual attitudes that worry about
terrorism might predict (that is, we have not
examined worry as an independent variable).
These tasks await us, and we intend to report on
them in the future. For now, we hope we have
clearly presented a portrait of worry about
violent attacks by terrorists in the Americas, and
demonstrated convincingly how this worry
systematically varies across both countries and
individuals.
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Appendix
Figure A1. Percentage of People Who Haven’t
Thought Much about Terrorism, 201014
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Figure A2. Fear of Terror after Taking into Account
Individual Characteristics in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 2010
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The coefficient of the correlation between the means of
fear of terror by country, and the have not thought much
about this by country is -0.02.
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nizedȱ overȱ theȱ laastȱ halfȱ
centu
ury.ȱ
4
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Bolsa Fam
mília program
m. Primarily, itt is importantt
to focus on eligibilitty threshold
ds to receivee
benefits. These
T
thresho
olds depend on per capitaa
household
d income. Th
herefore, hollding all elsee
equal, larrger househollds should bee more likely
y
to receivee cash paymeents. Likewisee, householdss
with a low
wer monthly income will be
b eligible forr
participattion at a high
her rate on av
verage. Thesee
threshold variables ma
ay well differ across urban
n
and rural areas and theerefore must be taken into
o
account.
Because education iss highly corrrelated with
h
income, parents
p
with more
m
educatiion should bee
less likely
y to need gov
vernment asssistance.5 Itt
may be th
hat age and gender
g
will also
a
predict a
need for government
g
assistance.
a
Allthough Bolsa
a
Família is not exclusively for those with
h
children, it provides la
arger benefitss (available att
higher inccome cutoffs) for familiess with young
g
children at home, th
hereby proviiding furtherr
incentivess
to
parrticipate
fo
or
youngerr
beneficiarries.6 Moreov
ver, because of frequentt
scenarios where a single
s
motheer raises herr
children alone, morre women may reportt
participattion in Bolsa Família
F
than men.
m 7 Race off
the respo
ondent may also predict participation
n
given the tendency for white Braziilians to earn
n
more than
n their fellow citizens.8
Additiona
ally, it may be
b that the hiigh degree off
associatio
on between President
P
Lulla and Bolsa
a
Família leads
l
his su
upporters or his party’ss
supporterrs (PT sym
mpathizers) to procuree

ȱResponden
ntsȱinȱeachȱsuccessiveȱlevelȱofȱedu
ucationȱresponseeȱ
categoryȱ inȱ theȱ AmericasB
Barometerȱ surveeyȱ (i.e.ȱ primary,,ȱ
middle,ȱ seco
ondary,ȱ universiity,ȱ andȱ postȬgra
aduate)ȱ reportȱ aȱ
a
higherȱ mean
nȱ levelȱ ofȱ incom
meȱ thanȱ doȱ thosseȱ inȱ lowerȬlevellȱ
educationȱca
ategories.ȱ
6ȱ Forȱ aȱ deta
ailedȱ descriptionȱ (inȱ Portuguese))ȱ ofȱ theȱ program
mȱ
seeȱtheȱBraz
zilianȱMinistryȱoffȱSocialȱDevelop
pment’sȱwebpageeȱ
forȱBolsaȱFam
mília:ȱhttp://www
w.mds.gov.br/bo
olsafamilia/ȱ
7ȱWomenȱwh
hoȱareȱnotȱmarriedȱorȱlivingȱwith
hȱaȱpartnerȱinȱtheeȱ
AmericansB
Barometerȱ survey
yȱ haveȱ aȱ meanȱ ofȱ 1.50ȱ children
nȱ
livingȱ withȱ themȱ atȱ homeȱ whereasȱ
w
menȱ witthȱ theȱ sameȱ civillȱ
statusȱ haveȱ aȱ meanȱ ofȱ 0.80ȱ childrenȱ livin
ngȱ withȱ themȱ attȱ
home.ȱ Theȱ differenceȱ offȱ theseȱ meansȱ isȱ statistically
yȱ
significantȱ(tt=5.50,ȱdesignȱdf=
=49).ȱ
8ȱ Inȱ theȱ Am
mericasBarometeerȱ survey,ȱ selfȬreportedȱ whitessȱ
haveȱaȱhigherȱmeanȱincomeȱcategoryȱ(3.09)ȱ thanȱnonȬwhitessȱ
(2.56)ȱ –ȱ aȱ differenceȱ
d
thatȱ issȱ statisticallyȱ sig
gnificantȱ (t=5.42,,ȱ
designȱdf=49
9).ȱ

goveernment asssistance at a higher rate.9
Furth
hermore, ind
dividuals who
o support an active
role for governm
ment in society
y may also lo
ook to
receiive governm
ment support; conversely, those
who
o reject goverrnment interv
vention in so
ociety
may
y actively avoid parrticipating iin a
goveernment welfaare program.10
Figu
ure 5.
Weigghted Standarrdized Effects on Probabillity of
Repoorting Participaation in Bolsaa Família in thhe Last
Thre e Years, 2010

Figu
ure 5 presents results from a design-corrrected
logisstic regression
n model thatt controls for these
variaables and forr urban/rurall status and rregion
of reesidence to an
nalyze whetheer there is any
y bias
evid
dent in the pro
obability of B
Brazilians repo
orting
partiicipation in B
Bolsa Família over the lastt three
yearrs.11 The dots represent thee point estimaates of
stand
dardized coeefficients and the bars show the
95% confidence in
ntervals for th
hose coefficieents. If

5

ȱ84.511%ȱofȱresponden
ntsȱ(weighted)ȱclaimȱthatȱPresideentȱLulaȱ
isȱmoostȱresponsibleȱfo
orȱBolsaȱFamília..ȱAlthoughȱtheȱv
variableȱ
usedȱh
hereȱtoȱpredictȱB
BolsaȱFamíliaȱparticipationȱinȱ20007Ȭ2010ȱ
isȱvotteȱchoiceȱinȱ2006,,ȱitȱveryȱwellȱmaayȱbeȱthatȱ(unobsserved)ȱ
particcipationȱ inȱ Bolsaaȱ Famíliaȱ inȱ 20006ȱ (which,ȱ itȱ haasȱ beenȱ
argueed,ȱ shouldȱ pred
dictȱ votingȱ forȱ L
Lulaȱ inȱ 2006)ȱ isȱ highlyȱ
herefore,ȱ thereȱ m
correllatedȱ withȱ laterȱ participation.ȱ Th
mayȱ beȱ
dualȱ causalityȱ betweeenȱ participation
nȱ inȱ Bolsaȱ Famílliaȱ andȱ
voteȱcchoiceȱforȱtheȱ20006ȱelectionȱasȱrep
portedȱinȱ2010.ȱ
10ȱItȱm
mayȱalsoȱbeȱthatȱrreceivingȱBolsaȱF
Famíliaȱhelpsȱreccipientsȱ
feelȱ b
betterȱ aboutȱ goveernmentȱ andȱ deesireȱ aȱ moreȱ actiiveȱ roleȱ
forȱth
heȱstateȱinȱsociety
y.ȱ
11ȱ No
ortheastȱ isȱ theȱ reeferenceȱ categorryȱ forȱ region.ȱ N
Noȱ Voteȱ
Castȱ isȱ theȱ referencceȱ categoryȱ forȱ voteȱ choice.ȱ A
Analysisȱ
condu
uctedȱwithȱSTAT
TAȱv.11.1.ȱTheȱR
RoleȱofȱStateȱIndeexȱisȱanȱ
additiiveȱ indexȱ creattedȱ usingȱ responsesȱ toȱ itemsȱ ROS2ȱ
throu
ughȱROS6ȱfromȱth
heȱAmericasBaro
ometerȱquestionn
naire.ȱ
9
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the bar crosses the blue vertical line at 0.0, there
is no statistically significant effect for that
variable. When the dot and bar fall to the left of
the line, there is a statistically significant
negative relationship between that variable and
reporting participation in Bolsa Família. When
the dot and bar fall to the right of the line the
relationship is significant and positive.
Do these results provide strong evidence of a
rural bias in the Bolsa Família program? In
short, they do not, though were we to apply a
more relaxed standard of evaluating statistical
significance (say, an 89% confidence interval),
there would be some evidence of a rural bias at
the margins. Rather, as expected, the strongest
predictors of participation in the program are
household income (in the negative direction)
and household size (in the positive direction),
providing some evidence that Bolsa Família
functions according to its design.
Nevertheless, regional effects are clearly at work
in the implementation of the Bolsa Família
program. In accord with the descriptive data
presented in Figure 1, this is to be expected, but
the effects are quite strong even after taking into
account factors such as income that are related
to region. Residents in the Center-West,
Southeast, and South regions are all much less
likely than residents of the Northeast to receive
government help in the form of cash transfers.
The political ramifications of this skewed
distribution of government assistance have only
begun to be explored (see Hunter and Power
2007; Zucco 2008; Licio, Rennó, and Castro
2009).
The results also show that each additional year
of education lowers the probability of an
individual reporting participation in Bolsa
Família over the last three years – an effect that
is present even after controlling for household
income. Moreover, older respondents had a
lower probability of reporting participation in
Bolsa Família than did younger interviewees.
Finally, those who report voting for Lula in 2006
and those who support government intervention
in society are more likely to report participation
in Bolsa Família, all else equal. It may be that
these individuals are more enthusiastic about

the program and are therefore more likely to
seek out assistance.12
The effects of gender, voting for a candidate
other than Lula, supporting the PT, urban
residence, race, and living in the North are
statistically insignificant.
Still, region and urbanization are correlated in
Brazil and it is difficult to separate their partial
effects. What happens in the analysis if, for the
sake of argument, regional controls are left out?
Without controlling for region, the variable for
urban becomes significant and negative,
suggesting that residents of urban areas are less
likely to have participated in Bolsa Familia over
the last three years than rural residents, all else
equal. The main finding nevertheless remains
the most important given the need to control for
region in the Brazilian context.

An Alternative Interpretation of
“Rural Bias”
The above results suggest that rural residents,
even after controlling for numerous other
factors, might be slightly advantaged in terms of
participation in Bolsa Familía (though only if a
non-standard and more generous threshold is
used for statistical significance). When this
result is considered alongside several other
realities of the urban/rural divide, one could
make a somewhat stronger case that the Bolsa
Família program is biased against urban areas.
In particular, the cost of living is generally
higher in urban areas than in rural areas (which
biases the program in favor of rural areas
because the program provides a universally
standard cash allowance), the program may
provide lower benefits than previous povertyreduction initiatives, and the universally
applicable per capita income thresholds tend to
discourage participation in urban areas
(Economist 2010). While this perspective is not
unreasonable, it is also fails to take into account
ȱGivenȱthatȱweȱcannotȱdiscountȱthisȱalternativeȱexplanation,ȱ
itȱ wouldȱ beȱ prematureȱ toȱ sayȱ thatȱ theseȱ resultsȱ suggestȱ theȱ
presenceȱ ofȱ someȱ sortȱ ofȱ politicalȱ favoritismȱ forȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
votedȱforȱtheȱincumbent.ȱItȱmayȱalsoȱbeȱthatȱtheȱrelationshipȱ
isȱ reversedȱ withȱ receiptȱ ofȱ governmentȱ benefitsȱ precedingȱ
andȱcausingȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱsupportȱforȱLula.ȱ

12
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increases in the minimum wage, which may
have greater consequences for urban residents
(who are more likely to be formally employed)
and might thus dissuade some urban residents
against participation in the program in favor of
formal employment.
The minimum wage in Brazil has increased from
R$200 per month to R$510 per month (a 255%
increase) over the course of the last eight years
(Folha de São Paulo 2010; Futema, Freire, and
Mignone 2003).13 This policy shift favors urban
areas where formal employment subject to
national labor law is much more prevalent. In
the 2010 AmericasBarometer survey 41.24% of
Brazilian urbanites reported that they are
formally employed compared to 23.01% of those
in rural areas.
A common criticism of Bolsa Família has been
that it would discourage people from working
(Llana 2008). However, these increases in the
minimum wage and the contemporaneous
increase in formal employment opportunities in
Brazil decrease the relative attractiveness of
Bolsa Família. In other words, the limited
benefits provided by the program arguably are
not as appealing as the chance to work as a
formal employee with the right to the benefits
associated with having a carteira assinada (signed
working papers). This might well discourage
individuals from participating in Bolsa Família
in urban areas compared to rural areas; it is not
clear that this means the program is biased but
instead simply less attractive in urban areas. In
fact, it would suggest that the program
functions well as a guarantee of a minimal
supplementary living for impoverished Brazilians
willing to abide by its conditions.

Policy and Program Implications
Independent of the presence or lack of bias,
Bolsa Família is not the sole solution to poverty
in Brazil and individual households cannot rely
on it to fully take the place of other sources of
income. Still, observers can take some comfort in
the results presented here that provide evidence

13ȱ Afterȱ accountingȱ forȱ inflationȱ theȱ realȱ increaseȱ hasȱ beenȱ
aboutȱ53%ȱaccordingȱtoȱtheȱFolhaȱdeȱSãoȱPaulo.ȱ

that the observed systematic demographic
variation in the provision of targeted benefits
from Bolsa Família, while favoring regional
bases, do not unfairly favor either side of the
urban/rural divide in Brazil.
However, there is potentially other cause for
concern. Individuals who report voting for Lula
in 2006 are more likely to have participated in
the Bolsa Família program over the last three
years. This political connection with the social
welfare program does not extend to supporters
of Lula’s party (after controlling for presidential
vote choice in 2006) and it may not withstand
the upcoming elections in October, so it is still
unclear whether this relationship signals a
unique relationship between Lula and voters
who have rewarded his policy efforts, or if it
represents a controlling, non-representative
interaction between the national government
and the most vulnerable of Brazilians.
Additionally, the results presented here suggest
that smaller families, individuals on their own,
and especially the elderly may be disadvantaged
with respect to participation in the Bolsa
Familía.ȱ Ifȱ targetedȱ welfareȱ isȱ theȱ presentȱ andȱ
futureȱ ofȱ socialȱ policyȱ inȱ Brazil,ȱ itȱ isȱ vitalȱ thatȱ
citizensȱ outsideȱ theȱ bullsȬeyeȱ notȱ beȱ forgottenȱ
andȱ thatȱ politicalȱ motivationsȱ forȱ distributingȱ
fundsȱ areȱ keptȱ inȱ check.ȱ Toȱ theȱ extentȱ thatȱ theȱ
BolsaȱFamilíaȱisȱdistributedȱbroadlyȱandȱwithoutȱ
bias,ȱ citizensȱ shouldȱ beȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ feelȱ thatȱ
theȱ systemȱ itselfȱ isȱ functioningȱ inȱ aȱ fairȱ andȱ
efficientȱmanner.
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Appendix
Determinants of Receiving Bolsa Família Assistance in Last Three Years
Female
HH Size
Age
Vote Choice

Vote Other
Vote Lula

PT Supporter
Role of State Index
Urban
Income
Years of Education
White
North
Center-West
Region
Southeast
South
Constant

Coefficient
0.058
0.459*
-0.607*
0.008
0.238*
-0.017
0.190*
-0.173
-0.617*
-0.480*
-0.080
-0.095
-0.512*
-0.437*
-0.497*
-1.412*

t-score
(0.83)
(5.24)
(-6.66)
(0.08)
(2.25)
(-0.20)
(2.27)
(-1.67)
(-4.49)
(-4.62)
(-0.79)
(-0.79)
(-5.85)
(-3.02)
(-4.33)
(-14.60)

F(15, 35): 15.67
Num. Obs.: 1,899
Note: * p<0.05. Results of logistic regression using Taylor Series Linearization to
calculate design-corrected standard errors. Coefficients have been standardized.
The reference category for Vote Choice is “No Vote Cast”. The reference category
for Region is “Northeast”.
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Executive Summary. This Insights report looks at support for those seeking
to overthrow an elected government by force. In part, this attitude speaks to the
depth of individuals’ commitment to the democratic system.
The principal findings are as follows. First, men, younger citizens, and the less
educated are more likely to express approval of this type of confrontational
tactic. Second, certain measures tapping insecurity related to the economy,
crime, and corruption are related to approval of those working to overthrow an
elected government. Specifically, national economic evaluations, feelings of
neighborhood insecurity, and corruption victimization all positively predict
approval of individuals seeking to overthrow government by force.
The report concludes that a decayed rule of law threatens emerging
democracies by increasing levels of public support for antidemocratic actions.

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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T

he interruption of constitutional order by
armed forces has been a recurrent part of
Latin American’s history. Recently, it is
more common for a president’s term to be
interrupted by impeachment or some other nonviolent means. Nonetheless, public attitudes
concerning the use of force to remove executives
provide insight into the potential for instability
in the region and, as well, the degree to which
the ordinary citizen is committed to
constitutional, democratic, and peaceful process.
What, then, explains support for such
confrontational tactics in the Americas? In this
AmericasBarometer Insights report I show that
individuals’ insecurities intensify support for
such extreme measures.1

Figure 1.
Average Approval Expressed for Individuals Who
Seek to Remove Elected Government by Force, 2010
Belize

ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱSeriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ
Theȱ dataȱ onȱ whichȱ theyȱ areȱ basedȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ at:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveyȬdata.php.ȱ
2ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
3
GivenȱthatȱtheȱsurveysȱofȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱandȱCanadaȱdoȱ
notȱcontainȱsomeȱindependentȱvariablesȱIȱuseȱandȱgivenȱtheȱ
focusȱ onȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ Iȱ excludeȱ themȱ
forȱ aȱ totalȱ sampleȱ sizeȱ ofȱ 39,238ȱ beforeȱ caseȬwiseȱ deletionȱ
dueȱ toȱ missingȱ values.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ Haitiȱ isȱ notȱ includedȱ
here,ȱbutȱwasȱsurveyedȱbyȱLAPOPȱinȱ2010.
4ȱNonȬresponseȱwasȱ1.54%ȱforȱtheȱsample.ȱȱ
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E3. “Do you approve or disapprove of people
participating in a group working to violently
overthrow an elected government?”

1

23.6

Ecuador

In the 2010 round of the AmericasBarometer
survey by LAPOP, over 43,000 respondents
from 26 nations in North, Central, and South
America and the Caribbean were asked the
following question2:

Figure 1 shows average scores with confidence
intervals for 23 countries.3 Responses were
initially given on a 1-10 scale, but recoded to run
from 0 (strong disapproval) to 100 (strong
approval).4

25.0

Honduras

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1 shows that overall levels of support are
quite low, lower than 50 points on the 0-100
scale for all countries. Still, there is variance
across the countries. Surprisingly, perhaps,
respondents in Belize - at the top of the scale express a level of support, on average, of 25
points on this scale. Likewise, Honduras shows
a comparatively high score (23.6 points). In this
case the result is arguably less surprising, given
that Latin America’s most recent military coup
took place in that country in 2009. On the other
end of the spectrum, the lowest average levels of
support for this statement are found in Uruguay
and Paraguay. In these two countries, average
support for individuals working to overthrow
the government by violent means is less than 10
points on the 0-100 scale. By other indicators,
Uruguay is considered among the more
democratic countries in the region. For instance,
it scores comparatively high on trust in
elections.5
Responses to the question provide insight into
the extent of individuals’ commitment to
5

ȱSeeȱAmericasBarometerȱInsightsȱNo.ȱ37,ȱ2010ȱ[I0837].ȱ
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democratic processes. It is important to note that
the question does not ask for individuals’ own
level of support for government overthrow, but
instead the extent to which they approve or
disapprove of those who participate in groups
with that objective. The question is worded so
that the nature of those groups is left
undetermined, and therefore individuals could
have in mind groups seeking to provoke forceful
intervention by the country’s military or by
guerilla or other rogue organizations. Finally,
the question does not make explicit reference to
any specific country, and therefore may capture
ambivalence toward the ways in which
democracy is practiced at home and/or abroad.

Given that the distribution of the responses is
skewed toward lower values on the scale9, I
recalibrate the measure into a dichotomous
variable in which values from 1 to 5 are coded as
disapproval (89.5%), and values from 6 to 10 are
coded as approval (10.5%).

In an analysis not reported here for the sake of
space, I controlled for sex, age, education,
wealth, and size of town. After controlling for
those standard socioeconomic variables, the
country rankings remain similar in comparison
to those presented in Figure 1.6

The results are presented in Figure 2, in which
dots indicate the contribution of each
independent variable and horizontal lines
indicate the confidence intervals of each
contributor. If the interval does not cross the
“0”, the contribution is considered statistically
significant. Those intervals on the left of the
vertical zero line indicate a negative
relationship, whereas those on the right indicate
a positive impact.

What factors explain this attitude? In what
follows, I will show first that selected socioeconomic and demographic factors matter.7 I
then turn to an assessment of the predictive
power of insecurities, measured by way of
economic evaluations, as well as perceptions of
and victimization by crime and corruption.8

To
explore the
predictive
power
of
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics,
I first run a multivariate logistic regression
analysis with fixed country effects.10 The
analysis tests the ability of an individual’s age,
education, gender, wealth, and size of the place
of residence to predict support for efforts to
overthrow government by force.

Theȱ
Predictiveȱ
Powerȱ
ofȱ
Socioeconomicȱ andȱ Demographicȱ
Characteristicsȱ
Poverty, unemployment, and a poor education
are factors scholars have identified as increasing
opposition
to
representative
democracy
(Córdova and Seligson 2009). Age has also been
shown to be positively correlated with support
for democratic governance (Seligson 2007).

SeeȱAppendix.
ȱ Theȱ dataȱ suggestȱ interestingȱ differencesȱ acrossȱ countries,ȱ
butȱassessingȱtheȱcausesȱofȱtheseȱliesȱoutsideȱtheȱscopeȱofȱthisȱ
shortȱreport.
8 Allȱstatisticalȱanalysesȱinȱthisȱpaperȱwereȱconductedȱusingȱ
STATAȱ v11ȱ andȱ resultsȱ wereȱ adjustedȱ forȱ theȱ complexȱ
sampleȱdesignȱemployed.
6ȱȱ
7

57.6%ȱofȱrespondentsȱanswerȱthatȱtheyȱstronglyȱdisapproveȱ
(1ȱ onȱ theȱ 1Ȭ10ȱ scale),ȱ andȱ 89.5%ȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ placeȱ
themselvesȱ onȱ theȱ disapprovingȱ sideȱ (betweenȱ 1Ȭ5ȱ onȱ theȱ
scale).ȱ
10ȱUruguayȱisȱtheȱcomparisonȱ(baseline)ȱcountry.ȱȱ
9
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Figure 2.
Socioeconomic Determinants of Expressions of
Approval for Individuals Who Seek to Remove an
Elected Government by Force, 2010
F=18.056
N =37431

While some demographic and socio-economic
factors matter, they ultimately explain only a
small amount of the variation in opinions on
support for efforts to overthrow elected
government by violent means11. I therefore turn
to additional explanations.

Small City
Medium City
Large City
Metropolitan area
Unemployed
Quintiles of wealth
Female
Education
Age
-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

Relatingȱ Insecuritiesȱ toȱ Supportȱ
forȱ
Effortsȱ
toȱ
Overthrowȱ
GovernmentȱbyȱForceȱ

0.0

0.1

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Previous research (Booth and Seligson 2009) has
shown that men, younger citizens, the poor, the
less educated, and rural residents are those who
more likely support this antidemocratic
statement in eight Latin American countries
(most of them in Central America). Here, the
results show a picture that is fairly, though not
entirely, similar. Specifically, men, the younger,
and the less educated are more likely to express
approval with respect to this confrontational
position. Conversely, wealth, unemployment,
and size of residence are not statistically
significant. This result for wealth is particularly
noteworthy because of conventional claims that
the poor have less commitment to democratic
values. While the direction of the coefficient on
the wealth variable is expected (indicating the
wealthy tend to express less support for this
attitude), the substantive effect of wealth is
minimal and the result is not statistically
significant at the standard p < 0.05 threshold.
The largest and most significant effects, instead,
are found for education and age.

A long line of scholarship explains military
coups, and public acquiescence or even support
for them, as influenced by numerous factors
including culture; (lack of) diffuse political
support and legitimacy; social capital and
interpersonal trust; and economic development
and performance.12 In considering what explains
support for individuals who engage in groups
seeking to overthrow an elected government
with violent means, I assess the relevance of an
individual’s insecurities.
I distinguish among three dimensions related to
insecurity: the economy, crime and violence,
and corruption. Some of these dimensions have
been utilized to explain support for military
coups and democratic legitimacy (Pérez 2003).
For example, crime has been associated with
citizens’ attitudes toward democracy and
political participation (Malone 2010), and with
the overall quality and durability of democracy
(Bateson 2010). Booth and Seligson (2009)
examine the relationship between indicators of
legitimacy and experiences with crime and
corruption, on the one hand, and willingness to
accept armed overthrow of an elected
government, on the other. In a similar vein as
this existing research, but encompassing all
three dimensions and with respect to 23
countries, I focus on the ability of these
insecurities to predict support for those seeking
to overthrow an elected government violently, a
statement that can be considered to measure
commitment to democracy, or the lack thereof.
SeeȱtheȱlowȱPseudoȱR²ȱreportedȱinȱtheȱAppendix.
ȱAmongȱothersȱseeȱAlmondȱandȱVerbaȱ1963;ȱBermeoȱ2003;ȱ
Diamondȱ 1999;ȱ Inglehartȱ 1997;ȱ Lipsetȱ 1963;ȱ Linzȱ 1990;.ȱ
LlanosȱandȱMarsteintredetȱ2010;ȱMuller,ȱJukam,ȱandȱSeligsonȱ
1982;ȱȱPutnamȱ2002;ȱValenzuelaȱ2004.
11ȱ
12

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

128

InsecuritiesȱIntensifyȱSupportȱforȱThoseȱWhoȱSeekȱtoȱRemoveȱGovernmentȱbyȱForceȱ
ArturoȱMaldonadoȱ
I consider two aspects of the economic
dimension: the national and the personal
economic situation.13 The expectation is that
when people perceive their personal and the
national economic situations more poorly, they
are more dissatisfied with the performance of
the incumbent administration and, as well, with
the political system (in these cases, democracy).
To the extent the latter is true; I should find a
negative
relationship
between
economic
perceptions and support for antidemocratic
measures.

country effects are included but not shown
here.19
Figure 3.
Determinants of Expressions of Approval for Those
Who Seek to Overthrow an Elected Government by
Force, 2010
F=16.511
N =36116
Perception of National Economic Situation

Perception of Personal Economic Situation

Crime Victimization

Regarding crime and violence, I include crime
victimization14, the perception of insecurity in
people’s neighborhoods15, and the perception of
the presence of gangs in their neighborhoods.16
Additionally, corruption is measured through a
dichotomous variable that gauges people who
have been victimized by corruption at least
once.17 Again the expectation is that insecurities,
in this case with respect to crime and corruption,
decrease support for democratic politics.
Figure 3 shows a logistic model18 in which these
variables predict support for those seeking to
overthrow government by force; socioeconomic
and demographic characteristics and fixed

13ȱBothȱtheȱnationalȱandȱtheȱpersonalȱeconomicȱsituationȱareȱ
basedȱ onȱ ordinalȱ categoricalȱ responsesȱ questionsȱ withȱ fiveȱ
alternativesȱ thatȱ wereȱ recalibratedȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale.ȱ Higherȱ
valuesȱ ofȱ theseȱ variablesȱ indicateȱ betterȱ perceptionsȱ aboutȱ
nationalȱandȱpersonalȱeconomicȱsituation.ȱ
14
Thisȱvariableȱaskedȱpeopleȱifȱtheyȱhaveȱbeenȱvictimȱofȱanyȱ
typeȱofȱcrimeȱinȱtheȱlastȱ12ȱmonths.ȱ
15
Thisȱ questionȱ isȱ wordedȱ as:ȱ “Speakingȱ ofȱ theȱ
neighborhoodȱwhereȱyouȱliveȱandȱthinkingȱofȱtheȱpossibilityȱ
ofȱbeingȱvictimȱ ofȱassaultȱorȱrobbery,ȱdoȱyouȱ feelȱveryȱsafe,ȱ
somewhatȱ safe,ȱ somewhatȱ unsafe,ȱ orȱ veryȱ unsafe?”ȱ Theȱ
responsesȱwereȱrecalibratedȱtoȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱscale.
16
Thisȱ variableȱ askedȱ peopleȱ ifȱ theirȱ neighborhoodȱ isȱ
affectedȱ byȱ gangsȱ (aȱ lot,ȱ somewhat,ȱ little,ȱ orȱ none).ȱ Theȱ
responsesȱwereȱrecalibratedȱtoȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱscale.ȱ
17
Thisȱ variableȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ questionsȱ askingȱ
aboutȱ whetherȱ theȱ respondentȱ hasȱ beenȱ receivedȱ aȱ requestȱ
forȱ aȱ bribeȱ fromȱ theȱ police,ȱ publicȱ employees,ȱ municipalȱ
officials,ȱ anyoneȱ atȱ work,ȱ inȱ theȱ justiceȱ system,ȱ whenȱ usingȱ
healthȱservices,ȱandȱatȱschool.
18ȱ Asȱ aȱ robustnessȱ check,ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ runȱ separateȱ logisticȱ
regressionsȱ forȱ eachȱ ofȱ theseȱ variablesȱ andȱ Iȱ findȱ theȱ sameȱ
results.ȱȱ

Neighborhood Affected by Gangs

Perception of Insecurity

Victimization by Corruption
-0.10

-0.05

0.0

0.05

0.10

0.15

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

The results in Figure 3 show somewhat mixed
results for economic factors. On the one hand,
those with better perceptions of the national
economic situation are less likely to support
those who seek to overthrow government by
force. On the other hand, the direction of the
coefficient for personal economic evaluations is
the reverse but not statistically significant.
The variables related to crime and violence also
present slightly mixed results. The fact of being
victim of any sort of crime appears as
statistically
insignificant
(and
in
the
unanticipated direction). However, perceptions
of gang activities in one’s neighborhood and
general neighborhood insecurity positively
predict support for those seeking to overthrow
government by force. Likely this says that the
communal experience is more relevant than the
personal experience with crime to explain
support for extreme antidemocratic measures. In
this way, the results mirror those for the
economic factors, where perceptions of the
national, but not one’s personal, situation
matter.

19

SeeȱAppendixȱforȱcompleteȱresults.ȱ
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Finally, victimization by corruption is
statistically significant and in the expected
direction. Those who have been victimized by
corruption at least once are more likely to
express support for individuals who seek to
overthrow a government with violence.
In sum, personal insecurities as reflected in
national economic evaluations, experiences with
corruption, and perception of crime in one’s
community intensify support for individuals
who seek to overthrow elected governments by
force. That is, they chip away at individuals’
commitment to the rules of the democratic
game.
These findings share some similarities to those
reported in previous studies. For instance Booth
and Seligson (2009) also find that experience
with corruption is a positive predictor of this
confrontational
attitude,
but
personal
experiences with crime are not significant
predictors (though they find that communal
perception of crime is not significant, and this
report finds it is, for this larger set of countries).
In a previous Insights Report20, Pérez shows that
perception of insecurity and crime victimization
are determinants of support for military coups.
Here, this paper shows another way in which
public insecurity is linked to undemocratic
attitudes. In all, taking into account findings in
previous studies and the hemisphere-wide
scope of the analyses reported here, there is
overwhelmingly strong reason to conclude that
insecurities undermine support for democratic
processes and governance in Latin America and
the Caribbean.

Discussionȱ
The objective of this Insights Report is to identify
some key factors that affect individuals’
tendencies to approve of those working in
groups to promote the violent overthrow of an
elected government. I find that some
socioeconomic
characteristics
matter.
In
particular, those who are less educated and
younger are more likely to express support for

20

individuals working to overthrow an elected
government.
At the macro level, extant scholarship has linked
economic variables to events such as military
coups and interrupted presidencies. At the
micro level, I do not find that citizens’
perceptions of the personal economy help
explain support for individuals working to
overthrow an elected government. However,
evaluations of the national economy are
important predictors of the likelihood that an
individual will express approval of those who
participate in antidemocratic groups.
The results for crime and corruption provide an
indication of the ways in which mounting
violence in the region can pose a threat to
emerging democracies. As violence, crime, and
corruption increase in these societies, support
for those willing to break democratic rules
increases. To the extent that commitment to
democratic processes is relevant to democratic
stability, such changes in public opinion
arguably could increase the odds of new coups
or new interruptions of presidencies.
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Appendix
Figure 2a.
Average Support for Individuals Seeking to Overthrow an Elected Government by Violent Means after
Taking into Account Individual Characteristics in Latin America and the Caribbean, 2008
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Table 1a.
Determinants of Support for Support for Those Seeking to Overthrow an Elected Government by Violent Means,
2010
Variableȱ

Figureȱ2ȱ
Coefficientȱ

Figureȱ3ȱ
Coefficientȱ

tȱ

VictimizationȱbyȱCorruption

.095*ȱ

(.020)ȱ

PerceptionȱofȱInsecurity

.048*ȱ

(.022)ȱ

.083*ȱ

(.023)ȱ

CrimeȱVictimization

Ȭ.028ȱ

(.020)ȱ

PerceptionȱofȱNationalȱEconomicȱSituation

Ȭ.053*ȱ

(.026)ȱ

PerceptionȱofȱPersonalȱEconomicȱSituation

.036ȱ

(.023)ȱ

NeighborhoodȱAffectedȱbyȱGangs

tȱ

ȱ

Unemploymentȱ

.006ȱ

(.017)

Ȭ.001ȱ

(.018)ȱ

MetropolitanȱArea

Ȭ.002ȱ

(.028)

Ȭ.040ȱ

(.030)ȱ

LargeȱCityȱ

.042ȱ

(.035)ȱ

.021ȱ

(.036)ȱ

MediumȱCity

Ȭ.060ȱ

(.034)

Ȭ.067*ȱ

(.033)ȱ

SmallȱCityȱ

.018ȱ

(.029)ȱ

.018ȱ

(.029)ȱ

QuintilesȱofȱWealth

Ȭ.041ȱ

(.022)

Ȭ.039ȱ

(.023)ȱ

Woman

Ȭ.042*ȱ

(.017)

Ȭ.039*ȱ

(.018)ȱ

Education

Ȭ.170*ȱ

(.023)

Ȭ.173*ȱ

(.024)ȱ

Age

Ȭ.238*ȱ

(.022)

Ȭ.228*ȱ

(.023)ȱ

Mexico

Ȭ.056*ȱ

(.024)ȱ

.138*ȱ

(.034)ȱ

Guatemalaȱ

.088*ȱ

(.023)ȱ

.291*ȱ

(.033)ȱ

ElȱSalvador

Ȭ.055*ȱ

(.024)ȱ

.156*ȱ

(.033)ȱ

Hondurasȱ

.035*ȱ

(.022)ȱ

.257*ȱ

(.033)ȱ

Nicaragua

Ȭ.033ȱ

(.025)ȱ

.184*ȱ

(.034)ȱ

CostaȱRica

Ȭ.050ȱ

(.031)ȱ

.167*ȱ

(.039)ȱ

Panama

Ȭ.028ȱ

(.049)ȱ

.192*ȱ

(.051)ȱ

Colombia

Ȭ.004ȱ

(.028)ȱ

.210*ȱ

(.036)ȱ

Ecuadorȱ

.037ȱ

(.030)ȱ

.320*ȱ

(.044)ȱ

Ȭ.121*ȱ

(.041)ȱ

.161*ȱ

(.051)ȱ

Bolivia
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Variableȱ

Figureȱ2ȱ

Figureȱ3ȱ

Coefficientȱ

tȱ

Coefficientȱ

tȱ

Peru

Ȭ.017ȱ

(.031)ȱ

.176*ȱ

(.040)ȱ

Paraguay

Ȭ.175*ȱ

(.028)ȱ

.026ȱ

(.037)ȱ

Chile

Ȭ.070*ȱ

(.035)ȱ

.179*ȱ

(.043)ȱ

Brazil

Ȭ.223*ȱ

(.032)ȱ

.231*ȱ

(.046)ȱ

Venezuela

Ȭ.037ȱ

(.034)ȱ

.247*ȱ

(.039)ȱ

Argentinaȱ

.039ȱ

(.032)ȱ

.198*ȱ

(.043)ȱ

DominicanȱRepublicȱ

.021ȱ

(.037)ȱ

.142*ȱ

(.034)ȱ

Jamaica

Ȭ.061*ȱ

(.026)ȱ

.157*ȱ

(.038)ȱ

Guyana

Ȭ.064*ȱ

(.030)ȱ

.096*ȱ

(.037)ȱ

TrinidadȱandȱTobago

Ȭ.113*ȱ

(.029)ȱ

.134*ȱ

(.036)ȱ

Belize

Ȭ.079*ȱ

(.028)ȱ

.326*ȱ

(.033)ȱ

Surinameȱ

.123*ȱ

(.024)ȱ

.228*ȱ

(.032)ȱ

Constant

Ȭ2.25*ȱ

(.026)

Ȭ2.277*ȱ

(.026)ȱ

Fȱ

18.06

16.51

PseudoȱR²ȱ

0.028

0.031

NumberȱofȱObs.ȱ

37431

36116
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WhoȱSupportsȱAffirmativeȱActionȱinȱ
Brazil?ȱ
ByȱAmyȱEricaȱSmithȱ
Amy.e.smith@vanderbilt.eduȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Executive Summary. The latest edition in the AmericasBarometer
Insights series examines public support for racial quotas in Brazilian
universities. A high percentage of Brazilians believes that reserving slots
for Afro-descendants is fair. However, an important minority strongly
opposes affirmative action. It turns out that the university educated and
whites are most likely to oppose affirmative education. At the lowest
educational levels, however, support is very high regardless of the
respondent’s race. While racism reduces approval of affirmative action,
this report finds no differences in partisanship or ideology between
supporters and opponents of affirmative action.

The Insights Series presents short reports on topics of interest to the policymaking and academic
communities. The series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J.
Zechmeister with administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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Iȱ

nȱtheȱpastȱdecade,ȱtheȱracialȱcomplexionȱofȱ
Brazil’sȱ institutionsȱ ofȱ higherȱ educationȱ
hasȱ begunȱ toȱ change,ȱ theȱ resultȱ ofȱ aȱ
dramaticȱ riseȱ inȱ affirmativeȱ action.1ȱ Firstȱ
implementedȱ byȱ theȱ administrationȱ ofȱ formerȱ
Presidentȱ Cardosoȱ inȱ 2001,ȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ
programsȱareȱtakingȱholdȱinȱaȱgrowingȱshareȱofȱ
institutions.ȱ Aȱ recentȱ studyȱ foundȱ thatȱ 70ȱ
percentȱ ofȱ Brazil’sȱ publicȱ universities,ȱ bothȱ
federalȱ andȱ state,ȱ haveȱ adoptedȱ someȱ formȱ ofȱ
affirmativeȱactionȱ(Goisȱ2010).ȱȱ
Theseȱ programsȱ aimȱ toȱ redressȱ longȬstanding,ȱ
deepȱ racialȱ andȱ socioeconomicȱ inequalities.ȱ
Throughȱ muchȱ ofȱ theȱ twentiethȱ century,ȱ
scholarsȱandȱBrazilianȱelitesȱheldȱBrazilȱtoȱbeȱaȱ
“racialȱ democracy”ȱ untroubledȱ byȱ theȱ
problemsȱ encounteredȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ
(Frazierȱ 1942;ȱ Freyreȱ 1973).ȱ Prizeȱ winningȱ
authorȱ Carlȱ Deglerȱ (1971)ȱ arguedȱ thatȱ becauseȱ
racesȱ inȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ wereȱ dividedȱ intoȱ “black”ȱ vs.ȱ
“white”ȱ whileȱ Braziliansȱ hadȱ aȱ thirdȱ broadȱ
categoryȱ ofȱ “mulatto,”ȱ racialȱ prejudicesȱ andȱ
discriminationȱ wereȱ farȱ lowerȱ inȱ theȱ latterȱ
country.ȱ Sinceȱ 1980,ȱ however,ȱ activistsȱ andȱ
researchersȱ haveȱ begunȱ toȱ challengeȱ thisȱ
conventionalȱ wisdom,ȱ showingȱ thatȱ AfroȬ
Braziliansȱ remainȱ deeplyȱ disadvantagedȱ inȱ
publicȱ healthȱ outcomes,ȱ education,ȱ theȱ laborȱ
market,ȱ andȱ politicsȱ (Andrewsȱ 1991,ȱ 1992;ȱ
Skidmoreȱ 1993,ȱ 2003;ȱ Tellesȱ 2004;ȱ Woodȱ andȱ
Lovellȱ1992).ȱ
Nonetheless,ȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ programsȱ haveȱ
beenȱ controversialȱ amongȱ Brazilianȱ elites,ȱ
attractingȱ greatȱ mediaȱ attentionȱ andȱ theȱ
oppositionȱofȱimportantȱgroupsȱofȱintellectuals.ȱ
Notȱ onlyȱ doȱ opponentsȱ argueȱ thatȱ affirmativeȱ
actionȱmayȱunfairlyȱdisadvantageȱnonȬtargetedȱ
groups;ȱtheyȱalsoȱholdȱthatȱitȱpoliticizesȱraceȱinȱ
waysȱthatȱareȱdistinctlyȱunȬBrazilian.ȱ
Butȱ outsideȱ ofȱ theȱ mediaȱ limelight,ȱ whatȱ doȱ
ordinaryȱ Braziliansȱ think?ȱ Thisȱ reportȱ inȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ Insightsȱ Seriesȱ examinesȱ
supportȱ forȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ inȱ Brazil.2ȱ Dataȱ

Thanks to Edward Telles for kind feedback on this report.
Priorȱ issuesȱ inȱ theȱ Insightȱ seriesȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ

1
2

comeȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ byȱ theȱ Latinȱ
Americanȱ Publicȱ Opinionȱ Projectȱ (LAPOP).3ȱ Inȱ
thisȱroundȱaȱrandom,ȱnationallyȱrepresentativeȱ
sampleȱ ofȱ 2,482ȱ Braziliansȱ wasȱ askedȱ toȱ whatȱ
extentȱ theyȱ agreedȱ withȱ theȱ followingȱ
statementȱ onȱ aȱ scaleȱ fromȱ 1ȱ toȱ 7,ȱ whereȱ “1”ȱ
representsȱ “Stronglyȱ Disagree”ȱ andȱ “7”ȱ
“StronglyȱAgree”:4ȱ
RAC2.ȱIt’sȱfairȱforȱpublicȱuniversitiesȱtoȱreserveȱ
spacesȱ forȱ AfroȬdescendantsȱ (peopleȱ whoȱ areȱ
blackȱorȱmulatto).ȱȱ
ȱFigureȱ1ȱexaminesȱtheȱdistributionȱofȱresponsesȱ

Figure 1. Support for Affirmative Action
(Weighted sample, Percentages of the Brazilian
Population), 2010

onȱ whichȱ theyȱ areȱ basedȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveydata.php.ȱ
3ȱFundingȱforȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱmainlyȱcameȱfromȱtheȱUnitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
ImportantȱsourcesȱofȱsupportȱwereȱalsoȱtheȱInterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
Theȱ Brazilianȱ surveyȱ wasȱ undertakenȱ inȱ partnershipȱ withȱ
theȱ Universidadeȱ deȱ Brasíliaȱ andȱ withȱ theȱ generousȱ
supportȱofȱ CNPq,ȱConselhoȱNacionalȱdeȱDesenvolvimentoȱ
Científicoȱ eȱ Tecnológicoȱ (Nationalȱ Counselȱ ofȱ
TechnologicalȱandȱScientificȱDevelopment).ȱȱ
4ȱItemȱnonȬresponseȱwasȱ8.38%ȱforȱtheȱsample.ȱ
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toȱthisȱquestion.ȱTheȱmostȱsalientȱfindingȱisȱtheȱ
highȱ levelȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ affirmativeȱ action.ȱ
Nearlyȱ halfȱ ofȱ Braziliansȱ stronglyȱ agreeȱ thatȱ
reservingȱ universityȱ spotsȱ forȱ blacksȱ andȱ
mulattoesȱisȱfair,ȱandȱmoreȱthanȱtwoȬthirdsȱareȱ
atȱ leastȱ somewhatȱ favorableȱ toȱ thisȱ statement,ȱ
givingȱitȱaȱscoreȱofȱ“5,”ȱ“6,”ȱorȱ“7.”ȱ

Whatȱ explainsȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ individualȱ
Braziliansȱ agreeȱ orȱ disagreeȱ withȱ universityȱ
quotasȱforȱAfroȬdescendants?ȱȱTheȱnextȱsectionȱ
takesȱupȱthatȱquestion,ȱexaminingȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱ
demographics,ȱracism,ȱandȱpoliticalȱattitudes.ȱ

Whoȱ
Supportsȱ
Action?

Affirmativeȱ

Thisȱhighȱlevelȱofȱsupportȱforȱaffirmativeȱactionȱ
isȱ striking.ȱ Still,ȱ twoȱ caveatsȱ bearȱ keepingȱ inȱ
mind.ȱ First,ȱ inȱ aȱ countryȱ whereȱ theȱ currentȱ
Theȱ firstȱ setȱ ofȱ factorsȱ examinedȱ hereȱ reflectȱ aȱ
presidentȱ hasȱ aȱ fourthȱ gradeȱ ofȱ formalȱ
setȱ
ofȱ
personalȱ
circumstancesȱ
andȱ
educationȱ (evenȱ thoughȱ heȱ isȱ aȱ highlyȱ selfȬ
demographicsȱthatȱaffectȱwhoȱwinsȱandȱwhoȱlosesȱ
taughtȱ individual),ȱ accessȱ toȱ higherȱ educationȱ
fromȱaffirmativeȱaction.ȱȱIȱexpectȱthatȱBraziliansȱ
isȱoutsideȱtheȱreachȱofȱmostȱBrazilians,ȱblackȱorȱ
whoȱ selfȬidentifyȱ asȱ whiteȱ willȱ opposeȱ
white.5ȱ Theȱ averageȱ Brazilianȱ mightȱ beȱ moreȱ
affirmativeȱ actionȱ toȱ aȱ greaterȱ extentȱ thanȱ willȱ
magnanimousȱwithȱaȱuniversityȱslotȱthatȱheȱorȱ
thoseȱ whoȱ selfȬidentifyȱ asȱ belongingȱ toȱ otherȱ
sheȱhasȱlittleȱhopeȱofȱaccessingȱinȱanyȱcaseȱthanȱ
races,ȱsimplyȱbecauseȱwhitesȱareȱmostȱlikelyȱtoȱ
heȱ orȱ sheȱ wouldȱ beȱ withȱ somethingȱ closerȱ toȱ
loseȱoutȱfromȱaffirmativeȱaction.6ȱȱ
home.ȱ Thus,ȱ supportȱ forȱ
affirmativeȱ
actionȱ
inȱ
Similarly,ȱ
Iȱ
expectȱ
Whoȱwinsȱandȱwhoȱlosesȱfromȱ
spheresȱ suchȱ asȱ theȱ laborȱ
attitudesȱ toȱ varyȱ byȱ
affirmativeȱaction?ȱInȱaȱcountryȱ educationȱ
marketȱ mightȱ beȱ lowerȱ
andȱ
thanȱ supportȱ forȱ suchȱ
whereȱtheȱcurrentȱpresidentȱhasȱ socioeconomicȱ status.ȱ
programsȱ
inȱ
higherȱ
affirmativeȱ
aȱfourthȱgradeȱformalȱeducation,ȱ Brazilianȱ
education.ȱ Unfortunately,ȱ
actionȱ programsȱ targetȱ
theȱ 2010ȱ questionnaireȱ didȱ
accessȱtoȱhigherȱeducationȱisȱoutȱ notȱ onlyȱ blacksȱ butȱ alsoȱ
notȱ includeȱ aȱ questionȱ onȱ
lowȬincomeȱ andȱ publicȱ
ofȱtheȱreachȱofȱmostȱBrazilians,ȱ
thatȱ topic.ȱ Second,ȱ thisȱ
schoolȱ students.ȱ Theȱ
blackȱorȱwhite,ȱregardlessȱofȱ
questionȱ doesȱ notȱ directlyȱ
universitiesȱ andȱ statesȱ
addressȱ theȱ hiddenȱ tradeȬ
thatȱ designȱ theȱ programsȱ
publicȱprograms.
off,ȱnamelyȱthatȱaȱslotȱgivenȱ
toȱ anȱ AfroȬBrazilianȱ willȱ
6ȱ Asȱ aȱ greatȱ manyȱ observersȱ haveȱ noted,ȱ evenȱ theȱ notionsȱ
likelyȱ meanȱ oneȱ lessȱ spaceȱ forȱ aȱ whiteȱ
ofȱ “black”ȱ andȱ “white”ȱ areȱ contestedȱ andȱ controversialȱ
applicant.ȱWeȱmightȱexpectȱsupportȱtoȱbeȱlowerȱ
conceptsȱ inȱ Brazil,ȱ whereȱ mostȱ citizensȱ haveȱ atȱ leastȱ someȱ
whenȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ isȱ framedȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ
heritageȱ thatȱ isȱ bothȱ Africanȱ andȱ European,ȱ andȱ whereȱ
tradeȬoffs.ȱ Theseȱ areȱ allȱ questionsȱ thatȱ needȱ
nationalȱ discourseȱ forȱ almostȱ aȱ centuryȱ hasȱ celebratedȱ
Brazilȱ asȱ aȱ countryȱ ofȱ racialȱ mixingȱ (Baileyȱ 2008;ȱ Noblesȱ
furtherȱexplorationȱinȱourȱfutureȱsurveys.ȱ
Figureȱ1ȱalsoȱshowsȱthatȱanȱimportantȱminorityȱ
isȱ stronglyȱ opposedȱ toȱ affirmativeȱ action.ȱ Oneȱ
inȱ everyȱ sixȱ Braziliansȱ stronglyȱ disagreesȱ withȱ
thisȱ publicȱ opinionȱ statement,ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ
thisȱ groupȱ believesȱ thatȱ universityȱ quotasȱ forȱ
AfroȬBraziliansȱareȱveryȱfarȱfromȱfair.ȱ
5ȱ Inȱ 2010,ȱ 10%ȱ ofȱ Braziliansȱ haveȱ completedȱ atȱ leastȱ oneȱ

yearȱ ofȱ higherȱ education,ȱ whileȱ 38%ȱ haveȱ completedȱ atȱ
leastȱoneȱyearȱofȱhighȱschoolȱ(weightedȱpercentages).ȱ

2000;ȱ Sansoneȱ 2003).ȱ Iȱ codeȱ raceȱ asȱ aȱ dummyȱ variableȱ forȱ
respondentsȱ whoȱ selfȬidentifyȱ asȱ white,ȱ inȱ contrastȱ toȱ
brownȱ (pardo),ȱ black,ȱ indigenous,ȱ orȱ yellowȱ (meaningȱ
Asian).ȱ Inȱ 2010,ȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ inȱ Brazilȱ
alsoȱaskedȱinterviewersȱtoȱrateȱtheirȱownȱandȱrespondents’ȱ
skinȱ colorsȱ usingȱ aȱ colorȱ paletteȱ withȱ 11ȱ possibleȱ ratings,ȱ
runningȱ fromȱ veryȱ darkȱ toȱ veryȱ light.ȱ Theseȱ ratingsȱ areȱ
highlyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ selfȬidentifiedȱ race,ȱ andȱ theȱ
followingȱ resultsȱ holdȱ ifȱ skinȱ colorȱ isȱ substitutedȱ forȱ selfȬ
identifiedȱrace.ȱMostȱofȱBrazil’sȱaffirmativeȱactionȱprogramsȱ
allowȱblackȱandȱmulattoȱstudentsȱtoȱselfȬidentify,ȱbutȱaȱfewȱ
haveȱ boardsȱ rateȱ applicants’ȱ racialȱ classificationsȱ basedȱ onȱ
theirȱphotos.ȱ
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typicallyȱ excludeȱ higherȱ statusȱ AfroȬBraziliansȱ
(Goisȱ 2010).ȱ Thoseȱ Braziliansȱ whoȱ areȱ alreadyȱ
universityȱeducatedȱareȱmostȱlikelyȱtoȱperceiveȱ
affirmativeȱactionȱasȱatȱbestȱunnecessaryȱandȱatȱ
worstȱ aȱ threatȱ toȱ theȱ futureȱ educationalȱ
advancementȱ ofȱ theirȱ ownȱ childrenȱ andȱ socialȱ
networkȱ members,ȱ whoȱ wouldȱ presumablyȱ
haveȱ accessȱ toȱ higherȱ educationȱ withoutȱ suchȱ
programs.ȱ Thoseȱ withȱ secondaryȱ educationsȱ
mayȱ beȱ mostȱ likelyȱ toȱ benefitȱ fromȱ affirmativeȱ
action.ȱȱ

Several other demographic factors might affect
support for affirmative action: age, gender, and
region of residence. With respect to the latter,
the literature suggests that discrimination
against Afro-Brazilians varies across the
country, and is greater in the Southeast and
South regions (Lovell 2000; Twine 1998).
Figure 2 presents results of a linear regression
model in which I examine the extent to which
race, education, income, age (coded in number
of years), gender, and region affect attitudes
towards affirmative action in Brazil. All
variables are standardized for ease of
comparison. Dots represent the estimated effect
of each variable, while the horizontal bars
represent 95% confidence intervals for those
effects. We can be at least 95% confident that a
given effect is statistically significant if its
confidence interval does not cross the vertical
axis at 0. Effects to the left of the vertical axis
are negative; ones to the right are positive.

Finally,ȱselfȬinterestȱisȱunlikelyȱtoȱmatterȱmuchȱ
atȱ allȱ forȱ theȱ lowestȱ educationalȱ group,ȱ whichȱ
hasȱ littleȱ accessȱ toȱ universitiesȱ regardlessȱ ofȱ
whetherȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ isȱ implemented.ȱ
Evenȱ withȱ affirmativeȱ action,ȱ AfroȬBraziliansȱ
mustȱ takeȱ anȱ entranceȱ examȱ knownȱ asȱ aȱ
vestibularȱandȱmustȱcompleteȱhighȱschoolȱtoȱgetȱ
intoȱ aȱ university.ȱ ȱAffirmativeȱ actionȱ merelyȱ
setsȱ lowerȱ standardsȱ forȱ AfroȬBrazilians’ȱ
performance,ȱ usingȱ eitherȱ quotasȱ
orȱ someȱ kindȱ ofȱ aȱ Ȉbonus.Ȉȱ ȱAdultȱ
respondentsȱ withȱ anȱ 8thȱ gradeȱ orȱ
Figure 2. The Impacts of Demographic Factors on
lowerȱ formalȱ educationȱ haveȱ littleȱ
Support for Affirmative Action (Weighted Standardized
opportunityȱ toȱ clearȱ theseȱhurdles.ȱ
Effects), 2010
Asȱ aȱ result,ȱaffirmativeȱ actionȱ
withinȱuniversitiesȱdoesȱnotȱbenefitȱ
R-Squared =0.077
theȱ poorestȱ ofȱ theȱ poor;ȱ rather,ȱ itȱ
F=18.384
N =2156
givesȱ aȱ legȱ upȱ toȱ AfroȬBraziliansȱ
White
whoȱ areȱ alreadyȱ inȱ theȱ topȱ halfȱ ofȱ
theȱ educationalȱ distribution.ȱ Forȱ
Secondary Education
thoseȱ inȱ theȱ lowestȱ educationalȱ
University Education
group,ȱ then,ȱ theȱ questionȱ isȱ likelyȱ
Age
toȱ evokeȱ notȱ selfȬinterest,ȱ butȱ
Income
symbolicȱ attitudesȱ regardingȱ theȱ
Female
desirabilityȱ ofȱ openingȱ upȱ eliteȱ
institutionsȱtoȱtheȱdisadvantaged.ȱ
Northeast
As a result of these considerations,
I assess the extent to which
affirmative action attitudes are
predicted by having either a higher
or a secondary education, as well
as by respondents’ incomes.7

Southeast
North & Center-West

7ȱThoseȱwhoȱreportȱthatȱtheirȱlastȱfullȱyearȱofȱschoolingȱwasȱ

gradesȱ 9,ȱ 10,ȱ orȱ 11ȱ areȱ codedȱ asȱ havingȱ aȱ secondaryȱ
education.ȱThoseȱwhoȱreportȱ12ȱorȱmoreȱcompletedȱyearsȱofȱ
schoolingȱ areȱ codedȱ asȱ havingȱ aȱ higherȱ education.ȱ Theȱ

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

baselineȱ categoryȱ thusȱ includesȱ allȱ respondentsȱ withȱ anȱ
eighthȱgradeȱeducationȱorȱlower.ȱIncomeȱisȱcodedȱusingȱanȱ
11Ȭpointȱ scaleȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ numberȱ ofȱ minimumȱ wagesȱ aȱ
respondentȱreceivesȱperȱmonth.ȱ
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It turns out that having a university education
Resultsȱ forȱ otherȱ demographicȱ factorsȱ areȱ
(compared to having a primary education or
mixed.ȱ Olderȱ Braziliansȱ areȱ significantlyȱ lessȱ
lower) is the single strongest predictor of
supportiveȱ ofȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ thanȱ areȱ
attitudes on this issue, such that the universityyoungerȱ ones.ȱ Gender,ȱ however,ȱ doesȱ notȱ
educated disagree much more strongly with
significantlyȱ affectȱ attitudes.ȱ Andȱ attitudesȱ doȱ
the statement that university quotas are fair
varyȱsignificantlyȱbyȱregion,ȱbutȱnotȱquiteȱinȱtheȱ
than respondents of any other educational
wayȱexpected.ȱSupportȱforȱaffirmativeȱactionȱisȱ
group. Furthermore, I find that those with
lowerȱ inȱ theȱ Southȱ thanȱ inȱ theȱ Southeastȱ orȱ
secondary educations also have significantly
Northeast,ȱ butȱ notȱ significantlyȱ so.ȱ However,ȱ
lower support for affirmative action than do
supportȱ inȱ allȱ threeȱ regionsȱ isȱ substantiallyȱ
those at lower educational levels. Thus, the
strongest opposition to affirmative action in
lowerȱ thanȱ inȱ theȱ Northȱ andȱ CenterȬWestȱ
education comes from those who are already
regions,ȱ representingȱ theȱ lessȱ populated,ȱ moreȱ
benefiting from (or have benefited from) the
isolatedȱ statesȱ surroundingȱ theȱ Amazonȱ andȱ
system
prior
to
the
theȱ
grasslandsȱ
andȱ
introduction of affirmative
wetlandsȱ knownȱ asȱ theȱ
TheseȱfindingsȱsuggestȱthatȱselfȬ
action.
Pantanal.9ȱȱȱ

interestȱplaysȱaȱveryȱimportantȱ

Beyondȱ educationalȱ level,ȱ
Butȱ perhapsȱ theȱ effectsȱ
roleȱinȱaffectingȱBrazilians’ȱ
theȱ respondent’sȱ raceȱ alsoȱ
forȱeducationalȱlevelȱvaryȱ
hasȱ anȱ importantȱ effectȱ onȱ
supportȱforȱaffirmativeȱaction.
byȱ theȱ raceȱ ofȱ theȱ
hisȱ orȱ herȱ attitudesȱ towardȱ
respondent.ȱ Afterȱ all,ȱ
affirmativeȱ action,ȱ withȱ
universityȬeducatedȱ whitesȱ areȱ theȱ onesȱ mostȱ
whitesȱ beingȱ lessȱ favorableȱ towardȱ thisȱ
likelyȱ toȱ loseȱ outȱ withȱ affirmativeȱ action.ȱ
program,ȱcontrollingȱforȱallȱotherȱdemographicȱ
UniversityȬeducatedȱ blacksȱ andȱ mulattosȱ
andȱ socioȬeconomicȱ factorsȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2.ȱ
shouldȱ beȱ muchȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ perceiveȱ thatȱ
Andȱ incomeȱ isȱ alsoȱ aȱ significantȱ predictor;ȱ asȱ
theirȱ familyȱ membersȱ orȱ membersȱ ofȱ theirȱ
Brazilians’ȱincomesȱincrease,ȱtheyȱbecomeȱmoreȱ
socialȱ networksȱ mightȱ benefitȱ fromȱaffirmativeȱ
negativeȱ regardingȱ universityȱ quotasȱ forȱ
action,ȱthoughȱtoȱtheȱextentȱthatȱsuchȱprogramsȱ
blacks.ȱ Takenȱ together,ȱ theȱ findingsȱ forȱ
excludeȱhigherȱstatusȱAfroȬBraziliansȱtheyȱmayȱ
education,ȱ race,ȱ andȱ incomeȱ suggestȱ thatȱ selfȬ
stillȱ perceiveȱ aȱ threatȱ fromȱ affirmativeȱ action.ȱ
interestȱplaysȱaȱveryȱimportantȱroleȱinȱaffectingȱ
HighȬschoolȱ educatedȱ AfroȬBrazilians,ȱ inȱ
whichȱBraziliansȱsupportȱaffirmativeȱactionȱandȱ
contrast,ȱ areȱ theȱ groupȱ mostȱ likelyȱ toȱ benefitȱ
whichȱ Braziliansȱ opposeȱ it.ȱ Thus,ȱ thoseȱ withȱ
fromȱ suchȱ programs.ȱ HighȬschoolȱ educatedȱ
moreȱeducation,ȱmoneyȱandȱwhoȱareȱwhiterȱareȱ
whitesȱ mayȱ perceiveȱ thatȱ raceȬbasedȱ quotasȱ
lessȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ affirmativeȱ actionȱ inȱ aȱ
alsoȱthreatenȱtheirȱchancesȱforȱadmission,ȱevenȱ
countryȱinȱwhichȱaverageȱpublicȱopinionȱhighlyȱ
supportsȱ it.ȱ However,ȱ thoseȱ withȱ theȱ leastȱ atȱ
stake—thoseȱ withȱ veryȱ lowȱ educationalȱ levels,ȱ
this question presents them with the possibility of a
whoȱ wouldȱ beȱ unableȱ toȱ accessȱ universitiesȱ inȱ
guaranteed university slot. However, this alternative
interpretation based on self-interest would not explain the
anyȱ case—areȱ theȱ mostȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ
very high support among whites with primary or lower
affirmativeȱ action.ȱ Asȱ Iȱ argueȱ above,ȱ thisȱ mayȱ
educations. Second, response set is a possibility; low
beȱbecauseȱrespondentsȱwithȱprimaryȱorȱlowerȱ
socioeconomic status Brazilians might simply be more
likely to agree with all public opinion items. Cognitive
educationsȱanswerȱthisȱquestionȱbasedȱonȱtheirȱ
interviewing is needed to understand further how
8
desireȱtoȱdemocratizeȱeliteȱinstitutions. ȱȱ
Brazilians at the lowest educational levels interpret this
question.
There are a couple of other possible interpretations of the
very high levels of support at the lowest educational levels.
First, primary-educated Afro-Brazilians might fail to
understand how affirmative action works, and believe that
8

9ȱ

Whenȱ theȱ Northȱ andȱ CenterȬWestȱ areȱ takenȱ asȱ theȱ
baselineȱ category,ȱ itȱ turnsȱ outȱ thatȱ theȱ South,ȱ Southeast,ȱ
andȱNortheastȱallȱhaveȱsignificantlyȱlowerȱlevelsȱofȱsupportȱ
forȱaffirmativeȱactionȱthanȱdoȱtheȱomittedȱregions.ȱ
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thoughȱ theyȱ mightȱ benefitȱ fromȱ nonȬraciallyȱ
orientedȱaffirmativeȱactionȱprograms.ȱȱ
Inȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ Iȱ disaggregateȱ supportȱ forȱ
affirmativeȱ actionȱ byȱ educationalȱ levelȱ andȱ
race.10ȱ Itȱ turnsȱ outȱ thatȱ amongȱ thoseȱ withȱ ȱ theȱ
lowestȱ educationalȱ levels,ȱ thereȱ areȱ essentiallyȱ
noȱ racialȱ differencesȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ affirmativeȱ
action.ȱ Thisȱ supportsȱ theȱ scholarshipȱ thatȱ hasȱ
foundȱ littleȱ racialȱ conflictȱ amongȱ theȱ lowestȱ
statusȱ Braziliansȱ (Tellesȱ 2004).ȱ Amongȱ thoseȱ
withȱ secondaryȱ education,ȱ however,ȱ aȱ racialȱ
gapȱ beginsȱ toȱ open.ȱ Andȱ forȱ theȱ universityȬ
educated,ȱ thisȱ gapȱ growsȱ wideȱ indeed.ȱ Atȱ theȱ
sameȱ time,ȱ Iȱ findȱ thatȱ evenȱ forȱ nonȬwhites,ȱ aȱ
universityȱ educationȱ isȱ associatedȱ withȱ lowerȱ
supportȱ forȱ affirmativeȱ action.ȱ Whetherȱ thisȱ isȱ
dueȱ toȱ selfȬinterest,ȱ asȱ speculatedȱ above,ȱ orȱ toȱ

highlyȱeducatedȱAfroȬBraziliansȱabsorbingȱantiȬ
affirmativeȱ attitudesȱ withinȱ socialȱ milieusȱ thatȱ
areȱ generallyȱ lessȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ theȱ programȱ
remainsȱaȱquestionȱforȱlaterȱinvestigation.ȱ
Surely, though, attitudes towards affirmative
action must be driven by more than simply
self-interest. Literature on attitudes towards
affirmative action in the United States shows
the importance of racism; moreover, even after
taking racism into account, ideology and
partisanship
have
independent
effects
(Kuklinski et al. 1997; Sniderman and Piazza
1993).

Support for Affirmative Action

In a final linear regression model (results
available upon request), I assessed the
association
between
affirmative
action
attitudes, on the one hand, and racism, support
for the ruling Workers’
Party (PT) and for a
welfare state, and selfFigure 3. Average Support for Affirmative Action, by Race and
location on either the left
Educational Level (weighted), 2010
or the right, on the other.
Two results were striking.
First, after considerable
6
5.4
5.3
5.0
analysis I was unable to
4.5
find any standard political
4.3
5
attitudes with much effect
on support for affirmative
4
3.1
action in Brazil, in marked
contrast to what has been
found in the U.S. Even after
3
removing
demographic
controls,
only
support
for a
2
welfare
state
was
significantly
associated
1
with a positive view
toward affirmative action.
0
Second, racism is clearly
Non-White White
Non-White White
Non-White White
an important predictor of
.
attitudes
towards
Primary or Lower
Secondary
University
affirmative action, but its
standardized
effect
is
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
actually lower than that of
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
several of the self-interest
variables.11
..

10ȱ Inȱ Appendixȱ Tableȱ 1,ȱ Iȱ presentȱ resultsȱ forȱ aȱ modelȱ inȱ

whichȱ Iȱ interactȱ bothȱ educationalȱ variablesȱ withȱ race.ȱ Inȱ
thisȱ multivariateȱ model,ȱ itȱ becomesȱ clearȱ thatȱ theȱ
differencesȱ betweenȱ whitesȱ andȱ blacksȱ areȱ significantȱ forȱ
bothȱtheȱhighȱschoolȬȱandȱcollegeȬeducated.ȱ

11 Measuring racism in any context is challenging. In this
analysis I assess racism using agreement, again on a 7-point
scale, with the statement that “The mixture of races is good
for Brazil.”
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PolicyȱImplications
Brazil’s profound racial inequalities are similar
not only to those in the U.S., but also to those
found in other countries with sizable Afrodescendant populations throughout the
Americas. The Brazilian experience with
affirmative action thus suggests possibilities for
other states as well as for more concerted
policy efforts by the Brazilian federal
government. But what do Brazilians think
about their country’s experiment with racial
quotas? Judging by media coverage, one might
expect to find stark divisions among citizens.
This Insights report thus presents surprising
results. First, support for affirmative action is
quite high across Brazil; over two-thirds of
Brazilians place themselves at more supportive
than neutral on a 7-point scale evaluating the
fairness of racial quotas.
Second, there appear to be no political
divisions
between
affirmative
action
proponents and detractors. Petistas (i.e., those
who support the Workers’ Party of President
Lula) approve of affirmative action to no
greater degree than do non-supporters of the
PT. Likewise, there are no significant
differences in support between leftists and
rightists, or even between those who favor a
welfare state and those who do not. This
finding suggests a large potential coalition in
favor of new affirmative action policies.
Still, these findings also point a finger at the
limits of such a coalition. An important and
powerful minority strongly opposes affirmative
action; and the wealthiest and best-educated
Brazilians are concentrated in this group. These
are the citizens most able to write letters to the
editor, to lobby their federal deputies, and to
participate in marches. Thus, voices of
powerful minority opponents may be louder
than those of majoritarian supporters.12

REFERENCES
Andrews,ȱGeorgeȱReid.ȱ1991.ȱBlacksȱandȱWhitesȱ
inȱSãoȱPauloȱBrazilȱ1888Ȭ1988.ȱMadison,ȱ
Wisconsin:ȱUniversityȱofȱWisconsinȱ
Press.ȱ
Andrews,ȱGeorgeȱReid.ȱ1992.ȱRacialȱInequalityȱ
inȱBrazilȱandȱtheȱUnitedȱStates:ȱAȱ
StatisticalȱComparison.ȱJournalȱofȱSocialȱ
Historyȱ26ȱ(2):ȱ229Ȭ263.ȱ
Bailey,ȱStanleyȱR.ȱ2008.ȱUnmixingȱforȱRaceȬ
MakingȱinȱBrazil.ȱAmericanȱJournalȱofȱ
Sociologyȱ114ȱ(3):ȱ577–614.ȱ
Degler,ȱCarlȱN.ȱ1971.ȱNeitherȱBlackȱNorȱWhite:ȱ
SlaveryȱandȱRaceȱRelationsȱinȱBrazilȱandȱ
theȱUnitedȱStates.ȱNewȱYork:ȱMacmillan.ȱ
Frazier,ȱE.ȱFranklin.ȱ1942.ȱTheȱNegroȱFamilyȱinȱ
Bahia,ȱBrazil.ȱAmericanȱSociologicalȱ
Reviewȱ7ȱ(4):ȱ465Ȭ478.ȱ
Freyre,ȱGilberto.ȱ1973.ȱCasaȬGrandeȱeȱSenzala.ȱ
16thȱed.ȱRioȱdeȱJaneiro:ȱLivrariaȱJoséȱ
OlympioȱEditora.ȱ
Gois,ȱAntônio.ȱ2010.ȱȈAçãoȱafirmativaȱ
privilegiaȱensinoȱpúblicoȱeȱnãoȱraça.Ȉȱ
Folha,ȱAugustȱ30.ȱȱ
http://www1.folha.uol.com.br/saber/79
0861ȬacaoȬafirmativaȬprivilegiaȬensinoȬ
publicoȬeȬnaoȬraca.shtml.ȱ
Kuklinski,ȱJamesȱH.,ȱPaulȱM.ȱSniderman,ȱ
KathleenȱKnight,ȱThomasȱPiazza,ȱ
PhilipȱE.ȱTetlock,ȱGordonȱR.ȱLawrence,ȱ
andȱBarbaraȱMellers.ȱ1997.ȱRacialȱ
PrejudiceȱandȱAttitudesȱTowardȱ
AffirmativeȱAction.ȱAmericanȱJournalȱofȱ
PoliticalȱScienceȱ41ȱ(2):ȱ402Ȭ19.ȱ
Lovell,ȱPeggyȱA.ȱ2000.ȱRace,ȱGenderȱandȱ
RegionalȱLaborȱMarketȱInequalitiesȱinȱ
Brazil.ȱReviewȱofȱSocialȱEconomyȱ58ȱ(3):ȱ
277ȱȬȱ293.ȱ

12ȱ Thisȱ mightȱ suggestȱ toȱ affirmativeȱ action’sȱ proponentsȱ
thatȱaȱplebisciteȱwouldȱbeȱtheȱbestȱwayȱtoȱpassȱaffirmativeȱ
actionȱlegislation.ȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

141

Support for Affirmative Action in Brazil
Amy Erica Smith
Nobles,ȱMelissa.ȱ2000.ȱShadesȱofȱCitizenship:ȱRaceȱ
andȱtheȱCensusȱinȱModernȱPolitics.ȱ
Stanford:ȱStanfordȱUniversityȱPress.ȱ
Sansone,ȱLivio.ȱ2003.ȱBlacknessȱWithoutȱ
Ethnicity:ȱConstructingȱRaceȱinȱBrazil.ȱ
NewȱYork:ȱPalgraveȱMacmillan.ȱ
Skidmore,ȱThomasȱE.ȱ1993.ȱBiȬracialȱU.S.A.ȱvs.ȱ
MultiȬracialȱBrazil:ȱIsȱtheȱContrastȱStillȱ
Valid?ȱJournalȱofȱLatinȱAmericanȱStudiesȱ
25:ȱ373Ȭ386.ȱ
Skidmore,ȱThomasȱE.ȱ2003.ȱRacialȱMixtureȱandȱ
AffirmativeȱAction:ȱTheȱCasesȱofȱBrazilȱ
andȱtheȱUnitedȱStates.ȱTheȱAmericanȱ
HistoricalȱReviewȱ108ȱ(5):ȱ1391Ȭ1396.ȱ

MA:ȱBelknapȱPressȱofȱHarvardȱ
UniversityȱPress.ȱ
Telles,ȱEdwardȱEric.ȱ2004.ȱRaceȱinȱAnotherȱ
America:ȱTheȱSignificanceȱofȱSkinȱColorȱinȱ
Brazil.ȱPrinceton:ȱPrincetonȱUniversityȱ
Press.ȱ
Twine,ȱFranceȱWinddance.ȱ1998.ȱRacismȱinȱaȱ
RacialȱDemocracy:ȱTheȱMaintenanceȱofȱ
WhiteȱSupremacyȱinȱBrazil.ȱNewȱ
Brunswick,ȱNewȱJersey:ȱRutgersȱ
UniversityȱPress.ȱ
Wood,ȱCharlesȱH.,ȱandȱPeggyȱA.ȱLovell.ȱ1992.ȱ
RacialȱInequalityȱandȱChildȱMortalityȱ
inȱBrazil.ȱSocialȱForcesȱ70ȱ(3):ȱ703Ȭ24.ȱ

Sniderman,ȱPaulȱM.,ȱandȱThomasȱPiazza.ȱ1993.ȱ
TheȱScarȱofȱRace.ȱVol.ȱ1995.ȱCambridge,ȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

142

Support for Affirmative Action in Brazil
Amy Erica Smith

Appendix

AppendixȱTableȱ1.ȱOrdinaryȱLeastȱSquaresȱModel:ȱTheȱInteractiveȱEffectsȱ
ofȱRaceȱandȱEducationȱonȱSupportȱforȱAffirmativeȱActionȱ(DesignȱEffectȱ
Adjusted)ȱ
White
SecondaryȱEducation
UniversityȱEducation
SecondaryȱXȱWhite
UniversityȱXȱWhite
Age
Income
Female
Northeastȱ
Southeastȱ
Northȱ&ȱCenterȱWestȱ
Constantȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
RȬsquaredȱ
Fȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

Ȭ0.143ȱ
Ȭ0.194ȱ
Ȭ0.825**ȱ
Ȭ0.501*ȱ
Ȭ0.940*ȱ
Ȭ0.011**ȱ
Ȭ0.131**ȱ
Ȭ0.182ȱ
0.303ȱ
0.229ȱ
0.811**ȱ
5.930ȱ
2156ȱ
0.0811ȱ

0.174ȱ
0.176ȱ
0.285ȱ
0.212ȱ
0.382ȱ
0.004ȱ
0.041ȱ
0.103ȱ
0.286ȱ
0.273ȱ
0.246ȱ
0.254ȱ

14.63

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱfromȱweightedȱlinearȱregressionȱareȱsignificantȱatȱ*pȱ<ȱ
.05;ȱ**ȱpȱ<ȱ.01.ȱȱ
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LatinȱAmerica?ȱ
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margarita.corral@vanderbilt.eduȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Executive Summary. This AmericasBarometer Insights series report
examines the extent to which citizens in Latin America and the Caribbean
agree that government should provide health care. Results suggest that
positive perceptions of national and personal economic situations lead to
lower support for government supplying health care, and perception of
economic crisis is linked to support for government intervention. Furthermore,
citizens who use public health care services and who have children are more
likely to support this idea. Finally, evaluations of the government’s economic
performance have an interesting effect; those who give the government
better ratings agree more strongly that the government should play a primary
role in health care provision.

The Insights Series presents short reports on topics of interest to the policymaking and academic
communities. The series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J.
Zechmeister with administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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ȱheȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ asȱ providerȱ ofȱ healthȱ
careȱisȱanȱissueȱrecentlyȱpropelledȱintoȱtheȱ
ȱ
limelight,ȱ inȱ largeȱ partȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ recentȱ
vigorousȱ debateȱ onȱ healthȱ careȱ reformȱ inȱ theȱ
UnitedȱStates.ȱOnȱtheȱheelsȱofȱthisȱdebate,ȱmanyȱ
areȱtakingȱaȱcloserȱlookȱatȱtheȱdegreeȱtoȱwhichȱ
governmentsȱ aroundȱ theȱ worldȱ supplyȱ healthȱ
careȱ servicesȱ (e.g.,ȱ theȱ summerȱ 2010ȱ issueȱ ofȱ
Americasȱ Quarterly).ȱ Anotherȱ importantȱ topicȱ
concernsȱ demand:ȱ toȱ whatȱ extentȱ andȱ whyȱ doȱ
citizensȱpreferȱthatȱtheȱstateȱprovideȱhealthȱcareȱ
services?ȱ

T

This discussion can be seen as part of a broader
debate over the proper role of the government
in the economy, a debate which continues in
Latin America (Franko 2007) and worldwide. In
prior Insights reports (I0801, I0808, I0816) we
examined attitudes regarding the role of the
government in creating jobs, in owning key
businesses, and in ensuring citizens’ wellbeing.1 This newȱ reportȱ assessesȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ
whichȱ massȱ publicsȱ acrossȱ theȱ Americasȱ
supportȱ theȱ ideaȱ thatȱ theȱ stateȱ shouldȱ beȱ theȱ
mainȱ entityȱ responsibleȱ forȱ theȱ provisionȱ ofȱ
healthȱ careȱ services.ȱ Furthermore,ȱ itȱ alsoȱ
analyzesȱ theȱ determinantsȱ ofȱ thisȱ supportȱ atȱ
bothȱ theȱ individualȱ andȱ contextualȱ levelsȱ
withinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean.ȱȱ

Howȱ muchȱ doȱ youȱagreeȱorȱ disagreeȱwithȱ thisȱ
statement? 4
Responses to this question were then
recalibrated on a 0-100 scale to conform to the
LAPOP
standard,
which
facilitates
comparability across questions and survey
waves. ȱ
Figure1.ȱ
AverageSupportforGovernmentProvisionof
HealthCareintheAmericas,2010
Paraguay
Nicaragua
Belize
Chile
Guyana
Uruguay
Jamaica
Costa Rica
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
Colombia
Trinidad & Tobago
El Salvador
Suriname
Guatemala
Mexico
Brazil
Argentina
Venezuela
Panama
Bolivia
Canada
Peru
Honduras
Haiti
United States

94.0
90.2
90.2
90.2
90.2
89.4
89.2
89.0
87.9
87.5
87.1
87.0
86.5
86.4
86.0
85.5
85.3
83.7
82.7
79.5
79.5
79.5
79.2
76.3
66.1
46.9
0

Theȱ dataȱ weȱ useȱ toȱ analyzeȱ thisȱ topicȱ comeȱ
fromȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱ
surveysȱbyȱtheȱLatinȱAmericanȱPublicȱOpinionȱ
Projectȱ(LAPOP).2ȱInȱthisȱround,ȱ43,990ȱcitizensȱ
inȱ26ȱcountriesȱwereȱaskedȱtoȱwhatȱextentȱtheyȱ
agreedȱwithȱtheȱfollowingȱstatementȱonȱaȱscaleȱ
fromȱ 1ȱ toȱ 7,ȱ whereȱ “1”ȱ representsȱ “Stronglyȱ
Disagree”ȱandȱ“7”ȱ“StronglyȱAgree”:3ȱ
ROS6.ȱ Theȱ (Country)ȱ government,ȱ moreȱ thanȱ
theȱ privateȱ sectorȱ shouldȱ beȱ primarilyȱ
responsibleȱ forȱ providingȱ healthȱ careȱ services.ȱ
1

Priorȱ issuesȱ inȱ theȱ Insightȱ seriesȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ
onȱ whichȱ theyȱ areȱ basedȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveydata.php.ȱ
2ȱFundingȱforȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱmainlyȱcameȱfromȱtheȱUnitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
ImportantȱsourcesȱofȱsupportȱwereȱalsoȱtheȱInterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱȱ
3ȱItemȱnonȬresponseȱwasȱ1.71%ȱforȱtheȱsample.ȱ

20

40

60

80

100

Responsible for providing health care services
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figure 1, which displays national averages,
shows that except for the United States, there is
strong agreement over the notion that the state
should be principally responsible for providing
health care services in the Americas.
Support for this idea is especially high in
Paraguay, Nicaragua, Belize, Chile, and
Guyana, where the average rises above 90
points on the 0-100 scale. At the other extreme,
the United States is the only country where the
average does not exceed the midpoint of 50, a
position that is not surprising given its
traditional preference for a limited role of the
4 InȱtheȱSpanishȬlanguageȱversionȱofȱtheȱquestionnaire,ȱtheȱ
wordȱ “elȱ estado”ȱ (theȱ state)ȱ isȱ usedȱ sinceȱ theȱ termȱ “elȱ
gobierno”ȱ (theȱ government)ȱ refersȱ toȱ theȱ incumbentȱ
administrationȱratherȱthanȱtheȱstateȱapparatus.ȱ
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state. Between these two extremes, the vast
majority of the countries in the Americas fall in
the 80’s, showing high agreement that the
government is responsible for providing health
care services.
Howȱmuchȱofȱthisȱvariationȱacrossȱcountriesȱisȱ
explainedȱ byȱ countryȬlevelȱ variationȱ inȱ
individuals’ȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ
characteristics?ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ assessȱ theȱeffectsȱ ofȱ
theseȱ characteristics,ȱ weȱ controlȱ forȱ education,ȱ
gender,ȱage,ȱwealth,ȱandȱcity/townȱsize.ȱFigureȱ
2ȱ inȱ theȱ appendixȱ showsȱ howȱ theȱ resultsȱ
remainȱ quiteȱ consistentȱ withȱ Figureȱ 1,ȱ withȱ
averagesȱ varyingȱ onlyȱ aȱ fewȱ pointsȱ higherȱ orȱ
lower.5ȱȱȱȱ
Toȱ theȱ extentȱ thatȱ thereȱ remainsȱ variationȱ
withinȱ andȱ acrossȱ countries,ȱ whatȱ factorsȱ
predictȱ differencesȱ inȱ attitudesȱ concerningȱ theȱ
roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ asȱ aȱ providerȱ ofȱ healthȱ careȱ
services?ȱ Theȱ nextȱ sectionȱ examinesȱ theȱ effectsȱ
ofȱ demographicsȱ andȱ politicalȱ andȱ economicȱ
attitudesȱonȱsupportȱforȱgovernmentȱprovidingȱ
healthȱcareȱservices.6ȱȱ

Determinantsȱ ofȱ Supportȱ forȱ theȱ
Governmentȱ asȱ Providerȱ ofȱ
HealthȱCareȱ
Conventional theories explaining attitudes
toward state involvement in the provision of
services focusȱ onȱ theȱ roleȱ playedȱ byȱ selfȬ
interest.7ȱAccordingȱtoȱthisȱperspective,ȱcitizensȱ
whoȱ areȱ moreȱ economicallyȱ vulnerableȱ areȱ
moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ anȱ activeȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ
governmentȱ thanȱ areȱ wellȬoffȱ citizensȱ whoȱ areȱ

ȱ Anȱ analysisȱ ofȱ varianceȱ modelȱ wasȱ employed,ȱ withȱ theȱ
socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ usedȱ asȱ
covariates.ȱ
6ȱ ȱ Theseȱ analysesȱ excludeȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ Canada,ȱ
givenȱ thatȱ citizensȱ inȱ theseȱ twoȱ countriesȱ holdȱ sharplyȱ
higherȱ levelsȱ onȱ manyȱ socioȬeconomicȱ characteristics,ȱ andȱ
thatȱ theȱ focusȱ ofȱ thisȱ reportȱ isȱ onȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
Caribbean.ȱ
5

7

Thisȱconceptȱhasȱbeenȱdefinedȱasȱ“tangibleȱlossesȱorȱgainsȱ
toȱanȱindividualȱorȱhisȱorȱherȱimmediateȱfamily”ȱ(Boboȱandȱ
Kluegelȱ1993:445).

unlikelyȱ toȱ receive,ȱ orȱ need,ȱ asȱ muchȱ benefitȱ
(HasenfeldȱandȱRaffertyȱ1989,ȱColemanȱ2001).ȱȱ
Theȱ underlyingȱ ideaȱ inȱ thisȱ perspectiveȱ isȱ thatȱ
citizensȱ areȱ notȱ goingȱ toȱ supportȱ programsȱ
“whereȱtheyȱdoȱnotȱthinkȱthatȱtheyȱwillȱbenefit”ȱ
(Sandersȱ 1988:ȱ 323).ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ inȱ aȱ
comparisonȱ ofȱ eightȱ Westernȱ countries,ȱ
Svallforsȱ (2003)ȱ foundȱ thatȱ peopleȱ inȱ aȱ weakerȱ
marketȱ position,ȱ suchȱ asȱ women,ȱ theȱ
unemployed,ȱ andȱ workers,ȱ areȱ moreȱ
supportiveȱ ofȱ governmentȱ interventionȱ thanȱ
areȱ membersȱ ofȱ groupsȱ inȱ aȱ moreȱ favorableȱ
positionȱ inȱ theȱ market.ȱ Thisȱ selfȬinterestȱ
explanationȱisȱrelatedȱtoȱ“economicȱinsecurity,”ȱ
aȱ termȱ usedȱ inȱ demandȬdrivenȱ explanationsȱ ofȱ
publicȱ policiesȱ suchȱ asȱ socialȱ insurance.ȱ Theȱ
meaningȱ ofȱ economicȱ insecurityȱ rangesȱ fromȱ
moreȱ abstractȱ assessmentsȱ toȱ specificȱ issuesȱ
regardingȱ aspectsȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ financialȱ
situation,ȱ suchȱ asȱ employmentȱ (Andersonȱ andȱ
Pontussonȱ2007:ȱ212).ȱȱ
Followingȱ aȱ frameworkȱ consistentȱ withȱ thisȱ
scholarship,ȱIȱconsiderȱfactorsȱthatȱmightȱreflectȱ
anȱ individual’sȱ selfȬinterestȱ inȱ healthȱ careȱ
provision.ȱTheseȱkeyȱindependentȱvariablesȱareȱ
wealth,ȱ age,ȱ gender,ȱ numberȱ ofȱ children,ȱ
unemployment,ȱ havingȱ beenȱ aȱ userȱ ofȱ publicȱ
healthȱ careȱ servicesȱ inȱ theȱ lastȱ year,ȱ andȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ personalȱ economy.ȱ Theȱ
expectationȱ isȱ that,ȱ first,ȱ thoseȱ inȱ aȱ betterȱ
socioeconomicȱ situationȱ (theȱ wealthy,ȱ theȱ
employed,ȱ andȱ thoseȱ whoȱ rateȱ positivelyȱ theirȱ
economicȱsituation)ȱareȱlessȱlikelyȱtoȱsupportȱanȱ
activeȱ governmentȱ roleȱ inȱ healthȱ care.ȱ Second,ȱ
thoseȱ inȱ positionsȱ toȱ receiveȱ greaterȱ benefitȱ
fromȱ anȱ expandedȱ healthȱ careȱ systemȱ (thoseȱ
withȱ children,ȱ andȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ alreadyȱ
usedȱ publicȱ healthȱ services)ȱ shouldȱ beȱ moreȱ
likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ healthȱ servicesȱ providedȱ byȱ
theȱgovernment.ȱȱ
Someȱ analystsȱ alsoȱ suggestȱ thatȱ attitudesȱ
towardȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ dependȱ onȱ theȱ
economic,ȱ socialȱ orȱ evenȱ politicalȱ contextȱ
(Blekesauneȱ andȱ Quadagnoȱ 2003,ȱ Kamȱ andȱ
Namȱ 2008,ȱ Gilensȱ 1999,ȱ Schneiderȱ andȱ Jacobyȱ
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2005).8ȱInȱthisȱregard,ȱIȱconsiderȱperceptionsȱofȱ
theȱ nationalȱ economyȱ andȱ regardingȱ whetherȱ
theȱcountryȱisȱexperiencingȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis.ȱ
Iȱ expectȱ thatȱ theȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ aȱ crisisȱ mayȱ
triggerȱ citizensȱ toȱ seekȱ theȱ helpȱ ofȱ theȱ
government.ȱAlso,ȱtheȱperceptionȱofȱgoodȱtimesȱ
inȱ theȱ nationalȱ economyȱ mightȱ decreaseȱ theȱ
needȱforȱanȱactiveȱgovernment.ȱȱ
Futhermore,ȱ asȱ Frankoȱ (2007)ȱ suggests,ȱ poorȱ
administrativeȱ practicesȱ mightȱ affectȱ theȱ
legitimacyȱofȱtheȱstateȱinȱLatinȱAmerica.9ȱThoseȱ
whoȱ believeȱ theȱ stateȱ generallyȱ isȱ notȱ
effectivelyȱ dealingȱ withȱ importantȱ economicȱ
problemsȱ shouldȱ beȱ lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ turnȱ toȱ theȱ
stateȱforȱhelpȱinȱaȱparticularȱissueȱareaȱsuchȱasȱ
healthȱ care.ȱ Therefore,ȱ Iȱ expectȱ aȱ positiveȱ
relationshipȱ
betweenȱ
perceptionsȱ
ofȱ
governmentȱ performanceȱ andȱ supportȱ forȱ anȱ
activeȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ governmentȱ inȱ providingȱ
healthȱcareȱservices.ȱ
Figure 2 shows the extent to which this model
explains support for the government providing
health services in Latin America and the
Caribbean. Seven out of the twelve variables
displayed in Figure 2 are statistically
significant. This significance is graphically
represented by a confidence interval that does
not overlap the vertical “0” line (at .05 or
better). When the dot, which represents the
predicted impact of that variable, falls to the
right of the vertical “0” line it implies a positive
relationship, whereas when it falls to the left it
indicates a negative contribution. The analysis
also controls for sociodemographic variables
and includes country fixed effects.

8ȱ Multilevelȱ analysesȱ predictingȱ supportȱ forȱ anȱ activeȱ
governmentȱ roleȱ inȱ healthȱ careȱ usingȱ contextualȱ variablesȱ
suchȱ asȱ GDPȱ andȱ levelȱ ofȱ democracyȱ didȱ notȱ yieldȱ
significantȱ results.ȱ Itȱ isȱ possibleȱ thatȱ otherȱ nationalȬlevelȱ
dataȱmightȱexplainȱtheȱcrossȬnationalȱvariationȱLAPOPȱhasȱ
uncovered,ȱbutȱweȱleaveȱthatȱforȱfutureȱanalyses.ȱ

9 The index of the Perception of the Government’s
Economic Performance was constructed from two items
that asked to what extent people thought that the current
administration fights poverty and unemployment. Higher
values of the index mean greater satisfaction with the
government.

We see that not all the variables measuring
one’s personal economic situation are related to
support for the government providing health
care. While being unemployed and having low
levels of income do not have a statistically
significant impact, the perception of one’s
personal economic situation does have a
negative effect. The more positive this
perception, the lower the support for the idea
of government-provided health services. On
the contrary, as we expected thoseȱ whoȱ mightȱ
considerȱ themselvesȱ beneficiariesȱ ofȱ theȱ healthȱ
careȱ systemȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ publicȱ
healthȱservices.ȱThatȱisȱtoȱsay,ȱrespondentsȱwithȱ
childrenȱ andȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ alreadyȱ usedȱ
publicȱhealthȱservicesȱreportȱmoreȱsupport.ȱ
Figure2.
Determinants of Support for the Government
Providing Health Care in Latin America and the
Caribbean,2010ȱ
R-Squared =0.046
F=21.914
N =32220
Perception Economic Crisis
Used any public health services in the last year
Number of Children
Perception of Government Economic Performance
Unemployed
Perception of Personal Economic Situation
Perception of National Economic Situation
Urban
Income
Age
Education Level
Female
-0.06 -0.04 -0.02

0.0

0.02 0.04 0.06

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Regardingȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economicȱ situation,ȱ weȱ seeȱ thatȱ bothȱ ofȱ theȱ
variablesȱ weȱ consideredȱ haveȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱeffect.ȱWhileȱthoseȱrespondentsȱwhoȱ
perceiveȱ anȱ economicȱ crisisȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ
supportȱ anȱ activeȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ state,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
perceiveȱaȱpositiveȱnationalȱeconomicȱsituationȱ
areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ preferȱ limitedȱ stateȱ
sponsorshipȱ ofȱ publicȱ healthȱ services.ȱ Inȱ
addition,ȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱperformanceȱofȱtheȱ
currentȱgovernmentȱhaveȱaȱpositiveȱimpact.ȱȱ
Finally,ȱ contraryȱ toȱ whatȱ theȱ literatureȱ forȱ
advancedȱ democraciesȱ suggests,ȱ womenȱ inȱ
LatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbeanȱareȱlessȱlikelyȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

147

WhoȱShouldȱbeȱResponsibleȱforȱProvidingȱHealthȱCareȱServices?ȱ
MargaritaȱCorralȱȱ
toȱsupportȱanȱactiveȱroleȱofȱtheȱgovernmentȱasȱ
providerȱ ofȱ healthȱ careȱ services.ȱ Althoughȱ weȱ
doȱ notȱ haveȱ enoughȱ dataȱ toȱ disentangleȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ genderȱ andȱ supportȱ forȱ
publicȱhealthȱcareȱinȱthisȱregion,ȱthisȱdifferenceȱ
fromȱ otherȱ settingsȱ mightȱ reflectȱ negativeȱ
personalȱ experiencesȱ withȱ healthȱ servicesȱ orȱ aȱ
critiqueȱofȱtheirȱquality.ȱ

situation might affect levels of dissatisfaction
with the political system more broadly.
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Appendix
Figure 2. AverageSupportfortheGovernmentProvidingHealthCareinLatinAmericaandtheCaribbean
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Tableȱ1.ȱOLSȱregression.ȱDeterminantsȱofȱSupportȱforȱtheȱGovernmentȱProvidingȱHealthȱCareȱȱ
Coefficient.ȱ
tȱ
Female
Ȭ0.015*ȱ
(Ȭ2.51)ȱ
EducationȱLevel
Ȭ0.007ȱ
(Ȭ0.87)ȱ
Ageȱ
0.008ȱ
(1.04)ȱ
Incomeȱ
0.012ȱ
(1.22)ȱ
Urban
Ȭ0.000ȱ
(Ȭ0.01)ȱ
PerceptionȱofȱNationalȱEconomicȱ
Ȭ0.052*ȱ
(Ȭ6.50)ȱ
Situationȱ
PerceptionȱofȱPersonalȱEconomicȱ
Ȭ0.016*ȱ
(Ȭ2.09)ȱ
Situationȱ
Unemployedȱ
0.004ȱ
(0.66)ȱ
Perceptionȱ ofȱ Governmentȱ
0.021*ȱ
(2.57)ȱ
EconomicȱPerformanceȱ
NumberȱofȱChildrenȱ
0.035*ȱ
(4.52)ȱ
0.041*ȱ
(5.38)ȱ
Haveȱyouȱusedȱanyȱpublicȱhealthȱ
servicesȱ inȱ theȱ lastȱ twelveȱ
months?ȱ
PerceptionȱofȱEconomicȱCrisisȱ
0.020*ȱ
(2.44)ȱ
Mexico
Ȭ0.086*ȱ
(Ȭ9.68)ȱ
Guatemala
Ȭ0.080*ȱ
(Ȭ10.07)ȱ
ElȱSalvador
Ȭ0.079*ȱ
(Ȭ11.58)ȱ
Honduras
Ȭ0.171*ȱ
(Ȭ14.47)ȱ
Nicaragua
Ȭ0.040*ȱ
(Ȭ3.65)ȱ
CostaȱRica
Ȭ0.043*ȱ
(Ȭ4.10)ȱ
Panama
Ȭ0.127*ȱ
(Ȭ10.41)ȱ
Colombia
Ȭ0.062*ȱ
(Ȭ7.29)ȱ
Ecuador
Ȭ0.082*ȱ
(Ȭ5.84)ȱ
Bolivia
Ȭ0.171*ȱ
(Ȭ10.20)ȱ
Peru
Ȭ0.130*ȱ
(Ȭ12.75)ȱ
Chile
Ȭ0.039*ȱ
(Ȭ4.17)ȱ
Uruguay
Ȭ0.035*ȱ
(Ȭ3.56)ȱ
Brazil
Ȭ0.085*ȱ
(Ȭ4.39)ȱ
Venezuela
Ȭ0.099*ȱ
(Ȭ5.73)ȱ
Argentina
Ȭ0.081*ȱ
(Ȭ4.33)ȱ
DominicanȱRepublic
Ȭ0.063*ȱ
(Ȭ7.59)ȱ
Jamaica
Ȭ0.065*ȱ
(Ȭ5.51)ȱ
Guyana
Ȭ0.036*ȱ
(Ȭ4.05)ȱ
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobago
Ȭ0.066*ȱ
(Ȭ7.18)ȱ
Belize
Ȭ0.045*ȱ
(Ȭ5.28)ȱ
Suriname
Ȭ0.061*ȱ
(Ȭ7.27)ȱ
Constantȱ
0.004ȱ
(0.33)ȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
0.046
NumberȱofȱObs.ȱ
32,220
* p<0.05
Paraguayȱisȱtheȱcountryȱofȱreference
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Executive Summary. This Insights report asks whether religion is related to
the extent to which citizens across the Americas identify with political parties. It
does so by examining three components of religious identification: belonging,
measured by denominational affiliation; believing, measured by the importance
of religion in one’s life; and behaving, measured by attendance at church
activities. Results show that members of the main religious groups are more
likely to identify with political parties than are religious non-identifiers, but
there are no significant differences between denominations. Moreover, even
after taking religious affiliation into account, believing and behaving have
independent effects on party identification. This indicates that religion affects
politics in the Americas by helping citizens engage with party politics.

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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oes religion predict whether citizens
in the Americas identify with political
parties? This question is not trivial
given that the region contains one of the
highest
percentages
of
Catholic
populations around the world, a strong
Catholic Church organization, and also
high rates of Church attendance among
Protestant and Evangelical groups
(Hagopian 2009). These factors are
politically relevant, especially since
several religious divisions are represented
in some degree by political parties
throughout the Americas (Lipset and
Rokkan 1967[1990]; Mainwaring and
Scully 2003).

Dȱ

The AmericasBarometer surveys, carried
out by the Latin American Public Opinion
Project (LAPOP)1, involved face-to-face
interviews in 26 nations in Latin America
and the Caribbean, as well as web surveys
in the United States and Canada. This
yields a total of 43,990 probabilistically
selected respondents.2 All respondents
were asked the following question:
VB10. “Do you currently identify with a
political party?”
Responses were bivariate, and recoded
here so that ‘0’ indicates “No” and ‘1’
indicates “Yes.”3
Figure 1 shows national percentages for
the 26 countries analyzed. Uruguay is the
country with the highest level of
partisanship at 66.2%, while the average
in the Americas is 33.1%. Twelve
countries exceed this average, whereas five
countries do not even reach 22%: Peru,
Argentina, Guatemala, Ecuador, and Chile. In
Prior issues in the Insights series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2ȱ Funding for the 2010 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), and Vanderbilt University.ȱ
3 The non-response rate across the 26 countries was 2.31%.
1

sum, Figure 1 suggests that there is a great deal
of variance in party identification across the
Americas.

Figure 1. Party Identification in the Americas, 2010
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How Does Religion Relate to Party
Identification?
In this Insights report, I assess the religious bases
of party identification in the Americas,
considering three major components of religion:
belonging, believing, and behaving (Layman 2001:
55). Belonging refers to religious group
membership, believing speaks to the theological
commitment or substantive knowledge in which
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people’s faith lies, and behaving to concrete
expressions of religious commitment.
Party identification has been defined as an
“individual’s affective orientation” to a political
party (Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes
1960: 121). While the degree to which this
attachment is influenced by factors aside from
family socialization is debated, some scholars
claim that non-partisan loyalties such as
membership in religious groups increase
identification with political groups. Examples
include Catholics’ identification with the
Democratic Party in the United States and
diverse religious denominations’ identification
with a variety of political parties across the
Americas (Herberg 1955; Converse 1966;
Magaloni and Moreno 2003; DeSipio 2007).

Measuring Religion and Other
Determinants of Partisanship
I tap belonging by considering affiliation with
four main groups: Catholics, Mainline
Protestants, Evangelicals and other religions.4 In
addition, I measure believing using a question
regarding the importance of religion in one’s life
(Layman 2001). Finally, to tap behaving, I include
attendance of religious meetings such as those
sponsored
by
religious
societies
and
5
confraternities.

In addition, I estimate an empirical model using
cognitive and demographic variables. Regarding
cognitive measures, some scholars argue that
sophisticated citizens are less likely to be
partisans, whereas their
less
educated
fellow
Nevertheless, belonging is
Parishioners
meet
each
other
on
citizens
tend
to
rely
more
not the only religious
on partisanship (Converse
regular basis, providing
measure
that
explains
1966; Huber, Kernell and
political behavior; believing
opportunities for political
Leoni 2005). Nevertheless,
and behaving also explain
deliberation. This could lead to
available evidence in Latin
identification with parties.
America
suggests
that
engagement
in
politics.ȱ
Regarding believing, sacred
sophistication,
as
measured
texts
and
diverse
by
news
media
theological
messages
consumption,
is
a
positive
predictor
of
party
received from religious leaders may shape
identification
(Pérez-Liñán
2002;
Morgan
2007).
partisanship when religious messages are
Finally, strong identification with political and
related to current policy debates (Layman 1997).
economic ideologies may increase partisanship
Regarding behaving, religious commitment,
given that differences between political parties
attendance of religious services, and religious
are likely to matter more for those who are more
group involvement also may increase party
extreme ideologically.6
identification. Religious attendance implies that
parishioners meet each other on regular basis,
providing
opportunities
for
political
4
In the 26 countries of this study, 58.8% are Catholic, 8.28%
deliberation. This could lead to engagement in
Protestants, and 18.71% Evangelicals. The reference category
politics (Converse 1966; Wald, Owen and Hill
is comprised of people who do not profess any religion
(9.02%). The other religions category includes Latter Day
1988; Huckfeldt, Plutzer and Sprague 1993;
Saints (1.03%), Jehovah’s Witnesses (0.30%), Jews (0.19%),
Kaufmann 2004).
In sum, belonging has been found to be an
important predictor of political behavior, and
there are reasons to consider that believing and
behaving are also relevant to the question of
identification with political parties (Layman
1997). In short, and not surprisingly, party
identification “is strongly correlated with
religion” (Fiorina 1981: 254), since religion
represents a way to interpret the world.

Eastern (3.14%), and Native religions (0.53%). For additional
details
regarding
the
classification
of
religious
denominations, please see Number 29 of the Insights Series.
5
In the US and Canada, respondents were not asked
whether they attended religious services. The analysis here
does not include this variable in order to keep these two
countries in the equation. However, prior models
considering only Latin America and the Caribbean suggest
that weekly and monthly attendance increase partisanship.
6
Political ideological intensity is measured using a 10-point
scale from left to right (or from liberal to conservative) using
a folded variable, in which I calculated the absolute value of
the median point of scale (5.5) minus the self-reported
placement, i.e. 5.5-1=4.5 and 5.5-10=4.5. For 2 and 9
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Regarding demographic factors,
variables
explaining
party
identification include gender,
since women may be less
partisan
due
to
fewer
socialization
opportunities
(Kaufmann 2004); wealth; age,
since younger voters are still
developing
partisanship
(Campbell, Converse, Miller and
Stokes 1960); and level of
education. 7

The Religious Bases of
Party Identification

Figure 2. Religious Bases of Party Identification in the Americas, 2010

Importance of Religion
Evangelical
Catholic
Protestant
Other Religions
Attendance Religious Group
Intensity Political Ideology
Age
News Consumption
Income
Education Level

In order to test the relationship
Country Fixed Effects
Intensity Economic Ideology
and Intercept Included
between religious variables and
but not Shown Here
Female
party identification in 24
countries, I use a logistic
-0.1
0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
regression at the individual
95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
level with country fixed effects,
while adjusting for the complex
Source: 2010 AmericasBarometer by LAPOP; 24 countries
survey sample design.8 The
26,866 respondents; F=57.8; Goodness-of-fit (McFadden)=0.09
independent
variables
of
interest are the importance of
religion in one’s life, attendance
Statistical significance is captured by a
of religious meetings, and belonging to three
confidence interval that does not overlap the
major religious denominations across the
vertical “0” line (at 0.05 or better). The dot
Americas:
Catholics,
Protestants,
and
represents the predicted impact of each variable.
Evangelicals.
When it falls to the right of the vertical “0” line,
it implies a positive relationship; when it falls to
The significance of the variables in the model is
the left, it indicates a negative contribution.
graphically represented in Figure 2 (fixed
country effects and intercept are excluded from
In general, religious factors are positively
the graph, but available in the report appendix).
related to partisanship. These factors include
belonging, measured using three main religious
ideological intensity is 3.5, for 3 and 8 it is 2.5, for 4 and 7 it
groups;
believing,
measured
using
the
is 1.5, and for 5 and 6 it is 0.5. Regarding intensity of
importance of religion; and behaving, measured
economic ideology, I use nationalization versus privatization
using attendance of religious groups.
of the most important industries and enterprises of the
country. The original scale runs from 1 to 7 and it was folded
using 4 as median point.
7 This model does not include size of the place of residence
or peasant status in order to keep Canada and the US in the
equation. However, prior models only considering Latin
America and the Caribbean suggest that the impact of rural
areas and peasants on partisanship is positive.
8 This model and all the additional models mentioned in this
Insights report exclude Haiti and Chile in order to prevent
unexpected effects from earthquakes that occurred on
January 12 and February 27, respectively, before the
AmericasBarometer surveys were conducted.

The substantive effect of belonging alone is not
large. However, it is important to recognize not
only that religious denominations are positively
related to party identification as expected, but
also that believing and behaving positively predict
partisanship across religious denominations.
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For example, estimating the predicted
probabilities from the logistic model, among
Catholics with lower levels of attendance and
for whom religion is less important, the
probability of identifying with a political party
is around 32%. Among Catholics with higher
levels of attendance and for whom religion is
more important, the probability of identifying
with a political party is 38%. This means that the
combination of the importance of religion and
attendance in church groups increases party
identification among Catholics by 6 percentage
points.

first time practically all of the Americas. While
the analysis is constrained in its ability to
demonstrate a causal connection, theory
combined with the empirical evidence reported
here supports the conclusion that religious
affiliation, importance of religion, and religious
participation increase partisanship.

High levels of partisanship are usually
considered indicators of healthy democracies;
however, intense partisanship during contested
elections could decrease willingness to accept
the final result (Medina, Ugues, Bowler and
Hiskey 2010). Thus, party identification is not
Among Evangelicals, varying church group
always a positive indicator of democratic
attendance and the importance of religion, the
attitudes,
and
religious
activation
of
predicted probabilities range from 33% to 39%.
partisanship in a “culture war” over moral
Similarly, for Protestants the predicted
values could increase social divisions (Layman
probabilities range from
1997; Hetherington 2001;
33% to 39%. In sum, lower
Magaloni and Moreno
levels of attendance of
2003; Hagopian 2009). 10
Theory and empirical evidence
religious groups and lower
support the conclusion that
levels of importance of
In sum, an active role of
religious affiliation, importance
religion are related to lower
religion could activate
levels of partisanship across
partisanship
in
the
of religion, and religious
three
main
religious
Americas.
Arguably,
participation increase
denominations.
religion
could
also
partisanship.
influence the ideological
Finally, the cognitive and
orientation of parishioners’
party
identifications,
demographic
variables
encouraging them to identify with the left or the
behave as expected. Intensity of political and
right wing of the political spectrum. That
economic ideologies, news consumption, age,
relationship, however, would be the topic of
income, and levels of education have a positive
another Insights report. For now, this evidence
impact on party identification, whereas female
9
suggests that religion influences partisanship in
gender has a negative impact on partisanship.
the Americas.

Political Implications
This Insights report shows that religious
belonging, believing, and behaving, measured by
membership in religious denominations, the
importance of religion in one’s life, and religious
group involvement, are positive predictors of
partisanship in the Americas. It does so using an
empirical model which considers for the very
9 I ran additional models using country level variables, such
as the effective number of political parties (Laakso and
Taagepera 1979) and fragmentation of the party-system (Rae
and Taylor 1970) in the prior legislative election. However,
only the effective number of political parties (N) came close
to statistical significance (p>0.11; the relationship is
negative).
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Appendix.PartyIdentificationintheAmericas,2010
IndependentȱVariablesȱ
ImportanceȱofȱReligion
Evangelicalȱ
Catholicȱ
Protestantȱ
OtherȱReligions
AttendanceȱtoȱReligiousȱGroupsȱ

Coef.ȱ
0.05
0.05ȱ
0.05ȱ
0.04ȱ
Ȭ0.0005ȱ
0.03ȱ

Std.Err.ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ

tȱ
2.8
2.1ȱ
2.1ȱ
2.0ȱ
Ȭ0.02ȱ
1.8ȱ

PoliticalȱIdeologicalȱIntensityȱȱ
(LeftȱvsȱRight)ȱ
NewsȱConsumptionȱ
Ageȱ
Incomeȱ
Educationȱ

0.30ȱ
0.13ȱ
0.26ȱ
0.12ȱ
0.04ȱ

0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ

18.9ȱ
7.4ȱ
16.9ȱ
6.7ȱ
2.3ȱ

EconomicȱIdeologicalȱIntensityȱȱ
(Nationalizationȱvs.ȱPrivatization)ȱ
Female
Mexico
Guatemala
ElȱSalvador
Honduras
Nicaragua
CostaȱRica
Panama
Colombia
Ecuador
Bolivia
Peru
Paraguay
Brazil
Venezuela
Argentina
DominicanȱRepublic
Jamaica
Guyana
TrinidadȱandȱTobago
Belize
Suriname
UnitedȱStates
Canada
Intercept

0.04ȱ
Ȭ0.08ȱ
Ȭ0.31
Ȭ0.37ȱ
Ȭ0.25ȱ
Ȭ0.17ȱ
Ȭ0.14ȱ
Ȭ0.14ȱ
Ȭ0.29ȱ
Ȭ0.21ȱ
Ȭ0.61ȱ
Ȭ0.34ȱ
Ȭ0.38ȱ
Ȭ0.21ȱ
Ȭ0.33ȱ
Ȭ0.25ȱ
Ȭ0.33ȱ
Ȭ0.11ȱ
Ȭ0.20ȱ
Ȭ0.34ȱ
Ȭ0.32ȱ
Ȭ0.30ȱ
Ȭ0.20ȱ
Ȭ0.09ȱ
Ȭ0.30ȱ
Ȭ0.61ȱ

0.02ȱ
0.01ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.03ȱ
0.03ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.03ȱ
0.03ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.03ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.03ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ
0.02ȱ

2.4ȱ
Ȭ5.4ȱ
Ȭ14.3
Ȭ16.6ȱ
Ȭ14.1ȱ
Ȭ8.1ȱ
Ȭ6.5ȱ
Ȭ6.4ȱ
Ȭ13.2ȱ
Ȭ9.2ȱ
Ȭ19.6ȱ
Ȭ11.0ȱ
Ȭ17.8ȱ
Ȭ9.2ȱ
Ȭ10.5ȱ
Ȭ10.2ȱ
Ȭ14.5ȱ
Ȭ5.3ȱ
Ȭ8.3ȱ
Ȭ11.4ȱ
Ȭ14.4ȱ
Ȭ13.0ȱ
Ȭ7.6ȱ
Ȭ4.9ȱ
Ȭ17.2ȱ
Ȭ30.8ȱ

Source: 2010 Americas Barometer by LAPOP; 24 countries; 26,866 respondents
Goodness of fit (McFadden)= 0. 09; F= 57.8; Country of reference: Uruguay.
Coefficients and standard errors were estimated based on variation between 128 primary sampling units
via survey logistic regression.
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Executive Summary.ȱ Perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ areȱ highȱ acrossȱ theȱ Americasȱ
and,ȱgenerallyȱspeaking,ȱtheseȱperceptionsȱareȱnegativelyȱrelatedȱtoȱpresidentialȱ
approval.ȱ However,ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ onȱ executiveȱ
evaluationsȱisȱvariable.ȱSpecifically,ȱweȱshowȱthatȱperceptionsȱofȱpoorȱeconomicȱ
conditionsȱ exacerbateȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ andȱ
presidentialȱ approval.ȱ Ourȱ analysisȱ ofȱ dataȱ fromȱ 24ȱ countriesȱ supportsȱ theȱ
notionȱ thatȱ theȱ tollȱ chargedȱ byȱ citizensȱ whoȱ perceiveȱ badȱ economicȱ timesȱ isȱ
higherȱ thanȱ theȱ tollȱ chargedȱ byȱ citizensȱ whoȱ perceiveȱ goodȱ times.ȱ Inȱ otherȱ
words,ȱindividualsȱareȱmoreȱtolerantȱofȱperceivedȱcorruptionȱwhenȱtheyȱbelieveȱ
theȱeconomyȱisȱonȱtheȱrightȱtrack,ȱandȱlessȱtolerantȱwhenȱtheyȱbelieveȱtheȱnationȱ
isȱexperiencingȱbadȱtimes.ȱ
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Pȱ

erceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ areȱ highȱ
acrossȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ butȱ toȱ whatȱ
extentȱ doȱ individualsȱ holdȱ sittingȱ
executivesȱ
accountableȱ
forȱ
suchȱ
perceptions?ȱ Inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ report,ȱ weȱ
assessȱtheȱnotionȱthatȱperceptionsȱofȱpoorȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ exacerbateȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
corruptionȱ
andȱ
evaluationsȱ
ofȱ
government.1ȱ Consistentȱ withȱ anȱ
argumentȱ offeredȱ byȱ Manzettiȱ andȱ
Wilsonȱ (2006),ȱ weȱ showȱ thatȱ individualsȱ
areȱlessȱtolerantȱofȱcorruptionȱwhenȱtheyȱ
believeȱ thatȱ poorȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ
prevail.ȱ Specifically,ȱ whenȱ theȱ economyȱ
isȱ perceivedȱ inȱ aȱ poorȱ light,ȱ perceptionsȱ
ofȱ politicalȱ corruptionȱ haveȱ aȱ strongerȱ
effectȱ onȱ executiveȱ jobȱ approvalȱ
comparedȱtoȱwhenȱtimesȱareȱperceivedȱtoȱ
beȱgood.2ȱ
Theȱ dataȱ forȱ thisȱ reportȱ comeȱ fromȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ survey,ȱ inȱ
whichȱ 43,990ȱ respondentsȱ fromȱ 26ȱ
countriesȱ wereȱ askedȱ theȱ followingȱ
question:ȱ

Figure 1. Perceptions of Corruption, 2010
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Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ
acrossȱtheȱAmericasȱareȱrelativelyȱhigh,ȱthoughȱ
meanȱlevelsȱvaryȱacrossȱcountries.ȱȱPerceptionsȱ
ofȱpoliticalȱcorruptionȱareȱhighestȱinȱTrinidadȱ&ȱ
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EXC7.ȱ “Takingȱ intoȱ accountȱ yourȱ ownȱ
experienceȱ orȱ whatȱ youȱ haveȱ heard,ȱ
corruptionȱ amongȱ publicȱ officialsȱ is:ȱ (1)ȱ
veryȱ common;ȱ (2)ȱ common;ȱ (3)ȱ
uncommon;ȱorȱ(4)ȱveryȱuncommon?”3ȱ
Theȱ variableȱ wasȱ recodedȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale,ȱ onȱ
whichȱ higherȱ valuesȱ indicateȱ greaterȱ
perceptionsȱofȱcorruption.ȱȱ
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95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)

Tobagoȱ andȱ Jamaica,ȱ andȱ lowestȱ inȱ Uruguay,ȱ
Canada,ȱ andȱ Suriname.ȱ Ifȱ weȱ controlȱ forȱ
standardȱ demographicȱ andȱ socioȬeconomicȱ
factors,ȱ theȱ relativeȱ rankingȱ ofȱ theȱ countriesȱ
remainsȱ similarȱ toȱ thatȱ shownȱ here.4ȱ Theȱ
relativelyȱhighȱoverallȱlevelsȱleadȱusȱtoȱconsiderȱ
theirȱ politicalȱ relevance.ȱ Inȱ particular,ȱ whatȱ
effectȱ doȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ haveȱ onȱ
evaluationsȱofȱtheȱpresident?ȱȱȱ

1

Priorȱ issuesȱ inȱ theȱ Insightȱ seriesȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ
onȱ whichȱ theyȱ areȱ basedȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveydata.php.ȱ
2 Funding for the 2010 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), and Vanderbilt University.
3
Non-response (taking into account design effects) to this
question is 4.71% across the sample as a whole.

Perceptionsȱ ofȱ Corruption,ȱ theȱ Economy,ȱ andȱ
PresidentialȱApprovalȱ
Underȱ theȱ assumptionsȱ ofȱ “accountabilityȱ
representation,”ȱ theȱ massȱ publicȱ generallyȱ
The appendix contains results showing how these
controls affect the rankings.

4
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relationshipsȱ amongȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ nationalȱ
holdsȱ electedȱ officialsȱ responsibleȱ forȱ
economicȱconditions,ȱperceptionsȱofȱcorruption,ȱ
prevailingȱ conditionsȱ (Przeworski,ȱ Stokes,ȱ andȱ
andȱ executiveȱ jobȱ approval.ȱ Moreover,ȱ weȱ testȱ
Maninȱ 1999).ȱ Inȱ classicȱ terms,ȱ individualsȱ areȱ
theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ theȱ argumentȱ holds,ȱ
“rationalȱ godsȱ ofȱ vengeanceȱ andȱ reward”ȱ whoȱ
generallyȱ speaking,ȱ acrossȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ
punishȱ politiciansȱ forȱ negativeȱ outputȱ (Keyȱ
theȱCaribbean.5ȱ
1966).ȱ Corruptionȱ impliesȱ financialȱ andȱ socialȱ
costs,ȱ byȱ creatingȱ economicȱ inefficienciesȱ andȱ
underminingȱ theȱ ruleȱ ofȱ law.ȱ Itȱ isȱ logicalȱ thenȱ
Theȱ outcomeȱ variableȱ weȱ seekȱ toȱ explainȱ isȱ
thatȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ foundȱ linksȱ betweenȱ
presidentialȱapproval.ȱThisȱvariableȱisȱbasedȱonȱ
corruptionȱandȱpoliticalȱtrustȱandȱsupportȱ(e.g.,ȱ
anȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ questionȱ thatȱ
MorrisȱandȱKlesnerȱ2010;ȱSeligsonȱ2002).ȱGivenȱ
asksȱindividualsȱtoȱrateȱtheȱperformanceȱofȱtheȱ
theȱ visibilityȱ andȱ authorityȱ ofȱ theȱ executiveȱ
sittingȱexecutiveȱonȱaȱfiveȬpointȱscale,ȱwhichȱweȱ
officeȱwithinȱgovernmentsȱacrossȱtheȱAmericas,ȱ
convertȱtoȱrunȱfromȱ0Ȭ100,ȱwhereȱhigherȱvaluesȱ
weȱ wouldȱ expectȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ toȱ
indicateȱbetterȱevaluations.6ȱȱ
haveȱ aȱ strong,ȱ directȱ
effectȱ onȱ executiveȱ jobȱ
Whileȱ
researchȱ
onȱ
Financial distress may leave
approval.ȱ
economicȱ
votingȱ
isȱ
citizens feeling the system can
abundantȱ ȱ andȱ hasȱ movedȱ
ill-afford the financial costs of
Manzettiȱ andȱ Wilsonȱ
toȱ addressȱ veryȱ refinedȱ
(2006)ȱ haveȱ offeredȱ anȱ
questions,ȱ mostȱ scholarsȱ
corruption.
agreeȱ
thatȱ
economicȱ
insightfulȱ extensionȱ toȱ
evaluationsȱ matterȱ (seeȱ
thisȱ perspective,ȱ arguingȱ
Kinderȱ andȱ Kiewietȱ 1979;ȱ LewisȬBeckȱ andȱ
thatȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
Paldamȱ 2000;ȱ LewisȬBeckȱ andȱ Stegmaierȱ 2008;ȱ
corruptionȱ andȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ governmentȱ isȱ
Przeworski,ȱ Stokes,ȱ andȱ Maninȱ 1999,ȱ amongȱ
conditionalȱ onȱ economicȱ conditions.ȱ Whenȱ
others).ȱInȱorderȱtoȱassessȱtheȱeffectȱofȱeconomicȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ areȱ poor,ȱ individualsȱ
oughtȱ toȱ beȱ particularlyȱ intolerantȱ ofȱ
evaluations,ȱ weȱ includeȱ anȱ indexȱ ofȱ theȱ
corruption.ȱ Financialȱ distressȱ mayȱ createȱ aȱ
respondent’sȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ
sharpȱcontrastȱbetweenȱone’sȱownȱsituationȱandȱ
economyȱ (seeȱ Kinderȱ andȱ Kiewietȱ 1979ȱ aboutȱ
theȱ relevanceȱ ofȱ theȱ measurementȱ ofȱ
perceivedȱ governmentȱ largesse;ȱ itȱ mightȱ alsoȱ
evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economy).ȱ Theȱ
leaveȱ individualsȱ feelingȱ theȱ systemȱ canȱ illȬ
indexȱ wasȱ createdȱ byȱ averagingȱ respondents’ȱ
affordȱ theȱ financialȱ costsȱ ofȱ corruption.ȱ Underȱ
retrospective,ȱ currentȱ andȱ prospectiveȱ
theseȱconditions,ȱthen,ȱthereȱshouldȱexistȱaȱclearȱ
perceptionsȱofȱtheȱnationalȱeconomicȱsituation.7ȱ
negativeȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
corruptionȱ andȱ presidentialȱ approval.ȱ
However,ȱ underȱ conditionsȱ ofȱ relativeȱ
prosperity,ȱindividualsȱmayȱbeȱmoreȱwillingȱtoȱ
5 We omit the U.S. and Canada from the analyses presented
tolerateȱ corruptionȱ amongȱ electedȱ officials.ȱ Inȱ
here, though the general relationships remain similar if
short,ȱ ifȱ weȱ areȱ toȱ understandȱ theȱ relationshipȱ
they are included (but we lose at least one control variable
betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ andȱ
not present in the U.S. and Canada datasets).
6 M1.ȱ“Speakingȱinȱgeneralȱofȱtheȱcurrentȱadministration,ȱ
governmentȱ evaluations,ȱ weȱ mustȱ takeȱ intoȱ
howȱwouldȱyouȱrateȱtheȱjobȱperformanceȱofȱ(Nameȱofȱtheȱ
accountȱtheȱeconomy.ȱȱȱ
Manzettiȱ andȱ Wilsonȱ (2006)ȱ testedȱ andȱ foundȱ
evidenceȱ forȱ anȱ interactiveȱ relationshipȱ amongȱ
perceptionsȱofȱcorruption,ȱhouseholdȱeconomicȱ
assessments,ȱ andȱ trustȱ inȱ governmentȱ inȱ
Argentinaȱ inȱ 1995.ȱ Weȱ extendȱ thisȱ workȱ inȱ
severalȱ ways.ȱ Inȱ particular,ȱ weȱ focusȱ onȱ

President/Majorityȱpartyȱinȱparliamentaryȱcountries)?” Nonresponse to this question is 3% across the sample as a whole,
taking into account design effects.
7

Theseȱ variablesȱ areȱ SOCT1,ȱ SOCT2,ȱ andȱ SOCT3ȱ (΅=.62);ȱ
theȱ appendixȱ containsȱ theȱ questionȱ wording.ȱ Eachȱ ofȱ theȱ
questionsȱthatȱcomposeȱtheȱindexȱwasȱrecodedȱonȱaȱ0ȱtoȱ100ȱ
scaleȱ soȱ thatȱ theȱ finalȱ indexȱ runsȱ fromȱ 0ȱ toȱ 100,ȱ whereȱ
higherȱ scoresȱ reflectȱ betterȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economicȱcircumstances.ȱ
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Inȱorderȱtoȱassessȱtheȱextentȱ
toȱ whichȱ theȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ
“badȱ
times”ȱ
mightȱ
conditionȱ corruption’sȱ tollȱ
onȱ ȱ executiveȱ approval,ȱ weȱ
createdȱ anȱ interactionȱ termȱ
byȱ
multiplyingȱ
theȱ
economicȱ evaluationsȱ indexȱ
byȱ
ourȱ
measureȱ
ofȱ
perceptionsȱofȱcorruption.8ȱȱ
We furtherȱ controlȱ forȱ theȱ
followingȱ
basicȱ
socioȬ
economicȱ andȱ demographicȱ
measures:ȱ age;ȱ education;ȱ
gender;ȱ urbanȱ versusȱ ruralȱ
area;ȱ andȱ theȱ respondent’sȱ
quintileȱ ofȱ wealth.9ȱ Asȱ
additionalȱ controls,ȱ weȱ
includeȱevaluationsȱofȱone’sȱ
personalȱ
economicȱ
situation,ȱ andȱ havingȱ votedȱ
forȱtheȱincumbent.10ȱȱ

Figure 2. Determinants of Presidential Approval in the Latin America
and the Caribbean, 2010 (Weighted Standardized Coefficients)
R-Squared =0.340
F=329.754
N =37132
Urban
Education
Female
Age
Quintiles of wealth
Voted for the incumbent
Perception of current personal economy
Per. of national economy X Per. of Corruption
Perception of the national economy
Perception of corruption
-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

95% C.I. (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP, 2010

Resultsȱ
Weȱ assessȱ theȱ abilityȱ ofȱ theȱ aboveȬnotedȱ
variablesȱ toȱ predictȱ presidentialȱ approvalȱ byȱ
wayȱ ofȱ OLSȱ regressionȱ analysis.11ȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ
showsȱtheȱstandardizedȱcoefficientsȱforȱeachȱofȱ
theȱindependentȱvariables.12ȱȱ
8ȱ NonȬresponseȱ toȱ thisȱ questionȱ (taking

into account design
effects) isȱ0.7%ȱacrossȱtheȱsampleȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱEvenȱthoughȱaȱ
directionalȱ effectȱ fromȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ toȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ economyȱ isȱ possible,ȱ bothȱ variablesȱ areȱ
correlatedȱ onlyȱ atȱ aȱ minorȱ levelȱ (Ȭ.10);ȱ while,ȱ regardless,ȱ
specifyingȱthisȱrelationȱmightȱincreaseȱtheȱfitȱofȱtheȱmodel,ȱ
itȱ isȱ unlikelyȱ thatȱ itsȱ absenceȱ willȱ biasȱ theȱ parametersȱ inȱ
whichȱweȱareȱinterested.ȱȱ
9ȱForȱmoreȱonȱthis
10

measure see Córdova 2009.

Results are robust to the inclusion of political ideology.

Asȱcanȱbeȱseenȱinȱtheȱfigure,ȱmalesȱandȱpeopleȱ
livingȱ inȱ urbanȱ areasȱ show,ȱ onȱ average,ȱ lessȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ executive,ȱ holdingȱ otherȱ
factorsȱ constant.ȱ Additionally,ȱ allȱ elseȱ equal,ȱ
youngerȱ andȱ wealthierȱ individualsȱ areȱ lessȱ
approvingȱ ofȱ theȱ president.ȱ Peopleȱ whoȱ votedȱ
forȱtheȱincumbentȱinȱtheȱpreviousȱelectionȱhaveȱ
higherȱpresidentialȱapproval.ȱ
Perceptionsȱofȱone’sȱcurrentȱpersonalȱeconomicȱ
situationȱ areȱ positivelyȱ associatedȱ withȱ
approvalȱ ofȱ theȱ currentȱ executive.ȱ And,ȱ
positiveȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economyȱ
andȱ aȱ lowȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ areȱ strongȱ
predictorsȱofȱhigherȱpresidentialȱapproval.ȱ

We present OLS results for ease of interpretation;
however results are the same if we use ordered logistic
regression.

Importantly,ȱ weȱ findȱ that,ȱ asȱ expectedȱ andȱ inȱ
agreementȱ withȱ Manzettiȱ andȱ Wilson’sȱ

12Country fixed effects were included but are not shown in
the figure to economize on space. Per the LAPOP and
Insights series standard, the dots in Figure 2 indicate
standardized regression coefficients and the horizontal
lines extending from them indicate confidence intervals, so
that if the line crosses the vertical 0 line, the result cannot

be considered statistically significant (distinguishable from
0). Dots that fall to the right depict a negative relationship
between the independent and the dependent variable, and
the converse for dots that fall to the left.

11
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pastȱandȱwillȱbeȱevenȱworseȱinȱtheȱfuture),ȱtheȱ
tollȱofȱcorruptionȱincreasesȱsignificantly.13ȱȱ

argument,ȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ significantȱ interactionȱ
betweenȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ andȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economy.ȱ Thisȱ
meansȱ thatȱ neitherȱ coefficientȱ shouldȱ beȱ
interpretedȱentirelyȱinȱisolation.ȱ

Forȱ example,ȱ whenȱ peopleȱ scoreȱ aboveȱ 95ȱ onȱ
ourȱ indexȱ ofȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economy,ȱthereȱisȱnoȱsignificantȱcorruptionȱtollȱ
(i.e.,ȱanȱincreaseȱinȱperceptionsȱofȱcorruptionȱisȱ
notȱassociatedȱwithȱaȱsignificantȱdecreaseȱinȱtheȱ
president’sȱrating).ȱȱ

Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ theȱ varyingȱ magnitudeȱ ofȱ theȱ
“tollȱ ofȱ corruption”ȱ (i.e.,ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ onȱ presidentialȱ
approval)ȱ atȱ differentȱ levelsȱ ofȱ nationalȱ
economicȱ perceptions.ȱ Asȱ canȱ beȱ seen,ȱ whenȱ
respondentsȱ perceiveȱ thatȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economyȱ isȱ fantasticȱ (whenȱ peopleȱ thinkȱ thatȱ
theȱeconomyȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱisȱbetterȱthanȱinȱtheȱ
pastȱ andȱ willȱ beȱ evenȱ betterȱ inȱ theȱ future)ȱ theȱ
tollȱ takenȱ byȱ corruptionȱ isȱ nil.ȱ Inȱ short,ȱ underȱ
conditionsȱofȱperceivedȱprosperity,ȱindividualsȱ
doȱ notȱ punishȱ theȱ executiveȱ forȱ perceivedȱ
corruptionȱinȱtheȱgovernment.ȱ

Whenȱ peopleȱ areȱ moderatelyȱ optimisticȱ aboutȱ
theȱeconomyȱ(i.e.,ȱtheyȱscoreȱ75ȱonȱourȱindexȱofȱ
indexȱ ofȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱeconomy),ȱ
aȱ standardȱ deviationȱ increaseȱ inȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ
corruptionȱ isȱ associatedȱ withȱ aȱ 0.88ȱ unitȱ
decreaseȱinȱpresidentialȱapproval.ȱ

-.2

0

.2

Stronglyȱ negativeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economyȱ increaseȱ theȱ tollȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ
substantively.ȱ Thatȱ is,ȱ
underȱ extremelyȱ negativeȱ
perceptionsȱ
ofȱ
theȱ
Figure 3. Marginal Effects of Corruption on Presidential Approval at
nationalȱ economyȱ (i.e.,ȱ aȱ
Different Levels of Evaluations of the National Economy, 2010
10ȱ onȱ ourȱ index),ȱ aȱ
standardȱ
deviationȱ
increaseȱ inȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
corruptionȱ isȱ associatedȱ
withȱ aȱ 2.14ȱ unitȱ decreaseȱ
inȱpresidentialȱapproval.ȱ
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However,ȱ whenȱ peopleȱ perceiveȱ badȱ orȱ
outrightȱcatastrophicȱtimesȱ(i.e.,ȱtheyȱthinkȱthatȱ
theȱ economyȱ isȱ veryȱ bad,ȱ isȱ worseȱ thanȱ inȱ theȱ
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Upper 95% c.i.

Toȱ furtherȱ illustrateȱ theȱ
implicationsȱ
ofȱ
theȱ
interactiveȱ relationship,ȱ
Tableȱ 1ȱ showsȱ predictedȱ
valuesȱ forȱ presidentialȱ
approvalȱatȱvaryingȱlevelsȱ
onȱ theȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
corruptionȱ measureȱ andȱ
theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
evaluationȱ index.ȱ Theȱ
tableȱ allowsȱ usȱ toȱ
considerȱ andȱ contrastȱ theȱ
followingȱ scenarios.ȱ First,ȱ
holdingȱ
allȱ
otherȱ

13 Even though the relationship between national economic
perceptions and presidential approval is always positive
and strong, it becomes even stronger when people also
perceive high levels of corruption.
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variablesȱ atȱ theirȱ meanȱ levels,14ȱ whenȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ economyȱ areȱ atȱ theirȱ
highest15ȱ andȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ areȱ atȱ
theirȱ lowest,ȱ ourȱ modelȱ predictsȱ aȱ presidentialȱ
approvalȱratingȱofȱ70.40;ȱand,ȱwhenȱperceptionsȱ
ofȱ theȱ economyȱ stillȱ areȱ atȱ theirȱ peakȱ butȱ
corruptionȱ isȱ perceivedȱ toȱ rampantȱ (highestȱ
value),ȱ ourȱ modelȱ predictsȱ aȱ presidentialȱ
approvalȱ ratingȱ ofȱ 69.02ȱ (aȱ differenceȱ ofȱ onlyȱ
1.68ȱpoints).ȱȱ

Conclusionȱ
Ourȱ resultsȱ confirmȱ that,ȱ generallyȱ speaking,ȱ
acrossȱ theȱ Americasȱ theȱ tollȱ thatȱ corruptionȱ
takesȱ onȱ theȱ executive’sȱ popularityȱ isȱ
exacerbatedȱ byȱ badȱ economicȱ timesȱ and,ȱ
alternatively,ȱ amelioratedȱ byȱ goodȱ economicȱ
times.ȱ Theȱ evidence,ȱ inȱ short,ȱ supportsȱ ideasȱ
offeredȱ byȱ Manzettiȱ andȱ Wilsonȱ (2006)ȱ
regardingȱthisȱconditioningȱrelationshipȱbut,ȱatȱ
theȱ sameȱ time,ȱ extendsȱ theirȱ argumentȱ toȱ aȱ
differentȱ dependentȱ variableȱ –ȱ presidentialȱ
approvalȱ –ȱ andȱ testsȱ itȱ inȱ theȱ currentȱ timeȱ
periodȱwithȱaȱlargerȱsampleȱofȱcountries.ȱ

Second,ȱ whenȱ bothȱ economicȱ assessmentsȱ andȱ
corruptionȱ perceptionsȱ areȱ atȱ theirȱ lowestȱ
levels,16ȱ ourȱ modelȱ predictsȱ aȱ presidentialȱ
approvalȱ ratingȱ ofȱ 44.26.ȱ Holdingȱ economicȱ
assessmentsȱ atȱ theirȱ
Theseȱ findingsȱ areȱ
consistentȱ withȱ theȱ
lowestȱ andȱ changingȱ
Corruptionȱmightȱbeȱconsideredȱ
notionȱofȱ“accountabilityȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ
toȱ takeȱ onȱ theȱ highestȱ
inconsequentialȱduringȱperceivedȱ representation,Ȉȱ toȱ theȱ
extentȱ thatȱ perceptionsȱ
possibleȱvalue,ȱourȱmodelȱ
prosperousȱtimes,ȱbut,ȱinȱtheȱmidstȱ ofȱ badȱ timesȱ affectȱ
predictsȱ aȱ presidentialȱ
approvalȱ ofȱ 36.16ȱ (aȱ dropȱ
andȱ
ofȱthreateningȱeconomicȱtimes,ȱwillȱ individualsȱ
motivateȱ
themȱ
toȱ
ofȱ 8.1ȱ points).17ȱ ȱ Inȱ short,ȱ
beȱmoreȱseverelyȱpunished.ȱ
expressȱ disapprovalȱ ofȱ
underȱ conditionsȱ inȱ
government.ȱ Atȱ theȱ
whichȱ peopleȱ perceiveȱ
sameȱ time,ȱ though,ȱ theyȱ
veryȱ negativeȱ economicȱ
suggestȱ aȱ moreȱ complexȱ logicȱ underȱ whichȱ
performance,ȱ evaluationsȱ inȱ generalȱ areȱ low;ȱ
corruptionȱ
mightȱ
beȱ
consideredȱ
but,ȱ moreȱ importantlyȱ forȱ us,ȱ itȱ isȱ underȱ theseȱ
inconsequential,ȱtolerated,ȱorȱevenȱregardedȱasȱ
circumstancesȱ thatȱ weȱ findȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
“normal”ȱwhenȱpeopleȱperceiveȱextraordinarilyȱ
corruptionȱ takingȱ aȱ significantȱ tollȱ onȱ
prosperousȱ times,ȱ but,ȱ inȱ theȱ midstȱ ofȱ
presidentialȱapproval.ȱ
threateningȱ economicȱ times,ȱ willȱ beȱ moreȱ
Table 1.
Predicted Values for Presidential
severelyȱpunished.ȱ
Approval, Varying Perceptions of Corruption
and the Economy
Weȱ mustȱ recognizeȱ thatȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ

Economicȱ Lowestȱ
Evaluationsȱ Highestȱ
14Categorical

Perceptionsȱofȱ
Corruptionȱ
Lowestȱ
Highestȱ
44.26ȱ
36.16ȱ
70.40ȱ
69.03ȱ

variables are held at the modal value.

This however, is rare, representing only 4.64% of the
sample.

15

16

This represents less than 1% of the sample.

17Predicted

values take into account country specific effects
by weighting each country effect by the proportion of
people from that country in the sample used to estimate the
parameters.

corruptionȱ mayȱ varyȱ significantlyȱ fromȱ
experienceȱ withȱ corruptionȱ and,ȱ likewise,ȱ theȱ
sameȱmayȱbeȱtrueȱforȱeconomicȱfactors.ȱInȱbothȱ
cases,ȱ one’sȱ assessmentsȱ ofȱ theseȱ performanceȱ
factorsȱmayȱreflectȱmoreȱgeneralȱfeelingsȱaboutȱ
theȱ country,ȱ government,ȱ andȱ politicians.ȱ
Whileȱ weȱ findȱ evidenceȱ hereȱ ofȱ theȱ expectedȱ
relationships,ȱanȱobviousȱnextȱstepȱ(andȱoneȱweȱ
hopeȱ toȱ documentȱ inȱ aȱ futureȱ report)ȱ isȱ toȱ
examineȱ relationshipsȱ amongȱ experiencesȱ withȱ
corruptionȱ victimization,ȱ objectiveȱ economicȱ
conditionsȱ (e.g.,ȱ growthȱ inȱ GDP),ȱ andȱ
presidentialȱ approval.ȱ Ifȱ ourȱ intuitionȱ
(supportedȱbyȱtheȱanalysesȱhere)ȱisȱcorrect,ȱweȱ
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willȱ findȱ aȱ similarȱ conditioningȱ relationshipȱ
amongȱtheseȱvariablesȱsuchȱthatȱindividualsȱareȱ
moreȱtolerantȱofȱcorruptionȱvictimizationȱunderȱ
prosperousȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ thanȱ theyȱ areȱ
underȱeconomicȱdecline.ȱ
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Appendixȱ
TableȱA1.ȱRankingȱofȱMeanȱCorruptionȱPerceptionsȱandȱPresidentialȱApprovalȱControllingȱforȱMainȱ
SocioeconomicȱVariablesȱ
Presidentialȱ
approvalȱ

Corruptionȱ

Rankingȱ

Rankingȱ

24ȱ

1ȱ

Rankingȱ
withȱ
Controlsȱ
1ȱ

25ȱ
11ȱ
13ȱ
6ȱ
12ȱ
21ȱ
23ȱ
3ȱ
22ȱ
7ȱ
14ȱ
16ȱ
17ȱ
8ȱ
9ȱ
5ȱ
15ȱ
19ȱ
10ȱ
2ȱ
26ȱ
4ȱ
1ȱ
18ȱ
20ȱ

2ȱ
7ȱ
5ȱ
6ȱ
9ȱ
3ȱ
4ȱ
8ȱ
13ȱ
11ȱ
10ȱ
12ȱ
14ȱ
16ȱ
15ȱ
17ȱ
20ȱ
18ȱ
19ȱ
22ȱ
21ȱ
23ȱ
24ȱ
25ȱ
26ȱ

2ȱ
3ȱ
4ȱ
5ȱ
6ȱ
7ȱ
8ȱ
9ȱ
10ȱ
11ȱ
12ȱ
13ȱ
14ȱ
15ȱ
16ȱ
17ȱ
18ȱ
19ȱ
20ȱ
21ȱ
22ȱ
23ȱ
24ȱ
25ȱ
26ȱ

Trinidadȱyȱ
Tobagoȱ
Jamaicaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Guyanaȱ
Paraguayȱ
Rep.ȱDom.ȱ
Peruȱ
Argentinaȱ
Colombiaȱ
Beliceȱ
Panamáȱ
Méxicoȱ
Venezuelaȱ
Guatemalaȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Boliviaȱ
Hondurasȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
UnitedȱStatesȱ
Chileȱ
Brazilȱ
Haitiȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Uruguayȱ
Canadaȱ
Surinameȱ
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TableȱA2.ȱWordingȱofȱtheȱquestionsȱthatȱcomposeȱtheȱNationalȱEconomyȱPerceptionȱIndexȱ
SOCT1.ȱ

SOCT2.ȱ
SOCT3.ȱ

Howȱwouldȱyouȱdescribeȱtheȱcountry’sȱeconomicȱsituation?ȱWouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱ
good,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱgoodȱnorȱbad,ȱbadȱorȱveryȱbad?ȱ(1)ȱVeryȱgoodȱ(2)ȱGoodȱ(3)ȱNeitherȱgoodȱ
norȱbadȱ(fair)ȱ(4)ȱBadȱ(5)ȱVeryȱbadȱ
Doȱyouȱthinkȱthatȱtheȱcountry’sȱcurrentȱeconomicȱsituationȱisȱbetterȱthan,ȱtheȱsameȱ
asȱorȱworseȱthanȱitȱwasȱ12ȱmonthsȱago?ȱ(1)ȱBetterȱ(2)ȱSameȱ(3)ȱWorseȱ
Doȱyouȱthinkȱthatȱinȱ12ȱmonthsȱtheȱeconomicȱsituationȱofȱtheȱcountryȱwillȱbeȱbetter,ȱ
theȱsameȱorȱworseȱthanȱitȱisȱnow?ȱ(1)ȱBetterȱ(2)ȱSameȱ(3)ȱWorseȱ
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TableȱA3.ȱOrdinaryȱLeastȱSquaresȱmodelȱofȱtheȱmainȱdeterminantsȱofȱ
presidentialȱapprovalȱ(DesignȱEffectȱAdjusted)18ȱȱ
Perceptionȱofȱcorruptionȱ
NationalȱEconomyȱ
PerceptionsȱIndexȱ
CorruptionȱXȱNEPIȱ
Evaluationȱofȱcurrentȱ
personalȱeconomyȱ
Partisanȱ
WealthȱQuintiles
Ageȱ
Femaleȱ
Education
UrbanȱArea
Constantȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
RȬsquaredȱ
Fȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

Ͳ0.080**

0.009ȱ

0.261**ȱ
0.0006**ȱ

0.0142ȱ
0.0001ȱ

.112**ȱ
9.05**ȱ
Ȭ0.525**ȱ
0.209ȱ**ȱ
1.069ȱ**ȱ
Ȭ.112**ȱ
Ȭ1.194**ȱ
44.59**ȱ
37132ȱ
0.34ȱ

0.007ȱ
0.305ȱ
0.098ȱ
0.080ȱ
0.222ȱ
.034ȱ
0.370ȱ
1.15ȱ

329.75

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱfromȱweightedȱlinearȱregressionȱareȱsignificantȱatȱ*pȱ<ȱ
.05;ȱ**ȱpȱ<ȱ.01.ȱȱ

18

Country fixed effects included but not shown, available upon request to the authors.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

168

AmericasBarometerȱInsights:ȱ2010
Numberȱ53ȱ

Theȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometer
ByȱMitchellȱA.ȱSeligsonȱ
Mitchell.seligson@vanderbilt.eduȱ
andȱ
ElizabethȱJ.ȱZechmeisterȱ
Liz.zechmeister@vanderbilt.eduȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Onȱ Decemberȱ 1,ȱ 2010,ȱ theȱ latestȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ byȱ
LAPOPȱwillȱbeȱmadeȱavailableȱtoȱtheȱpublic.ȱThisȱroundȱrepresentsȱourȱlargestȱ
regionalȱsurveyȱofȱtheȱAmericasȱtoȱdate,ȱwithȱ26ȱcountriesȱincludedȱinȱtheȱwaveȱ
forȱ aȱ totalȱ ofȱ 43,990ȱ interviews.ȱ Whileȱ theȱ surveysȱ containȱ aȱ multitudeȱ ofȱ
questionsȱ onȱ democraticȱ attitudes,ȱ values,ȱ andȱ experiences,ȱ aȱ centralȱ themeȱ ofȱ
theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ isȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ
reportȱisȱtoȱannounceȱtheȱcompletionȱofȱtheȱ2010ȱround,ȱshowȱhowȱtheȱeconomicȱ
crisisȱ wasȱ perceivedȱ inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ andȱ describeȱ theȱ processȱ underlyingȱ theȱ
development,ȱ implementation,ȱ andȱ disseminationȱ ofȱ LAPOP’sȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱsurvey.ȱ

The Insights Series presents short reports on topics of interest to the policymaking and academic
communities. The series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J.
Zechmeister with administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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T

heȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ tookȱ
placeȱinȱtheȱcontextȱofȱtheȱgreatestȱglobalȱ
ȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ 80ȱ years.ȱ Inȱ
orderȱ toȱ lookȱ atȱ theȱ implicationsȱ ofȱ thisȱ crisisȱ
forȱtheȱpeopleȱinȱtheȱregion,ȱtheȱLatinȱAmericanȱ
Publicȱ Opinionȱ Projectȱ (LAPOP)ȱ madeȱ itȱ aȱ
centralȱ themeȱ ofȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ series.ȱ Theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ thisȱ
Insightsȱreportȱisȱtoȱannounceȱtheȱcompletionȱofȱ
theȱ2010ȱround,ȱprovideȱinformationȱasȱtoȱhowȱ
theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ wasȱ perceivedȱ inȱ theȱ
Americas,ȱandȱdescribeȱtheȱprocessȱunderlyingȱ
theȱ developmentȱ andȱ implementationȱ ofȱ theȱ
2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱsurvey.1ȱ
Theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ representsȱ theȱ
largestȱ surveyȱ ofȱ democraticȱ valuesȱ everȱ
undertakenȱ inȱ theȱ Americas.ȱ Inȱ 2010,ȱ weȱ
conductedȱnationallyȱrepresentativeȱsurveysȱofȱ
votingȱ ageȱ adultsȱ inȱ 26ȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ
Americas,ȱ includingȱ everyȱ independentȱ
countryȱinȱmainlandȱNorth,ȱCentralȱandȱSouthȱ
America,ȱandȱallȱofȱtheȱlargerȱ(andȱsomeȱofȱtheȱ
smaller)ȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ withȱ theȱ
exceptionȱofȱCuba.ȱWithȱaȱtypicalȱsampleȱsizeȱ
ofȱ atȱ leastȱ 1,500ȱ individuals,ȱ butȱ inȱ someȱ
countriesȱfarȱlarger,ȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱyieldedȱaȱ
totalȱofȱ43,990ȱinterviews.ȱ

Toȱ examineȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ theȱ crisis,ȱ LAPOPȱ
fieldedȱ bothȱ newȱ surveyȱ itemsȱ andȱ standardȱ
coreȱ questionsȱ onȱ economicȱ assessmentsȱ andȱ
experiences.ȱ Theȱ resultȱ isȱ aȱ lengthyȱ batteryȱ ofȱ
itemsȱ scholarsȱ mayȱ useȱ toȱ answerȱ importantȱ
questionsȱ aboutȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ theȱ economicȱ
crisisȱonȱpublicȱopinionȱinȱtheȱAmericas.ȱ
Twoȱ newȱ questions,ȱ askedȱ asȱ aȱ sequence,ȱ
focusedȱ specificallyȱ onȱ assessmentsȱ ofȱ theȱ
crisis.ȱ First,ȱ respondentsȱ wereȱ askedȱ ifȱ theyȱ
perceivedȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis3:ȱ
CRISIS1.ȱ Someȱ sayȱ thatȱ ourȱ countryȱ isȱ sufferingȱ aȱ veryȱ
seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ weȱ areȱ sufferingȱ aȱ
crisisȱbutȱitȱisȱ notȱveryȱserious,ȱwhileȱothersȱsayȱ thatȱthereȱ
isn’tȱanyȱeconomicȱcrisis.ȱWhatȱdoȱyouȱthink?ȱȱ

Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ theȱ percentagesȱ ofȱ theȱ entireȱ
sampleȱ selectingȱ eachȱ response.ȱ Consideringȱ
theȱ Americasȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ theȱ dataȱ revealȱ thatȱ
theȱ majorityȱ ofȱ citizensȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ
perceivedȱ anȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ 2010,ȱ beȱ itȱ
seriousȱorȱnotȱveryȱserious.ȱGenerallyȱspeaking,ȱ

Figure 1. Is There an Economic Crisis? Responses
across the Americas

EconomicȱCrisisȱasȱaȱMajorȱThemeȱȱ
Economicȱ crisisȱ resultedȱ inȱ decreasedȱ globalȱ
GDPȱ growthȱ estimatedȱ (e.g.,ȱ byȱ theȱ IMF)ȱ atȱ
negativeȱ 1.4ȱ percentȱ inȱ 2009.ȱ Whileȱ someȱ
countriesȱwereȱableȱtoȱsustainȱgrowth,ȱothers,ȱ
suchȱ asȱ Mexico,ȱ wereȱ seriouslyȱ affected.ȱ
Moreover,ȱ whileȱ inȱ manyȱ countriesȱ theȱ
economyȱ wasȱ exhibitingȱ signsȱ ofȱ economicȱ
recoveryȱ byȱ theȱ timeȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ
surveysȱ began,ȱ theȱ directȱ andȱ secondaryȱ
effectsȱofȱtheȱcrisisȱwereȱstillȱbeingȱsufferedȱbyȱ
manyȱpeopleȱinȱtheȱregion.2ȱȱȱ

Prior issues in the Insights Series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/survey-data.php
2ȱ Betweenȱ 2008Ȭ2009,ȱ sevenȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ countriesȱ
maintainedȱ positiveȱ growth:ȱ Colombiaȱ (0.4%);ȱ Argentinaȱ
(0.9%);ȱ Peruȱ (0.9%);ȱ Panamaȱ (2.4%);ȱ Haitiȱ (2.9%);ȱ Uruguayȱ
(2.9%);ȱBoliviaȱ(3.5%);ȱand,ȱtheȱDominicanȱRepublicȱ(3.5%).ȱ
1

Theȱ Mexicanȱ economyȱ fellȱ fromȱ aȱ growthȱ rateȱ ofȱ 3.3%ȱ inȱ
2007ȱtoȱȬ7.1%ȱinȱ2009ȱ(IzquierdoȱandȱTalvi,ȱ2010).ȱ
3ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wasȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ Haiti.ȱ Itemȱ nonȬresponseȱ
averagedȱ1.8%ȱacrossȱtheȱcountriesȱinȱwhichȱitȱwasȱasked.ȱ
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Figure 2. Perception that the Economic Crisis is Severe
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severeȱ crisis,ȱ forȱ exampleȱ inȱ
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Theȱ politicalȱ significanceȱ ofȱ
economicȱ developmentȱ andȱ
crisesȱ hasȱ longȬoccupiedȱ theȱ
attentionȱ ofȱ scholarsȱ ofȱ
comparativeȱ
politicsȱ
(e.g.,ȱ
Przeworskiȱ etȱ al.ȱ 1996,ȱ Bermeoȱ
2003).ȱ Toȱ beginȱ toȱ tapȱ politicalȱ
attitudesȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱcrisis,ȱweȱ
askedȱ thoseȱ whoȱ thoughtȱ thatȱ
thereȱ wasȱ aȱ crisisȱ whomȱ theyȱ
blamedȱforȱit.ȱThisȱquestionȱwasȱ
wordedȱasȱfollows:ȱ

39.0%
38.3%
36.5%
36.0%
32.0%

CRISIS2.ȱ Whoȱ isȱ theȱ mostȱ toȱ blameȱ forȱ
theȱ currentȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ ourȱ
countryȱfromȱamongȱtheȱfollowing?ȱ[seeȱ
Figureȱ3ȱforȱoptionsȱthatȱwereȱprovided]ȱ

30.8%

Asȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ shows,ȱ theȱ majorityȱ
ofȱ citizensȱ whoȱ perceiveȱ aȱ crisisȱ
28.8%
Costa Rica
inȱ theȱ Americasȱ blameȱ eitherȱ
21.0%
Chile
14.9%
theirȱ currentȱ orȱ previousȱ
Suriname
10.4%
Uruguay
administrationsȱ forȱ it.ȱ Fewerȱ
thanȱ 10ȱ percentȱ ofȱ Latinȱ
0
20
40
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Americanȱ
andȱ
Caribbeanȱ
Percentage of Population Who Say Economic Crisis is Very Serious
residentsȱ whoȱ perceiveȱ aȱ crisisȱ
blameȱtheȱ“richȱcountries.”ȱȱThisȱ
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
isȱ surprisingȱ givenȱ mediaȱ
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP, 2010
attentionȱ toȱ theȱ roleȱ playedȱ byȱ
theȱ financialȱ systemsȱ ofȱ theȱ
Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ otherȱ
respondentsȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ wereȱ equallyȱ
advancedȱ
industrializedȱ
nationsȱ inȱ theȱ
distributedȱ betweenȱ thoseȱ perceivingȱ theȱ crisisȱ
worldwideȱ
financialȱ
collapse.ȱ
Itȱ isȱ evenȱ moreȱ
asȱ severeȱ (45.7%)ȱ andȱ thoseȱ sayingȱ thatȱ itȱ wasȱ
surprisingȱ whenȱ oneȱ considersȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
moderateȱ(45.7%).ȱ
States’ȱ historyȱ ofȱ economicȱ influenceȱ withinȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ
Whenȱweȱexamineȱtheȱdataȱatȱtheȱcountryȱlevel,ȱ
oppositionȱ
historicallyȱ expressedȱ towardȱ thisȱ
weȱ findȱsignificantȱ differences,ȱ suggestingȱ thatȱ
influenceȱ
amongȱ
importantȱ segmentsȱ ofȱ Latinȱ
theȱ impactȱ ofȱ theȱ crisisȱ indeedȱ variesȱ acrossȱ
Americanȱintellectualsȱandȱelites.ȱȱ
countries.ȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ theȱ percentageȱ ofȱ
30.3%

respondentsȱ inȱ eachȱ countryȱ (Haitiȱ excepted)ȱ
includedȱ inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ whoȱ
perceiveȱ aȱ severeȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Inȱ someȱ
countries,ȱ theȱ vastȱ majorityȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ
perceiveȱaȱsevereȱ crisis;ȱatȱ theȱ topȱ areȱ Jamaica,ȱ
theȱ U.S.,ȱ andȱ Honduras.ȱ Inȱ otherȱ countries,ȱ
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Figure 3. Attributions of Blame for the Crisis in the Americas, Among Those
Perceiving a Crisis
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Theȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱSurveyȱ
MakingȱOurȱResultsȱAccessibleȱ
Aboveȱweȱhaveȱreportedȱfindingsȱfromȱjustȱtwoȱ
ofȱ hundredsȱ ofȱ variablesȱ availableȱ forȱ oneȱ orȱ
moreȱ
countriesȱ
withinȱ
theȱ
2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ dataset.ȱ Asȱ dataȱ haveȱ
rolledȱ inȱ fromȱ acrossȱ theȱ region,ȱ theȱ LAPOPȱ
teamȱ hasȱ beenȱ busyȱ conductingȱ analyses.ȱ Weȱ
haveȱ madeȱ researchȱ findingsȱ fromȱ 2010ȱ
availableȱ inȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ formats,ȱ allȱ ofȱ whichȱ
canȱ
beȱ
foundȱ
onȱ
ourȱ
website,ȱ
www.AmericasBarometer.org.ȱTheseȱincludeȱ
x

Ourȱ justȬpublishedȱ report,ȱ Theȱ Political
Cultureȱ ofȱ Democracy,ȱ 2010:ȱ Democratic
Consolidationȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ Duringȱ Hard
Times,ȱ describingȱ economicȱ experiences
andȱ perceptions,ȱ democraticȱ attitudesȱ and
behaviors,ȱ andȱ theȱ relationshipȱ between
theseȱacrossȱtheȱAmericas.

Butȱ evenȱ theseȱ reportsȱ
barelyȱ beginȱ toȱ touchȱ
theȱ manyȱ researchȱ
questionsȱtheȱ2010ȱdataȱ
canȱ address.ȱ Theȱ 2010ȱ dataȱ willȱ constituteȱ aȱ
majorȱ resourceȱ forȱ researchersȱ throughoutȱ theȱ
scholarlyȱandȱpolicymakingȱcommunitiesȱinȱtheȱ
comingȱ years.ȱ Onȱ ourȱ websiteȱ weȱ offerȱ anȱ
onlineȱ dataȱ analysisȱ featureȱ thatȱ allowsȱ
researchersȱ toȱ runȱ onȬtheȬflyȱ analysesȱ ofȱ theȱ
entireȱdatabaseȱrangingȱfromȱsimpleȱfrequencyȱ
distributionsȱ andȱ crossȬtabsȱ toȱ multivariateȱ
regressionȱ models.ȱ Theȱ underlyingȱ microdataȱ
areȱ madeȱ availableȱ toȱ individualȱ andȱ
institutionalȱ subscribersȱ (seeȱ ourȱ websiteȱ forȱ
informationȱasȱtoȱhowȱtoȱsubscribe).ȱMoreover,ȱ
citizensȱ ofȱ anyȱ ofȱ theȱ countriesȱ surveyedȱ mayȱ
immediatelyȱ requestȱ theȱ dataȱ fromȱ theirȱ ownȱ
countriesȱatȱnoȱcost.ȱ
DevelopmentȱandȱImplementationȱofȱtheȱ
Surveyȱ
Theȱ releaseȱ ofȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
2010ȱ dataȱ onȱ Decemberȱ 1,ȱ 2010ȱ representsȱ theȱ
culminationȱ ofȱ aȱ multiȬyearȱ process.ȱ Buildingȱ
onȱ priorȱ waves,ȱ planningȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ
beganȱ inȱ Januaryȱ 2009ȱ withȱ aȱ workshopȱ
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Aȱ commonȱ sampleȱ designȱ hasȱ beenȱ crucialȱ forȱ
(sponsoredȱbyȱaȱgenerousȱgrantȱfromȱtheȱInterȬ
theȱsuccessȱofȱthisȱcomparativeȱeffort.ȱWeȱusedȱ
Americanȱ Developmentȱ Bank),ȱ whichȱ allowedȱ
usȱ toȱ bringȱ togetherȱ leadingȱ scholarsȱ fromȱ
aȱ commonȱ designȱ forȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ aȱ
aroundȱ theȱglobeȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ considerȱhowȱ theȱ
multiȬstaged,ȱ stratifiedȱ probabilisticȱ sampleȱ
sharpȱ economicȱ downturnȱ mightȱ influenceȱ
(withȱ
householdȱ
levelȱ
quotas4)ȱ
ofȱ
democracyȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
approximatelyȱ 1,500ȱ individualsȱ perȱ country.5ȱ
Caribbean.ȱTheȱLAPOPȱCentralȱTeamȱcarefullyȱ
Detailedȱ descriptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ sampleȱ areȱ
consideredȱ proposalsȱ forȱ newȱ questionsȱ
containedȱ inȱ theȱ appendicesȱ ofȱ eachȱ countryȱ
suggestedȱ atȱ thisȱ conferenceȱ andȱ alsoȱ soughtȱ
reportȱandȱonȱourȱwebsite.ȱȱ
inputȱ fromȱ itsȱ countryȱ teamsȱ andȱ theȱ donorȱ
community.ȱTheȱinitialȱdraftȱquestionnaireȱwasȱ
Aȱconcernȱfromȱtheȱoutsetȱwasȱminimizationȱofȱ
preparedȱ inȱ earlyȱ 2009ȱ
errorȱ andȱ maximizationȱ ofȱ
andȱ weȱ thenȱ beganȱ theȱ
theȱqualityȱofȱtheȱdatabase.ȱ
Questionnairesȱandȱinformationȱ
arduousȱ
taskȱ
ofȱ
Weȱ didȱ thisȱ inȱ severalȱ
determiningȱ whichȱ itemsȱ
ways.ȱ First,ȱ weȱ agreedȱ onȱ
onȱhowȱtoȱaccessȱorȱobtainȱtheȱ
fromȱ
priorȱ
dataȱareȱavailableȱonȱourȱwebsiteȱ aȱ commonȱ codingȱ schemeȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ
forȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ closedȬendedȱ
(www.LapopSurveys.org)
surveysȱwouldȱbeȱcutȱandȱ
questions.ȱ Second,ȱ dataȱ
whichȱ newȱ itemsȱ wouldȱ
filesȱ wereȱ enteredȱ inȱ theirȱ
takeȱ theirȱ place.ȱ Inȱadditionȱ toȱ distributingȱ theȱ
respectiveȱ countries,ȱ andȱ verifiedȱ (i.e.,ȱ doubleȱ
entered),ȱ afterȱ whichȱ theȱ filesȱ wereȱ sentȱ toȱ
draftȱ questionnaireȱ toȱ ourȱ countryȱ teamsȱ andȱ
LAPOPȱ atȱ Vanderbiltȱ forȱ reviewȱ andȱ audit.ȱ
donorȱorganizations,ȱweȱbuiltȱaȱWikiȱonȱwhichȱ
Third,ȱ inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ weȱ wereȱ ableȱ toȱ
weȱ placedȱ theȱ draftȱ soȱ thatȱ allȱ couldȱ makeȱ
expandȱ theȱ useȱ ofȱ Personalȱ Digitalȱ Assistantsȱ
commentsȱandȱsuggestions.ȱȱ
(PDAs)ȱ toȱ collectȱ dataȱ inȱ 17ȱ ofȱ theȱ countries,ȱ
Weȱ thenȱ beganȱ pretestingȱ theȱ instrument,ȱ firstȱ
andȱ weȱ addedȱ theȱ Windowsȱ Mobileȱ platformȱ
onȱ theȱ Vanderbiltȱ campus,ȱ thenȱ inȱ theȱ localȱ
forȱ handheldȱ computers.ȱ Ourȱ partnersȱ atȱ theȱ
Hispanicȱ community,ȱ and,ȱ onceȱ weȱ hadȱ itemsȱ
Universidadȱ deȱ Costaȱ Ricaȱ developedȱ andȱ
thatȱ seemedȱ toȱ beȱ workingȱ well,ȱ inȱ countriesȱ
enhancedȱ theȱ program,ȱ EQCollector,ȱ andȱ
formattedȱ itȱ forȱ useȱ inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ
throughoutȱ theȱ hemisphere.ȱ Veryȱ slowly,ȱ overȱ
surveys.ȱ Weȱ haveȱ foundȱ thisȱ methodȱ ofȱ
aȱperiodȱofȱmonthsȱspentȱtestingȱandȱretesting,ȱ
recordingȱ theȱ surveyȱ responsesȱ extremelyȱ
weȱ refinedȱ theȱ surveyȱ byȱ improvingȱ someȱ
itemsȱandȱdroppingȱmodulesȱthatȱwereȱjustȱnotȱ
efficient,ȱ resultingȱ inȱ higherȱ qualityȱ dataȱ withȱ
working.ȱ Weȱ sentȱ repeatedȱ versionsȱ toȱ ourȱ
fewerȱ errorsȱ thanȱ withȱ theȱ paperȬandȬpencilȱ
countryȱ teamsȱ andȱ receivedȱ invaluableȱ input.ȱ
method.ȱ Theȱ PDAsȱ haveȱ anotherȱ practicalȱ
advantage:ȱ interviewersȱ canȱ switchȱ languagesȱ
Inȱ theȱ end,ȱ theȱ questionnaireȱ wasȱ subjectȱ toȱ
usedȱ inȱ theȱ questionnairesȱ evenȱ midȬquestionȱ
hundredsȱ ofȱ revisions,ȱ someȱ major,ȱ mostȱ
inȱlinguisticallyȱdiverseȱcountries.ȱ
minor.ȱ Theȱ coreȱ itemsȱ usedȱ inȱ priorȱ years,ȱ
however,ȱremainedȱtheȱsameȱsoȱthatȱcrossȬtimeȱ
Conclusionȱ
comparisonsȱ couldȱ beȱ made.ȱ Inȱ Novemberȱ
2009,ȱ withȱ theȱ generousȱ supportȱ ofȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ
Theȱ dataȱ presentedȱ hereȱ onlyȱ scratchȱ theȱ
surfaceȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱtheȱnumerousȱquestionsȱ
(USAID),ȱ weȱ broughtȱ togetherȱ allȱ ofȱ ourȱ
countryȱ teamsȱ andȱ severalȱ membersȱ ofȱ theȱ
4 Except in the case of Ecuador and Chile, where
donorȱcommunityȱtoȱSanȱSalvador,ȱElȱSalvadorȱ
probabilistic selection at the household level was carried
inȱ orderȱ toȱ agreeȱ uponȱ theȱ finalȱ coreȱ
out.
questionnaireȱ andȱ planȱ forȱ theȱ survey’sȱ
5ȱ Withȱ theȱ exceptionȱ inȱ 2010ȱ ofȱ largerȱ samplesȱ inȱ ȱ Boliviaȱ
implementation.ȱȱ
(N=3,018),ȱ Brazilȱ (Nȱ =ȱ 2,482),ȱ Chileȱ (Nȱ =ȱ 1,965)ȱ Ecuadorȱ
(N=3,000),ȱandȱHaitiȱ(1,752).ȱ
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askedȱ inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ waveȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱsurvey.ȱTheȱquestionnairesȱ
usedȱ andȱ informationȱ onȱ howȱ toȱ accessȱ orȱ
obtainȱtheȱdataȱareȱavailableȱonȱourȱwebsite.ȱ
Fundingȱforȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱcameȱfromȱourȱcoreȱ
donors,ȱespeciallyȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱAgencyȱforȱ
Internationalȱ
Development.ȱ
Importantȱ
additionalȱsourcesȱofȱsupportȱalsoȱincluded,ȱbutȱ
wereȱ notȱ limitedȱ to,ȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
DevelopmentȱBankȱ(IADB),ȱtheȱUnitedȱNationsȱ
Developmentȱ Programȱ (UNDP),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Nationalȱ Scienceȱ Foundationȱ (NSF),ȱ theȱ
Swedishȱ Developmentȱ Corporationȱ (SIDA),ȱ
andȱ Vanderbiltȱ University.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ
collaboratedȱwithȱandȱreceivedȱsupportȱfromȱaȱ
numberȱ ofȱ otherȱ academicȱ andȱ nonȬ
governmentalȱinstitutionsȱacrossȱtheȱAmericas.ȱ
Weȱ areȱ especiallyȱ gratefulȱ toȱ Princetonȱ
University,ȱ theȱ Universitéȱ Lavalȱ andȱ Yorkȱ
Universityȱ (Canada)ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ theȱ Kelloggȱ
Instituteȱ ofȱ Notreȱ Dameȱ University.ȱ Weȱ areȱ
gratefulȱ toȱ theȱ individualȱ peopleȱ involvedȱ inȱ
thisȱ effortȱ toȱ developȱ andȱ implementȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
roundȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ andȱ theȱ
thousandsȱ ofȱ citizensȱ ofȱ theȱ Americasȱ whoȱ
respondedȱ toȱ ourȱ survey.ȱ Inȱ additionȱ toȱ
financialȱ support,ȱ anȱ extensiveȱ networkȱ ofȱ
individualsȱ atȱ Vanderbiltȱ andȱ acrossȱ theȱ
Americasȱputȱcountlessȱhoursȱofȱhumanȱcapitalȱ
intoȱtheȱproject.ȱȱ
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Weȱ embarkedȱ onȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
inȱtheȱhopeȱthatȱtheȱresultsȱwouldȱbeȱofȱinterestȱ
toȱ andȱ ofȱ policyȱ relevanceȱ forȱ citizens,ȱ NGOs,ȱ
academics,ȱ governments,ȱ andȱ theȱ internationalȱ
donorȱ community.ȱ Weȱ areȱ confidentȱ thatȱ theȱ
studyȱ canȱ notȱ onlyȱ helpȱ individualsȱ andȱ
agenciesȱactivelyȱpromoteȱdemocratization,ȱbutȱ
thatȱitȱwillȱalsoȱserveȱtheȱacademicȱcommunity,ȱ
whichȱ hasȱ beenȱ engagedȱ inȱ aȱ questȱ toȱ
determineȱ whichȱ valuesȱ andȱ behaviorsȱ areȱ theȱ
onesȱmostȱlikelyȱtoȱpromoteȱstableȱdemocracy.ȱ
Moreȱ informationȱ onȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
andȱ LAPOPȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ onȱ ourȱ newlyȬ
redesignedȱ website:ȱ www.LapopSurveys.orgȱ
(alsoȱwww.vanderbilt.edu/lapop).ȱ
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Executive Summary. This AmericasBarometer Insights Series report
examines the determinants of trust in the Supreme Court in Latin
America and the Caribbean. The results show that trust in the Court is
strongly related to the performance of the president. This close
relationship suggests that individuals do not perceive the judicial and
executive branches as entirely independent. Further, I find that citizens’
economic evaluations are positively related to trust in the Court. Finally,
negative experiences with crime and corruption erode trust in the
Supreme Court.

TheȱInsightsȱSeriesȱpresentsȱshortȱreportsȱonȱtopicsȱofȱinterestȱtoȱtheȱpolicymakingȱandȱacademicȱ
communities.ȱTheȱseriesȱisȱcoȬeditedȱbyȱMitchellȱA.ȱSeligson,ȱAmyȱEricaȱSmith,ȱandȱElizabethȱJ.ȱ
Zechmeisterȱwithȱadministrative,ȱtechnical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱ
Vanderbilt.ȱ
www.AmericasBarometer.orgȱ
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TrustȱinȱtheȱSupremeȱCourtȱ
ArturoȱMaldonadoȱ

Hȱ

owȱmuchȱdoȱpeopleȱtrustȱtheȱSupremeȱ
Courtȱ acrossȱ theȱ Americas?ȱ Asȱ theȱ
mostȱ prominentȱ institutionȱ withinȱ theȱ
judicialȱ branch,ȱ theȱ Courtȱ canȱ playȱ anȱ
importantȱ roleȱ inȱ issuesȱ ofȱ lawȱ andȱ rightsȱ thatȱ
affectȱ theȱ livesȱ ofȱ individualȱ citizens.ȱ Yet,ȱ theȱ
studyȱofȱLatinȱAmericanȱandȱCaribbeanȱpublicȱ
opinionȱ towardȱ theȱ courtsȱ isȱ aȱ relativelyȱ
neglectedȱ researchȱ area.ȱ Drawingȱ onȱ theȱ
comparativelyȱ largeȱ bodyȱ ofȱ researchȱ focusedȱ
onȱtheȱU.S.ȱcontext1,ȱIȱproposeȱthatȱtrustȱinȱtheȱ
Supremeȱ Courtȱ oughtȱ toȱ beȱ relatedȱ toȱ
evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ executive,ȱ economicȱ
assessments,ȱ andȱ experiencesȱ withȱ crimeȱ andȱ
corruption.ȱAsȱIȱwillȱshow,ȱeachȱofȱtheseȱfactorsȱ
predictsȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ inȱ Latinȱ
AmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean.ȱ

thisȱroundȱaȱtotalȱofȱ43,990ȱpersonsȱwereȱaskedȱ
theȱ followingȱ questionȱ onȱ aȱ scaleȱ fromȱ 1ȱ toȱ 7,ȱ
whereȱ “1”ȱ representsȱ “Notȱ atȱ all”ȱ andȱ “7”ȱ “Aȱ
lot.”ȱThisȱvariableȱwasȱlaterȱrecalibratedȱonȱaȱ0Ȭ
100ȱscale.ȱȱ
B31.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ trustȱ theȱ Supremeȱ
Court?5ȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ presentsȱ meanȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ eachȱ
country.ȱUruguayȱandȱSurinameȱareȱatȱtheȱtopȱ
ofȱ thisȱ comparativeȱ ranking,ȱ whileȱ Haiti,ȱ Peruȱ
andȱ Argentinaȱ areȱ atȱ theȱ bottom.ȱ Theȱ figureȱ
showsȱgreatȱvariationȱinȱmeanȱlevelsȱofȱtrustȱinȱ
theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ acrossȱ countries.ȱ Theȱ
differenceȱ betweenȱ theȱ countryȱ atȱ theȱ topȱ
(Uruguay)ȱ andȱ theȱ countryȱ atȱ theȱ bottomȱ
(Haiti)ȱ isȱ 31ȱ points.ȱ Consideringȱ allȱ 26ȱ

Thus,ȱ thisȱ reportȱ inȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
Insightsȱ Seriesȱ comparesȱ publicȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
SupremeȱCourt2ȱacrossȱtheȱAmericas,ȱandȱthenȱ
examinesȱ theȱ rolesȱ ofȱ socioȬeconomic,ȱ
demographic,ȱandȱotherȱvariablesȱinȱexplainingȱ
thisȱ attitude.3ȱ Dataȱ comeȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ
ofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱsurveysȱbyȱtheȱLatinȱ
Americanȱ Publicȱ Opinionȱ Projectȱ (LAPOP).4ȱ Inȱ

Figure 1. Trust in the Supreme Court, 2010
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1ȱResearchȱfocusedȱonȱtheȱU.S.ȱcaseȱdiscusses,ȱforȱinstance,ȱ

howȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ affectsȱ publicȱ opinionȱ (Caldeiraȱ
1986;ȱ Flemming,ȱ et.ȱ al.ȱ 1997;ȱ Hoekstraȱ andȱ Segalȱ 1996;ȱ
Johnsonȱ andȱ Martinȱ 1998)ȱ andȱ howȱ theȱ publicȱ shapesȱ theȱ
Court’sȱdecisionsȱ(MishlerȱandȱSheenanȱ1993;ȱNorpothȱandȱ
Segalȱ 1994;ȱ McGuireȱ andȱ Stimsonȱ 2004).ȱ Withȱ respectȱ toȱ
LatinȱAmerica,ȱscholarsȱhaveȱfocusedȱonȱtheȱindependenceȱ
ofȱ theȱ judicialȱ sectorȱ (Vernerȱ 1984;ȱ Larkinsȱ 1996)ȱ andȱ
judicialȱreformȱ(Dakoliasȱ1996;ȱDomingoȱ1999).ȱ
2ȱIȱwillȱuseȱSupremeȱCourtȱasȱaȱgeneralȱnameȱforȱtheȱhigherȱ

institutionȱ withinȱ theȱ judicialȱ branch,ȱ knowingȱ thatȱ thisȱ
institutionȱhasȱotherȱnamesȱinȱsomeȱcountries,ȱsuchȱasȱHighȱ
Courtȱ inȱ Guyanaȱ orȱ Federalȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ inȱ Brazil.ȱ Inȱ
someȱ countries,ȱ likeȱ Peruȱ andȱ toȱ someȱ extentȱ Chile,ȱ theȱ
constitutionalȱ courtȱ isȱ aȱ separateȱ andȱ autonomousȱ
institution,ȱwhereasȱinȱtheȱrestȱofȱLatinȱAmerica,ȱitȱisȱpartȱofȱ
theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ (Naviaȱ andȱ RiosȬFigueroaȱ 2005).ȱ Forȱ
detailsȱ
see:ȱ
http://pdba.georgetown.edu/Comp/Judicial/Suprema/supre
ma.htmlȱ
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ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ

3

http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ
onȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets.ȱȱ
4ȱFundingȱforȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱmainlyȱcameȱfromȱtheȱUnitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
ImportantȱsourcesȱofȱsupportȱwereȱalsoȱtheȱInterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱȱ

64.4
62.8

95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

5ȱ

NonȬresponseȱ wasȱ 5.12%ȱ forȱ thisȱ questionȱ acrossȱ theȱ
sampleȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱȱ
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countries,ȱ 15ȱ haveȱ averageȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ thatȱ
exceedȱ 50ȱ points;ȱ inȱ otherȱ wordsȱ theȱ averageȱ
citizenȱinȱtheseȱcountriesȱisȱpositivelyȱdisposedȱ
towardȱ trustingȱ thisȱ institution.ȱ Interestingly,ȱ
Costaȱ Rica,ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ States,ȱ andȱ Chileȱ areȱ
locatedȱ inȱ theȱ middleȱ ofȱ theȱ ranking,ȱ aroundȱ
theȱ 50Ȭpointȱ positionȱ onȱ theȱ scale,ȱ whereasȱ byȱ
otherȱ measuresȱ theseȱ judicialȱ branchesȱ areȱ
consideredȱ theȱ bestȱ developedȱ inȱ theȱ regionȱ
(Verner,ȱ1984).ȱȱ

theȱ Supremeȱ Court.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ indicateȱ thatȱ
fourȱ outȱ ofȱ theȱ sixȱ variablesȱ includedȱ areȱ
statisticalȱ significant.ȱ Specifically,ȱ theȱ lessȱ
educated,ȱ theȱ older,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ selfȬidentifyȱ asȱ
white,ȱ andȱ urbanȱ dwellersȱ haveȱ moreȱ trustȱ inȱ
theȱ Supremeȱ Court.ȱ Conversely,ȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ
significantȱdifferenceȱbetweenȱmenȱandȱwomenȱ
inȱtheirȱtrustȱinȱtheȱjudicialȱbranch,ȱandȱthereȱisȱ
alsoȱ noȱ significantȱ effectȱ detectedȱ forȱ theȱ
quintilesȱofȱwealthȱindicator.ȱȱ

Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ areȱ individuals’ȱ attitudesȱ
towardȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ explainedȱ byȱ theirȱ
characteristics,ȱ evaluations,ȱ andȱ experiences?ȱ
Theȱnextȱsectionsȱtakeȱupȱthisȱquestion.ȱ

SocioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ
explainȱ some,ȱ butȱ farȱ fromȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ variationȱ
inȱtrustȱinȱtheȱSupremeȱCourt.ȱThus,ȱinȱtheȱnextȱ
sectionȱ Iȱ addȱ toȱ thisȱ modelȱ byȱ consideringȱ theȱ
predictiveȱ powerȱ ofȱ individuals’ȱ evaluationsȱ
andȱexperiences.ȱ

Trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ
byȱ
SocioȬDemographicȱ
Groups

Figure 2. The Impacts of Demographic Factors on
Trust in the Supreme Court, 2010

Iȱ firstȱ testȱ theȱ explanatoryȱ powerȱ ofȱ
R-Squared =0.090
F=81.602
selectedȱ
socioȬeconomicȱ
andȱ
N =37580
Urban
demographicȱ variablesȱ inȱ predictingȱ
trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ inȱ Latinȱ
White
Country Fixed Effects
Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean.6ȱ Iȱ considerȱ
and Intercept Included
but not Shown Here.
theȱ followingȱ variables:ȱ education,ȱ ageȱ
Quintiles of wealth
(codedȱ inȱ numberȱ ofȱ years),ȱ gender,ȱ
Female
wealth,ȱ racialȱ selfȬidentification,ȱ andȱ
urban/ruralȱ residence.ȱ Allȱ variablesȱ areȱ
Age
standardizedȱ forȱ easeȱ ofȱ comparison.ȱ
Dotsȱ representȱ theȱ estimatedȱ effectȱ ofȱ
Education Level
eachȱ variable,ȱ whileȱ theȱ horizontalȱ barsȱ
-0.06
-0.04
-0.02
0.00
0.02
representȱ 95%ȱ confidenceȱ intervalsȱ forȱ
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
thoseȱ effects.ȱ Weȱ canȱ beȱ atȱ leastȱ 95%ȱ
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
confidentȱ thatȱ aȱ givenȱ effectȱ isȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ ifȱ itsȱ confidenceȱ
intervalȱ doesȱ notȱ crossȱ theȱ verticalȱ axisȱ
atȱ 0.ȱ Effectsȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ ofȱ theȱ verticalȱ axisȱ areȱ
Predictingȱ Trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ
negative;ȱonesȱtoȱtheȱrightȱareȱpositive.ȱ
Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ theȱ resultsȱ forȱ aȱ linearȱ
regressionȱ modelȱ thatȱ examinesȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ theseȱ factorsȱ andȱ trustȱ inȱ
6ȱ Iȱ excludeȱ theȱ USAȱ andȱ Canada,ȱ becauseȱ someȱ ofȱ theseȱ

questionsȱ wereȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ theseȱ countries,ȱ andȱ becauseȱ
theȱ focusȱ ofȱ thisȱ reportȱ isȱ onȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
Caribbean.ȱ

Courtȱ withȱ Politicalȱ Evaluations,ȱ
Economicȱ Assessments,ȱ andȱ
Experiencesȱ withȱ Crimeȱ andȱ
Corruptionȱ
Amongȱ aȱ varietyȱ ofȱ factorsȱ thatȱ haveȱ beenȱ
identifiedȱ asȱ potentiallyȱ importantȱ forȱ
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predictingȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Courtȱ inȱ theȱ
U.S.ȱ Iȱ selectedȱ theȱ following:ȱ presidentialȱ
popularity,ȱ economicȱ performance,ȱ andȱ
experiencesȱ relatedȱ toȱ security.ȱ Givenȱ theȱ
dominanceȱofȱtheȱexecutiveȱandȱtheȱsalienceȱofȱ
economicȱ andȱ securityȱ issuesȱ inȱ manyȱ
countries,ȱ Iȱ considerȱ theseȱ asȱ likelyȱ predictorsȱ
ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ court.ȱ Belowȱ Iȱ justifyȱ andȱ
describeȱ theȱ independentȱ variablesȱ usedȱ toȱ
assessȱtheseȱrelationships.ȱ
Withȱ respectȱ toȱ presidentialȱ popularity,ȱ asȱ
researchȱ onȱ theȱ independenceȱ ofȱ theȱ Supremeȱ
Courtȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ indicates,ȱ thisȱ
institutionȱ isȱ traditionallyȱ subordinateȱ toȱ theȱ
executiveȱ inȱ someȱ countriesȱ (Verner,ȱ 1984;ȱ
Naviaȱ andȱ RíosȬFigueroa,ȱ 2005).ȱ Asȱ such,ȱ theȱ
courtsȱ areȱ seenȱ asȱ partȱ ofȱ theȱ rulingȱ coalition,ȱ
andȱ supportȱ forȱ theseȱ institutionsȱ mayȱ moveȱ
handȬinȬhandȱ (Caldeiraȱ 1986,ȱ p.ȱ 1214).ȱ Toȱ
assessȱ thisȱ possibility,ȱ Iȱ includeȱ aȱ measureȱ ofȱ
presidentialȱapproval.7ȱȱ
Withȱrespectȱtoȱeconomicȱconditions,ȱwhileȱtheȱ
“courtȱ hasȱ noȱ directȱ impactȱ onȱ economicȱ
evaluations”ȱ (Caldeiraȱ 1986,ȱ p.ȱ 1214),ȱ badȱ
economicȱ timesȱ couldȱ affectȱ supportȱ forȱ thisȱ
institution.ȱ Iȱ testȱ thisȱ hypothesisȱ atȱ theȱ microȱ
levelȱ usingȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ personalȱ
economicȱ situation8ȱ andȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economicȱ situation.9ȱ Higherȱ valuesȱ onȱ theseȱ
7ȱ
M1:ȱ “Speakingȱ inȱ general,ȱ ofȱ theȱ currentȱ
administration/government,ȱ howȱ wouldȱ youȱ rateȱ theȱ jobȱ
performanceȱ ofȱ (Nameȱ ofȱ theȱ president/Majorityȱ partyȱ inȱ
parliamentaryȱ countries)?”ȱ Whileȱ differencesȱ existȱ acrossȱ
systemȱ types,ȱ thisȱ questionȱ tapsȱ approvalȱ ofȱ theȱ sittingȱ
administrationȱ inȱ bothȱ presidentialȱ andȱ parliamentaryȱ
systems.ȱȱ
8ȱ Thisȱ variableȱ isȱ anȱ indexȱ createdȱ fromȱ IDIO1ȱ andȱ IDIO2ȱ

(alpha=0.46).ȱ Theseȱ variablesȱ gaugeȱ theȱ retrospectiveȱ andȱ
theȱ currentȱ evaluationȱ ofȱ theȱ personalȱ economicȱ situation,ȱ
andȱ theyȱ wereȱ recodedȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ soȱ thatȱ theȱ finalȱ
indexȱ alsoȱ runsȱ alongȱ thisȱ interval.ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ ranȱ aȱ regressionȱ
withȱeachȱofȱtheseȱvariablesȱindependentlyȱandȱtheȱresultsȱ
areȱsimilar.ȱȱ
9ȱThisȱvariableȱisȱanȱindexȱcreatedȱfromȱSOCT1ȱandȱSOCT2.ȱ

Theseȱ variablesȱ alsoȱ tapȱ theȱ retrospectiveȱ andȱ currentȱ
evaluationȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ situation,ȱ andȱ theyȱ
wereȱrecodedȱinȱtheȱsameȱwayȱasȱtheȱpreviousȱindex.ȱIȱalsoȱ
ranȱaȱregressionȱwithȱeachȱofȱtheseȱvariablesȱindependentlyȱ
andȱfoundȱsimilarȱresults.ȱ

variablesȱ indicateȱ betterȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
economicȱsituation.ȱ
Withȱrespectȱtoȱsecurityȱexperiences,ȱIȱexamineȱ
indicatorsȱrelatedȱtoȱbothȱcrimeȱandȱcorruption.ȱ
Negativeȱ experiencesȱ inȱ theseȱ realmsȱ mayȱ
indicateȱfailuresȱwithinȱtheȱjudicialȱbranchȱ(see,ȱ
e.g.,ȱ Caldeiraȱ 1986,ȱ p.ȱ 1216).ȱ Thus,ȱ I
hypothesizeȱ thatȱ beingȱ victimizedȱ byȱ crime10
andȱ corruption11ȱ willȱ beȱ associatedȱ withȱ lower
levelsȱofȱtrustȱinȱtheȱSupremeȱCourt.
Doȱ characteristicsȱ ofȱ judiciariesȱ themselvesȱ
affectȱ supportȱ forȱ theseȱ institutions?ȱ Oneȱ mayȱ
suspectȱ thatȱ countryȬlevelȱ factorsȱ suchȱ asȱ
Supremeȱ Courts’ȱ independence,ȱ autonomy,ȱ
andȱ visibilityȱ allȱ helpȱ toȱ explainȱ variationȱ
amongȱ countriesȱ inȱ support.ȱ Asȱ aȱ preliminaryȱ
stepȱ toȱ assessȱ suchȱinstitutionalȱ explanations,ȱ Iȱ
includeȱ dummyȱ variablesȱ forȱ eachȱ country.ȱ
Theseȱcountryȱfixedȱeffectsȱareȱnotȱshownȱinȱtheȱ
figureȱforȱtheȱsakeȱofȱpresentation.ȱȱ
Figureȱ 3ȱ presentsȱ theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ newȱ
analysis.ȱInȱtheȱfirstȱplace,ȱtheȱresultsȱshowȱthatȱ
presidentialȱ approvalȱ hasȱ theȱ largestȱ effectȱ onȱ
judicialȱtrustȱamongȱthisȱsetȱofȱvariables.ȱThus,ȱ
itȱ appearsȱ thatȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
Caribbean,ȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ executiveȱ andȱ forȱ
theȱ Courtȱ doȱ indeeedȱ moveȱ inȱ tandem.ȱ Theȱ
substantiveȱ effectȱ isȱ overwhelminglyȱ strongȱ inȱ
comparisonȱtoȱtheȱotherȱvariables.ȱ
Iȱ alsoȱ findȱ thatȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ
economicȱ situationȱ andȱ theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
situationȱ areȱ significant,ȱ andȱ inȱ theȱ expectedȱ
direction.ȱ Thoseȱ whoȱ perceiveȱ theseȱ economicȱ
situationsȱ poorlyȱ expressȱ lowerȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
Court.ȱ Finally,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ suggestȱ thatȱ
victimizationȱ byȱ crimeȱ andȱ corruptionȱ erodesȱ

ȱ VIC1:ȱHaveȱyouȱbeenȱvictimȱofȱanyȱtypeȱofȱcrimeȱinȱtheȱ
pastȱ12ȱmonths?ȱ Thisȱquestionȱwasȱrecalibratedȱonȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱ
scale.ȱ

10

ȱCorruptionȱisȱmeasuredȱthroughȱaȱdichotomousȱvariableȱ
thatȱ gaugesȱ whetherȱ respondentsȱ haveȱ beenȱ victimizedȱ byȱ
corruptionȱ atȱ leastȱ onceȱ andȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
questionsȱ askingȱ whetherȱ theȱ respondentȱ hasȱ beenȱ askedȱ
forȱbribesȱinȱaȱnumberȱofȱpublicȱsettings.ȱ
11
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Figure 3. The Impact of Demographic and Political Factors
on Trust in the Supreme Court, 2010
R-Squared =0.176
F=133.903
N =33360
Urban
White

Country Fixed Effects
and Intercept Included
but not Shown Here.

Quintiles of Wealth
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Crime Victimization
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

supportȱ forȱ theȱ judicialȱ branch,ȱ representedȱ
hereȱbyȱtheȱSupremeȱCourt.ȱȱ
Itȱ isȱ noteworthyȱ thatȱ theseȱ resultsȱ differȱ fromȱ
theȱ conclusionsȱ drawnȱ byȱ Caldeiraȱ (1986).ȱ Inȱ
theȱU.S.ȱcase,ȱCaldeiraȱdoesȱnotȱfindȱsignificantȱ
effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ economy,ȱ measuredȱ byȱ inflation,ȱ
orȱofȱcrimeȱmeasuredȱatȱtheȱaggregateȱlevel.12ȱInȱ
contrast,ȱ inȱ theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ Caribbeanȱ
context,ȱ theseȱ variablesȱ (measuredȱ atȱ theȱ
individualȱ levelȱ andȱ alsoȱ includingȱ corruptionȱ
experiences)ȱplayȱimportantȱrolesȱinȱexplainingȱ
trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Court.ȱ Presidentialȱ
popularityȱ reachesȱ statisticalȱ significanceȱ inȱ
bothȱmodels.ȱ
Iȱ alsoȱ testȱ theseȱ findingsȱ byȱ runningȱ separateȱ
regressionȱ inȱ eachȱ country.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ followȱ
theȱgeneralȱtrendȱforȱtheȱeconomicȱandȱpoliticalȱ
factorsȱdiscussedȱhere.13ȱȱ
12ȱ

Thoughȱ theȱ coefficientȱ forȱ inflationȱ doesȱ notȱ achieveȱ
standardȱ levelsȱ ofȱ statisticalȱ significanceȱ inȱ Caldeira’sȱ
(1986)ȱmodelȱ(pȱ<ȱ.23),ȱheȱconcludesȱthatȱinflationȱdoesȱhaveȱ
aȱ substantivelyȱ importantȱ effectȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ
SupremeȱCourt.ȱȱ
13ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ forȱ educationȱ andȱ ageȱ showȱ notableȱ
differencesȱ byȱ country.ȱ Forȱ instance,ȱ inȱ Southȱ America,ȱ
Peru,ȱ Paraguay,ȱ Ecuador,ȱ andȱ Boliviaȱ displayȱ negativeȱ

Discussion
Asȱ
mentionedȱ
atȱ
theȱ
beginning,ȱ publicȱ opinionȱ
towardȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ
Caribbeanȱ courtsȱ isȱ aȱ
relativelyȱ neglectedȱ researchȱ
area,ȱ butȱ alsoȱ aȱ fertileȱ one.ȱ
Scholarsȱ haveȱ mostlyȱ focusedȱ
theirȱ attentionȱ onȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
judicialȱ
autonomyȱ
withȱ
respectȱtoȱtheȱexecutiveȱwithinȱ
thisȱregion.ȱThisȱInsightsȱreportȱ
showsȱ thatȱ peopleȱ stronglyȱ
relateȱ theirȱ approvalȱ ofȱ theȱ
executiveȱ toȱ theirȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
Court.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ consistentȱ withȱ
theȱnotionȱthat,ȱinȱtheȱpublic’sȱ
perception,ȱ
theȱ
judicialȱ
institutionȱ isȱ subordinateȱ toȱ
theȱexecutiveȱbranch.ȱ

Ifȱ separationȱ ofȱ powersȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ
fundamentalȱ characteristicsȱ ofȱ aȱ modernȱ
democraticȱ regime,ȱ itȱ mayȱ beȱ desirableȱ thatȱ
peopleȱ makeȱ independentȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ eachȱ
branchȱ ofȱ government.ȱ Inȱ otherȱ words,ȱ oneȱ
mightȱexpectȱinstitutionalȱseparationȱofȱpowersȱ
toȱbeȱmirroredȱwithinȱpublicȱopinionȱasȱdistinctȱ
evaluationsȱ ofȱ eachȱ politicalȱ institution.ȱ Toȱ theȱ
degreeȱthatȱthisȱisȱnotȱtheȱcase,ȱitȱcouldȱbeȱthatȱ
separationȱ ofȱ powersȱ isȱ notȱ achievedȱ toȱ theȱ
fullestȱ degreeȱ possibleȱ orȱ thatȱ theȱ public,ȱ atȱ
least,ȱdoesȱnotȱperceiveȱtheȱSupremeȱCourtȱasȱaȱ
completelyȱautonomousȱagency.ȱȱ

coefficientsȱforȱeducationȱandȱage.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱtheseȱ
countriesȱ haveȱ lowȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Court.ȱ Onȱ theȱ
otherȱ side,ȱ modelsȱ forȱ Argentina,ȱ Brazil,ȱ Uruguay,ȱ Chile,ȱ
andȱColombiaȱallȱpresentȱpositiveȱcoefficientsȱforȱeducationȱ
andȱage;ȱandȱ theyȱhaveȱ highȱtrustȱinȱ theȱCourtȱ(exceptȱforȱ
Argentina).ȱ Inȱ sum,ȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ theȱ lowestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
trustȱ inȱ theȱ Supremeȱ Court,ȱ theȱ mostȱ educatedȱ andȱ olderȱ
peopleȱareȱthoseȱwhoȱhaveȱleastȱtrustȱinȱtheȱjudicialȱbranch.ȱ
Conversely,ȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ highestȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
SupremeȱCourt,ȱtheȱmostȱeducatedȱandȱtheȱolderȱareȱthoseȱ
whoȱmostȱstronglyȱsupportȱthisȱinstitution.ȱȱ
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Iȱ alsoȱ findȱ thatȱ people’sȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ
economyȱ affectȱ theirȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ Court.ȱ Theȱ
resultsȱ suggestȱ thatȱ peopleȱ applyȱ economicȱ
evaluationsȱ notȱ onlyȱ toȱ theȱ executiveȱ branchȱ
(Downsȱ 1957;ȱ Fiorinaȱ 1981),ȱ butȱ alsoȱ toȱ theȱ
judicialȱbranch.ȱ
Inȱ addition,ȱ inȱ theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ
Caribbeanȱ region,ȱ corruptionȱ andȱ crimeȱ playȱaȱ
significantȱ roleȱ inȱ explainingȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
Supremeȱ Court.ȱ Theseȱ problemsȱ areȱ directlyȱ
relevantȱtoȱtheȱjobȱofȱtheȱjudicialȱbranch.ȱInȱthisȱ
case,ȱ then,ȱ individualsȱ areȱ clearlyȱ applyingȱ
germaneȱ performanceȱ evaluationsȱ toȱ theirȱ
assessmentsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ Court.ȱ Thisȱ findingȱ
suggestsȱ anȱ opportunityȱ forȱ courtsȱ seekingȱ toȱ
improveȱ theirȱ publicȱ images.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ judicialȱ
branchȱ achievesȱ betterȱ resultsȱ inȱ theȱ struggleȱ
againstȱcorruptionȱandȱcrime,ȱthereȱareȱlikelyȱtoȱ
beȱ positiveȱ returnsȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ theȱ amountȱ
ofȱtrustȱtheȱpublicȱplacesȱinȱtheȱCourt.ȱȱ
Theȱ Courtȱ isȱ aȱ principalȱ representativeȱ andȱ
arbiterȱ ofȱ theȱ ruleȱ ofȱ lawȱ inȱ aȱ democracy.ȱ
Further,ȱ inȱ theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ region,ȱ itȱ isȱ anȱ
institutionȱ thatȱ hasȱ beenȱ underminedȱ byȱ
militaryȱdictatorshipsȱinȱtheȱpastȱ(Larkinsȱ1996)ȱ
and,ȱ inȱ someȱ countriesȱ atȱ least,ȱ isȱ currentlyȱ
threatenedȱbyȱpoliticalȱactorsȱwhoȱseekȱtoȱlimitȱ
checksȱ andȱ balancesȱ amongȱ andȱ acrossȱ
branchesȱ andȱ levelsȱ ofȱ government.ȱ Therefore,ȱ
researchȱ regardingȱ publicȱ opinionȱ towardȱ theȱ
judicialȱ branchȱ inȱ general,ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ theȱ
Supremeȱ Courtȱ inȱ particular,ȱ isȱ importantȱ dueȱ
toȱ bothȱ theȱ currentȱ andȱ historicalȱ relevanceȱ ofȱ
thisȱbranchȱtoȱdemocraticȱpolitics.ȱ
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Appendix
AppendixȱTableȱ1.ȱOrdinaryȱLeastȱSquaresȱModelȱofȱTrustȱinȱtheȱSupremeȱCourtȱ(Designȱ
EffectȱAdjusted)14ȱ
VictimizationȱbyȱCorruption
VictimizationȱbyȱCrime
Unemployed
PerceptionȱofȱPersonalȱEconomyȱ
PerceptionȱofȱNationalȱEconomyȱ
SatisfactionȱwithȱPerf.ȱofȱCurrentȱPresidentȱ
EducationȱLevel
Ageȱ
Female
QuintilesȱofȱWealth
Whiteȱ
Urban
Mexicoȱ
Guatemala
ElȱSalvador
Honduras
Nicaragua
CostaȱRica
Panama
Colombia
Ecuador
Bolivia
Peru
Paraguay
Chile
Brazil
Venezuela
Argentina
DominicanȱRepublic
Haiti
Jamaicaȱ
Guyana
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
RȬsquaredȱ

Coefficientȱ

tȬvalueȱ

Ȭ.040*
Ȭ.028*
Ȭ.001ȱ
.047*ȱ
.074*ȱ
.284*ȱ
Ȭ.022*
.024*ȱ
Ȭ.009
Ȭ.003
.021*ȱ
Ȭ.038*
0.002ȱ
Ȭ0.08*
Ȭ0.04*
Ȭ0.022*
Ȭ0.092*
Ȭ0.044*
Ȭ0.076*
Ȭ0.033*
Ȭ0.19*
Ȭ0.115*
Ȭ0.1*
Ȭ0.146*
Ȭ0.056*
Ȭ0.065*
Ȭ0.076*
Ȭ0.095*
Ȭ0.044*
Ȭ0.065*
0.013ȱ
Ȭ0.027*
33,360ȱ
0.174ȱ

Ȭ6.09ȱ
Ȭ5.16ȱ
.02ȱ
7.14ȱ
10.46ȱ
36.16ȱ
Ȭ3.20ȱ
3.69ȱ
Ȭ1.7ȱ
Ȭ0.42ȱ
3.29ȱ
Ȭ4.54ȱ
0.3ȱ
Ȭ10.12ȱ
Ȭ5.26ȱ
Ȭ3.31ȱ
Ȭ9.54ȱ
Ȭ4.3ȱ
Ȭ5.54ȱ
Ȭ3.22ȱ
Ȭ19.21ȱ
Ȭ9.66ȱ
Ȭ12.09ȱ
Ȭ19.08ȱ
Ȭ6.43ȱ
Ȭ5.87ȱ
Ȭ8.2ȱ
Ȭ11.53ȱ
Ȭ5.54ȱ
Ȭ6.57ȱ
1.23ȱ
Ȭ2.78ȱ

Fȱ
134.02ȱ
Note: Coefficients from weighted linear regression are significant at *p< .05.
14ȱUruguayȱisȱtheȱcountryȱofȱreference.ȱȱ
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Executive Summary. In this Insights report, I consider how religion relates to
what Latin Americans know about politics. Using data from the 2010
AmericasBarometer, I assess the effects of two components of religion: belonging
and behaving. Overall I find little difference in political knowledge across Christian
dominations and in comparison to the non-religious. Attendance of religious
services is related to lower levels of political knowledge, though this relationship
reverses itself among Mainline Protestants. In a previous report in the Insights
series I showed that religious identification is related to higher levels of
identification with political parties; this report, however, suggest the possibility
that religion may not always boost political engagement and understanding.

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
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nowledge about politics is not equally
distributed among citizens of the
Americas. Although what increases
political knowledge in the US is well known
(Zaller 1992; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996), the
determinants of Latin Americans’ political
knowledge are less understood (Boidi 2007). In
this Insights report, I explore relationships
between religious channels of socialization at
the individual level and knowledge of political
facts.1

K

In its 2010 AmericasBarometer surveys, the
Latin American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP)
conducted
face-to-face
interviews
with
nationally representative samples in 24 nations
in Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as
web surveys in the United States and Canada.
This yielded a total of 43,990 probabilistically
selected respondents.2 The AmericasBarometer
asked all respondents in Latin America and the
Caribbean the following questions in 2010:
GI1. “What is the name of the current president
of the US?”
GI3. “How many [provinces / departments /
states] does [the country] have?”
GI4. “How long is the [presidential / prime
ministerial] term of office in [the country]?”
Responses were recorded as “correct,”
“incorrect,” and “does not know.” Each
response was recoded here so that ‘0’ indicates
“Does not know/Incorrect” and ‘1’ indicates
“Correct”; I then created an additive index
running from 0 to 3.3 Figure 1 shows national
1 Prior issues in the Insights series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublications
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasets
2ȱ Funding for the 2010 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), and Vanderbilt University.ȱ
3 The rate of “Does not know” (DK) responses in these 24
countries was 19.5% for GI1; 25.2% for GI3, and 8.9% for GI4.
Some scholars argue that offering explicit “do not know”
options increases the impact of individuals’ varying
propensities to guess on knowledge scores, and recommend
avoiding DK options (Mondak 2001; Barabas 2002). The
LAPOP question wording does not offer explicit DK options;
thus, it seems reasonable to group DK and incorrect
answers.

average scores in the 24 countries where these
questions were asked. Uruguay, Honduras, and
Costa Rica have the highest averages, at 2.6 and
2.5, whereas Nicaraguans rank at the bottom
with an average of 1.3 correct answers. The
average number of correct answers in the region
is 2.04, and eleven countries exceed this average.
In sum, Figure 1 shows a great deal of variance
across the region.

Figure 1. Political Knowledge in Latin America and
the Caribbean, 2010
Uruguay
Honduras
Costa Rica
El Salvador
Guyana
Haiti
Bolivia
Suriname
Chile
Peru
Argentina
Panama
Mexico
Jamaica
Guatemala
Colombia
Ecuador
Trinidad & Tobago
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Paraguay
Brazil
Belize
Venezuela
Nicaragua

2.6
2.6
2.5
2.5
2.4
2.4
2.3
2.2
2.2
2.2
2.1
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2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
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1.8
1.7
1.6
1.6
1.3
0

1

2

3

Political Knowledge Index
(from 0 to 3)
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: 2010 AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Although there is no consensus on what political
knowledge entails (Luskin 1987; Mondak 2001),
most scholars measure it by testing factual
information about politics (Zaller 1992; Delli
Carpini et al 1996; Mondak 2001; Barabas 2002;
Prior and Lupia 2008). Variance in the degree of
factual information that the Latin American and
Caribbean publics possess suggests that there
are factors at the country-level that shape

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

184

PoliticalȱKnowledgeȱandȱReligionȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱ
AlejandroȱDíazȬDomínguezȱ
citizens’ abilities to respond correctly to these
political information questions. These factors
might include countries’ distinct histories and
institutional structures of government, as well as
their traditions of civic education and levels of
formal education. In this Insights report,
however, I focus on individual-level predictors
of
knowledge.
In
order
to
increase
comparability, I only assess predictors of
knowledge in 15 countries (see the appendix) for
which reliability tests at the country level
suggest that the political knowledge questions
comprise a robust index.4

Campbell 2004), since parishioners from these
denominations tend to engage in politics mainly
“in times of crisis and opportunity” (Djupe and
Grant 2001: 311). Behaving, as measured by
church attendance, may decrease sophistication
if political facts are not salient for churches
(Converse 1964; 1966; Campbell 2004), and
actually may lead to conscious withdrawal from
the wider community (Campbell 2004). In
particular, behaving is expected to decrease
sophistication because citizens’ time devoted to
the church takes time away from engagement in
politics and the broader community.5

I use two religious measures. The first is
belonging, or affiliation with the five major
religious groups in Latin America: Catholics,
Protestants, Evangelicals, Latter Day Saints
Conventional theories predict that citizens could
(Mormons) and Jehovah’s Witnesses, and nonlearn politics through channels of socialization
Christian
religions.6
such as schools and
Second, behaving is a
churches (Wald, Owen
measure of attendance of
Churchȱattendanceȱmayȱdecreaseȱ
and Hill 1988; Verba,
religious services, and is
Schlozman and Brady
sophisticationȱifȱpoliticalȱfactsȱareȱ
intended to capture a
1995). I focus on two
notȱsalientȱforȱchurches,ȱandȱactuallyȱ channel of socialization
aspects
of
citizens’
that I expect to have a
religious
experiences:
mayȱleadȱtoȱconsciousȱwithdrawalȱ
negative
effect
on
belonging and behaving
political knowledge, due
fromȱtheȱwiderȱcommunity.
(Layman 2001). I expect
to
the
withdrawal
that belonging to certain
hypothesis.
religious
denominations, such as Mainline Protestant
Predictors of Political Knowledge
churches, might increase political knowledge
because parishioners from these churches tend
In order to test the relationship between
to see political engagement as a natural
religious
variables and political knowledge, I
consequence of religious activity (Djupe and
use
a
least
squares regression at the individual
Grant 2001: 311). Belonging to the Catholic
level
with
country
fixed effects, while adjusting
Church and Evangelical churches, meanwhile,
for
the
complex
survey
sample design within
may decrease it (Djupe and Grant 2001;

Religion as
Socialization

4

a

Channel

of

Using Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of reliability, the
threshold was defined as 0.5 in order to maximize internal
consistency among the three items (Manheim et al 2006: 159).
In addition, this analysis excludes Haiti (alpha=0.65), in
order to prevent unexpected effects of the earthquake that
occurred on January 12, before the 2010 AmericasBarometer
surveys were conducted; and Chile (alpha=0.49), where an
earthquake occurred on February 27, 2010. However, when
these countries are included in the analysis, the findings
discussed below remain valid. Church attendance is
significant and negative across denominations (p<0.013),
while coefficients are positive for Protestants (p<0.087),
negative for Evangelicals and Catholics (p<0.018 and p<0.064
respectively), and insignificant for Latter Day Saints (LDS)
and non-Christians (p<0.835 and p<0.44 respectively).

5 Although I will base my expectations on the
aforementioned theories, questions remain regarding the
causal mechanisms that explain belonging’s impact on
political knowledge.
6
In the 15 countries of this report, 67.7% of respondents are
Catholics; 7.07% are Protestants; 15.3% are Evangelicals;
0.9% are LDS; 0.4% are Jehovah’s Witnesses, and 2.02%
belong to non-Christian religions (Islam, Jews, and native
religions). The reference category is comprised of people
who do not profess any religion (7.4%). Given the small
number of respondents who are Jehovah’s Witnesses and
members of LDS, these two denominations are grouped
together in the analysis. For additional details regarding the
classification of religious denominations please see DíazDomínguez (2009).
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the 15 nations. The independent
variables of interest are attendance of
religious services, and belonging to
five major religious denominations:
Catholics, Protestants, Evangelicals,
Latter Day Saints and Jehovah’s
Witnesses, and non-Christian religions.

Figure 2. The Effect of Religious Factors on Political Knowledge
in Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010
Church Attendance
Evangelical
Catholic
Protestant
Non-Christian

The empirical model includes other
Education
channels of political socialization, such
News Consumption
as current school attendance, i.e.
Quintiles of Wealth
How Often Use Internet
whether the respondent is a current
Size of Place of Residence
student (Morduchowicz et al 1996), and
Age
respondents’ levels of education (Prior
Student
and Lupia 2008). It also includes
Indigenous
Country Fixed Effects
variables tapping the lack of exposure
Homemaker
and Intercept Included
but not Shown Here
Female
to channels of political socialization,
-0.1
0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
such as female gender (Bartels 1996;
Kam, Zechmeister and Wilking 2008),
95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
homemaker status (Prior and Lupia
Source: 2010 AmericasBarometer by LAPOP; 15 countries
R-sq=0.33;F=209.7; 23,346 respondents
2008),
and self-identification
as
indigenous (Boidi 2007). In addition, I
include measures of citizens’ available
knowledge of political facts is not emphasized
resources (Mondak 2001; Barabas 2002, Boidi
within churches.
2007), such as news media consumption, from
never to daily consumption of news on radio
Other channels of socialization such as current
and TV; levels of wealth; urban residence; age;
school attendance and levels of education have
and frequency of using the internet, from never
the expected positive effects. In addition, the
to daily use.
lack of exposure to channels of socialization
among indigenous people, women, and
Figure 2 presents the results of this full model.
specifically among female homemakers has a
The significance of the variables in the model is
negative effect on political knowledge in these
graphically represented in the following figures
groups. Finally, variables such as news
(the fixed country effects and intercept are
consumption, frequent internet use, wealth, and
excluded from the graph, but available in the
urban residence increase levels of political
report appendix). The dot represents the
knowledge, as expected.7
predicted impact of each variable. When it falls
LDS and Witnesses

to the right of the vertical “0” line, it implies a
positive relationship; when it falls to the left, it
indicates a negative contribution. Statistical
significance is captured by a confidence interval
that does not overlap the vertical “0” line (at
0.05 or better).
I find that belonging alone is not a statistically
significant predictor of correct answers about
political facts, except just marginally for nonChristian respondents, as shown in Figure 2. In
addition, church attendance is negatively related
to political knowledge, as expected according to
the withdrawal hypothesis, perhaps because

I estimated the same model (minus religious
affiliation) for Evangelicals, Catholics, and
Protestants respectively, as shown in Figures 3,
4, and 5. Figures 3 and 4 show that, consistent
with the withdrawal hypothesis, the relationship
between church attendance and political
knowledge is negative for both Evangelicals and
Catholics (though for the latter it does not reach
the p<0.05 threshold of statistical significance).
In contrast, for Mainline Protestants, as shown
7

The substantive results remain when ordered probit or
logit models are employed, but for the sake of simplicity, I
estimated least squares models. This strategy may be
inefficient, but it is not biased (Kosuke, King and Lau 2007).
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Figure 3. The Effect of Church Attendance on Political
Knowledge among Evangelicals in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 2010
Church Attendance

Mainline Protestants are less likely to fall prey
to the withdrawal effect than are Evangelicals
and Catholics. However, more theoretical work
is required in order to explain how and why
the withdrawal effect appears to operate
differently across religious denominations.8

Education

Discussion

News Consumption
Quintiles of Wealth
How Often Use Internet
Size of Place of Residence
Age
Student
Indigenous
Country Fixed Effects
and Intercept Included
but not Shown Here

Homemaker
Female
-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: 2010 AmericasBarometer by LAPOP; 15 countries
R-sq=0.325; F=60.1; 3,984 Respondents

Figure 4. The Effect of Church Attendance on Political
Knowledge among Catholics in Latin America and the
Caribbean, 2010
Church Attendance
Education
News Consumption
Quintiles of Wealth

This Insights report suggests that religious
belonging and behaving may influence an
individual’s knowledge of political facts. In
combined analysis, I find no differences across
Christian traditions, and church attendance
operates as a negative channel of socialization.
Additional differences emerge when Christian
traditions are analyzed separately; the results
suggest that those Evangelicals and Catholics
who attend church more regularly withdraw
from the political world, but the reverse may be
the case for Protestants.
Although the effect of religious variables on
political knowledge appears to be fairly small,
the relevance of these findings lies in testing
the withdrawal hypothesis. Additionally, this
report has gone beyond traditional analysis of
belonging
or
affiliation
with
religious
denominations (Bartels 1996). It has added a
measure of behaving in order to explore how
religion affects political knowledge.9

How Often Use Internet
Size of Place of Residence
Age
Student
Indigenous
Country Fixed Effects
and Intercept Included
but not Shown Here

Homemaker
Female
-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: 2010 AmericasBarometer by LAPOP; 15 countries
R-sq=0.334; F=90.3; 16,086 Respondents

in Figure 5, the effect of church attendance on
political knowledge is positive.
In sum, this preliminary analysis suggests that
there are different effects of church attendance
across different religious denominations. In fact,
this initial evidence could suggest that perhaps

0.4

It is likely that church services typically are not
used to communicate messages conveying
political facts, given that this specific
information is not always relevant to churches’
agenda at the mass level. Nevertheless, through
small scale socialization processes within some
religious groups, there may be opportunities
for those who frequently attend church to gain,
or become more motivated to gain, political
knowledge. Such an interpretation of church
processes is consistent with the evidence found
8ȱ Forȱ theȱ otherȱ religiousȱ groups,ȱ Iȱ findȱ thatȱ churchȱ
attendanceȱ isȱ notȱ aȱ significantȱ predictorȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
knowledgeȱ (p<0.22ȱ forȱ LDSȱ andȱ Witnessesȱ andȱ p<0.49ȱ forȱ
nonȬChristians).ȱ
9ȱ Inȱ thisȱ way,ȱ theȱ reportȱ speaksȱ toȱ Hagopian’sȱ (2009)ȱ
suggestionȱthatȱtheȱpotentialȱeffectsȱofȱchurchȱattendanceȱonȱ
differentȱpoliticalȱattitudesȱbeȱplacedȱonȱtheȱresearchȱagendaȱ
amongȱthoseȱwhoȱstudyȱLatinȱAmericanȱpoliticalȱbehavior.ȱ
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here regarding Mainline Protestant churches, in
which there is a positive relationship between
attendance and political knowledge, although
this effect is fairly small in substantive
significance.
As religious competition increases in Latin
America, church attendance remains robust, and
in fact higher than in many other regions in the
world (Cleary 2009). How does religious
involvement affect citizens’ political attitudes
and dispositions? In a previous report in this
Insights series, I showed that participation in
religious groups may facilitate citizens’
attachments to electoral politics and in
particular to the party system (Díaz-Domínguez
2010). Here, however, I find that religious
groups may have a somewhat less beneficial
impact on mass politics, to the extent that for
some individuals attendance of religious
services may lead to a deprioritizing of political
information and for some others neither
belonging nor behaving positively affect political
knowledge. Nonetheless, the fact that
attendance among those belonging to Mainline
Protestant churches is positively related to
political knowledge suggests that under some
specific conditions, churches might play a
positive role in this form of political
socialization.
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PoliticalȱKnowledgeȱandȱReligionȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱ
AlejandroȱDíazȬDomínguezȱ
Appendix. Political Knowledge in Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010
Evangelicals

FullȱSample
Coef.ȱ Std.Err.ȱ

ȱ

Coef.ȱ

Std.Err.ȱ

Catholicsȱ
Coef.ȱ Std.Err.ȱ

Protestantsȱ
ȱ

Coef.ȱ Std.Err.ȱ ȱ

Female

Ȭ0.091ȱ

0.006ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.088ȱ

0.015ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.095ȱ

0.009ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.094ȱ

0.018ȱ ***ȱ

Homemaker

Ȭ0.035ȱ

0.007ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.045ȱ

0.018ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.038ȱ

0.009ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.062ȱ

0.021ȱ ***ȱ

Indigenous

Ȭ0.019ȱ

0.009ȱ **ȱ

Ȭ0.005ȱ

0.015ȱ

Ȭ0.028ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.003ȱ

0.018ȱ

Studentȱ

0.019ȱ

0.005ȱ ***ȱ

0.002ȱ

0.012ȱ

0.020ȱ

0.008ȱ ***ȱ

0.003ȱ

0.014ȱ

Ageȱ

0.030ȱ

0.007ȱ ***ȱ

0.055ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

0.019ȱ

0.011ȱ *

0.017ȱ

0.016ȱ

Placeȱofȱresidenceȱ

0.043ȱ

0.008ȱ ***ȱ

0.033ȱ

0.014ȱ **ȱ

0.049ȱ

0.009ȱ **ȱ

0.032ȱ

0.022ȱ *

Useȱinternetȱ

0.053ȱ

0.008ȱ ***ȱ

0.072ȱ

0.017ȱ ***ȱ

0.059ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

0.062ȱ

0.024ȱ ***ȱ

QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ

0.106ȱ

0.007ȱ ***ȱ

0.094ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

0.097ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

0.102ȱ

0.020ȱ ***ȱ

Newsȱconsumptionȱ

0.119ȱ

0.008ȱ ***ȱ

0.088ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

0.128ȱ

0.013ȱ ***ȱ

0.129ȱ

0.020ȱ ***ȱ

Educationȱ

0.299ȱ

0.009ȱ ***ȱ

0.280ȱ

0.020ȱ ***ȱ

0.308ȱ

0.013ȱ ***ȱ

0.250ȱ

0.024ȱ ***ȱ

LDSȱandȱWitnessesȱ

0.010ȱ

0.006ȱ *

NonȬChristianȱrel.ȱ

Ȭ0.017ȱ

0.008ȱ **ȱ

Protestant

Ȭ0.008ȱ

0.009ȱ

Catholicȱ

0.002ȱ

0.011ȱ
0.038ȱ

0.020ȱ *

Evangelicalȱ

0.010ȱ

0.010ȱ

Churchȱattendanceȱ

Ȭ0.020ȱ

0.008ȱ **ȱ

Ȭ0.040ȱ

0.018ȱ **ȱ

Ȭ0.014ȱ

0.010ȱ *

Mexico

Ȭ0.174ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.139ȱ

0.015ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.186ȱ

0.022ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.140ȱ

0.024ȱ ***ȱ

Guatemala

Ȭ0.132ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.223ȱ

0.019ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.105ȱ

0.019ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.111ȱ

0.028ȱ ***ȱ

ElȱSalvador

Ȭ0.063ȱ

0.010ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.058ȱ

0.015ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.058ȱ

0.019ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.040ȱ

0.020ȱ ***ȱ

CostaȱRica

Ȭ0.044ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.042ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.038ȱ

0.019ȱ **ȱ

Ȭ0.034ȱ

0.021ȱ *

Colombia

Ȭ0.228ȱ

0.010ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.144ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.238ȱ

0.022ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.212ȱ

0.017ȱ ***ȱ

Ecuador

Ȭ0.331ȱ

0.014ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.286ȱ

0.017ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.360ȱ

0.029ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.303ȱ

0.037ȱ ***ȱ

Bolivia

Ȭ0.173ȱ

0.015ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.125ȱ

0.020ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.172ȱ

0.035ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.140ȱ

0.027ȱ ***ȱ

Peru

Ȭ0.173ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.159ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.182ȱ

0.023ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.101ȱ

0.032ȱ ***ȱ

Paraguay

Ȭ0.232ȱ

0.011ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.161ȱ

0.018ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.260ȱ

0.025ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.132ȱ

0.030ȱ ***ȱ

Brazil

Ȭ0.286ȱ

0.015ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.286ȱ

0.018ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.264ȱ

0.029ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.336ȱ

0.033ȱ ***ȱ

Venezuela

Ȭ0.299ȱ

0.014ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.162ȱ

0.019ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.309ȱ

0.023ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.251ȱ

0.030ȱ ***ȱ

Argentina

Ȭ0.168ȱ

0.012ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.147ȱ

0.019ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.170ȱ

0.022ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.109ȱ

0.032ȱ ***ȱ

DominicanȱRep.

Ȭ0.221ȱ

0.010ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.216ȱ

0.014ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.210ȱ

0.019ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.184ȱ

0.017ȱ ***ȱ

Guyana

Ȭ0.065ȱ

0.012ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.076ȱ

0.018ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.024ȱ

0.016ȱ ***ȱ

Ȭ0.117ȱ

0.041ȱ ***ȱ

0.023ȱ

0.008ȱ ***ȱ

0.035ȱ

0.014ȱ ***ȱ

0.026ȱ

0.013ȱ **ȱ

0.036ȱ

Interceptȱ
Respondentsȱ

23,346ȱ ȱ

3,984ȱ ȱ

16,086ȱ ȱ

0.024ȱ *

2,223ȱ ȱ

Fȱstatisticȱ

209.7ȱ ȱ

60.1ȱ ȱ

90.3ȱ ȱ

33.1ȱ ȱ

RȬsquaredȱ

0.326ȱ ȱ

0.325ȱ ȱ

0.334ȱ ȱ

0.332ȱ ȱ

Note:ȱ*ȱ90%;ȱ**ȱ95%,ȱ***ȱ99%ȱ
Source:ȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱbyȱLAPOP;ȱauthorȇsȱestimationsȱbasedȱonȱsurveyȱleastȱsquaresȱregressions.ȱȱȱ
Countryȱofȱreference:ȱHonduras.ȱȱ
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Executive Summary. Thisȱreportȱmarksȱtheȱfirstȱinȱaȱsubseriesȱexaminingȱtheȱ
economicȱcrisisȱandȱdemocraticȱattitudesȱwithinȱselectedȱcountriesȱstudiedȱinȱtheȱ
2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱsurveys.ȱȱWeȱfindȱthatȱinȱearlyȱ2010,ȱalmostȱallȱBelizeansȱ
perceivedȱthatȱtheirȱcountryȱwasȱinȱtheȱmidstȱofȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱandȱthatȱmanyȱ
hadȱexperiencedȱpersonalȱorȱfamilyȱjobȱandȱincomeȱloss.ȱȱHowever,ȱweȱfindȱlittleȱ
changeȱ inȱ Belizeans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010.ȱ ȱ Moreover,ȱ
whenȱ weȱ examineȱ relationshipsȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ level,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ neitherȱ
economicȱ evaluationsȱ norȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ governmentȱ economicȱ performanceȱ areȱ
significantlyȱassociatedȱwithȱdemocraticȱattitudes.ȱThus,ȱBelizeȱisȱanȱexceptionȱtoȱ
previouslyȱreportedȱfindingsȱthatȱeconomicȱevaluationsȱandȱdemocraticȱattitudesȱ
areȱstronglyȱlinkedȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱȱ
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Hȱ

ardȱ times—inȱ particularȱ theȱ economicȱ
crisis—andȱ theirȱ impactȱ onȱ democracyȱ
wasȱ establishedȱ asȱ theȱ themeȱ forȱ theȱ
2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ survey.ȱ 1ȱ
Inȱ recentȱ months,ȱ LAPOPȱ hasȱ publishedȱ bookȬ
lengthȱreportsȱonȱthisȱsubjectȱforȱtheȱAmericasȱasȱ
aȱ wholeȱ andȱ forȱ manyȱ individualȱ countries;ȱ allȱ
reportsȱareȱavailableȱatȱourȱwebsite.ȱInȱ2011,ȱtheȱ
Insightsȱ seriesȱ willȱ featureȱ aȱ subseriesȱ entitledȱ
DemocracyȱinȱHardȱTimes,ȱprovidingȱshortȱreportsȱ
onȱ countriesȱ forȱ whichȱ bookȬlengthȱ reportsȱ areȱ
notȱavailable.ȱȱInȱ this,ȱtheȱ firstȱofȱthisȱsubseries,ȱ
weȱ examineȱ Belize.ȱ Weȱ lookȱ atȱ Belizeans’ȱ
economicȱ perceptionsȱ andȱ experiences,ȱ andȱ atȱ
theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ theseȱ andȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱinȱ2010.ȱ

importantȱ similaritiesȱ withȱ otherȱ Centralȱ
Americanȱ countries.ȱ Likeȱ theseȱ otherȱ countries,ȱ
itsȱ economyȱ isȱ tightlyȱ connectedȱ toȱ thatȱ ofȱ theȱ
UnitedȱStates,ȱandȱtourismȱandȱagricultureȱformȱ
importantȱeconomicȱsectors.ȱItȱisȱnotȱsurprising,ȱ
then,ȱ thatȱ theȱ countryȱ experiencedȱ negativeȱ
consequencesȱofȱtheȱrecentȱworldwideȱeconomicȱ
recessionȱ foundȱ inȱ theȱ restȱ ofȱ theȱ region.4ȱ Theȱ
negativeȱgrowthȱrateȱforȱ2009ȱmayȱbeȱoneȱreasonȱ
thatȱ Belizeansȱ identifiedȱ theȱ economyȱ asȱ theȱ
mostȱ importantȱ problemȱ facingȱ theȱ countryȱ inȱ
2010.5ȱȱ

Manyȱ ofȱ theȱ nationsȱ inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ however,ȱ
haveȱ managedȱ theȱ crisisȱ unusuallyȱ well,ȱ
recoveringȱ quickly.ȱ
Belizeȱ alsoȱ fitsȱ thisȱ
Withȱdemocraticȱruleȱuninterruptedȱ
Belizeansȱ
areȱ
notȱ
pattern,ȱ inȱ thatȱ itsȱ
sinceȱindependence,ȱandȱwithȱ
unaccustomedȱ
toȱ
growthȱ
rateȱ
isȱ
fluctuationsȱ
inȱ
theirȱ
expectedȱ
toȱ
beȱ
economicȱgrowthȱprojectedȱtoȱbeȱ
country’sȱ economy.ȱ Pastȱ
positiveȱbyȱtheȱendȱofȱ
positiveȱbyȱtheȱendȱofȱ2010,ȱBelizeans’ȱ 2010.6ȱ Suchȱ aȱ quickȱ
episodesȱ ofȱ volatilityȱ haveȱ
supportȱforȱdemocracyȱisȱexpectedȱtoȱ recoveryȱ mightȱ beȱ
beenȱ linkedȱ toȱ Belize’sȱ
susceptibilityȱtoȱchangesȱinȱ
oneȱ factorȱ militatingȱ
beȱrelativelyȱhighȱandȱstable.
theȱ internationalȱ marketȱ
againstȱ findingȱ deepȱ
andȱ toȱ instancesȱ ofȱ
imprintsȱ ofȱ theȱ crisisȱ
governmentȱ overspendingȱ (Hausmanȱ andȱ
onȱ Belizeanȱ publicȱ opinion,ȱ inȱ particularȱ withȱ
Klingerȱ 2007).ȱ Inȱ theȱ midstȱ ofȱ theȱ recentȱ globalȱ
respectȱtoȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱ
economicȱdecline,ȱBelize’sȱGDPȱgrowthȱdroppedȱ
fromȱ aȱ healthyȱ 3.8%ȱ inȱ 2008ȱ toȱ Ȭ0.5%ȱ inȱ 2009.2ȱ
Thereȱ areȱ otherȱ reasonsȱ toȱ expectȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱtoȱbeȱrelativelyȱrobustȱinȱBelize.ȱAsȱaȱ
Whatȱ effectsȱ mightȱ thisȱ recentȱ economicȱ
previousȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ basedȱ onȱ 2008ȱ
contractionȱ haveȱ hadȱ onȱ publicȱ opinionȱ inȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ dataȱ found,ȱ
Belize?ȱ ȱ Inȱ particular,ȱ hasȱ itȱ affectedȱ attitudesȱ
towardsȱtheȱdemocraticȱregime?ȱ
Belizeans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ theȱ politicalȱ
system,ȱ andȱ democraticȱ participationȱ areȱ high,ȱ
inȱ manyȱ casesȱ higherȱ thanȱ inȱ otherȱ countriesȱ ofȱ
Despiteȱsomeȱsalientȱdifferencesȱinȱtheȱcountry’sȱ
3
Centralȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbeanȱ (Seligsonȱ
politicsȱandȱculture ,ȱeconomicallyȱBelizeȱsharesȱ
1ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
2ȱhttp://www.worldbank.orgȱȱ
3ȱ Aȱ formerȱ Britishȱ colony,ȱ Belize’sȱ officialȱ languageȱ isȱ
Englishȱ (thoughȱ Spanishȱ isȱ common;ȱ inȱ fact,ȱ 39.6%ȱ ofȱ
respondentsȱ toȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ Belizeȱ surveyȱ
wereȱ interviewedȱ inȱ ȱ Spanish);ȱ ȱ itȱ isȱ aȱ parliamentaryȱ
democracyȱledȱbyȱaȱprimeȱminister;ȱandȱitȱremainsȱaȱmemberȱ
ofȱtheȱCommonwealthȱofȱNations.ȱ

ȱIfȱthereȱisȱanȱexceptionȱinȱCentralȱAmericaȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱ
theȱeconomicȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱglobalȱcrisis,ȱitȱisȱPanama,ȱwhichȱ
managedȱ toȱ maintainȱ aȱ positiveȱ growthȱ rateȱ inȱ 2009ȱ
(http://www.worldbank.org/).ȱ
5ȱInȱtheȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱsurvey,ȱwhileȱissuesȱrelatedȱ
toȱsecurityȱtroubledȱmanyȱ(21.9%ȱofȱBelizeansȱindicatedȱthatȱ
theȱ mostȱ importantȱ problemȱ wasȱ relatedȱ toȱ crimeȱ andȱ
violence),ȱ theȱ majorityȱ ofȱ surveyȱ respondents,ȱ 51.8%,ȱ
indicatedȱanȱeconomicȱissue.ȱ
6
Economicȱ
growthȱ
informationȱ
takenȱ
fromȱ
http://www.worldbank.org/.ȱ
4
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andȱ Zéphyrȱ 2009).7ȱ Moreover,ȱ sinceȱ
independenceȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Kingdomȱ inȱ
1981,ȱ Belizeȱ hasȱ hadȱ uninterruptedȱ democraticȱ
rule.ȱWhileȱBelizeansȱareȱcertainlyȱnotȱstrangersȱ
toȱ politicalȱ scandal,ȱ andȱ whileȱ manyȱ inequitiesȱ
byȱ socialȱ classȱ andȱ genderȱ remain,ȱ politicsȱ hasȱ
beenȱ relativelyȱ consolidatedȱ aroundȱ twoȱ majorȱ
partiesȱ throughoutȱ theȱ country’sȱ democraticȱ
history.8ȱ Thus,ȱ weȱ expectȱ toȱ findȱ highȱ supportȱ
forȱ democracyȱ inȱ Belize,ȱ andȱ weȱ expectȱ thisȱ
supportȱ toȱ beȱ relativelyȱ resistantȱ toȱ anyȱ
depressiveȱeffectsȱfromȱtheȱeconomicȱdownturn.ȱ

Figure 1. Distribution of the Sample by Districts, 2010
Toledo
8.5%
Corozal
13.8%

Stann Creek
8.5%

Orange Walk
16.0%
Cayo
23.4%

Belize
29.8%

Firstȱ includedȱ inȱ theȱ 2008ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometer,ȱ Belizeȱ wasȱ surveyedȱ aȱ
secondȱ timeȱ asȱ partȱ ofȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometer.ȱ Inȱ thatȱ round,ȱ 43,990ȱ
individualsȱ fromȱ 26ȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ
wereȱ
interviewedȱ
withȱ
aȱ
nationallyȱ
representative,ȱ probabilityȱ sample.ȱ Theȱ 2010ȱ
surveyȱ ofȱ Belizeȱ askedȱ 1,504ȱ peopleȱ aboutȱ theirȱ
experiences,ȱ concerns,ȱ politicalȱ attitudes,ȱ andȱ
socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ profiles,ȱ
amongȱotherȱtopics.ȱȱ
Figureȱ1ȱshowsȱtheȱdistributionȱofȱtheȱsampleȱinȱ
sixȱ strata,ȱ whichȱ correspondȱ toȱ theȱ sixȱ districtsȱ
inȱ Belize.ȱ Theȱ fullȱ descriptionȱ ofȱ theȱ sampleȱ
designȱ
isȱ
availableȱ
atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/argentina/ȱ
Belize_2010_Tech_Info.pdf.9ȱ Theȱ questionnaireȱ
wasȱ prepared,ȱ tested,ȱ andȱ administeredȱ inȱ bothȱ
EnglishȱandȱSpanishȱ(seeȱearlierȱfootnoteȱonȱtheȱ
percentageȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ selectingȱ toȱ beȱ
interviewedȱ inȱ Spanish).ȱ Weȱ believeȱ theseȱ twoȱ
surveysȱ toȱ beȱ theȱ firstȱ scientific,ȱ nationwideȱ
studiesȱ ofȱ publicȱ opinionȱ onȱ democracyȱ inȱ
Belizeanȱhistory.ȱ

ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ onȱ
whichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveyȬdata.php.ȱ
8ȱ See,ȱ forȱ instance,ȱ Fernándezȱ (1989),ȱ McClaurinȱ (1996),ȱ
Mobergȱ(1992),ȱandȱWeigandȱandȱBennetȱ(1993).ȱȱ
9ȱ Consistentȱ withȱ AmericasBarometerȱ practices,ȱ theȱ sampleȱ
wasȱfurtherȱstratifiedȱbyȱurbanȱandȱruralȱareasȱofȱresidence.ȱ
Allȱ interviewsȱ wereȱ carriedȱ outȱ usingȱ handheldȱ computersȱ
(PDAs).ȱ
7

Strata
Source: AmericasBarometer 2010 by LAPOP

Perceptionsȱ andȱ Experiencesȱ inȱ
HardȱTimesȱ
HowȱdidȱBelizeansȱperceiveȱtheȱeconomicȱcrisis?ȱ
Theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ includedȱ forȱ theȱ
firstȱ timeȱ twoȱ itemsȱ toȱ tryȱ toȱ assessȱ theseȱ
perceptions.ȱ First,ȱ respondentsȱ wereȱ askedȱ ifȱ
theyȱ perceivedȱ anȱ economicȱ crisis.10ȱ Second,ȱ
thoseȱ whoȱ thoughtȱ thatȱ thereȱ wasȱ oneȱ wereȱ
askedȱwhoȱisȱtoȱblameȱforȱit.11ȱ
Figureȱ2ȱshowsȱthatȱmoreȱthanȱ60%ȱofȱBelizeansȱ
perceivedȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ
whereasȱ 37.9%ȱ reportedȱ thatȱ thereȱ wasȱ anȱ
economicȱcrisisȱbutȱitȱwasȱnotȱveryȱserious.ȱOnlyȱ
2.1%ȱsaidȱthatȱthereȱwasȱnotȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis.12ȱȱ

ȱ CRISIS1.ȱ Someȱ sayȱ thatȱ ourȱ countryȱ isȱ sufferingȱ aȱ veryȱ
seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ weȱ areȱ sufferingȱ aȱ
crisisȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ notȱ veryȱ serious,ȱ whileȱ othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ thereȱ
isn’tȱ anyȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Whatȱ doȱ youȱ think?ȱ (1)ȱ Weȱ areȱ
sufferingȱaȱveryȱseriousȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱ(2)ȱWeȱareȱsufferingȱ
aȱcrisisȱbutȱitȱisȱnotȱveryȱserious,ȱor,ȱ(3)ȱNoȱeconomicȱcrisisȱ
11ȱ CRISIS2.ȱ Whoȱ isȱ theȱ mostȱ toȱ blameȱ forȱ theȱ currentȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ ourȱ countryȱ fromȱ amongȱ theȱ following:ȱ
(01)ȱ Theȱ previousȱ administration,ȱ (02)ȱ Theȱ current
administration,ȱ (03)ȱ Ourselves,ȱ theȱ Belizeans,ȱ (04)ȱ Theȱ rich
peopleȱofȱourȱcountry,ȱ(05)ȱTheȱproblemsȱofȱdemocracy,ȱ(06)
Theȱrichȱcountries,ȱ(07)ȱTheȱeconomicȱsystemȱofȱtheȱcountry,
or,ȱ(08)ȱNeverȱhaveȱthoughtȱaboutȱit,ȱ(77)ȱOther
12ȱNonȬresponseȱwasȱveryȱlow,ȱatȱ1.13%.ȱ
10
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Figure 2. Percentage of the Population Who
Perceived an Economic Crisis in Belize, 2010

Figure 3. Who is to Blame for the Economic Crisis in
Belize?
The current administration

No economic crisis
2.1%

30.9%

The previous administration

24.4%

Ourselves, the citizens of the country

17.1%

Other
Economic crisis
but it is not very serious
37.9%

Very serious economic crisis
60.1%

6.0%

The economic system of the country

4.2%

Do not know

3.7%

Not Available
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Never have thought about it
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The problems of democracy
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The rich countries
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The rich people of our country
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Who is the most to blame for the current economic crisis in our country?

Perception of Magnitude of Economic Crisis
Source: AmericasBarometer 2010 by LAPOP

WhomȱdidȱBelizeansȱblameȱforȱtheȱcrisis?ȱFigureȱ
3ȱ showsȱ thatȱ nearlyȱ 1ȱ outȱ ofȱ 3ȱ Belizeansȱ whoȱ
perceivedȱ aȱ crisisȱ blamedȱ theȱ currentȱ
administrationȱ andȱ aboutȱ aȱ quarterȱ blamedȱ theȱ
previousȱadministration.ȱTheȱUnitedȱDemocraticȱ
Partyȱ (UDP)ȱ andȱ Primeȱ Ministerȱ Deanȱ Barrowȱ
tookȱ controlȱ ofȱ governmentȱ followingȱ theȱ
Februaryȱ 2008ȱ parliamentaryȱ elections,ȱ justȱ asȱ
theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ wasȱ beginningȱ toȱ unfold.ȱ
However,ȱ economicȱ growthȱ hadȱ beenȱ slowingȱ
underȱ theȱ administrationȱ ofȱ theȱ formerȱ Primeȱ
Ministerȱ Saidȱ Musaȱ ofȱ theȱ People’sȱ Democraticȱ
Partyȱ(PDP).ȱThus,ȱitȱmakesȱsenseȱthatȱBelizeansȱ
wouldȱ beȱ dividedȱ inȱ theirȱ attributionsȱ ofȱ blameȱ
forȱeconomicȱtroubles.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱalmostȱ
20%ȱofȱBelizeansȱwhoȱperceivedȱaȱcrisisȱblamedȱ
themselves,ȱ asȱ aȱ collective,ȱ andȱ lessȱ thanȱ 6%ȱ
blamedȱeitherȱrichȱcountriesȱorȱrichȱBelizeans.ȱȱ
Inȱ additionȱ toȱ examiningȱ perceptions,ȱ weȱ canȱ
alsoȱ examineȱ economicȱ experiencesȱ duringȱ theȱ
periodȱofȱtheȱcrisis.ȱAmongȱtheȱmanyȱquestionsȱ
availableȱinȱtheȱlargerȱsurvey,ȱhereȱweȱselectȱoutȱ
responsesȱtoȱquestionsȱrelatedȱtoȱjobȱloss.13ȱȱ
ȱOCUP1B1.ȱHaveȱyouȱlostȱyourȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱ twoȱyears?ȱ
(1)ȱYes,ȱyouȱlostȱyourȱjobȱbutȱfoundȱaȱnewȱone,ȱ(2)ȱYes,ȱyou

13

Source: AmericasBarometer 2010 by LAPOP

Figureȱ 4ȱ showsȱ thatȱ atȱ theȱ beginningȱ ofȱ 2010,ȱ
13%ȱ ofȱ Belizeansȱ hadȱ lostȱ aȱ jobȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ twoȱ
years,ȱ thoughȱ aboutȱ halfȱ reportedȱ havingȱ
subsequentlyȱfoundȱaȱnewȱone.ȱMoreover,ȱaboutȱ
11%ȱ reportedȱ thatȱ anotherȱ householdȱ memberȱ
hadȱlostȱaȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱtwoȱyears.ȱOverall,ȱ21%ȱ
ofȱ respondentsȱ hadȱ experiencedȱ someȱ formȱ ofȱ
jobȱ lossȱ inȱ theirȱ householdsȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ twoȱ
years,ȱ suggestingȱ thatȱ manyȱ Belizeans’ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ crisisȱ areȱ basedȱ onȱ theirȱ realȱ
experiences.14ȱ Thisȱ rateȱ ofȱ jobȱ lossȱ placesȱ Belizeȱ
inȱ theȱ middleȱ ofȱ theȱ packȱ inȱ bothȱ Centralȱ
Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Jobȱ lossȱ inȱ Belizeȱ
wasȱ higherȱ thanȱ inȱ Guyana,ȱ Suriname,ȱ andȱ
Trinidadȱ andȱ Tobagoȱ inȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ asȱ wellȱ
asȱ Hondurasȱ andȱ Panamaȱ inȱ Centralȱ America;ȱ
nonetheless,ȱBelizeansȱdidȱbetterȱthanȱneighborsȱ
inȱ Guatemala,ȱ Elȱ Salvador,ȱ Honduras,ȱ andȱ
Jamaica,ȱamongȱotherȱcountries.ȱȱ

lostȱyourȱjobȱandȱhaveȱnotȱfoundȱaȱnewȱone,ȱ(3)ȱNo,ȱdidȱnotȱ
loseȱyourȱjob,ȱȱ(4)ȱDidȱnotȱworkȱȱbecauseȱyouȱdecidedȱnotȱtoȱ
workȱorȱbecauseȱofȱdisabilities.ȱOCUP1B2.ȱBesidesȱyou,ȱhasȱ
anyoneȱinȱyourȱhouseholdȱlostȱhisȱorȱherȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱtwoȱ
years?ȱ
14ȱUnemploymentȱ inȱBelizeȱstoodȱatȱ12.6%ȱinȱlateȱ2009.ȱȱSeeȱ
http://www.statisticsbelize.org.bz/.ȱ
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Figure 4. Job Loss in Belize, 2010
Yes, but found
a new one
6.6%
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found a new one
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Have you lost your job in the past two years?

Yes
10.6%

Theyȱ thenȱ askȱ respondentsȱ howȱ muchȱ theyȱ
agreeȱwithȱthisȱpointȱofȱviewȱonȱaȱ1Ȭ7ȱscale.ȱAsȱisȱ
standardȱ forȱ LAPOPȱ reports,ȱ thatȱ scaleȱ isȱ
convertedȱ hereȱ toȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ forȱ easeȱ ofȱ
presentation.ȱȱ
Thisȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ providesȱ
evidenceȱ that,ȱ despiteȱ theȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ
Belizeans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ hasȱ notȱ
declined.ȱ Resultsȱ comparingȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱinȱ2008ȱandȱ2010ȱinȱeveryȱcountryȱinȱ
Centralȱ Americaȱ areȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 5.ȱ Theȱ
darkȱ blueȱ barsȱ showȱ theȱ averageȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ foundȱ inȱ 2010ȱ whereasȱ
theȱ lightȱ blueȱ barsȱ showȱ theȱ averageȱ levelsȱ
foundȱ inȱ 2008.ȱ Wheneverȱ theȱ twoȱ greyȱ areasȱ atȱ
theȱ endsȱ ofȱ theȱ barsȱ overlap,ȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ differenceȱ betweenȱ theȱ
twoȱyears.ȱȱForȱexample,ȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱ
declinedȱ inȱ Belizeȱ fromȱ 71.9ȱ toȱ 70.9,ȱ butȱ thisȱ
declineȱisȱnotȱstatisticallyȱsignificant.ȱAcrossȱtheȱ
entireȱ Americas,ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ
experiencedȱ onlyȱ aȱ veryȱ smallȱ butȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱdeclineȱfromȱanȱaverageȱscoreȱofȱ72.5ȱ
toȱ71.4,ȱmeasuredȱonȱaȱ100Ȭpointȱscale.ȱ
Itȱ isȱ possibleȱ thatȱ nationalȱ averagesȱ maskȱ aȱ
correlationȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ levelȱ betweenȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ democracy.ȱ
Indeed,ȱthisȱhasȱbeenȱshownȱtoȱbeȱtheȱcaseȱinȱtheȱ
Americasȱasȱaȱwholeȱ(SeligsonȱandȱSmithȱ2010).ȱ

No
89.4%

Has anyone else in your household lost a
job in the past two years?
Source: AmericasBarometer 2010 by LAPOP

Economicȱ Crisisȱ andȱ Supportȱ forȱ
Democracyȱ
Didȱ theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ affectȱ Belizeans’ȱ
attitudesȱ towardsȱ theirȱ politicalȱ system?ȱ Theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ containȱ numerousȱ
indicatorsȱ ofȱ democraticȱ attitudesȱ andȱ values.ȱ
Amongȱtheseȱisȱaȱquestionȱderivedȱfromȱaȱclassicȱ
statementȱ byȱ Churchillȱ onȱ democracy.ȱ
Interviewersȱ provideȱ respondentsȱ withȱ theȱ
statement:ȱ“Democracyȱmayȱhaveȱproblems,ȱbutȱ
itȱisȱbetterȱthanȱanyȱotherȱformȱofȱgovernment.”ȱ

Toȱ examineȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ inȱ Belize,ȱ weȱ conductȱ regressionȱ
analysisȱ usingȱ individualȱ surveyȱ responses.ȱ
First,ȱ weȱ includeȱ traditionalȱ socioeconomicȱ andȱ
demographicȱ controlȱ variables:ȱ age,ȱ sex,ȱ
education,ȱ placeȱ ofȱ residenceȱ (urbanȱ vs.ȱ ruralȱ
area),ȱ andȱ wealthȱ quintiles.15ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ includeȱ
measuresȱofȱsatisfactionȱwithȱtheȱprimeȱministerȱ
andȱ withȱ theȱ economicȱ performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ
government.ȱ Finally,ȱ weȱ includedȱ variablesȱ
ȱ Forȱ moreȱ informationȱ onȱ theȱ wealthȱ indicator,ȱ see:ȱ
Córdova,ȱ Abbyȱ B.ȱ 2009.ȱ “Methodologicalȱ Note:ȱ Measuringȱ
Relativeȱ Wealthȱ usingȱ Householdȱ Assetȱ Indicators.”ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱInsights.ȱȱ
(http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php).ȱ

15
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Figure 5. Average Support for Democracy in Central
America, 2008-2010
Costa Rica

Figureȱ 6ȱ showsȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theseȱ variablesȱ onȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ inȱ Belize.ȱ Eachȱ variableȱ
includedȱ inȱ theȱ analysisȱ isȱ listedȱ onȱ theȱ verticalȱ
(y) axis.ȱTheȱimpactȱofȱeachȱofȱthoseȱvariablesȱon
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ isȱ shownȱ graphicallyȱ by
aȱdot,ȱwhichȱifȱlocatedȱtoȱtheȱrightȱofȱtheȱvertical
“0”ȱ lineȱ indicatesȱ aȱ positiveȱ effect,ȱ andȱ ifȱ toȱ the
leftȱofȱtheȱ“0”ȱlineȱaȱnegativeȱeffect.ȱȱIfȱtheȱeffects
areȱ statisticallyȱ significant,ȱ theȱ confidence
intervalȱ linesȱ stretchingȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ andȱ rightȱ of
eachȱdotȱdoȱnotȱoverlapȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱ(at
.05ȱorȱbetter).ȱIfȱtheȱconfidenceȱintervalsȱoverlap
theȱ verticalȱ line,ȱ theȱ effectsȱ areȱ statistically
insignificant.ȱSinceȱcoefficientsȱareȱstandardized,
theȱmagnitudeȱofȱeachȱeffectȱindicatesȱitsȱrelative
strength.
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measuringȱ personalȱ andȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
evaluations.ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ reduceȱ theȱ numberȱ ofȱ
economicȱ variablesȱ weȱ includeȱ inȱ theȱ sameȱ
model,ȱ weȱ ranȱ aȱ factorȱ analysisȱ onȱ fourȱ
variables:ȱ negativeȱ currentȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱ andȱ personalȱ economicȱ situationsȱ asȱ
wellȱasȱnegativeȱretrospectiveȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱ
nationalȱ andȱ personalȱ economicȱ situations.16ȱȱ

ȱ Theseȱ variablesȱ wereȱ measuredȱ asȱ follows:ȱ SOCT1.ȱ Howȱ
wouldȱ youȱ describeȱ theȱ country’sȱ economicȱ situation?ȱ
Wouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱgoodȱnorȱ
bad,ȱ badȱ orȱ veryȱ bad?ȱ ȱ SOCT2.ȱ ȱ Doȱ youȱ thinkȱ thatȱ theȱ
country’sȱcurrentȱeconomicȱsituationȱisȱbetterȱthan,ȱtheȱsameȱ
asȱorȱworseȱthanȱitȱwasȱ12ȱmonthsȱago?ȱIDIO1.ȱHowȱwouldȱ
youȱ describeȱ yourȱ overallȱ economicȱ situation?ȱ Wouldȱ youȱ
sayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱgoodȱnorȱbad,ȱbadȱorȱ
veryȱ bad?ȱ ȱ IDIO2.ȱ Doȱ youȱ thinkȱ thatȱ yourȱ economicȱ
situationȱisȱbetterȱthan,ȱtheȱsameȱas,ȱorȱworseȱthanȱitȱwasȱ12ȱ
monthsȱago?ȱȱ

Figureȱ6ȱshowsȱthatȱeducationȱincreasesȱsupportȱ
forȱdemocracy.ȱThisȱresultȱisȱconsistentȱwithȱourȱ
previousȱstudiesȱofȱdemocracyȱinȱtheȱAmericas,ȱ
andȱ onceȱ againȱ reinforcesȱ theȱ notionȱ thatȱ
educationȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ mostȱ effectiveȱ waysȱ toȱ
buildȱ aȱ politicalȱ cultureȱ thatȱ isȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ
democracy.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ malesȱ andȱ olderȱ
individualsȱ areȱ moreȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ democracyȱ
thanȱ femalesȱ andȱ youngerȱ individuals,ȱ evenȱ
whenȱ controllingȱ forȱ educationȱ andȱ otherȱ
variables.ȱȱ
Whatȱ isȱ mostȱ strikingȱ aboutȱ theȱ resultsȱ
presentedȱinȱFigureȱ6,ȱhowever,ȱisȱthatȱeconomicȱ
perceptionsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ areȱ notȱ associatedȱ withȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ againȱ suggestingȱ thatȱ theȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ didȱ notȱ significantlyȱ affectȱ
publicȱ opinionȱ towardȱ democracyȱ inȱ Belize.17ȱ

16

17ȱWhenȱweȱrunȱseveralȱnewȱmodels,ȱtheȱresultsȱareȱvirtuallyȱ
unchanged.ȱ Weȱ separatelyȱ analyzedȱ eachȱ economicȱ
evaluationȱ includedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 6ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ additionalȱ
economicȱ measures,ȱ whileȱ controllingȱ forȱ socioȬeconomicȱ
andȱ demographicȱ factors,ȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ performanceȱ
ofȱ theȱ currentȱ primeȱ minister,ȱ andȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
governmentȱ economicȱ performance.ȱ Theȱ onlyȱ modelsȱ inȱ
whichȱ theȱ economicȱ variablesȱ yieldȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
resultsȱareȱforȱnegativeȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱnationalȱeconomicȱ
situationȱ (althoughȱ theȱ effectȱ isȱ veryȱ small),ȱ decreaseȱ inȱ
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Figure 6. The Impact of Perceptions and Experiences with the
Economic Crisis on Support for Democracy in Belize, 2010

encouragingȱ news,ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ
Belizeansȱremainȱcommittedȱtoȱdemocracyȱ
evenȱ
whenȱ
confrontingȱ
negativeȱ
experiencesȱwithȱtheȱeconomy.

Dependent Variable: Support for Democracy in Belize

Conclusionsȱ
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R-Squared =0.035
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Theseȱ resultsȱ holdȱ evenȱ inȱ modelsȱ inȱ whichȱ weȱ
separatelyȱ introduceȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ governmentȱ
economicȱ performance,ȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ
performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ primeȱ minister,ȱ andȱ
economicȱ evaluations,ȱ whileȱ controllingȱ forȱ
demographicȱ factors.18ȱ Thisȱ isȱ certainlyȱ
householdȱ income,ȱ andȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ
economicȱ crisis.ȱ Interestingly,ȱ however,ȱ inȱ eachȱ ofȱ thoseȱ
casesȱ theȱ resultsȱ runȱ counterȱ toȱ expectations:ȱ negativeȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ situation,ȱ aȱ declineȱ inȱ
householdȱ income,ȱ andȱ theȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ eachȱ increaseȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ
Moreover,ȱ whenȱ weȱ runȱ theȱ sameȱ modelsȱ butȱ controlȱ forȱ
crisisȱ perceptions,ȱ theȱ economicȱ variablesȱ loseȱ statisticalȱ
significanceȱ whileȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ perceivingȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ
crisisȱ remainsȱ virtuallyȱ theȱ same,ȱ withȱ theȱ exceptionȱ ofȱ theȱ
modelȱ forȱ aȱ declineȱ inȱ householdȱ incomeȱ (whereȱ crisisȱ
perceptionsȱareȱ statisticallyȱinsignificantȱbutȱincomeȱdeclineȱ
hasȱ aȱ significantȱ andȱ positiveȱ impactȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy).ȱ ȱ Thus,ȱ weȱ concludeȱ withȱ aȱ certainȱ levelȱ ofȱ
confidenceȱ thatȱ theȱ crisisȱ didȱ notȱ negativelyȱ affectȱ attitudesȱ
towardȱdemocracyȱinȱBelize.ȱ
18ȱ Whenȱ weȱ runȱ theȱ modelsȱ withoutȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ
governmentȱ performanceȱ orȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ
performance,ȱ theȱ positiveȱ effectȱ ofȱ aȱ decreaseȱ inȱ householdȱ
incomeȱ remains,ȱ butȱ theȱ coefficientȱ forȱ householdȱ jobȱ lossȱ
becomesȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ negative.ȱ Ofȱ theȱ manyȱ
modelsȱ weȱ haveȱ tested,ȱ thisȱ isȱ inȱ theȱ onlyȱ oneȱ inȱ whichȱ anȱ

Inȱ thisȱ paper,ȱ weȱ examinedȱ Belizeans’ȱ
perceptionsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ withȱ theȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ howȱ itȱ affectedȱ theirȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ Firstȱ weȱ foundȱ
thatȱalmostȱallȱBelizeansȱperceivedȱeitherȱaȱ
seriousȱ orȱ veryȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ
Onlyȱ2.1%ȱ reportedȱ thatȱ thereȱ wasȱ notȱ anȱ
economicȱ crisis.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ aȱ highȱ
percentageȱ (55%)ȱ ofȱ thoseȱ perceivingȱ aȱ
crisisȱ tendsȱ toȱ blameȱ theȱ currentȱ orȱ theȱ
previousȱadministrationȱforȱtheȱcrisis.ȱOneȱ
outȱ ofȱ fiveȱ Belizeanȱ householdsȱ hadȱ atȱ
leastȱoneȱmemberȱwhoȱhadȱrecentlyȱlostȱaȱ
job,ȱdemonstratingȱthatȱtheȱcrisisȱhadȱhadȱ
aȱpronouncedȱpersonalȱimpact.ȱȱ

Didȱ theseȱ negativeȱ economicȱ experiencesȱ
influenceȱ Belizeans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy?ȱ
Ourȱ findingsȱ inȱ thisȱ regardȱ areȱ striking,ȱ andȱ
differȱ fromȱ whatȱ weȱ haveȱ foundȱ acrossȱ theȱ
Americasȱasȱaȱwholeȱ(SeligsonȱandȱSmithȱ2009).ȱ
Despiteȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ theȱ crisisȱ personallyȱ
affectedȱ anȱ importantȱ percentageȱ ofȱ theȱ
population,ȱ Belizeans’ȱ democraticȱ attitudesȱ (asȱ
measuredȱ onȱ thisȱ singleȱ indicator)ȱ provedȱ
robustȱ andȱ stable.ȱ ȱ Weȱ doȱ notȱ findȱ anȱ overallȱ
trendȱ inȱ theȱ directionȱ ofȱ lowerȱ democraticȱ
support.ȱ Moreover,ȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ level,ȱ weȱ
findȱ thatȱ neitherȱ economicȱ perceptionsȱ andȱ
experiencesȱ norȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ governmentȱ
economicȱ performanceȱ haveȱ affectedȱ Belizeans’ȱ
commitmentȱtoȱtheȱdemocraticȱregime.ȱTheȱonlyȱ
importantȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ democraticȱ attitudesȱ
thatȱ weȱ findȱ areȱ sociodemographicȱ ones,ȱ
includingȱeducation,ȱage,ȱplaceȱofȱresidence,ȱandȱ
gender.ȱ Thisȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ inȱ Belizeȱ
commitmentȱ toȱ democracyȱ inȱ theȱ abstractȱ isȱ aȱ
economicȱ variableȱ hasȱ aȱ negativeȱ impactȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy,ȱyetȱtheȱeffectȱisȱveryȱlimited.ȱ
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relativelyȱstableȱpersonalȱtrait,ȱperhapsȱakinȱtoȱaȱ
value,ȱ oneȱ thatȱ isȱ developedȱ throughȱ longȬtermȱ
socializationȱ processesȱ andȱ thatȱ isȱ notȱ
responsiveȱ toȱ shortȬtermȱ economicȱ andȱpoliticalȱ
forces.ȱ Thus,ȱ Belizeȱ mayȱ beȱ anȱ exceptionȱ toȱ
patternsȱ foundȱ inȱ manyȱ newȱ democraciesȱ
aroundȱ theȱ world,ȱ whereȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
democraticȱ regimeȱ isȱ stronglyȱ linkedȱ toȱ bothȱ
immediateȱ experiencesȱ andȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ
governmentȱ ofȱ theȱ dayȱ (forȱ instance,ȱ Boothȱ andȱ
Seligsonȱ2009;ȱBrattonȱetȱal.,ȱ2004;ȱMishlerȱetȱal.,ȱ
1998).ȱ

Hausmann,ȱ Ricardoȱ andȱ Baileyȱ Klinger.ȱ 2007.ȱ
Growthȱ Diagnostic:ȱ Belize.ȱ Centerȱ forȱ
Internationalȱ Development,ȱ Harvardȱ
University.ȱ
<http://www.hks.harvard.edu/fs/drodri
k/Growth%20diagnostics%20papers/Beli
ze%20Growth_Hausmann&Klinger.pdf
>.ȱ

Owingȱ toȱ spaceȱ constraints,ȱ weȱ haveȱ beenȱ
unableȱ toȱ addressȱ Belizeans’ȱ attitudesȱ towardsȱ
manyȱ otherȱ componentsȱ ofȱ theirȱ politicalȱ
system.ȱ Aȱ futureȱ studyȱ shouldȱ examineȱ theȱ
effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ crisisȱ onȱ otherȱ publicȱ opinionȱ
indicatorsȱ inȱ Belize,ȱ includingȱ lifeȱ satisfaction,ȱ
politicalȱ tolerance,ȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ politicalȱ
system,ȱ andȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ democracy.ȱ Thisȱ
wouldȱ allowȱ usȱ toȱ assessȱ moreȱ completelyȱ theȱ
consequencesȱ ofȱ theȱ economicȱ downturnȱ onȱ
democraticȱpoliticalȱcultureȱinȱBelize.ȱ
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Understandingȱ
PostȬ
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Appendix.ȱPredictorsȱofȱSupportȱforȱDemocracyȱinȱBelizeȱ
Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

Female
Ȭ0.093*ȱ
Ageȱ
0.066*ȱ
Urbanȱ
0.066ȱ
YearsȱofȱEducationȱ
0.072*ȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
0.036ȱ
+
VeryȱSeriousȱEconomicȱCrisis ȱ
0.062ȱ
NoȱEconomicȱCrisis+
Ȭ0.052ȱ
NegativeȱGeneralȱEconomicȱ
0.016ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱEvaluationsȱ(FactorȱScore)ȱ
SatisfactionȱwithȱPerformanceȱ
ȱ0.030ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱPrimeȱMinisterȱ
PerceptionȱofȱGovernmentȱ
0.015ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱEconomicȱPerformanceȱ
Constantȱ
0.004ȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
0.035ȱ
NumberȱofȱObs.ȱ
1332ȱ
* p<0.05
Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ
+ȱReferenceȱGroup:ȱEconomicȱCrisisȱbutȱNotȱVeryȱSerious

.0238ȱ
.0247ȱ
.0342ȱ
.0302ȱ
.0321ȱ
.0351ȱ
.0348ȱ
.0298ȱ
.0368ȱ
.0372ȱ
.0319ȱ
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Executive Summary. Vote buying practices have long attracted the attention of
scholars and practitioners, but cross-national analyses of clientelism are rare. To
facilitate research on vote buying in the Americas, the 2010 AmericasBarometer
survey included two questions on this topic. In this Insights report, we present a
preliminary look at the first of these questions, which provides perspective on
where and among whom attempted vote buying is more common. Grounding our
expectations in extant literature, we analyze predictors of vote buying practices
across 22 countries. The results affirm the importance of individual level poverty
and, as well, country level income inequality in predicting offers of vote buying. In
addition, the politically and civically engaged are more frequently targeted by
vote buying efforts. Overall, the propensity to be targeted by clientelistic offers is
greater in unequal contexts and among individuals that provide greater marginal
pay off to offers of material benefits in exchange for the vote.

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
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T

ȱheȱ exchangeȱ ofȱ privateȱ materialȱ goodsȱ
forȱaȱvote,ȱorȱclientelism,ȱrunsȱcounterȱtoȱ
basicȱ democraticȱ principlesȱ andȱ hasȱ theȱ
potentialȱ toȱ createȱ economicȱ inefficienciesȱ (e.g.,ȱ
BrinkerhoffȱandȱGoldsmithȱ2002).ȱBut,ȱwhereȱinȱ
LatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbeanȱisȱclientelismȱaȱ
moreȱ commonȱ politicalȱ practiceȱ andȱ whichȱ
individualsȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ beȱ targetedȱ withȱ
offersȱ ofȱ materialȱ benefitsȱ inȱ exchangeȱ forȱ theirȱ
vote?ȱ

Figure 1. Percentage reporting having been offered a
material benefit in exchange for a vote
Dominican Republic

22.2%

Argentina

18.0%

Panama

17.8%

Belize

17.1%

Bolivia

16.7%

Mexico

16.7%

Paraguay

16.2%

Colombia

Toȱ examineȱ voteȱ buyingȱ behaviorȱ inȱ theȱ
Americas,ȱ LAPOPȱ introducedȱ twoȱ newȱ
questionsȱ toȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometer.1ȱ Inȱ
thisȱInsightsȱreport,ȱweȱaddressȱtheȱfirstȱofȱtheseȱ
questions,ȱwhichȱprovidesȱperspectiveȱonȱwhereȱ
andȱ amongȱ whomȱ attemptsȱ atȱ voteȱ buyingȱ areȱ
moreȱ prevalent.2ȱ Specifically,ȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱsurveyȱasked:ȱ

Guatemala

1ȱ Funding for the 2010 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), and Vanderbilt University.ȱ
2ȱPrior issues in the Insights series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapopȱ
3ȱNonȬresponseȱwasȱ1.8%ȱforȱthisȱquestionȱacrossȱtheȱsampleȱ
asȱaȱwhole.ȱAnalysisȱconductedȱusingȱSTATAȱv10.ȱ
4ȱ Thisȱ representsȱ aȱ totalȱ ofȱ 37,642ȱ individuals.ȱ Theȱ questionȱ
wasȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ Haitiȱ norȱ inȱ Honduras.ȱ Itȱ wasȱ askedȱ inȱ
surveysȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ Canada;ȱ however,ȱ givenȱ
ourȱ focusȱ onȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ weȱ omitȱ
theseȱtwoȱcountriesȱfromȱtheȱanalysis.ȱȱ

13.7%

Brazil

13.4%

Peru

11.9%

Venezuela

11.6%

El Salvador

10.1%

Costa Rica

8.5%

Ecuador

8.3%

Suriname

CLIEN1:ȱ Inȱ recentȱ yearsȱ andȱ thinkingȱ aboutȱ
electionȱcampaigns,ȱhasȱaȱcandidateȱorȱsomeoneȱ
fromȱ aȱ politicalȱ partyȱ offeredȱ youȱ somethingȱ
likeȱ aȱ favor,ȱ food,ȱ orȱ anyȱ otherȱ benefitȱ orȱ thingȱ
inȱreturnȱforȱyourȱvote?3ȱ
Respondentsȱ couldȱ indicateȱ thatȱ theyȱ “never,”ȱ
“sometimes,”ȱ orȱ “often”ȱ haveȱ beenȱ offeredȱ
materialȱbenefitsȱinȱexchangeȱforȱtheirȱvote.ȱForȱ
eachȱ ofȱ 22ȱ countries4,ȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ displaysȱ theȱ
percentageȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ whoȱ answeredȱ eitherȱ
“sometimes”ȱorȱ“often”ȱregardingȱtheȱfrequencyȱ
withȱwhichȱtheyȱwereȱofferedȱaȱgoodȱorȱfavorȱinȱ
exchangeȱforȱtheirȱvote.ȱ

15.2%

7.3%

Nicaragua

6.4%

Jamaica

6.0%

Guyana
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Uruguay

5.6%

Chile

5.5%

Trinidad & Tobago

5.3%

0
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95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Theȱfigureȱshowsȱimportantȱvariationȱacrossȱtheȱ
Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ Caribbeanȱ regions.ȱ Theȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱfallsȱatȱtheȱtopȱofȱtheȱchart,ȱ
withȱ 22%ȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ reportingȱ thatȱ theyȱ
wereȱ offeredȱ aȱ materialȱ benefitȱ inȱ exchangeȱ forȱ
theirȱ voteȱ atȱ leastȱ “sometimes”ȱ inȱ recentȱ
elections.ȱ Followingȱ theȱ Dominicanȱ Republicȱ isȱ
Argentinaȱ withȱ 18%ȱ ofȱ thoseȱ surveyedȱ sayingȱ
eitherȱ sometimesȱ orȱ often,ȱ andȱ thenȱ Panamaȱ
withȱ 17.8%.ȱ Atȱ theȱ otherȱ extremeȱ weȱ findȱ
Uruguayȱ (5.6%),ȱ Chileȱ (5.5%)ȱ andȱ Trinidadȱ &ȱ
Tobagoȱ (5.3%)ȱ amongȱ thoseȱ countriesȱ inȱ whichȱ
citizensȱareȱleastȱlikelyȱtoȱreportȱrecentlyȱhavingȱ
beenȱexposedȱtoȱattemptsȱaimedȱatȱvoteȱbuying.5ȱȱ
5

ȱ Someȱ individualsȱ mayȱ censorȱ theȱ degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ theyȱ
participateȱinȱclientelism,ȱsinceȱtheȱpracticeȱisȱstigmatizedȱinȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

201

VoteȱBuyingȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱȱ
BrianȱM.ȱFaughnanȱandȱElizabethȱJ.ȱZechmeisterȱ

Whoȱ isȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ
reportȱ havingȱ beenȱ theȱ
targetȱ ofȱ voteȱ buyingȱ
practices?ȱ

Figure 2. Socio-economic and demographic characteristics
predicting the likelihood of being offered a material benefit in
exchange for a vote, 2010
F=21.634
N =36601
Quintiles of Wealth

Whatȱ predictsȱ theȱ likelihoodȱ thatȱ anȱ
individualȱ willȱ reportȱ havingȱ beenȱ
Rural
offeredȱaȱfavorȱorȱitemȱinȱexchangeȱforȱ
Country fixed effects
and intercepts included
herȱ vote?ȱ Oneȱ prominentȱ explanationȱ
but not shown here
Female
forȱ clientelismȱ isȱ poverty.ȱ Poorerȱ
individualsȱ haveȱ aȱ greaterȱ immediateȱ
needȱforȱtheȱgoodsȱtypicallyȱofferedȱinȱ
Age
aȱ clientelisticȱ exchangeȱ (Kitscheltȱ andȱ
Wilkinsonȱ2007,ȱp.ȱ25),ȱwhileȱtheȱvotesȱ
Education Level
ofȱ wealthierȱ individualsȱ mayȱ onlyȱ beȱ
-0.15
-0.1
-0.05
0.0
0.05
0.1
influencedȱbyȱprohibitivelyȱhighȱpricedȱ
materialȱ incentivesȱ (seeȱ theȱ discussionȱ
95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
inȱ Dixitȱ andȱ Londreganȱ 1996).ȱ
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
Likewise,ȱscholarsȱhaveȱsuggestedȱthatȱ
thoseȱ withȱ greaterȱ levelsȱ ofȱ educationȱ
willȱ beȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ eschewȱ voteȱ
resultsȱofȱthisȱindividualȱlevelȱlogisticȱregressionȱ
buyingȱ practicesȱ inȱ favorȱ ofȱ competitionȱ overȱ
analysis.6ȱȱ
publicȱgoodsȱ(Kitscheltȱ2000,ȱp.ȱ857).ȱInȱaddition,ȱ
ifȱ residentsȱ inȱ largeȱ urbanȱ areasȱ areȱ moreȱ
Inȱ keepingȱ withȱ theȱ LAPOPȱ standardȱ forȱ
difficultȱ toȱ monitorȱ effectively,ȱ aȱ conditionȱ thatȱ
presentingȱ regressionȱ results,ȱ statisticalȱ
makesȱ voteȱ buyingȱ lessȱ attractiveȱ forȱ politicalȱ
significanceȱ isȱ graphicallyȱ representedȱ byȱ aȱ
candidatesȱandȱpartiesȱ(Stokesȱ2005,ȱp.ȱ322),ȱthenȱ
confidenceȱ intervalȱ thatȱ doesȱ notȱ overlapȱ theȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ clientelismȱ shouldȱ varyȱ acrossȱ urbanȱ
verticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱ(atȱ.05ȱorȱbetter).ȱWhenȱtheȱdot,ȱ
andȱruralȱdivides.ȱInȱfact,ȱwealth,ȱeducation,ȱandȱ
whichȱ representsȱ theȱ predictedȱ impactȱ ofȱ thatȱ
sizeȱ ofȱ townȱ haveȱ beenȱ foundȱ toȱ beȱ negativelyȱ
variable,ȱfallsȱtoȱtheȱrightȱofȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱline,ȱ
correlatedȱ withȱ clientelismȱ inȱ theȱ caseȱ ofȱ
itȱimpliesȱaȱpositiveȱrelationship;ȱwhenȱitȱfallsȱtoȱ
Argentinaȱ(Bruscoȱetȱal.ȱ2004,ȱStokesȱ2005).ȱȱ
theȱ leftȱ itȱ indicatesȱ aȱ negativeȱ contribution.ȱ
GivenȱthatȱtheȱresultsȱdisplayedȱinȱFigureȱ2ȱwereȱ
Withȱ theseȱ priorȱ argumentsȱ andȱ findingsȱ inȱ
estimatedȱ usingȱ theȱ logisticȱ regressionȱ
mind,ȱ weȱ createdȱ aȱ modelȱ toȱ predictȱ theȱ
technique,ȱ theȱ substantiveȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ
likelihoodȱofȱaȱpersonȱreportingȱbeingȱofferedȱaȱ
independentȱ variablesȱ onȱ theȱ dependentȱ
favorȱorȱitemȱ(eitherȱsometimesȱorȱfrequently,ȱinȱ
variableȱ cannotȱ beȱ directlyȱ interpretedȱfromȱ theȱ
contrastȱtoȱnever)ȱinȱexchangeȱforȱtheirȱvote.ȱAsȱ
coefficients.ȱ However,ȱ becauseȱ theȱ coefficientsȱ
independentȱ variablesȱ weȱ includeȱ wealth,ȱ
areȱ standardizedȱ (i.e.,ȱ “betaȱ weights”),ȱ weȱ canȱ
education,ȱ anȱ indicatorȱ ofȱ ruralȱ versusȱ urbanȱ
getȱ aȱ senseȱ ofȱ theȱ magnitudeȱ ofȱ eachȱ effectȱ
residence,ȱ gender,ȱ andȱ age.ȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ theȱ
relativeȱtoȱtheȱothers.ȱȱȱ

certainȱ contexts.ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wasȱ explicitlyȱ designedȱ toȱ
avoidȱ askingȱ whetherȱ theȱ respondentȱ tookȱ orȱ rejectedȱ theȱ
gift;ȱ asȱ aȱ result,ȱ concernsȱ aboutȱ censoringȱ shouldȱ beȱ
minimized.ȱ

Asȱ notedȱ onȱ theȱ figureȱ itself,ȱ fixedȱ countryȱ effectsȱ areȱ
modeledȱ butȱ theȱ resultsȱ areȱ notȱ reportedȱ inȱ theȱ figureȱ here.ȱ
Thoseȱresultsȱareȱavailableȱinȱtheȱreportȱappendix.
6
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ȱAsȱFigureȱ2ȱshows,ȱweȱfindȱthatȱthoseȱwhoȱareȱ
wealthierȱ areȱ lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ beȱ targetedȱ byȱ
clientelisticȱ offers.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ findȱ thatȱ olderȱ
individualsȱ andȱ femalesȱ reportȱ lessȱ experienceȱ
withȱ voteȱ buyingȱ practices.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ
analysisȱ presentedȱ aboveȱ revealsȱ aȱ marginallyȱ
significantȱ effectȱ forȱ ruralȱ residence,ȱ suchȱ thatȱ
thoseȱ livingȱ inȱ ruralȱ areasȱ areȱ somewhatȱ moreȱ
likelyȱ toȱ reportȱ havingȱ beenȱ offeredȱ aȱ materialȱ
benefitȱ inȱ exchangeȱ forȱ theirȱ vote.7ȱ
Unexpectedly,ȱweȱdoȱnotȱfindȱthatȱeducationȱisȱaȱ
significantȱpredictorȱofȱourȱdependentȱvariable.ȱȱ
Althoughȱ muchȱ ofȱ theȱ researchȱ onȱ voteȬbuyingȱ
focusesȱ onȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ
variablesȱandȱrelationships,ȱextantȱliteratureȱalsoȱ
pointsȱ toȱ otherȱ individualȱ levelȱ andȱ contextualȱ
variablesȱ thatȱ mayȱ influenceȱ anȱ individual’sȱ
propensityȱtoȱbeȱassociatedȱwithȱclientelism.ȱTheȱ
nextȱ sectionȱ ofȱ thisȱ reportȱ examinesȱ theȱ degreeȱ
toȱ whichȱ politicalȱ participationȱ andȱ incomeȱ
inequalityȱ measuresȱ predictȱ theȱ likelihoodȱ ofȱ
beingȱ offeredȱ aȱ materialȱ benefitȱinȱ exchangeȱforȱ
theȱvote.ȱ

Participation,ȱ
VoteȱBuyingȱ

Inequality,ȱ

andȱ

Partiesȱ andȱ politiciansȱ usingȱ voteȱ buyingȱ
methodsȱfaceȱresourceȱconstraintsȱandȱthereforeȱ
oughtȱ toȱ targetȱ individualsȱ whoȱ areȱ mostȱ likelyȱ
toȱreciprocateȱbyȱcastingȱtheȱagreedȱuponȱballot.ȱ
Toȱ achieveȱ theȱ maximumȱ possibleȱ marginalȱ
payoff,ȱ itȱ seemsȱ logicalȱ thatȱ politicalȱ operativesȱ
seekingȱtoȱbuyȱvotesȱwillȱmoreȱoftenȱtargetȱthoseȱ
citizensȱ whoȱ areȱ civicallyȱ andȱ politicallyȱ
engagedȱ(andȱthusȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱvoteȱinȱtheȱfirstȱ
place).ȱȱ
Inȱ fact,ȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ mostȱ significantȱ behavioralȱ
characteristicsȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ linkedȱ toȱ
clientelismȱ isȱ civicȱ andȱ politicalȱ engagement.ȱ
7ȱTheȱvariable,ȱruralȱresidence,ȱisȱsignificantȱatȱtheȱ0.1ȱlevel,ȱ
andȱ itsȱ substantiveȱ effectȱ isȱ closeȱ inȱ magnitudeȱ toȱ variablesȱ
thatȱ reachȱ theȱ 0.05ȱ significanceȱ cutȬoff;ȱ weȱ thereforeȱ haveȱ
someȱ confidenceȱ thatȱ thereȱ isȱ atȱ leastȱ aȱ modestȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱitȱandȱtheȱdependentȱvariable.ȱȱȱ

Brusco,ȱ Nazarenoȱ andȱ Stokesȱ (2004),ȱ amongȱ
others,ȱ suggestȱ that,ȱ givenȱ theȱ difficultyȱ ofȱ
monitoringȱ secretȱ ballotȱ electoralȱ processes,ȱ
candidatesȱ andȱ partiesȱ oftenȱ haveȱ toȱ makeȱ
probabilisticȱ calculationsȱ overȱ whomȱ toȱ targetȱ
forȱ voteȱ buying.ȱ Thisȱ canȱ makeȱ anȱ activeȱ
individualȱ aȱ moreȱ attractiveȱ targetȱ thanȱ anȱ
inactiveȱ citizen,ȱ andȱ someȱ evidenceȱ supportsȱ
thisȱ logic.ȱ Usingȱ aȱ listȱ experiment,ȱ GonzalezȬ
Ocantosȱ andȱ hisȱ colleaguesȱ (n.d.)ȱ findȱ thatȱ
Nicaraguansȱ whoȱ participateȱ inȱ localȱ civilȱ
societyȱ meetingsȱ (Consejosȱ deȱ Poderȱ Ciudadanos)ȱ
areȱ “farȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ reportȱ voteȱ buyingȱ thanȱ
thoseȱwhoȱneverȱattend”ȱ(21).ȱȱ
Toȱ assessȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ civicȱ andȱ
politicalȱ engagementȱ andȱ ourȱ dependentȱ
variable,ȱ weȱ createdȱ anȱ additiveȱ index,ȱ
‘participatoryȱ citizen’,ȱ basedȱ onȱ responsesȱ toȱ aȱ
batteryȱofȱfourȱquestionsȱthatȱaskȱhowȱoftenȱtheȱ
respondentȱ doesȱ theȱ following:ȱ assistsȱ inȱ
communityȱ problemȱ solvingȱ (cp5);ȱ attendsȱ
communityȱ improvementȱ committeeȱ meetingsȱ
(cp8);ȱ attendsȱ professionalȱ associationȱ meetingsȱ
(cp9);ȱ andȱ attendsȱ politicalȱ partyȱ meetingsȱ
(cp13).8ȱ
Anotherȱ factorȱ thatȱ mayȱ affectȱ clientelismȱ isȱ
inequalityȱ(e.g.,ȱ Hickenȱ 2007ȱandȱ Stokesȱ 2007b).ȱ
Stokesȱ (2007b,ȱ p.ȱ 84)ȱ writesȱ thatȱ “theȱ degreeȱ ofȱ
inequalityȱ isȱ centralȱ toȱ determiningȱ theȱ relativeȱ
effectivenessȱ
ofȱ
voteȱ
buyingȱ
versusȱ
programmaticȱ appeals.”ȱ Despiteȱ theȱ theoreticalȱ
strengthȱ ofȱ thisȱ argument,ȱ toȱ ourȱ knowledgeȱ
thereȱ existsȱ noȱ extensiveȱ crossȬnationalȱ testȱ ofȱ
theȱ connectionȱ betweenȱ incomeȱ inequalityȱ andȱ
clientelisticȱpracticesȱ(butȱseeȱDebsȱandȱHelmkeȱ
2009).ȱToȱthisȱend,ȱweȱassessȱtheȱdegreeȱtoȱwhichȱ
aȱ country’sȱ incomeȱ inequality,ȱ measuredȱ usingȱ
theȱGiniȱcoefficient,9ȱpredictsȱtheȱlikelihoodȱthatȱ

8ȱ Theȱ Cronbach’sȱ alphaȱ coefficientȱ forȱ theȱ variablesȱ thatȱ
makeȱupȱtheȱParticipatoryȱCitizenȱIndexȱisȱ0.57.ȱAȱprincipalȱ
componentsȱfactorȱanalysisȱofȱtheȱfourȱitemsȱyieldsȱjustȱoneȱ
factorȱwithȱanȱeigenvalueȱoverȱ1.0.ȱȱ
9ȱGiniȱcoefficientsȱforȱeachȱofȱtheȱ22ȱcountriesȱincludedȱinȱtheȱ
analysisȱ wereȱ obtainedȱ fromȱ theȱ Humanȱ Developmentȱ Reportȱ
2009ȱ(UNDPȱ2009).
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Figure 3. Hierarchical logistic regression analysis of the
determinants of being offered a material benefit in exchange for a
vote, 2010
Quintiles of Wealth

Rural
N. of Obs: 35862
N. of Countries: 22
Female

Age

Theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ statisticalȱ analysisȱ
stronglyȱ supportȱ theȱ notionȱ thatȱ
individualsȱ whoȱ areȱ moreȱ civicallyȱ
andȱ politicallyȱ engagedȱ areȱ moreȱ
likelyȱtoȱreportȱbeingȱofferedȱaȱgiftȱorȱ
favorȱ forȱ theirȱ vote.ȱ Indeed,ȱ ofȱ allȱ
variablesȱincludedȱinȱtheȱanalysis,ȱtheȱ
‘participatoryȱ citizen’ȱ measureȱ isȱ theȱ
strongestȱ predictorȱ ofȱ theȱ likelihoodȱ
thatȱ anȱ individualȱ isȱ offeredȱ aȱ
materialȱ benefitȱ inȱ exchangeȱ forȱ hisȱ
vote.ȱȱ

Education Level

Participatory Citizen

Income Inequality
-0.2

0.0

0.2
95% C.I.

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP and UNDP (2009)

individualsȱinȱthatȱcontextȱreportȱbeingȱtargetedȱ
byȱvoteȱbuying.ȱȱȱ
Sinceȱ ourȱ expectationsȱ andȱ measuresȱ involveȱ
individualȱ andȱ contextualȱ (secondȬlevel)ȱ
variables,ȱ weȱ estimateȱ aȱ multiȬlevelȱ logisticȱ
regressionȱ modelȱ thatȱ allowsȱ usȱ toȱ assessȱ theȱ
effectsȱ ofȱ individualȱ characteristicsȱ whileȱ
simultaneouslyȱ examiningȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ
contextȱ (inȱ thisȱ case,ȱ theȱ country’sȱ incomeȱ
inequality)ȱ inȱ whichȱ theȱ individualȱ resides.ȱ
Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ theȱ relationshipsȱ betweenȱ theȱ
socioȬeconomic,ȱ demographic,ȱ behavioral,ȱ andȱ
contextualȱvariablesȱandȱtheȱlikelihoodȱofȱbeingȱ
offeredȱaȱgoodȱorȱfavorȱinȱexchangeȱforȱaȱvote.ȱȱȱȱ
Theȱ relationshipsȱ betweenȱ theȱ dependentȱ
variableȱ andȱ theȱ socioȬeconomicȱ andȱ
demographicȱ
variablesȱ
remainȱ
largelyȱ
unchangedȱ whenȱ comparingȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ toȱ Figureȱ
3. However,ȱ itȱ isȱ theȱ behavioralȱ andȱ contextual
variablesȱ thatȱ showȱ theȱ strongestȱ relationships
withȱ theȱ dependentȱ variable,ȱ reportingȱ having
beenȱofferedȱaȱmaterialȱbenefitȱinȱexchangeȱforȱa
vote.

0.4

Alsoȱ interestingȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ isȱ theȱ
statisticallyȱ significant,ȱ positiveȱ effectȱ
forȱ theȱ incomeȱ inequalityȱ measure.ȱ
Consideringȱ theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ
Caribbeanȱ regionsȱ andȱ allȱ elseȱ equal,ȱ
theȱ resultsȱ suggestȱ thatȱ asȱ incomeȱ
inequalityȱ withinȱ aȱ countryȱ increasesȱ
(meaningȱ distributionȱ becomesȱ moreȱ
unequal),ȱ reportedȱ levelsȱ ofȱ voteȱ
buyingȱwillȱalsoȱincrease.ȱȱ

Conclusionsȱȱ
Inȱ thisȱ report,ȱ weȱ haveȱ examinedȱ anȱ issueȱ thatȱ
strikesȱ atȱ theȱ coreȱ ofȱ democraticȱ accountability.ȱ
Whileȱ instancesȱ ofȱ voteȱ buyingȱ haveȱ beenȱ
documentedȱ andȱ studiedȱ inȱ individualȱ Latinȱ
Americanȱ countriesȱ suchȱ asȱ Mexico,ȱ Argentina,ȱ
andȱ Nicaragua,ȱ thisȱ reportȱ showsȱ thatȱ voteȱ
buyingȱ practicesȱ affectȱ allȱ countriesȱ withinȱ theȱ
Americas,ȱ thoughȱ toȱ differentȱ degrees.ȱ Inȱ
analyzingȱtheȱtendencyȱforȱindividualsȱtoȱreportȱ
havingȱ beenȱ targetedȱ byȱ voteȱ buyingȱ effortsȱ
acrossȱ 22ȱ countries,ȱ thisȱ reportȱ heedsȱ Stokes’ȱ
(2007a)ȱ callȱ forȱ moreȱ crossȬnationalȱ researchȱ
withȱrespectȱtoȱtheȱstudyȱofȱclientelism.ȱ
Forȱtheȱmostȱpart,ȱourȱresultsȱareȱconsistentȱwithȱ
someȱofȱtheȱprincipalȱargumentsȱandȱfindingsȱinȱ
theȱ voteȱ buyingȱ literature.ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ inȱ
accordȱ withȱ previousȱ researchȱ (Bruscoȱ etȱ al.ȱ
2004,ȱStokesȱ2005),ȱourȱanalysesȱsuggestȱthatȱtheȱ
poorȱ andȱ youngȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ beȱ
approachedȱ withȱ voteȱ buyingȱ offersȱ thanȱ areȱ
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wealthierȱandȱolderȱcitizens.ȱFurthermore,ȱwhileȱ
theȱ effectȱ ofȱ ruralȱ residenceȱ failedȱ toȱ reachȱ
statisticalȱ significanceȱ inȱ theȱ strictestȱ senseȱ
(p<0.05),ȱ itȱ doesȱ appearȱ thatȱ thisȱ variableȱ worksȱ
inȱ muchȱ theȱ sameȱ wayȱ thatȱ someȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ
suggested,ȱinȱthatȱthoseȱlivingȱinȱruralȱareasȱareȱ
atȱleastȱsomewhatȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱbeȱtargetedȱbyȱ
offersȱ ofȱ materialȱ benefitsȱ inȱ exchangeȱ forȱ theirȱ
votes.ȱȱ
Weȱ furtherȱ findȱ strongȱ evidenceȱ that,ȱ
consideringȱ theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ Caribbeanȱ
regionsȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ theȱ moreȱ civicallyȱ andȱ
politicallyȱ engagedȱ aȱ personȱ is,ȱ theȱ moreȱ likelyȱ
sheȱ isȱ toȱ reportȱ beingȱ offeredȱ aȱ materialȱ benefitȱ
inȱ exchangeȱ forȱ herȱ vote.ȱ Finally,ȱ theȱ analysesȱ
presentedȱ hereȱ stronglyȱ supportȱ scholars’ȱ
previouslyȱ stated,ȱ butȱ underȬtested,ȱ expectationȱ
thatȱ incomeȱ inequalityȱ isȱ positivelyȱ associatedȱ
withȱtheȱprevalenceȱofȱvoteȱbuyingȱpractices.ȱȱȱ
Thisȱ reportȱ hasȱ presentedȱ aȱ veryȱ basicȱ analysisȱ
ofȱ factorsȱ predictingȱ voteȱ buyingȱ behaviorsȱ inȱ
theȱ Americas,ȱ andȱ itsȱ implicationsȱ canȱ likewiseȱ
beȱsummarizedȱinȱsimpleȱterms.ȱFirst,ȱindividualȱ
factorsȱ thatȱ makeȱ voteȱ buyingȱ practicesȱ aȱ
relativelyȱ lowȱ costȱ investmentȱ ȱ predict,ȱ andȱ
likelyȱhelpȱtoȱmaintain,ȱclientelismȱasȱaȱpoliticalȱ
practiceȱ inȱ theȱ Americas.ȱ Thus,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ
poorerȱ andȱmoreȱ engagedȱ areȱ moreȱlikelyȱ toȱ beȱ
targetedȱ withȱ voteȱ buyingȱ offers.ȱ Second,ȱ inȱ
additionȱtoȱindividualȱfactors,ȱcontextȱmattersȱinȱ
predictingȱ clientelism.ȱ Specifically,ȱ incomeȱ
inequalityȱ isȱ positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ
pervasivenessȱ ofȱ voteȱ buyingȱ efforts.ȱ Incomeȱ
inequalityȱ hasȱ beenȱ linkedȱ toȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ
deleteriousȱ socialȱ andȱ politicalȱ outcomes,10ȱ andȱ
ourȱ findingsȱ hereȱ raiseȱ oneȱ moreȱ reasonȱ toȱ beȱ
concernedȱ aboutȱ theȱ qualityȱ ofȱ democraticȱ
politicsȱunderȱconditionsȱofȱincomeȱinequality.ȱȱ

ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ incomeȱ inequalityȱ hasȱ beenȱ arguedȱ toȱ haveȱ
negativeȱ effectsȱ onȱ socialȱ andȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ (Uslanerȱ
andȱ Brownȱ 2005,ȱ Córdovaȱ 2008)ȱ andȱ democraticȱ
consolidationȱ inȱ fragileȱ democraciesȱ (seeȱ Geddesȱ 2007);ȱ
likewiseȱ itȱ isȱ believedȱ toȱ makeȱ politiesȱ moreȱ susceptibleȱ toȱ
insurgencyȱandȱpoliticalȱviolenceȱ(MullerȱandȱSeligsonȱ1987).
10
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Appendix 1. Logistic regression model of likelihood of being
offered a material benefit in exchange for a vote (Design Effect
Adjusted)
EducationȱLevelȱ
Age
Female
Ruralȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealth
Mexicoȱ
Guatemalaȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Panamaȱ
Colombiaȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Boliviaȱ
Peruȱ
Paraguayȱ
Chile
Brazilȱ
Venezuelaȱ
Argentinaȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
Jamaicaȱ
Guyana
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobagoȱ
Belizeȱ
Surinameȱ
Constant
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
Fȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.025ȱ
Ȭ0.103*ȱ
Ȭ0.083*ȱ
0.046ȱ
Ȭ0.076*ȱ
0.232*ȱ
0.178*ȱ
0.112*ȱ
0.005ȱ
0.077*ȱ
0.239*ȱ
0.198*ȱ
0.096*ȱ
0.315*ȱ
0.148*ȱ
0.213*ȱ
Ȭ0.006ȱ
0.230*ȱ
0.148*ȱ
0.236*ȱ
0.302*ȱ
0.001ȱ
Ȭ0.008ȱ
0.036ȱ
0.228*ȱ
0.039ȱ
Ȭ2.116*ȱ
36,601
21.63

0.022ȱ
0.019ȱ
0.018ȱ
0.027ȱ
0.023ȱ
0.035ȱ
0.033ȱ
0.035ȱ
0.037ȱ
0.035ȱ
0.04ȱ
0.034ȱ
0.045ȱ
0.056ȱ
0.035ȱ
0.032ȱ
0.043ȱ
0.052ȱ
0.041ȱ
0.043ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.037ȱ
0.049ȱ
0.039ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.047ȱ
0.029ȱ

ȱNote:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<.05,ȱtwoȬtailedȱ

ȱȱCountryȱofȱreference:ȱUruguayȱȱȱȱȱȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

207

VoteȱBuyingȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱȱ
BrianȱM.ȱFaughnanȱandȱElizabethȱJ.ȱZechmeisterȱ

Appendixȱ2.ȱHierarchicalȱlogisticȱregressionȱmodelȱofȱȱ
likelihoodȱofȱbeingȱofferedȱaȱmaterialȱbenefitȱinȱȱ
exchangeȱforȱaȱvoteȱ(DesignȱEffectȱAdjusted)ȱ
IncomeȱInequalityȱ
ParticipatoryȱCitizenȱ
EducationȱLevelȱ
Age
Female
Ruralȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealth
Constant
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
NumberȱofȱCountriesȱ
WaldȱChi2ȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.264*ȱ
0.341*ȱ
0.007ȱ
Ȭ0.129*ȱ
Ȭ0.056*ȱ
0.033ȱ
Ȭ0.093*ȱ
Ȭ2.114*ȱ
35,682
22
637.11

0.093ȱ
0.01ȱ
0.020ȱ
0.019ȱ
0.017ȱ
0.018ȱ
0.018ȱ
0.092ȱ

ȱNote:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.
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Executive
Summary. Doesȱ moneyȱ buyȱ happiness?ȱ Classicȱ researchȱ intoȱ theȱ
ȱ

questionȱarguedȱtheȱaffirmativeȱbutȱonlyȱatȱtheȱindividualȱlevel,ȱmaintainingȱthatȱlivingȱ
ȱ
ȱ
inȱaȱwealthierȱcountryȱdoesȱnotȱleadȱtoȱcomparativelyȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱ
ȱ
(Easterlinȱ1995).ȱTheȱ“Easterlinȱparadox,”ȱasȱthisȱisȱtermed,ȱhasȱsinceȱbeenȱsubjectedȱtoȱ
ȱ
debate.ȱInȱthisȱInsightsȱreport,ȱwithȱdataȱfromȱtheȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometer,ȱIȱdocumentȱ
ȱ
thatȱeconomicȱfactorsȱmatterȱatȱbothȱtheȱindividualȱandȱnationalȱlevelsȱinȱtheȱAmericas.ȱ
ȱ
ȱ
Specifically,ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ economicȱ situation,ȱ householdȱ wealth,ȱ andȱ
ȱ
nationalȱeconomicȱdevelopmentȱareȱstrongȱpredictorsȱofȱhappiness.ȱInȱaddition,ȱotherȱ
ȱ
factors,ȱ suchȱ asȱ churchȱ attendance,ȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ ideologyȱ andȱ socioȬ
ȱ
demographicȱtraitsȱplayȱaȱsignificantȱroleȱinȱpredictingȱlevelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱinȱtheȱ
ȱ
ȱ
region.ȱ
Iȱ concludeȱ withȱ aȱ discussionȱ ofȱ remainingȱ questions,ȱ suggestingȱ inȱ particularȱ
ȱ
thatȱfutureȱresearchȱfocusȱonȱhappinessȱasȱanȱindependentȱvariableȱinȱexplanationsȱofȱ
ȱ
politicalȱattitudesȱandȱbehavior.
ȱ

TheȱInsightsȱSeriesȱisȱcoȬeditedȱbyȱMitchellȱA.ȱSeligson,ȱAmyȱEricaȱSmith,ȱandȱElizabethȱJ.ȱZechmeisterȱ
withȱadministrative,ȱtechnical,ȱandȱintellectualȱsupportȱfromȱtheȱLAPOPȱgroupȱatȱVanderbilt.ȱ
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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W

ȱhatȱ bringsȱ happiness?ȱ Inȱ theȱ
academicȱ pursuitȱ ofȱ theȱ formulaȱ forȱ
ȱ
happiness,ȱthereȱisȱnoȱconsensusȱviewȱ
onȱ whatȱ determinesȱ “theȱ degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ anȱ
individualȱ judgesȱ theȱ overallȱ qualityȱ ofȱ hisȱ lifeȱ
favorably”ȱ(Veenhovenȱ1991,ȱ565)1.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱ
time,ȱ economicȱ factorsȱ areȱ frequentlyȱ linkedȱ toȱ
happinessȱ andȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ (Easterlinȱ 1995;ȱ
Stevensonȱ andȱ Wolfersȱ 2008;ȱ Tellaȱ andȱ
MacCullochȱ 2008).2ȱ However,ȱ aȱ debateȱ hasȱ
developedȱ overȱ anȱ importantȱ earlyȱ findingȱ
suggestingȱthatȱeconomicȱfortunesȱmatterȱonlyȱatȱ
theȱindividualȱlevel,ȱsoȱthatȱlivingȱinȱaȱwealthierȱ
countryȱ doesȱ notȱ leadȱ toȱ comparativelyȱ higherȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfaction.ȱ Whileȱ Easterlinȱ (1995)ȱ
providedȱ importantȱ evidenceȱ inȱ supportȱ ofȱ thisȱ
“paradox,”ȱ newerȱ researchȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ
nationalȱ wealthȱ mayȱ indeedȱ matterȱ forȱ
happiness.ȱTheȱAmericasBarometerȱsurveyȱallowsȱ
theȱopportunityȱtoȱaskȱtheseȱquestions:ȱToȱwhatȱ
extentȱ doȱ economicȱ factorsȱ predictȱ lifeȱ
satisfactionȱ inȱ theȱ Americas?ȱ Doesȱ economicȱ
developmentȱ acrossȱ countriesȱ explainȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
wellȬbeingȱ inȱ theȱ region?ȱ Furthermore,ȱ whatȱ
otherȱfactorsȱexplainȱhappinessȱinȱtheȱAmericas?ȱ
Thisȱ Insights3ȱ reportȱ looksȱ atȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ
satisfactionȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ andȱ assessesȱ bothȱ
individualȱ andȱ nationalȱ determinantsȱ ofȱ
variationȱinȱthoseȱlevels.ȱToȱevaluateȱthisȱtopic,ȱIȱ
queryȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ
Publicȱ Opinionȱ Projectȱ (LAPOP)ȱ surveys,4ȱ inȱ
whichȱ 43,990ȱ respondentsȱ fromȱ 26ȱ countriesȱ inȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ andȱ Canadaȱ wereȱ askedȱ theȱ followingȱ
question:ȱȱ

LS6.ȱ Onȱ thisȱ cardȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ ladderȱ withȱ stepsȱ
numberedȱ0ȱtoȱ10,ȱwhereȱ0ȱisȱtheȱlowestȱstepȱandȱ
10ȱ theȱ highest.ȱ Supposeȱ thatȱ Iȱ tellȱ youȱ thatȱ theȱ
highestȱ stepȱ representsȱ theȱ bestȱ lifeȱ possibleȱ forȱ
youȱandȱtheȱlowestȱstepȱrepresentsȱtheȱworstȱlifeȱ
possibleȱ forȱ you…ifȱ theȱ highestȱ isȱ 10ȱ andȱ theȱ
lowestȱ0,ȱonȱwhatȱstepȱofȱtheȱladderȱdoȱyouȱfeelȱ
atȱthisȱmoment?5ȱ

Figure 1. Life Satisfaction in the Americas, 2010
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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1

IȱwouldȱlikeȱtoȱthankȱCarolȱGrahamȱforȱherȱcommentsȱonȱaȱ
previousȱversionȱofȱthisȱreport
2
Scholars agree that life satisfaction and happiness are
extremely highly correlated and that the concepts can be
used interchangeably (Schyns 1998).
3 Prior issues in the Insights series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.phpȱ
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop
4ȱ Funding for the 2010 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), and Vanderbilt University.ȱ

Recent studies find that support for the Easterlin paradox
depends on multiple factors such as the question used to
measure life satisfaction. Specifically, it is found that
questions framed like the one used in this report show a
clear relationship with income, while using questions that
ask directly about the level of happiness or life satisfaction
attenuates that relationship (Graham et al 2010). The LAPOP
questionnaire has another question tapping the same issue
of life satisfaction, LS3. This question asks respondents if
they are very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat
dissatisfied, or very satisfied with their lives in general.
Although average scores are higher using LS3, countries
remain almost in the same positions, with the exception of
Colombia, which appears at the top. When the models
presented here are estimated using LS3 as the dependent
variable, results are quite similar, though married becomes
statistically significant and size of town becomes
insignificant. GDP at the national level is significant at
p=0.07.
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Responsesȱ wereȱ recodedȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ toȱ
followȱ theȱ LAPOPȱ standard,ȱ whichȱ facilitatesȱ
comparabilityȱ acrossȱ questionsȱ andȱ surveyȱ
waves.6ȱȱ

Individualȱ Determinantsȱ ofȱ Lifeȱ
Satisfaction:ȱEconomicȱFactorsȱandȱ
Beyond

Figureȱ 1ȱ displaysȱ nationalȱ averageȱ scoresȱ withȱ
Theȱ numerousȱ factorsȱ identifiedȱ inȱ existingȱ
theirȱ confidenceȱ intervals.ȱ Theȱ averageȱ levelȱ ofȱ
scholarshipȱ asȱ relevantȱ toȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ orȱ
lifeȱ satisfactionȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ isȱ 59.5.ȱ Allȱ theȱ
happinessȱcanȱbeȱgroupedȱintoȱbroadȱcategoriesȱ
countriesȱ exceptȱ forȱ Haiti,ȱ withȱ anȱ averageȱ ofȱ
ofȱ variablesȱ thatȱ encompassȱ economic,ȱ social,ȱ
onlyȱ35.4,ȱsurpassȱtheȱmiddleȱpointȱonȱtheȱscale.ȱ
political,ȱ
andȱ
Nonetheless,ȱ thereȱ isȱ someȱ
demographicȱ
factors.ȱ
variationȱ acrossȱ countries.ȱ
Whileȱ theseȱ canȱ beȱ
Manyȱscholarsȱlinkȱeconomicȱ
Atȱ theȱ oneȱ extreme,ȱ
consideredȱ atȱ bothȱ theȱ
conditionsȱtoȱhappiness,ȱbutȱthereȱ
citizensȱinȱBrazilȱreportȱtheȱ
individualȱ andȱ nationalȱ
highestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ
isȱdisputeȱoverȱtheȱextentȱtoȱwhichȱ levels,ȱ inȱ thisȱ sectionȱ Iȱ
satisfactionȱ inȱ theȱ Westernȱ
nationalȬȱversusȱindividualȬlevelȱ focusȱ onȱ individualȬlevelȱ
hemisphere;ȱ Brazilȱ isȱ theȱ
predictorsȱofȱhappiness.ȱȱ
economicȱfactorsȱmatter.ȱ
onlyȱ countryȱ withȱ aȱ scoreȱ
higherȱthanȱ70.ȱCostaȱRica,ȱ
Manyȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ
Venezuelaȱ andȱ Panamaȱ alsoȱ showȱ relativelyȱ
linkedȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ toȱ happiness,ȱ
highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfaction.ȱ Atȱ theȱ otherȱ
althoughȱ thereȱ isȱ disputeȱ overȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ
extreme,ȱ apartȱ fromȱ theȱ aforementionedȱ lowȱ
whichȱnationalȱversusȱindividualȱlevelȱeconomicȱ
levelsȱinȱHaiti,ȱweȱfindȱPeru,ȱBelize,ȱElȱSalvador,ȱ
factorsȱ matterȱ (Clark,ȱ Frijters,ȱ andȱ Shieldsȱ 2008;ȱ
theȱ Dominicanȱ Republicȱ andȱ Jamaica,ȱ whereȱ
Easterlinȱ 1995;ȱ Stevensonȱ andȱ Wolfersȱ 2008;ȱ
averageȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱscoresȱfallȱinȱtheȱlowȱ50s.ȱȱ
Tellaȱ andȱ MacCullochȱ 2008).ȱ Easterlin’sȱ wellȬ
Whatȱfactorsȱexplainȱvariationȱinȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱ
inȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean?7ȱIȱapproachȱ
thisȱquestionȱbyȱassessingȱtheȱimpactȱofȱdifferentȱ
factorsȱ pointedȱ outȱ byȱ theȱ literatureȱ onȱ
happiness,ȱ firstȱ usingȱ aȱ linearȱ regressionȱ modelȱ
withȱ individualȱ levelȱ variables,ȱ andȱ thenȱ aȱ
multilevelȱanalysisȱinȱorderȱtoȱcaptureȱtheȱeffectsȱ
ofȱnationalȱincome.8ȱȱ
The rate of non response for the whole sample is 2.36%.
Citizens in Canada and the United States hold sharply
higher levels on many socio-economic characteristics; for
this reason and because the focus of this series is on Latin
America and the Caribbean, I excluded these cases from the
analyses. Nonetheless, when I estimated the models
presented here including Canada and the United States, the
impact of GDP at the national level remains statistically
significant, though diminished. Because not all questions
were asked in the United States and Canada, these models
do not contain all the independent variables used in this
report (i.e. wealth, size of city and unemployment). Without
these three variables, GDP remains significant at p < 0.05.
When including income, which leads to a drop of 10% of
cases, GDP is significant at p = 0.07.
8
All statistical analyses in this report were conducted using
STATA v10.1 and results were adjusted for the complex
sample designs employed. Given that levels of life
satisfaction vary across countries, dummy variables for each
country were included in the OLS model, with Uruguay
6

7

knownȱ paradoxȱ statesȱ thatȱ theȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ incomeȱ andȱ wellȬbeingȱ isȱ onlyȱ clearȱ
withinȱcountriesȱandȱnotȱbetweenȱcountries.ȱForȱ
Easterlinȱ (1995),ȱ “subjectiveȱ wellȬbeingȱ variesȱ
directlyȱ withȱ one’sȱ incomeȱ andȱ inverselyȱ withȱ
theȱincomeȱofȱothers”ȱ(p.ȱ36).ȱInȱtheȱnextȱsectionȱ
Iȱ testȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ Easterlin’sȱ argumentȱ
holdsȱ atȱ theȱ nationalȱ level.ȱ Atȱ theȱ individualȱ
level,ȱ however,ȱ previousȱ researchȱ inȱ Latinȱ
Americaȱ hasȱ shownȱ thatȱ wealthȱ (Grahamȱ andȱ
Feltonȱ2006)ȱandȱsatisfactionȱwithȱone’sȱfinancialȱ
situationȱ (Grahamȱ andȱ Pettinatoȱ 2001)ȱ areȱ
positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ happiness.ȱ Itȱ wouldȱ beȱ
consistentȱ withȱ thisȱ literatureȱ toȱ findȱ thatȱ levelsȱ
ofȱindividualȱwealthȱandȱperceptionsȱofȱbothȱtheȱ
personalȱ andȱ nationalȱ economyȱ areȱ directlyȱ
linkedȱ toȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ
theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Alongȱ theȱ sameȱ line,ȱ someȱ haveȱ
foundȱ thatȱ unemploymentȱ hasȱ aȱ strongȱ
influenceȱonȱwellȬbeingȱ(Lucasȱetȱal.ȱ2004).ȱ
Beyondȱ economicȱ conditions,ȱ someȱ scholarsȱ
stressȱ theȱ influenceȱ ofȱ “companionship”ȱ (Laneȱ
being the country of reference (see Table 1 in the Appendix
for the complete model).
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2000);ȱthatȱisȱtoȱsay,ȱfamiliesȱandȱfriendsȱprovideȱ
individualsȱ withȱ socialȱ supportȱ thatȱ positivelyȱ
affectsȱ theirȱ happiness.ȱ Inȱ theȱ sameȱ vein,ȱ someȱ
studiesȱ haveȱ foundȱ thatȱ churchȱ attendanceȱ isȱ
positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ (Radcliffȱ
2001;ȱ Napierȱ etȱ alȱ 2008),ȱ givenȱ thatȱ religionȱ canȱ
beȱ seenȱ asȱ anȱ insuranceȱ thatȱ offersȱ socialȱ andȱ
personalȱsupportȱespeciallyȱinȱhardȱtimesȱ(Clarkȱ
andȱLelkesȱ2006).ȱFollowingȱthisȱlineȱofȱlogic,ȱweȱ
mightȱ expectȱ thatȱ marriedȱ peopleȱ andȱ thoseȱ
withȱ childrenȱ willȱ exhibitȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ
satisfaction.ȱ Theȱ sameȱ isȱ expectedȱ forȱ
churchgoers.ȱ
Ageȱ isȱ anotherȱ factorȱ oftenȱ exploredȱ inȱ theȱ
literature.ȱ Theȱ relationshipȱ isȱ definedȱ asȱ aȱ U,ȱ
withȱ youngȱ andȱ oldȱ peopleȱ beingȱ theȱ mostȱ
satisfiedȱ withȱ theirȱ lives.ȱ Researchȱ showsȱ thatȱ
peopleȱ afterȱ theirȱ 50sȱ becomeȱ happier,ȱ asȱ theyȱ
areȱincreasinglyȱableȱtoȱcontrolȱemotions,ȱresolveȱ
conflicts,ȱ andȱ escapeȱ fromȱ difficultiesȱ
(Economistȱ 2010;ȱ Joppȱ andȱ Rottȱ 2006).ȱ Iȱ thusȱ
expectȱ thatȱ citizensȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ inȱ theȱ
youngestȱ andȱ oldestȱ cohortsȱ willȱ expressȱ
comparativelyȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfaction.ȱȱ
Otherȱ scholarsȱ focusȱ onȱ culturalȱ andȱ politicalȱ
characteristicsȱ toȱ explainȱ variationsȱ inȱ
happiness.ȱ Theȱ culturalȱ approachȱ statesȱ thatȱ
thereȱ isȱ aȱ positiveȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ lifeȱ
satisfactionȱ andȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ (Inglehartȱ
1988).ȱIdeologyȱisȱalsoȱseenȱasȱaȱfactorȱthatȱmayȱ
predictȱ levelsȱ ofȱ happiness.ȱ Studiesȱ inȱ theȱ
UnitedȱStatesȱ(Taylor,ȱFunk,ȱandȱCraighillȱ2006)ȱ
andȱcrossȬnationalȱworksȱ(NapierȱandȱJostȱ2008)ȱ
haveȱ foundȱ thatȱ conservativeȱ (orȱ rightist)ȱ
citizensȱareȱhappierȱthanȱliberalsȱ(orȱleftists).ȱȱ
Toȱ testȱ expectationsȱ generatedȱ fromȱ theȱ aboveȱ
discussion,ȱ Iȱ modelȱ happinessȱ asȱ aȱ functionȱ ofȱ
individuals’ȱ wealthȱ andȱ economicȱ evaluations;ȱ
familyȱ structureȱ (maritalȱ statusȱ andȱ whetherȱ orȱ
notȱ theȱ respondentȱ hasȱ children);ȱ age;ȱ
interpersonalȱ trust;ȱ andȱ ideologicalȱ selfȬ
placement.9ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ becauseȱ mostȱ studiesȱ
9

Theȱ ideologyȱ variableȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ mergingȱ twoȱ differentȱ
questionsȱ thatȱ askȱ respondentsȱ toȱ placeȱ themselvesȱ onȱ theȱ
leftȬrightȱ continuumȱ (askedȱ inȱ Latinȱ America)ȱ orȱ onȱ theȱ
conservativeȬliberalȱ oneȱ (askedȱ inȱ Jamaica,ȱ Guyanaȱ andȱ
Trinidadȱ &ȱ Tobago).ȱ Higherȱ valuesȱ referȱ toȱ

identifyȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ asȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ happiness,ȱ Iȱ includeȱ
measuresȱofȱgender,ȱeducation,ȱandȱsizeȱofȱtownȱ
inȱ theȱ model.ȱ Finally,ȱ althoughȱ theyȱ areȱ notȱ
shownȱinȱtheȱfigure,ȱtheȱmodelȱincludesȱcountryȱ
dummyȱ variablesȱ toȱ accountȱ forȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
nonȬmeasuredȱ factorsȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ differentȱ
countries.ȱ
Theȱresultsȱofȱthisȱregressionȱanalysisȱareȱshownȱ
inȱFigureȱ2.ȱEachȱvariableȱincludedȱinȱtheȱmodelȱ
isȱ listedȱ onȱ theȱ verticalȱ (y)ȱ axis.ȱ Theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
eachȱ ofȱ thoseȱ variablesȱ onȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ isȱ
shownȱ graphicallyȱ byȱ aȱ dot,ȱ whichȱ ifȱ fallingȱ toȱ
theȱ rightȱ ofȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ impliesȱ aȱ
positiveȱcontributionȱandȱifȱtoȱtheȱleftȱofȱtheȱ“0”ȱ
lineȱindicatesȱaȱnegativeȱimpact.ȱOnlyȱwhenȱtheȱ
confidenceȱintervalsȱ(theȱhorizontalȱlines)ȱdoȱnotȱ
overlapȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ isȱ theȱ variableȱ
statisticallyȱsignificantȱ(atȱpȱ<ȱ.05ȱorȱbetter).ȱTheȱ
relativeȱstrengthȱofȱeachȱvariableȱisȱindicatedȱbyȱ
standardizedȱcoefficientsȱ(i.e.,ȱ“betaȱweights”).ȱ
Theȱ modelȱ showsȱ that,ȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ level,ȱ
economicȱ factorsȱ (wealthȱ andȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱ andȱ personalȱ economicȱ situation)ȱ areȱ
positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ inȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Thoseȱ withȱ
betterȱ economicȱ profilesȱ areȱ happier.ȱ
Interestingly,ȱ theȱ variableȱ withȱ theȱ strongestȱ
effectȱ isȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ economicȱ
rightist/conservativeȱ positions.ȱ Theȱ variableȱ calledȱ marriedȱ
includesȱ marriedȱ respondentsȱ andȱ thoseȱ inȱ commonȱ lawȱ
marriages.ȱ Unemployedȱ refersȱ toȱ respondentsȱ whoȱ areȱ
activelyȱ lookingȱ forȱ aȱ job.ȱ Theȱ baselineȱ categoryȱ containsȱ
thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ working,ȱ students,ȱ housewives,ȱ retiredȱ orȱ
disabled,ȱandȱwhoȱdoȱnotȱworkȱbutȱareȱnotȱlookingȱforȱaȱjob.ȱ
Theȱ variableȱ calledȱ childrenȱ isȱ aȱ dummyȱ variableȱ whichȱ
accountsȱ forȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ children,ȱ regardlessȱ ofȱ howȱ
many.ȱ Theȱ economicȱ perceptionȱ variablesȱ comeȱ fromȱ twoȱ
questionsȱthatȱaskȱrespondentsȱtoȱdescribeȱbothȱtheȱcountry’sȱ
economicȱ situationȱ andȱ theirȱ overallȱ economicȱ situationȱ asȱ
veryȱ good,ȱ good,ȱ fair,ȱ badȱ orȱ veryȱ bad.ȱ Church attendance is
measured based on the following question: Do you attend
meetings of any religious organization once a week, once or
twice a month, once or twice a year or never?” Interpersonalȱ
trustȱ isȱ measuredȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ questionȱ thatȱ askedȱ
respondentsȱ aboutȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ peopleȱ inȱ theirȱ
communityȱ areȱ veryȱ trustworthy,ȱ somewhatȱ trustworthy,ȱ
notȱveryȱtrustworthyȱorȱuntrustworthy.ȱFinally,ȱtheȱmeasureȱ
ofȱ wealthȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ anȱ indexȱ whichȱ takesȱ intoȱ accountȱ
householdȱ assetȱ itemsȱ suchȱ asȱ television,ȱ vehicles,ȱ
refrigerator,ȱ telephone,ȱ etc.ȱ Forȱ moreȱ detailsȱ onȱ theȱ
constructionȱofȱthisȱindexȱseeȱCórdovaȱ(2009).ȱȱ
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situation.ȱ Theȱ influenceȱ ofȱ thisȱ
subjectiveȱ determinationȱ isȱ farȱ
greaterȱ thanȱ theȱ moreȱ objectiveȱ
wealthȱ measure.10ȱ Inȱ theȱ model,ȱ
perceptionȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
situationȱ isȱ alsoȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ butȱ itsȱ effectȱ isȱ smallerȱ
thanȱ thatȱ ofȱ theȱ otherȱ economicȱ
variables.ȱ Also,ȱ asȱ expected,ȱ beingȱ
unemployedȱ decreasesȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ
satisfaction.ȱȱ
Contraryȱ toȱ whatȱ researchersȱ haveȱ
foundȱ inȱ otherȱ contexts,ȱ beingȱ
marriedȱhasȱaȱpositiveȱeffect,ȱbutȱoneȱ
thatȱ isȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ significant.11ȱ
Moreover,ȱ havingȱ childrenȱ isȱ
negativelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ one’sȱ reportedȱ
levelȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfaction.ȱ Inȱ lineȱ withȱ
theȱ expectation,ȱ weȱ observeȱ thatȱ
thoseȱ whoȱ attendȱ churchȱ moreȱ
frequentlyȱ areȱ moreȱ satisfiedȱ withȱ
theirȱlives.ȱ

Figure 2. Determinants of Life Satisfaction in Latin America and
the Caribbean, 2010
R-Squared =0.237
F=160.041
N =29405
Size of City/Town
Quintiles of wealth
Age: 66+
56-65
46-55
26-35
16-25
Female
Education Level
Rightist Ideology
Interpersonal Trust
Church Attendance
Married
Children
Unemployed
Perception of Personal Economic Situation
Perception of National Economic Situation
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0.0
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0.2

0.3

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Interpersonalȱ trustȱ hasȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
relationshipȱ withȱ happiness.ȱ Thoseȱ citizensȱ inȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbeanȱ whoȱ considerȱ
theȱpeopleȱaroundȱthemȱtoȱbeȱtrustworthyȱhaveȱ
higherȱlevelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfaction,ȱholdingȱallȱotherȱ
variablesȱ constant.12ȱ Also,ȱ asȱ isȱ foundȱ inȱ
advancedȱ democracies,ȱ ideologyȱ playsȱ aȱ roleȱ inȱ
explainingȱ happiness.ȱ Thoseȱ atȱ theȱ rightȱ endȱ ofȱ
theȱ ideologicalȱ spectrumȱ tendȱ toȱ reportȱ higherȱ
levelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱthanȱthoseȱplacedȱonȱtheȱ
left.ȱȱ

10ȱ Itȱ isȱ possibleȱ thatȱ thisȱ relationshipȱ isȱ drivenȱ byȱ dualȱ
causality:ȱ aȱ perceivedȱ positiveȱ economicȱ situationȱ increasesȱ
happinessȱand,ȱasȱwell,ȱhappyȱpeopleȱtendȱtoȱperceiveȱbetterȱ
economicȱ situations.ȱ Itȱ isȱ beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ reportȱ toȱ
testȱforȱsuchȱdualȱcausality.ȱNonetheless,ȱitȱisȱconsistentȱwithȱ
theȱ literatureȱ toȱ interpretȱ theȱ resultsȱ toȱ meanȱ thatȱ economicȱ
evaluationsȱexertȱanȱinfluenceȱonȱhappiness.ȱȱ
11ȱBreakingȱthisȱintoȱfurtherȱcategories,ȱIȱfindȱthat,ȱcomparedȱ
toȱ singleȱ respondents,ȱ marriedȱ onesȱ areȱ happier,ȱ butȱ thisȱ isȱ
notȱ statisticallyȱ significant.ȱ Divorcedȱ andȱ separatedȱ citizensȱ
areȱ unhappierȱ thanȱ singles,ȱ butȱ thisȱ isȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ
significant.ȱ Theȱ sameȱ isȱ trueȱ forȱ aȱ comparisonȱ betweenȱ
widowedȱ respondentsȱ andȱ marriedȱ ones;ȱ theȱ latterȱ appearȱ
slightlyȱhappierȱbutȱtheȱdifferenceȱisȱnotȱsignificant.ȱ
12
ȱ Weȱ mightȱ expectȱ thatȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ
increaseȱ interpersonalȱ trust.ȱ However,ȱ givenȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ
thisȱshortȱreportȱIȱdoȱnotȱtestȱthisȱpossibleȱdualȱcausality.ȱ

Country Fixed Effects and Intercept
Included but not Shown Here

Finally,ȱ andȱ consistentȱ withȱ Grahamȱ andȱ
Felton’sȱ (2006)ȱ researchȱ onȱ Latinȱ America,ȱ
women,ȱtheȱoldestȱandȱyoungest,ȱandȱthoseȱwhoȱ
areȱ moreȱ educatedȱ expressȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
happiness.ȱ However,ȱ contraryȱ toȱ aȱ findingȱ inȱ
thatȱ sameȱ study,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ hereȱ suggestȱ thatȱ
livingȱinȱlargeȱcitiesȱisȱrelatedȱtoȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱ
lifeȱsatisfaction.ȱ

Economicȱ Developmentȱ andȱ Lifeȱ
Satisfaction
Butȱ howȱ doesȱ aȱ country’sȱ economicȱ conditionȱ
affectȱ itsȱ citizens’ȱ levelsȱ ofȱ happiness?ȱ Twoȱ
contraryȱ positionsȱ haveȱ emerged.ȱ Specifically,ȱ
Easterlinȱ (1995)ȱ statesȱ thatȱ nationalȱ incomeȱ andȱ
happinessȱ areȱ notȱ related.ȱ Heȱ arguesȱ thatȱ
citizensȱdetermineȱtheirȱlevelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱ
byȱ comparingȱ themselvesȱ toȱ theȱ othersȱ aroundȱ
them;ȱ thus,ȱ whenȱ theȱ nationalȱ incomeȱ rises,ȱ
citizensȱ simplyȱ adjustȱ theirȱ expectationsȱ
upwards.ȱHowever,ȱotherȱscholarsȱfindȱaȱstrongȱ
correlation,ȱ withȱ citizensȱ inȱ richerȱ countriesȱ
beingȱ happierȱ thanȱ thoseȱ inȱ poorerȱ onesȱ
(Economistȱ 2010;ȱ Stevensonȱ andȱ Wolfersȱ 2008).
Thisȱ wouldȱ beȱ consistentȱ withȱ anȱ approachȱ
basedȱ onȱ needsȱ orȱ welfareȱ (Senȱ 1999,ȱ Maslowȱ
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1987).ȱ Thatȱ is,ȱ inȱ wealthierȱ states,ȱ citizensȱ
areȱ betterȱ ableȱ toȱ meetȱ theirȱ basicȱ needsȱ
andȱ haveȱ greaterȱ capabilitiesȱ forȱ humanȱ
development;ȱ thisȱ thenȱ affectsȱ theirȱ levelsȱ
ofȱlifeȱsatisfaction.ȱ13ȱȱ

Figure 3. The Effect of Economic Development in Latin
America and the Caribbean, 2010
Size of City/Town
Quintiles of wealth
Age: 66+
56-65
46-55
26-35
16-25
Female
Education Level
Rightist Ideology
Interpersonal Trust
Church Attendance
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Children
Unemployed
Perception of Personal Economic Situation
Perception of National Economic Situation
GDP Index

Toȱempiricallyȱtestȱthisȱrelationshipȱinȱtheȱ
contextȱ ofȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
Caribbean,ȱ Iȱ estimateȱ aȱ multilevelȱ
regressionȱ modelȱ whichȱ includesȱ theȱ
previousȱ individualȱ levelȱ characteristicsȱ
plusȱ
anȱ
indicatorȱ
ofȱ
economicȱ
development.ȱ
Specifically,ȱ
nationalȱ
incomeȱ isȱ measuredȱ byȱ anȱ indexȱ ofȱ GDPȱ
perȱ capita.14ȱ Resultsȱ fromȱ thisȱ modelȱ areȱ
-0.1
0.0
0.1
0.2
graphicallyȱshownȱinȱFigureȱ3.ȱTheȱeffectsȱ
95% C.I.
ofȱ individualȱ levelȱ variablesȱ remainȱ
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP and
UNDP (Human Development Report 2009)
practicallyȱ theȱ sameȱ whenȱ comparedȱ toȱ
theȱ previousȱ model.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ theȱ
nationalȱ levelȱ variableȱ displaysȱ aȱ positiveȱ
powerfulȱ effectȱ onȱ happinessȱ andȱ thusȱ findȱ noȱ
effect.ȱCitizensȱlivingȱinȱricherȱcountriesȱexpressȱ
evidenceȱofȱtheȱEasterlin’sȱparadox.ȱ
significantlyȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱlifeȱsatisfaction.15ȱȱ
Thisȱ variationȱ inȱ theȱ levelsȱ ofȱ happinessȱ canȱ beȱ
explainedȱ byȱ bothȱ individualȱ andȱ nationalȱ
characteristics.ȱ
Therefore,ȱ resultsȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ
Conclusion
doȱnotȱsupportȱEasterlin’sȱparadox,ȱaccordingȱtoȱ
whichȱ happinessȱ isȱ onlyȱ relatedȱ toȱ economicȱ
Inȱ sum,ȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ
conditionsȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ level.ȱ Weȱ observeȱ
happinessȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbeanȱisȱ
thatȱ atȱ leastȱ withinȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ
relatedȱ toȱ economicȱ factorsȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ social,ȱ
Caribbean,ȱ economicȱ developmentȱ atȱ theȱ
political,ȱ andȱ demographicȱ variables.ȱ Withȱ theȱ
nationalȱ
levelȱ explainsȱ differentȱ levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ
exceptionȱ ofȱ Haiti,ȱ allȱ theȱ countriesȱ displayȱ
satisfactionȱ amongȱ citizensȱ inȱ theȱ region.ȱ Whileȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ higherȱ thanȱ theȱ
otherȱ
factorsȱ matter,ȱ weȱ clearlyȱ seeȱ thatȱ
midpointȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale.ȱ But,ȱ still,ȱ variationȱ
economicȱ
conditionsȱ atȱ bothȱ levelsȱ helpȱ toȱ
existsȱ withinȱ andȱ acrossȱ countries.ȱ Overall,ȱ
explainȱaȱgreatȱpartȱofȱtheȱvariance.ȱInȱfact,ȱitȱisȱ
however,ȱ weȱ haveȱ foundȱ thatȱ individualȱ andȱ
strikingȱ thatȱ perceptionsȱ concerningȱ one’sȱ
nationalȱ economicȱ circumstancesȱ haveȱ aȱ
personalȱeconomicȱsituation,ȱaȱhouseholdȱwealthȱ
measure,ȱ andȱ aȱ measureȱ ofȱ aȱ country’sȱ levelȱ ofȱ
13ȱ Otherȱ researchersȱ haveȱ focusedȱ onȱ typesȱ ofȱ welfareȱ stateȱ
developmentȱ
areȱ amongȱ theȱ factorsȱ withȱ theȱ
regimeȱ(PacekȱandȱRadcliffȱ2008)ȱandȱdemocracyȱ(Dornȱetȱal.ȱ
mostȱ substantialȱ powerȱ (thatȱ is,ȱ theyȱ haveȱ theȱ
2007)ȱ amongȱ otherȱ countryȬlevelȱ factorsȱ thatȱ mayȱ affectȱ
happinessȱ levels.ȱ Democracyȱ isȱ moderatelyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ
greatestȱsubstantiveȱeffects)ȱtoȱpredictȱhappinessȱ
economicȱ development.ȱ Nonetheless,ȱ usingȱ democracyȱ asȱ aȱ
inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Therefore,ȱ
secondȱ levelȱ variable,ȱ measuredȱ byȱ Freedomȱ Houseȱ scores,ȱ
ifȱ policyȱ makersȱ areȱ interestedȱ inȱ increasingȱ
doesȱnotȱyieldȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱresults,ȱsuggestingȱthatȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ amongȱ citizens,ȱ
economicȱdevelopmentȱisȱwhatȱmattersȱforȱhappiness,ȱratherȱ
thanȱdemocracy.ȱ
improvingȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ wouldȱ seemȱ toȱ
14
Toȱ measureȱ nationalȱ wealth,ȱ Iȱ relyȱ onȱ theȱ 2009ȱ UNDP’sȱ
beȱoneȱofȱtheȱmostȱeffectiveȱwaysȱtoȱachieveȱthisȱ
GDPȱindex.ȱThisȱindex,ȱwhichȱcanȱtakeȱvaluesȱbetweenȱ0ȱandȱ
goal.ȱȱ
1,ȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ GDPȱ perȱ capitaȱ inȱ purchasingȱ powerȱ parityȱ
termsȱinȱUSȱdollars.
15 Resultsȱ forȱ otherȱ economicȱ variablesȱ atȱ theȱ nationalȱ levelȱ
suchȱasȱGDPȱgrowthȱandȱinequalityȱdidȱnotȱyieldȱstatisticallyȱ
significantȱresults.

Itȱ isȱ alsoȱ strikingȱ thatȱ mostȱ researchȱ onȱ
happinessȱisȱfocusedȱonȱfindingȱitsȱdeterminantsȱ
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withȱ theirȱ socialȱ andȱ politicalȱ environmentsȱ orȱ
ratherȱ thanȱ onȱ lookingȱ atȱ itsȱ implications,ȱ withȱ
expressȱ theirȱ demands.ȱ
fewȱ exceptionsȱ suchȱ asȱ aȱ
Forȱinstance,ȱitȱwouldȱbeȱ
recentȱ studyȱ thatȱ findsȱ aȱ
relationshipȱ
betweenȱ
Economicȱconditionsȱatȱtheȱpersonalȱ usefulȱtoȱlearnȱtheȱextentȱ
toȱ whichȱ dissatisfiedȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ
andȱnationalȱlevelsȱareȱamongȱtheȱ
citizensȱ
engageȱ
inȱ
andȱvoterȱturnoutȱamongȱ
factorsȱwithȱgreatestȱsubstantiveȱ
politicalȱ activitiesȱ toȱ
LatinȬAmericansȱ (WeitzȬ
demandȱ policiesȱ thatȱ
Shapiroȱ andȱ Wintersȱ
impactȱonȱhappinessȱinȱLatinȱ
2011).ȱ Thisȱ reportȱ hasȱ
couldȱ improveȱ theirȱ
AmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean.ȱ
followedȱ theȱ formerȱ
levelsȱofȱhappiness.ȱAlso,ȱ
model.ȱ However,ȱ futureȱ
itȱwouldȱbeȱinterestingȱtoȱ
researchȱ couldȱ assessȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ
assessȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ isȱ
satisfactionȱonȱpolitics,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱwayȱcitizensȱ
translatedȱ intoȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ democracy.ȱ Inȱ
short,ȱtheȱstudyȱofȱhappinessȱoffersȱresearchersȱaȱ
getȱ involvedȱ inȱ theirȱ communities.ȱ Weȱ mightȱ
wideȱarrayȱofȱpossibilitiesȱworthȱexploration.ȱ
expectȱ happinessȱ toȱ affectȱ howȱ citizensȱ interactȱ
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APPENDIXȱ
Tableȱ1.ȱPredictorsȱofȱLifeȱSatisfactionȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbeanȱ2010ȱ

Percep.ȱNationalȱEcon.ȱSituationȱ
Percep.ȱPersonalȱEcon.ȱSituationȱ
Unemployed
Children
Marriedȱ
ChurchȱAttendanceȱ
InterpersonalȱTrustȱ
RightistȱIdeologyȱ
Educationȱ
Femaleȱ
16Ȭ25ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
26Ȭ35ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
46Ȭ55ȱyearsȱold+
56Ȭ65ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
66+ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱȱ
SizeȱofȱTownȱ
Mexicoȱ
Guatemalaȱ
ElȱSalvador
Hondurasȱ
Nicaragua
CostaȱRicaȱ
Panamaȱ
Colombia
Ecuador
Bolivia
Peru
Paraguay
Chileȱ
Brazilȱ
Venezuelaȱ
Argentinaȱȱ
DominicanȱRep.
Haiti
Jamaica
Guyana
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobagoȱ
Belize
Suriname
Constantȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
*ȱp<0.05

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.0538*ȱ
0.2680*ȱ
Ȭ0.0275*ȱ
Ȭ0.0307*ȱ
0.0083ȱ
0.0162*ȱ
0.0777*ȱ
0.1050*ȱ
0.0512*ȱ
0.0499*ȱ
ȱ0.0261*ȱȱȱ
0.0118ȱȱȱȱ
Ȭ0.0105ȱȱȱȱ
0.0009ȱȱȱȱ
0.0158*ȱȱȱȱ
0.0945*ȱ
0.0352*ȱ
0.0032*ȱ
0.0296*ȱ
Ȭ0.0420*ȱ
0.0337*ȱ
Ȭ0.0142ȱ
0.0365*ȱ
0.0104ȱ
Ȭ0.0007ȱ
Ȭ0.0150ȱ
Ȭ0.0374*ȱ
Ȭ0.0366*ȱ
Ȭ0.0280*ȱ
0.0014ȱ
0.0902*ȱ
0.0468*ȱ
0.0219*ȱ
Ȭ0.0340*ȱ
Ȭ0.1176*ȱ
Ȭ0.0240*ȱ
Ȭ0.0301*ȱ
0.0152*ȱ
Ȭ0.0271*ȱ
Ȭ0.0197*ȱ
0.0034ȱ
0.237ȱ
29,405ȱ

0.0074ȱ
0.0074ȱ
0.0059ȱ
0.0075ȱ
0.0069ȱ
0.0062ȱ
0.0064ȱ
0.0068ȱ
0.0072ȱ
0.0052ȱ
0.0077ȱ
0.0070ȱ
0.0064ȱ
0.0065ȱ
0.0070ȱ
0.0064ȱ
0.0077ȱ
0.0072ȱ
0.0078ȱ
0.0070ȱ
0.0086ȱ
0.0079ȱ
0.0134ȱ
0.0074ȱ
0.0070ȱ
0.0094ȱ
0.0094ȱ
0.0068ȱ
0.0077ȱ
0.0077ȱ
0.0113ȱ
0.0085ȱ
0.0092ȱ
0.0085ȱ
0.0075ȱ
0.0082ȱ
0.0089ȱ
0.0065ȱ
0.0079ȱ
0.0078ȱ
0.0070ȱ

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ
CountryȱofȱReference:ȱUruguayȱ
+ȱCohortȱofȱreference:ȱ36Ȭ45ȱyearsȱoldȱ
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Tableȱ2.ȱHierarchicalȱRegressionȱModelȱPredictingȱLifeȱSatisfactionȱinȱLatinȱ
AmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean,ȱ2010ȱ

GDPȱ
Percep.ȱNationalȱEcon.ȱSituationȱ
Percep.ȱPersonalȱEcon.ȱSituationȱ
Unemployed
Children
Marriedȱ
ChurchȱAttendanceȱ
InterpersonalȱTrustȱ
RightistȱIdeologyȱ
Educationȱ
Femaleȱ
16Ȭ25ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
26Ȭ35ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
46Ȭ55ȱyearsȱold+
56Ȭ65ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
66+ȱyearsȱold+ȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱȱ
SizeȱofȱTownȱ
Constantȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
NumberȱofȱCountriesȱ
WaldȱChi2ȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.1153*ȱ
0.0561*ȱ
0.2686*ȱ
Ȭ0.0297*ȱ
Ȭ0.0325*ȱ
0.0018ȱ
0.0153*ȱ
0.0756*ȱ
0.1052*ȱ
0.0526*ȱ
0.0470*ȱ
0.0292*ȱ
0.0131*ȱ
Ȭ0.0033ȱ
0.0092ȱ
0.0220*ȱ
0.0908*ȱ
0.0329*ȱ
0.0009ȱ
29,253
24
5711.51

0.0310ȱ
0.0059ȱ
0.0059ȱ
0.0052ȱ
0.0070ȱ
0.0057ȱ
0.0055ȱ
0.0053ȱ
0.0052ȱ
0.0063ȱ
0.0052ȱ
0.0073ȱ
0.0066ȱ
0.0062ȱ
0.0061ȱ
0.0061ȱ
0.0056ȱ
0.0056ȱ
0.0314ȱ

ȱNote:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ
+ȱCohortȱofȱreference:ȱ36Ȭ45ȱyearsȱold
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ByȱNabeelaȱAhmad,ȱVictoriaȱHubickey,ȱȱ
andȱFrancisȱMcNamara,ȱIVȱȱ
withȱFredericoȱBatistaȱPereiraȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Executive

Summary. Thisȱ AmericasBarometerȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ
comparesȱ andȱ analyzesȱ theȱ degreeȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ nationalȱ policeȱ forceȱ
acrossȱ theȱ Americas.ȱ Weȱ findȱ aȱ positiveȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ selfȬ
identifyingȱasȱwhiteȱ(comparedȱtoȱallȱotherȱgroups)ȱandȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpolice,ȱ
whileȱotherȱfactorsȱsuchȱasȱaȱhistoryȱofȱcrimeȱvictimization,ȱfearȱofȱcrime,ȱ
andȱ victimizationȱ byȱ corruptionȱ contributeȱ negativelyȱ toȱ people’sȱ
perceptionsȱofȱtheȱnationalȱpoliceȱforce.ȱTheseȱfindingsȱareȱconsistentȱwithȱ
ourȱexpectationsȱbasedȱonȱourȱsurveyȱofȱextantȱscholarship.ȱOurȱfindingsȱ
helpȱusȱtoȱbetterȱunderstandȱanȱimportantȱcomponentȱofȱtheȱruleȱofȱlawȱinȱ
theȱAmericas.ȱ

LAPOPȱisȱpleasedȱtoȱnoteȱthatȱthisȱreportȱwasȱdevelopedȱandȱwrittenȱbyȱ
VanderbiltȱundergraduateȱstudentsȱparticipatingȱinȱaȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
honorsȱseminarȱ(HNRS186,ȱtaughtȱbyȱProfessorȱE.ȱJ.ȱZechmeister).ȱȱ
Biographiesȱofȱtheȱauthorsȱareȱprovidedȱinȱtheȱreportȱappendix.ȱ

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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TrustȱinȱtheȱNationalȱPoliceȱ
NabeelaȱAhmad,ȱVictoriaȱHubickey,ȱandȱFrancisȱMcNamara,ȱIVȱ

Hȱ

avingȱ aȱ trustworthyȱ nationalȱ policeȱ
forceȱ isȱ importantȱ toȱ aȱ stable,ȱ wellȬ
functioningȱ democracy.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ
arguablyȱ theȱ caseȱ inȱ general,ȱ andȱ
mayȱbeȱevenȱmoreȱimportantȱinȱcountriesȱcopingȱ
withȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱcrimeȱandȱviolence.ȱConcernsȱ
withȱ issuesȱ ofȱ securityȱ inȱmanyȱ LatinȱAmericanȱ
andȱ Caribbeanȱ countriesȱ areȱ highȱ and,ȱ inȱ someȱ
cases,ȱ haveȱ increasedȱ inȱ recentȱ years.1ȱ Inȱ aȱ
numberȱ ofȱ countries,ȱ problemsȱ relatedȱ toȱ
securityȱ andȱ citizenȬpoliceȱ relationsȱ haveȱ ledȱ
governmentsȱ toȱ undertakeȱ reformsȱ aimedȱ atȱ
improvingȱ theȱ capacityȱ andȱ profileȱ ofȱ theirȱ
policeȱ forces.ȱ Examplesȱ ofȱ suchȱ casesȱ includeȱ
Chile,ȱBrazil,ȱElȱSalvador,ȱandȱColombia,ȱamongȱ
othersȱ inȱ theȱ Americas.ȱ Inȱ Chile,ȱ forȱ example,ȱ
reformsȱ reinforcedȱ theȱ nationalȱ police,ȱ andȱ
policeȱ roleȱ inȱ crimeȱ preventionȱ andȱ controlȱ
greatlyȱ increasedȱ inȱ theȱ earlyȱ 2000sȱ (Baileyȱ andȱ
Dammertȱ2006,ȱ16,ȱ58Ȭ60).ȱ

Trustȱ inȱ theȱ policeȱ forceȱ isȱ importantȱ becauseȱ
securityȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ principalȱ directivesȱ ofȱ aȱ
sovereignȱ state.ȱ Ifȱ peopleȱ areȱ unsureȱ thatȱ theȱ
policeȱ canȱ andȱ willȱ provideȱ securityȱ andȱ order,ȱ
publicȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ lawȱ enforcement,ȱ
criminalȱ justice,ȱ andȱ judicialȱ systemsȱ andȱ
potentiallyȱ inȱ theȱ democraticȱ regimeȱ moreȱ
broadlyȱ willȱ beȱ undermined.ȱ Conversely,ȱ whenȱ
citizenȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ policeȱ increases,ȱ itȱ canȱ
facilitateȱ citizenȱ involvementȱ withȱ localȱ policeȱ
services,ȱpublicȱcooperationȱwithȱtheȱpolice,ȱandȱ
complianceȱwithȱtheȱlawȱ(JacksonȱandȱBradfordȱ
2010).ȱ

Figure 1. Trust in the National Police

Whyȱdoȱsomeȱcitizensȱtrustȱtheȱpoliceȱmoreȱthanȱ
others?ȱ Inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ report2,ȱ weȱ compareȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ nationalȱ policeȱ acrossȱ theȱ
Americasȱ andȱ examineȱ individualȱ factorsȱ thatȱ
predictȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ oneȱ trustsȱ theȱ
nationalȱpolice.ȱ
Theȱ dataȱ analyzedȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ areȱ partȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ survey,ȱ forȱ whichȱ
43,990ȱ peopleȱ wereȱ surveyedȱ acrossȱ 26ȱ
countries.3ȱȱInȱthisȱwave,ȱindividualsȱfromȱallȱ26ȱ
countriesȱ wereȱ askedȱ toȱ respondȱ toȱ theȱ
followingȱ questionȱ onȱ aȱ scaleȱ fromȱ oneȱ (“notȱ atȱ
all”)ȱtoȱsevenȱ(“aȱlot”):ȱ

1

AcrossȱtheȱAmericasȱinȱ2010,ȱanȱaverageȱofȱ28.3ȱpercentȱofȱ
individualsȱreportedȱanȱissueȱrelatedȱtoȱsecurityȱasȱtheȱmostȱ
importantȱ problemȱ facingȱ theȱ countryȱ (Zechmeisterȱ andȱ
Seligsonȱ2011).ȱWhileȱthisȱaggregateȱnumberȱdoesȱnotȱreflectȱ
aȱsignificantȱincreaseȱinȱinsecurityȱatȱtheȱregionalȱlevelȱwhenȱ
comparingȱ toȱ 2008,ȱ Zechmeisterȱ andȱ Seligsonȱ (2011)ȱ reportȱ
thatȱ inȱ sixȱ casesȱ “(Bolivia,ȱ Ecuador,ȱ Elȱ Salvador,ȱ Panama,ȱ
ParaguayȱandȱUruguay),ȱtheȱpercentageȱofȱpeopleȱindicatingȱ
aȱ securityȬrelatedȱ problemȱ increasedȱ byȱ 10ȱ orȱ moreȱ
percentageȱ points.”ȱ Asȱ isȱ clear,ȱ theȱ salienceȱ ofȱ theȱ issueȱ
variesȱacrossȱcountriesȱandȱtime.

2ȱ Previousȱ issuesȱ ofȱ theȱ Insightȱ seriesȱ canȱ beȱ foundȱ at:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/studiesandpublicationsȱ
Theȱ dataȱ onȱ whichȱ theyȱ areȱ basedȱ isȱ locatedȱ atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/datasetsȱ
3ȱFundingȱforȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱhasȱmainlyȱcomeȱfromȱ
theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ
(USAID).ȱ Importantȱ additionalȱ supportȱ hasȱ comeȱ fromȱ theȱ
InterȬAmericanȱ Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Nationsȱ Developmentȱ Programȱ (UNDP),ȱ andȱ Vanderbiltȱ
University.ȱ
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B18.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ trustȱ theȱ Nationalȱ
Police?4ȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ theȱ meanȱ responsesȱ toȱ theȱ
question,ȱwithȱtheȱvaluesȱrecalibratedȱonȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱ
scaleȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ conformȱ toȱ theȱ LAPOPȱ
standard.ȱ Aȱ valueȱ ofȱ 0ȱ reflectsȱ theȱ attitudeȱ thatȱ
theȱpoliceȱforceȱisȱ“notȱatȱall”ȱtrusted,ȱwhereasȱaȱ
valueȱofȱ100ȱrepresentsȱtheȱfeelingȱthatȱtheȱpoliceȱ
areȱtrustedȱ“aȱlot.”ȱDotsȱonȱtheȱbarsȱindicateȱtheȱ
averageȱ valueȱ forȱ eachȱ country,ȱ whileȱ theȱ greyȱ
sectionsȱ indicateȱ theȱ 95%ȱ
confidenceȱinterval.ȱ

WhoȱTrustsȱtheȱNationalȱPolice?ȱ
Characteristicsȱ ofȱ individualsȱ andȱ theȱ
neighborhoodsȱ whereȱ theyȱ liveȱ mayȱ helpȱ
explainȱ variationȱ inȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ police.ȱ
Therefore,ȱweȱfirstȱexploreȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱaȱsetȱofȱ
basicȱ socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ factors.ȱ
Specifically,ȱ weȱ assessȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ anȱ
individual’sȱ wealth,ȱ sizeȱ ofȱ townȱ ofȱ residence,ȱ
age,ȱ gender,ȱ andȱ educationȱ predictȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
police.6ȱ
Inȱ aȱ previousȱ Insightsȱ
report,ȱ
theȱ
followingȱ
characteristicsȱ wereȱ shownȱ
toȱ predictȱ anȱ increasedȱ
likelihoodȱ ofȱ beingȱ abusedȱ
byȱ theȱ police:ȱ beingȱ male,ȱ
beingȱaȱyoungȱadult,ȱandȱlivingȱinȱaȱlargeȱcityȱorȱ
metroȱ areaȱ (Cruzȱ 2009).7ȱ Weȱ expectȱ thatȱ theȱ
demographicȱ groupsȱ mostȱ likelyȱ toȱ experienceȱ
abuseȱatȱtheȱhandsȱofȱtheȱpoliceȱwillȱbeȱtheȱsameȱ
onesȱwhoȱareȱtheȱleastȱlikelyȱtoȱtrustȱtheȱpolice.ȱ

[Thereȱexists]ȱaȱgeneralȱsenseȱofȱ
distrustȱinȱtheȱpoliceȱwithinȱtheȱ
Americas.ȱ

Thereȱ isȱ relativelyȱ wideȱ
varianceȱinȱaverageȱlevelsȱofȱ
trustȱ inȱ theȱ nationalȱ policeȱ
acrossȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ
Americas.ȱ Countriesȱ suchȱ asȱ Jamaica,ȱ Trinidadȱ
&ȱ Tobago,ȱ Guatemalaȱ andȱ Argentinaȱ reportȱ
particularlyȱ lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ whileȱ
populationsȱinȱcountriesȱsuchȱasȱChile,ȱCanada,ȱ
Suriname,ȱ andȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ onȱ averageȱ
viewȱtheȱpoliceȱasȱmoreȱtrustworthy.ȱRegisteringȱ
theȱ highestȱlevelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ policeȱbyȱ farȱ isȱ
Chile.5ȱThereȱareȱaȱnumberȱofȱfactorsȱthatȱcouldȱ
accountȱ forȱ this,ȱ includingȱ Chile’sȱ highȱ levelȱ ofȱ
humanȱ andȱ economicȱ development,ȱ butȱ itȱ mayȱ
alsoȱ beȱ importantȱ thatȱ inȱ theȱ lateȱ 90sȱ andȱ earlyȱ
2000sȱChileȱsignificantlyȱreformedȱitsȱpoliceȱandȱ
criminalȱ justiceȱ systemȱ (Baileyȱ andȱ Dammertȱ
2006,ȱ16).ȱȱ
Whileȱ Chileȱ andȱ aȱ fewȱ otherȱ countriesȱ haveȱ
fairlyȱ highȱ valuesȱ inȱ Figureȱ 1,ȱ itȱ isȱ noteworthyȱ
thatȱmoreȱthanȱhalfȱofȱtheȱcountriesȱinȱtheȱstudyȱ
haveȱaverageȱvaluesȱbelowȱtheȱmidpointȱonȱtheȱ
scale.ȱ Thisȱ reflectsȱ aȱ generalȱ senseȱ ofȱ distrustȱinȱ
theȱpoliceȱwithinȱtheȱAmericas.ȱȱInȱtheȱfollowingȱ
sections,ȱweȱassessȱfactorsȱthatȱmayȱhelpȱexplainȱ
theȱdifferingȱlevelsȱofȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpolice.ȱ
ȱ Theȱ percentageȱ selectingȱ notȱ toȱ answerȱ thisȱ questionȱ wasȱ
1.16%.ȱTheȱanalysisȱwasȱconductedȱusingȱSTATAȱv10.1.ȱ
5ȱInȱadditionȱtoȱtheȱotherȱfactorsȱmentioned,ȱtheȱsurveyȱwasȱ
takenȱsoonȱafterȱtheȱearthquakeȱinȱChileȱinȱ2010;ȱtheȱroleȱofȱ
theȱ policeȱ inȱ postȬdisasterȱ effortsȱ mayȱ haveȱ contributedȱ toȱ
theȱcomparativelyȱhighȱlevelsȱofȱtrustȱweȱseeȱhere.ȱ
4

InȱFigureȱ2,ȱeachȱindependentȱvariableȱincludedȱ
inȱ theȱ analysisȱ isȱ listedȱ onȱ theȱ verticalȱ (y)ȱ axis.ȱ
Theȱimpactȱofȱeachȱofȱtheseȱvariablesȱonȱtrustȱinȱ
policeȱ isȱ shownȱ graphicallyȱ byȱ aȱ dot,ȱ whichȱ ifȱ
locatedȱ toȱ theȱ rightȱ ofȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ
indicatesȱ aȱ positiveȱ contribution,ȱ andȱ ifȱ toȱ theȱ
leftȱ ofȱ theȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ aȱ negativeȱ contribution.ȱ
Statisticallyȱ significantȱ contributorsȱ areȱ shownȱ
ȱ Theȱ variablesȱ areȱ asȱ follows:ȱ (a)ȱ “Quintilesȱ ofȱ Wealth,”ȱ
whichȱ runsȱ fromȱ 1ȱ (Leastȱ Wealth)ȱ toȱ 5ȱ (Mostȱ Wealth);ȱ (b)ȱ
“Sizeȱ ofȱ City/Town”ȱ whichȱ runsȱ fromȱ 1ȱ (Ruralȱ Area)ȱ toȱ 5ȱ
(NationalȱCapital);ȱ(c)ȱ“Age,”ȱwhichȱrunsȱfromȱ18ȱ(16ȱinȱtheȱ
caseȱofȱNicaragua)ȱtoȱ96ȱyearsȱofȱage;ȱ(d)ȱ“Female,”ȱcodedȱ1ȱ
forȱwomenȱandȱ0ȱforȱmen;ȱ(e)ȱ“Education”ȱwhichȱrunsȱfromȱ
0ȱ toȱ 18ȱ yearsȱ ofȱ completedȱ education.ȱ Weȱ omitȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ andȱ Canadaȱ fromȱ theȱ analysisȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ focusȱ theȱ
reportȱ onȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ theȱ Caribbean,ȱ asȱ isȱ standardȱ
forȱmostȱreportsȱ inȱtheȱInsightsȱseries.ȱCountryȱfixedȱeffectsȱ
areȱincludedȱbutȱnotȱshownȱinȱtheȱfigure.ȱȱSeeȱtheȱAppendixȱ
forȱtheȱfullȱregressionȱoutput.ȱ
7ȱ Unfortunately,ȱ theȱ questionȱ usedȱ inȱ theȱ 2008ȱ surveyȱ toȱ
examineȱ policeȱ abuseȱ wasȱ notȱ subsequentlyȱ includedȱ inȱ theȱ
2010ȱ survey,ȱ soȱ weȱ areȱ unableȱ toȱ examineȱ theȱ explicitȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ policeȱ abuseȱ andȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ nationalȱ
policeȱatȱthisȱtime.ȱ
6
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byȱconfidenceȱintervalȱlinesȱstretchingȱtoȱ
theȱleftȱandȱrightȱofȱeachȱdot;ȱonlyȱwhenȱ
theȱ confidenceȱ intervalsȱ doȱ notȱ overlapȱ
theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ isȱ theȱ variableȱ
significantȱ(atȱ.05ȱorȱbetter).ȱTheȱrelativeȱ
strengthȱofȱeachȱvariableȱisȱindicatedȱbyȱ
standardizedȱ coefficientsȱ (i.e.,ȱ “betaȱ
weights”).ȱ

Figure 2. Socio-economic and demographic characteristics
predicting levels of trust in the national police, 2010

AsȱtheȱresultsȱinȱFigureȱ2ȱshow,ȱtheȱsizeȱ
ofȱ cityȱ hasȱ aȱ negativeȱ relationshipȱ withȱ
trustȱinȱtheȱpolice.ȱInȱotherȱwords,ȱthoseȱ
livingȱ inȱ small,ȱ ruralȱ communitiesȱ areȱ
moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ trustȱ theȱ police.ȱ Thisȱ
measureȱ hasȱ aȱ particularlyȱ largeȱ effectȱ
comparedȱ toȱ theȱ otherȱ variablesȱ inȱ theȱ
model.ȱ Weȱ findȱ thatȱ educationȱ isȱ notȱ aȱ
linearȱpredictorȱofȱtrustȱinȱpolice.ȱThoseȱ
withȱ theȱ highestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ educationȱ
(postȬsecondary)ȱ andȱ thoseȱ withȱ theȱ
lowestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ educationȱ (primaryȱ education)ȱ
areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ trustȱ theȱ policeȱ thanȱ thoseȱ
whoȱ receivedȱ anȱ averageȱ levelȱ ofȱ educationȱ
(secondaryȱ education).ȱ Meanwhile,ȱ ageȱ hasȱ aȱ
positiveȱ correlation,ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ olderȱ
citizensȱ tendȱ toȱ haveȱ moreȱ trustȱ inȱ police.ȱ
Genderȱisȱjustȱbarelyȱstatisticallyȱsignificant,ȱbutȱ
theȱ graphȱ revealsȱ thatȱ womenȱ tendȱ toȱ trustȱ inȱ
theȱ policeȱ somewhatȱ moreȱ thanȱ theirȱ maleȱ
counterparts.ȱ Interestingly,ȱ wealthȱ doesȱ notȱ
haveȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ relationshipȱ toȱ
trustȱinȱtheȱnationalȱpolice.ȱ

Corruption,ȱ Race/Ethnicity,ȱ andȱ
CrimeȱVictimizationȱasȱPredictorsȱ
ofȱTrustȱinȱtheȱPoliceȱ
Inȱ expandingȱ theȱ analysisȱ beyondȱ basicȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ factors,ȱ weȱ
focusȱ onȱ fourȱ experienceȬrelatedȱ measuresȱ thatȱ
mayȱhelpȱpredictȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpolice:ȱcorruption;ȱ
race/ethnicity;ȱ crimeȱ victimization;ȱ andȱ fearȱ ofȱ
crimeȱ victimization.ȱ First,ȱ weȱ believeȱ one’sȱ
exposureȱ toȱ corruptionȱ hasȱ aȱ significantȱ impactȱ
onȱ levelȱ ofȱ trust.ȱ Citizensȱ whoȱ haveȱ witnessedȱ
bribesȱ mayȱ beȱ lessȱ inclinedȱ toȱ trustȱ thatȱ theȱ

policeȱhaveȱtheirȱbestȱinterestsȱinȱmindȱ(Seligsonȱ
2002,ȱ Chevignyȱ 1990).ȱ Seligsonȱ (2002,ȱ p.ȱ 324)ȱ
arguesȱ thatȱ exposureȱ toȱ corruptionȱ reducesȱ
“beliefȱ inȱ theȱ politicalȱ systemȱ andȱ reducesȱ
interpersonalȱtrust.”ȱCarryingȱthisȱlogicȱforward,ȱ
weȱ argueȱ thatȱ specificȱ experienceȱ withȱ
corruptionȱ byȱ policeȱ officersȱ willȱ decreaseȱ theȱ
trustȱoneȱhasȱinȱtheȱpolice.ȱȱ
Inȱ additionȱ toȱ exposureȱ toȱ corruption,ȱ weȱ
believeȱ race/ethnicityȱ canȱ predictȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
police.ȱ Itȱ isȱ possibleȱ thatȱ certainȱ racial/ethnicȱ
groupsȱ mayȱ simplyȱ beȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ faceȱ
discriminationȱ orȱ otherȱ mistreatmentȱ atȱ theȱ
handsȱ ofȱ theȱ police.ȱ Whileȱ admittedlyȱ notȱ aȱ
studyȱ focusedȱ onȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ orȱ theȱ
Caribbean,ȱ Laiȱ andȱ Zhaoȱ (2010)ȱ findȱ thatȱ inȱ theȱ
Unitedȱ States,ȱ Africanȱ Americansȱ holdȱ theȱ leastȱ
favorableȱ viewsȱ ofȱ theȱ police,ȱ followedȱ byȱ
Hispanicsȱ andȱ thenȱ whites.ȱ Weȱ recognizeȱ theȱ
significantȱ variationȱ inȱ raceȱ andȱ ethnicȱ
demographicȱprofilesȱacrossȱtheȱAmericasȱ(bothȱ
withinȱ theȱ societiesȱ atȱ largeȱ andȱ withinȱ theȱ
policeȱforces),ȱbutȱasȱanȱexploratoryȱexerciseȱweȱ
nonethelessȱ assessȱ ȱ whetherȱ thoseȱ whoȱ selfȬ
identifyȱ asȱ whiteȱ expressȱ greaterȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
policeȱcomparedȱtoȱallȱothers.ȱ
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Lastly,ȱ weȱ believeȱ one’sȱ experienceȱ
Figure 3. Multivariate regression analysis of the determinants of
withȱcrimeȱvictimizationȱcanȱpredictȱ
trust in the national police, 2010
trustȱ inȱ theȱ police.ȱ Accordingȱ toȱ
Maloneȱ (2010,ȱ p.ȱ 116),ȱ “asȱ
respondentsȱ growȱ moreȱ fearfulȱ ofȱ
victimizationȱ inȱ theirȱ immediateȱ
environments,ȱ theyȱ areȱ significantlyȱ
lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ supportȱ theȱ police…ȱ
Thisȱ isȱ likelyȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ
crimeȱ preventionȱ isȱ theȱ principalȱ
taskȱ ofȱ police…ȱ Consequently,ȱ
victimsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ areȱ moreȱ proneȱ toȱ
blameȱ theȱ police,ȱ theȱ mostȱ visibleȱ
facesȱ ofȱ publicȱ serviceȱ provision.”ȱ
Asȱaȱresult,ȱweȱpredictȱhigherȱlevelsȱ
ofȱ individualȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ
willȱ leadȱ toȱ decreasedȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
policeȱ trust.ȱ Likewise,ȱ weȱ expectȱ
thatȱ anȱ individual’sȱ fearȱ ofȱ crimeȱ
victimizationȱwillȱalsoȱbeȱassociatedȱ
bothȱtheȱindividual’sȱandȱtheirȱfamilyȱmembers’ȱ
withȱlowerȱlevelsȱofȱtrustȱinȱtheȱnationalȱpolice.ȱȱ
victimization).ȱTheȱmodelȱalsoȱincludesȱtheȱsameȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ measuresȱ
Withȱtheseȱfactors,ȱweȱpredictȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpoliceȱ
shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ andȱ countryȱ fixedȱ effects,ȱ
withȱaȱregressionȱmodelȱthatȱincludesȱmeasuresȱ
thoughȱ theȱ latterȱ areȱ notȱ shownȱ forȱ theȱ sakeȱ ofȱ
ofȱ experienceȱ withȱ policeȱ corruption8;ȱ
brevityȱ (forȱ theȱ fullȱ regressionȱ outputȱ seeȱ theȱ
race9/ethnicity,ȱfearȱofȱcrimeȱvictimization10,ȱandȱ
Appendix).ȱ
actualȱ crimeȱ victimization11ȱ (usingȱ measuresȱ ofȱ

8ȱ Policeȱ corruptionȱ wasȱ measuredȱ byȱ EXC2:ȱ “Hasȱ aȱ policeȱ
officerȱ askedȱ youȱ forȱ aȱ bribeȱ inȱ theȱ lastȱ 12ȱ months?”ȱȱ
Responsesȱwereȱcodedȱ0ȱforȱ“no”ȱandȱ1ȱforȱ“yes.”ȱ
9ȱ Raceȱ wasȱ measuredȱ byȱ ETID:ȱ “Doȱ youȱ considerȱ yourselfȱ
white,ȱ mestizo,ȱ indigenous,ȱ black,ȱ mulatto,ȱ orȱ ofȱ anotherȱ
race?”ȱResponsesȱwereȱcodedȱ1ȱforȱ“white,”ȱ2ȱforȱ“mixed,”ȱ3ȱ
forȱ “indigenous,”ȱ 4ȱ forȱ “black,”ȱ 5ȱ forȱ “mulatto,”ȱ 6ȱ forȱ
“moreno,”ȱ7ȱforȱ“other,”ȱ9ȱforȱ“Chinese,”ȱ10ȱforȱ“Indian,”ȱ11ȱ
forȱ“creole.”ȱandȱ12ȱforȱ“Spanish.”ȱInȱtheȱanalysisȱpresentedȱ
here,ȱweȱcodeȱthoseȱrespondingȱ“white”ȱtoȱ“1”ȱandȱallȱothersȱ
toȱ“0”,ȱtheȱbaselineȱcategory.
10ȱ Fearȱ ofȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ wasȱ measuredȱ usingȱ theȱ
questionȱ AOJ11:”Speakingȱ ofȱ theȱ neighborhoodȱ whereȱ youȱ
liveȱ andȱ thinkingȱ ofȱ theȱ possibilityȱ ofȱ beingȱ assaultedȱ orȱ
robbed,ȱ doȱ youȱ feelȱ veryȱ safe,ȱ somewhatȱ safe,ȱ somewhatȱ
unsafeȱ orȱ veryȱ unsafe?”ȱ Theȱ variableȱ isȱ codedȱ hereȱ soȱ thatȱ
higherȱvaluesȱindicateȱgreaterȱsecurity.ȱ
11
Responsesȱ toȱ theȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ questions,ȱ asȱ
measuredȱ byȱ theȱ variablesȱ VIC1EXTȱ andȱ VIC1HOGAR,ȱ
wereȱcodedȱeitherȱasȱ0ȱorȱ1,ȱwhereȱ1ȱrepresentedȱ“yes”ȱandȱ0ȱ
representedȱ “no.”ȱ ȱ VIC1EXTȱ askedȱ whetherȱ theȱ respondentȱ
hadȱ beenȱ aȱ victimȱ ofȱ anyȱ typeȱ ofȱ crimeȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ twelveȱ
monthsȱ whileȱ VIC1HOGARȱ askedȱ whetherȱ anyoneȱ elseȱ

Theȱ resultsȱ areȱ presentedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3.ȱ
Consideringȱ firstȱ theȱ socioeconomicȱ andȱ
demographicȱ factors,ȱ weȱ seeȱ thatȱ theȱ resultsȱ
remainȱ prettyȱ muchȱ theȱ sameȱ asȱ weȱ foundȱ inȱ
Figureȱ 2ȱ forȱ educationȱ andȱ wealthȱ
(insignificant),ȱsizeȱofȱcity/townȱ(significantȱandȱ
negative),ȱ andȱ ageȱ (significantȱ andȱ positive);ȱ
meanwhile,ȱtheȱcoefficientȱonȱfemale,ȱwhichȱwasȱ
significantȱbutȱsmallȱinȱrelativeȱsizeȱinȱFigureȱ2,ȱ
isȱnoȱlongerȱsignificant.ȱȱ
Turningȱ toȱ theȱ variablesȱ ofȱ interestȱ inȱ thisȱ
section,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ reflectȱ ourȱ
expectations.ȱ SelfȬidentificationȱ asȱ whiteȱ hasȱ aȱ
significant,ȱpositiveȱcorrelationȱwithȱtrustȱinȱtheȱ
police,ȱ whileȱ theȱ variableȱ measuringȱ
victimizationȱ byȱ policeȱ corruptionȱ (aȱ policeȱ
livingȱinȱtheȱrespondent’sȱhouseholdȱhadȱbeenȱaȱvictimȱofȱaȱ
crimeȱinȱtheȱpreviousȱtwelveȱmonths.
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officerȱ askingȱ forȱ aȱ bribe)ȱ hasȱ aȱ significant,ȱ
negativeȱ correlation.ȱ Furthermore,ȱ theȱ variablesȱ
measuringȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ (bothȱ forȱ familyȱ
membersȱ andȱ forȱ theȱ respondent)ȱ negativelyȱ
andȱsignificantlyȱcorrespondȱwithȱtrustȱinȱpolice.ȱ
Itȱ isȱ importantȱ toȱ noteȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ strongerȱ
negativeȱ effectȱ foundȱ forȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ beenȱ
targetsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ comparedȱ toȱ thoseȱ whoseȱ
relativesȱwereȱtargetsȱofȱcrime.ȱThisȱrevealsȱthatȱ
theȱ extentȱ ofȱ directȱ victimizationȱ byȱ crimeȱ isȱ anȱ
importantȱfactorȱtoȱconsider.ȱLastly,ȱtheȱvariableȱ
measuringȱ fearȱ ofȱ crimeȱ alsoȱ correlatesȱ
negativelyȱwithȱtrustȱinȱpolice.ȱItȱisȱimportantȱtoȱ
noteȱ thatȱ thisȱ variableȱ hasȱ aȱ strongerȱ negativeȱ
correlationȱ toȱ trustȱ inȱ policeȱ thanȱ actualȱ
individualȱ crimeȱ victimization.ȱ Consequently,ȱ
thisȱ revealsȱ thatȱ anȱ individual’sȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ
securityȱ isȱ anȱ importantȱ factorȱ toȱ rememberȱ
whenȱanalyzingȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpolice.ȱȱȱ
Inȱ short,ȱ ourȱ findingsȱ elucidateȱ aȱ realityȱ ofȱ theȱ
policeȱ systemȱ inȱ Latinȱ America:ȱ faithȱ inȱ theȱ
policeȱ isȱ diminishedȱ byȱ negativeȱ encountersȱ
withȱ theȱ police,ȱ amongȱ certainȱ racial/ethnicȱ
groupsȱ(comparedȱtoȱthoseȱidentifyingȱasȱwhite),ȱ
andȱ amongȱ thoseȱ whoȱ haveȱ beenȱ victimsȱ ofȱ
crimeȱ orȱ fearȱ becomingȱ aȱvictimȱ ofȱ crime.ȱ Moreȱ
simply,ȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpoliceȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱ
theȱCaribbeanȱisȱunequallyȱdistributed.ȱ ȱ

Conclusionsȱ
Anȱ effectiveȱ policeȱ forceȱ isȱ essentialȱ toȱ keepingȱ
orderȱ andȱ safeguardingȱ theȱ ruleȱ ofȱ law.ȱ Thisȱ
policeȱ forceȱ cannotȱ beȱ effective,ȱ however,ȱ ifȱ
citizensȱ doȱ notȱ trustȱ it.ȱ Inȱ thisȱ report,ȱ weȱ
examinedȱ theȱ differingȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
policeȱ
asȱ
recordedȱ
byȱ
theȱ
2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ survey,ȱ andȱ uncoveredȱ
someȱofȱtheȱfactorsȱthatȱappearȱtoȱresultȱinȱlowerȱ
orȱ heightenedȱ amountsȱ ofȱ trustȱ amongȱ
individuals.ȱȱ

withinȱaȱcountry:ȱvictimizationȱbyȱcorruptionȱ(inȱ
theȱ formȱ ofȱ bribes),ȱ racialȱ identity,ȱ recentȱ
experienceȱwithȱcrimeȱvictimization,ȱandȱfearȱofȱ
crime.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ presentedȱ correspondedȱ toȱ
ourȱ expectations,ȱ suchȱ thatȱ selfȬidentificationȱ asȱ
whiteȱ isȱ positivelyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
police,ȱwhileȱbeingȱaȱvictimȱofȱaȱcrime,ȱhavingȱaȱ
crimeȱ victimȱ inȱ theȱ family,ȱ fearingȱ crime,ȱ andȱ
havingȱ aȱ policeȱ officerȱ askȱ forȱ aȱ bribeȱ allȱ areȱ
negativeȱpredictorsȱofȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpolice.ȱȱ
Comparatively,ȱ corruptionȱ (asȱ measuredȱ byȱ aȱ
policeȱ officerȱ askingȱ forȱ aȱ bribe)ȱ hadȱ aȱ largeȱ
effectȱonȱtrustȱinȱtheȱnationalȱpolice.ȱTheȱeffectȱofȱ
ethnicityȱ wasȱ lessȱ substantial,ȱ andȱ thisȱ mayȱ beȱ
dueȱ toȱ theȱ countryȬtoȬcountryȱ variationȱ withȱ
respectȱ toȱ skinȱ colors,ȱ stereotypes,ȱ andȱ
discrimination.ȱ Aȱ moreȱ complexȱ analysisȱ ofȱ
race/ethnicityȱandȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpoliceȱwasȱbeyondȱ
theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ report,ȱ butȱ weȱ suggestȱ thatȱ
futureȱ scholarshipȱ shouldȱ examineȱ thisȱ topicȱ
closely.ȱ
Developingȱnationalȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpoliceȱisȱkeyȱtoȱ
nationȱ buildingȱ and,ȱ asȱ well,ȱ criticalȱ toȱ
democraticȱ stability.ȱ Withȱ anȱ effectiveȱ andȱ
credibleȱ policeȱ force,ȱ citizensȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ
engageȱ inȱ civicȱ activitiesȱ andȱ feelȱ safeȱ withinȱ
theirȱ ownȱ neighborhoods.ȱ Theyȱ areȱ alsoȱ moreȱ
likelyȱ toȱ feelȱ thatȱ governmentȱ isȱ doingȱ anȱ
effectiveȱ jobȱ becauseȱ theȱ policeȱ forceȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ
theȱ mostȱ publicȱ armsȱ ofȱ theȱ government.ȱ Inȱ
countriesȱ whereȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ policeȱ isȱ low,ȱ ourȱ
researchȱ andȱ analysisȱ underscoresȱ theȱ
importanceȱ ofȱ investingȱ inȱ policiesȱ ofȱ policeȱ
reformȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ eliminateȱ corruptȱ practicesȱ
andȱ bolsterȱ programsȱ thatȱ deterȱ criminalȱ
activity.ȱInȱtheseȱways,ȱtheȱnationalȱpoliceȱforcesȱ
canȱ gainȱ credibilityȱ inȱ theȱ eyesȱ ofȱ theȱ citizenryȱ
andȱ paveȱ theȱ wayȱ towardsȱ aȱ moreȱ stable,ȱ highȱ
qualityȱdemocraticȱfuture.ȱ

Weȱ hypothesizedȱ fourȱ differentȱ factors,ȱ beyondȱ
basicȱsocioeconomicȱandȱdemographicȱvariables,ȱ
thatȱ likelyȱ affectȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ policeȱ
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Appendixȱ
Table 1. Demographic Predictors of Trust in the National
Police
Coefficient

Standard Error

Female

0.012*

0.005

Age

0.048*

0.006

Primary Education

-0.026

0.016

Secondary Education

-0.075*

0.018

Higher Education

-0.058*

0.015

Size of City/Town

-0.089*

0.008

Quintiles of Wealth

-0.003

0.006

Mexico

-0.120*

0.010

Guatemala

-0.161*

0.010

El Salvador

-0.045*

0.009

Honduras

-0.026*

0.010

Nicaragua

-0.012

0.010

Costa Rica

-0.067*

0.011

0.013

0.011

Panama
Colombia

-0.001

0.010

Ecuador

-0.054*

0.013

Bolivia

-0.107*

0.013

Peru

-0.083*

0.010

Paraguay

-0.119*

0.010

Chile

0.107*

0.010

Brazil

-0.015

0.013

Venezuela

-0.121*

0.013

Argentina

-0.144*

0.011

Dominican Republic

-0.102*

0.010

Haiti

-0.024*

0.011

Jamaica

-0.146*

0.011

Guyana

-0.092*

0.012

Trinidad & Tobago

-0.153*

0.011

Belize

-0.121*

0.012

Suriname

0.042*

0.011

Constant

0.003

0.007

R Squared

0.127

Number of Observations

36192

*p<0.05
Note: Coefficients are statistically significant at *p<0.05 two tailed.
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Tableȱ2.ȱPredictorsȱofȱTrustȱinȱtheȱNationalȱPoliceȱ
Coefficient

Standard Error

White

0.026*

0.007

Police Officer Asked for a Bribe

-0.075*

0.006

Crime Victim

-0.027*

0.005

Crime Victim in Family

-0.023*

0.006

Fear of Crime Victimization

-0.106*

0.006

Female

0.006

0.005

Age

0.038*

0.006

Primary Education

-0.018

0.016

Secondary Education

-0.064*

0.018

Higher Education

-0.047*

0.016

Size of City/Town

-0.061*

0.008

Quintiles of Wealth

0.000

0.006

Mexico

-0.098*

0.010

Guatemala

-0.143*

0.010

El Salvador

-0.027*

0.009

Honduras

-0.017

0.009

Nicaragua

-0.003

0.010

Costa Rica

-0.067*

0.011

Panama

0.015

0.012

Colombia

0.005

0.010
0.013

Ecuador

-0.028*

Bolivia

-0.077*

0.013

Peru

-0.055*

0.010

Paraguay

-0.106*

0.010

Chile

0.105*

0.010

Brazil

-0.015

0.013

Venezuela

-0.104*

0.012

Argentina

-0.130*

0.011

Dominican Republic

-0.087*

0.010

Haiti

-0.005

0.011

Jamaica

-0.140*

0.011

Guyana

-0.081*

0.013

Trinidad & Tobago

-0.146*

0.011

Belize

-0.104*

0.012

Suriname

0.046*

0.011

Constant

0.003

0.007

R Squared

0.149

Number of Observations

38804

*p<0.05
Note: Coefficients are statistically significant at *p<0.05 two tailed.
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Executive Summary. In mid-2010 the majority of Surinamese people
perceived only a mild economic crisis in their country, and few had
experienced personal or family job loss. At the same time,
Surinamers reported high levels of support for democracy in the
abstract, but much lower levels of satisfaction with the way it works in
their country. Analysis reveals that economic evaluations and
democratic attitudes are strongly linked in Suriname, as tends to be
the case in the Americas as a whole. While support for democracy in
the abstract is not influenced by perceptions that the country is in
crisis, the data suggest it is affected by general evaluations of the
national economy. Moreover, satisfaction with democracy is lower
among those with more negative general and crisis-specific economic
perceptions. Nonetheless, in spite of the effect of the comparatively
mild economic crisis on some citizens’ democratic attitudes, the
Surinamese continue to be strongly supportive of this form of
government. This report constitutes part of a subseries examining the
region-wide economic crisis and democratic attitudes within selected
countries included in the 2010 AmericasBarometer.
The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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nȱ lightȱ ofȱ theȱ recentȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ theȱ
byȱ theȱ Netherlandsȱ (Theȱ Economistȱ 2010;ȱ Wallisȱ
2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
2010).ȱ
surveyȱ setȱ outȱ toȱ determineȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
Accordingȱ toȱ itsȱ citizens,ȱ theȱ mostȱ seriousȱ
hardȱ timesȱ onȱ democracy.1ȱ Inȱ 2011,ȱ theȱ
problemsȱ facingȱ Surinameȱ areȱ housing,ȱ
Insightsȱ seriesȱ beganȱ aȱ subseriesȱ entitledȱ
unemployment,ȱ
andȱ corruption.3ȱ Thoughȱ
DemocracyȱinȱHardȱTimes,ȱprovidingȱshortȱreportsȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ inȱ Surinameȱ areȱ theȱ
onȱ thisȱ subjectȱ inȱ severalȱ countries.2ȱ Thisȱ reportȱ
lowestȱ inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ theȱ issueȱ becameȱ
onȱSurinameȱconstitutesȱpartȱofȱthatȱsubseries;ȱitȱ
particularlyȱ
salientȱ inȱ 2007,ȱ whenȱ aȱ fraudȱ
focusesȱ onȱ Surinameseȱ citizens’ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
conspiracyȱwasȱexposedȱinȱtheȱFinanceȱMinistryȱ
andȱexperiencesȱwithȱtheȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱandȱonȱ
involvingȱ publicȱ andȱ
theȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ
privateȱ
employeesȱ (EIUȱ
theseȱandȱsupportȱforȱandȱ
WhileȱSurinameȱfacesȱmanyȱ
ViewsWireȱ 2007,ȱ Joynesȱ
satisfactionȱ
withȱ
challenges,ȱtheȱeconomicȱcrisisȱwasȱ
2010).ȱ
democracyȱinȱ2010.ȱ

Iȱ

relativelyȱminorȱinȱthisȱcountry,ȱ

Furthermore,ȱ Surinameȱ
Formerlyȱ aȱ colonyȱ ofȱ theȱ
andȱtheȱSurinameseȱcontinueȱtoȱ
suffersȱ
fromȱ highȱ levelsȱ
Netherlands,ȱ Surinameȱ
gainedȱ itsȱ independenceȱ
showȱhighȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱ ofȱ economicȱ inequality,ȱ
asȱ wellȱ asȱ ethnicȱ andȱ
peacefullyȱ inȱ 1975.ȱ Itsȱ
racialȱ divisions.ȱ Theȱ
democraticȱ startȱ wasȱ
countryȱ hasȱ significantȱ Indian,ȱ Javaneseȱ andȱ
stuntedȱbyȱaȱmilitaryȱcoupȱinȱ1980,ȱwhichȱledȱtoȱ
Chineseȱ immigrantȱ populations.ȱ Inȱ fact,ȱ theȱ
aȱ sevenȱ yearȱ periodȱ ofȱ autocraticȱ ruleȱ underȱ
Hindustaniȱ populationȱ (27%)ȱ accountsȱ forȱ theȱ
Desiréȱ “Dési”ȱ Bouterse.ȱ Electionsȱ wereȱ heldȱ
largestȱ
ethnicȱ groupȱ inȱ Suriname,ȱ followedȱ byȱ
againȱ inȱ 1987,ȱ butȱ theȱ civilianȱ governmentȱ wasȱ
Creoleȱ
(18%),ȱ Javaneseȱ (15%)ȱ andȱ Maroonȱ
forcedȱ toȱ handȱ overȱ theȱ reinsȱ ofȱ powerȱ toȱ theȱ
4
(15%). ȱ
militaryȱ onceȱ againȱ inȱ 1990.ȱ Democracyȱ hasȱ
continuedȱ uninterruptedȱ sinceȱ 1991ȱ andȱ todayȱ
Surinameȱ isȱ aȱ constitutional,ȱ parliamentaryȱ
democracy.ȱ Interestingly,ȱ inȱ Augustȱ 2010,ȱ
shortlyȱ afterȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ
wereȱconducted,ȱBouterseȱwasȱelectedȱpresidentȱ
byȱtheȱNationalȱAssembly.ȱȱThisȱwasȱinȱspiteȱofȱ
nationalȱ chargesȱ againstȱ himȱ forȱ murderȱ
stemmingȱfromȱhisȱdaysȱasȱtheȱmilitaryȱrulerȱofȱ
theȱ countryȱ (Associatedȱ Pressȱ Onlineȱ 2010;ȱ BBCȱ
Newsȱ2010)ȱandȱaȱconvictionȱforȱdrugȱtraffickingȱ

Note: Data analysis support for this report was provided by
Margarita Corral (Vanderbilt University). Special thanks also
to Ruben Martoredjo and Maikel Soekhnandan for their
comments on this report.
1ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
2 Prior issues in the Insights Series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php. The data
on which they are based can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/survey-data.php.

Theseȱ issuesȱ mightȱ signalȱ democraticȱ
weaknessesȱ inȱ Suriname.ȱ Theȱ followingȱ reportȱ
willȱ demonstrate,ȱ however,ȱ thatȱ Surinamersȱ
stronglyȱ supportȱ democracy.ȱ Whileȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
perceiveȱ negativeȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ areȱ
generallyȱ lessȱ supportiveȱ andȱ satisfied,ȱ overallȱ
publicȱattitudesȱtowardȱdemocracyȱinȱSurinameȱ
areȱ robustȱ inȱ theȱ faceȱ ofȱ thoseȱ andȱ otherȱ
problemsȱfacingȱtheȱcountry.ȱ
wasȱ
includedȱ
inȱ
theȱ
Surinameȱ
AmericasBarometerȱforȱtheȱfirstȱtimeȱinȱ2010.ȱInȱ
thatȱround,ȱ43,990ȱindividualsȱfromȱ26ȱcountriesȱ

3ȱ Inȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ survey,ȱ participantsȱ mostȱ oftenȱ
citedȱ housingȱ (14.5%),ȱ unemploymentȱ (10.3%)ȱ andȱ
corruptionȱ (9.8%)ȱ asȱ theȱ mostȱ seriousȱ problemsȱ facingȱ theȱ
country.ȱ However,ȱ thereȱ seemȱ toȱ beȱ someȱ seriousȱ concernsȱ
notȱ capturedȱ byȱ theȱ surveyȱ sinceȱ 14.2%ȱ ofȱ citizens’ȱ
complaintsȱfellȱintoȱtheȱ“other”ȱcategory.ȱ
4ȱStatisticsȱcomeȱfromȱtheȱ2004ȱcensusȱasȱreportedȱbyȱtheȱU.S.ȱ
DepartmentȱofȱState,ȱseeȱ
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/1893.htmȱ
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inȱ theȱ Americasȱ wereȱ interviewed,ȱ withȱ aȱ
nationallyȱ representativeȱ probabilityȱ samplesȱ
selectedȱ fromȱ eachȱ country.ȱ Theȱ 2010ȱ surveyȱ ofȱ
Surinameȱ askedȱ 1,516ȱ peopleȱ aboutȱ theirȱ
experiences,ȱ concerns,ȱ politicalȱ attitudes,ȱ andȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ profiles,ȱ
amongȱotherȱtopics.ȱImportantly,ȱtheȱsurveyȱwasȱ
conductedȱ inȱ Aprilȱ andȱ Mayȱ ofȱ 2010,ȱ inȱ theȱ
midstȱ ofȱ theȱ parliamentaryȱ electionȱ campaignȱ
thatȱ resultedȱ inȱ theȱ electionȱ ofȱ Presidentȱ
Bouterse.ȱThus,ȱtheȱresultsȱpresentedȱhereȱreflectȱ
theȱ stateȱ ofȱ Surinameseȱ publicȱ opinionȱ inȱ theȱ
finalȱ daysȱ ofȱ theȱ administrationȱ ofȱ outgoingȱ
PresidentȱRonaldȱVenetiaan,ȱandȱpriorȱtoȱfurtherȱ
economicȱ troublesȱ experiencedȱ inȱ earlyȱ 2011.ȱ
Theȱ fullȱ descriptionȱ ofȱ theȱ sampleȱ designȱ inȱ
Surinameȱ
isȱ
availableȱ
atȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/suriname/Suri
name_2010_Tech_Info.pdf.ȱ

Figure 1. Job Loss in Suriname, 2010

Yes, you lost your job
but found a new one
2.3%
Did not work because
you decided not to work
or because of disabilities
1.2%

Yes, you lost your job, and
have not found a new one
2.2%

No, did not lose your job
94.4%

Have you lost your job in the past two years?

Perceptionsȱ andȱ Experiencesȱ inȱ
HardȱTimesȱ

Yes
5.0%

Surinameȱ hasȱ aȱ smallȱ butȱ expandingȱ economy.ȱ
Whileȱ GDPȱ growthȱ wasȱ strongȱ betweenȱ 2003ȱ
andȱ2008,ȱhittingȱ6.0%ȱinȱ2008,ȱgrowthȱdroppedȱ
toȱ 2.5%ȱ inȱ 2009,5ȱ inȱ anȱ atmosphereȱ ofȱ globalȱ
economicȱdecline.ȱHowȱdidȱSurinameseȱcitizensȱ
perceiveȱthisȱslowdownȱinȱtheirȱeconomy?ȱ
Theȱfirstȱthingȱtoȱnoteȱisȱthat,ȱthoughȱSuriname’sȱ
economyȱslowed,ȱitȱdidȱnotȱcontractȱasȱinȱmuchȱ
ofȱ theȱ Americas.ȱ Inȱ fact,ȱ Surinameȱ showedȱ theȱ
fourthȬhighestȱ levelȱ ofȱ GDPȱ growthȱ inȱ theȱ
region,ȱ afterȱ Uruguay,ȱ Boliviaȱ andȱ theȱ
Dominicanȱ Republic.6ȱ Moreover,ȱ Figureȱ 17ȱ
ȱEconomicȱgrowthȱstatisticsȱcomeȱfromȱtheȱIMF’sȱ2010ȱWorldȱ
EconomicȱOutlookȱreport.ȱ
6ȱ Suriname’sȱ GDPȱ growthȱ rateȱ isȱ fromȱ theȱ UNȱ Economicȱ
Commissionȱ
forȱ
Latinȱ
America,ȱ
http://websie.eclac.cl/infest/ajax/cepalstat.asp?idioma=i.ȱ
Growthȱ ratesȱ fromȱ otherȱ countriesȱ areȱ summarizedȱ inȱ
SeligsonȱandȱSmithȱ(2010).ȱ
7ȱ Basedȱ onȱ OCUP1B1:ȱ “Haveȱ youȱ lostȱ yourȱ jobȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ
twoȱ years?ȱ (1)ȱ Yes,ȱ youȱ lostȱ yourȱ jobȱ butȱ foundȱ aȱ newȱ one,ȱ
(2)ȱYes,ȱyouȱlostȱyourȱjobȱandȱhaveȱnotȱfoundȱaȱnewȱone,ȱ(3)
No,ȱ didȱ notȱ loseȱ yourȱ job,ȱ (4)ȱ Didȱ notȱ workȱ becauseȱ youȱ
decidedȱ notȱ toȱ workȱ orȱ becauseȱ ofȱ disabilities.”ȱ andȱ
OCUP1B2:ȱ“Besidesȱyou,ȱhasȱanyoneȱinȱyourȱhouseholdȱlostȱ
5

No
95.0%

Has anyone else in your household
lost a job in the past two years?
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

showsȱthatȱ94.4%ȱofȱthoseȱsurveyedȱattestedȱthatȱ
theyȱhadȱnotȱlostȱtheirȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱtwoȱyears,ȱ
whileȱ onlyȱ 5.0%ȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ saidȱ thatȱ
someoneȱelseȱinȱtheirȱhouseholdȱhadȱlostȱaȱjobȱinȱ
theȱ pastȱ twoȱ years.8ȱ Inȱ total,ȱ onlyȱ 9%ȱ ofȱ
householdsȱreportedȱthatȱaȱmemberȱhadȱlostȱhisȱ

hisȱ orȱ herȱ jobȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ twoȱ years?ȱ (1)ȱ Yesȱ (2)ȱ No”ȱ NonȬ
responseȱ inȱ Surinameȱ wasȱ 3.1%ȱ forȱ OCUP1B1ȱ andȱ 1.8%ȱ forȱ
OCUP1B2.ȱ
8ȱAllȱanalysisȱwasȱconductedȱwithȱStataȱ10.ȱȱȱ
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orȱherȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱtwoȱyears,ȱtheȱlowestȱlevelȱ
ofȱ jobȱ lossȱ inȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ 2010ȱ
survey.ȱ

Figure 2. Percentage of the Population who
Perceived an Economic Crisis in Suriname,
2010

Becauseȱ theȱ economicȱ declineȱ inȱ Surinameȱ hasȱ
beenȱ relativelyȱ mild,ȱ weȱ wouldȱ notȱ expectȱ
citizensȱ toȱ perceiveȱ aȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ
theȱ country.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ inȱ factȱ theȱ case.ȱ Figureȱ 29ȱ
showsȱ thatȱ onlyȱ 14.9%ȱ ofȱ Surinameseȱ citizensȱ
perceivedȱ aȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ theirȱ
country.ȱTheȱmajority,ȱinstead,ȱperceivedȱaȱcrisisȱ
butȱreportedȱthatȱitȱwasȱnotȱveryȱserious.ȱ
WhomȱdidȱtheȱSurinameseȱblameȱforȱtheȱcrisis?ȱ
Figureȱ310ȱshowsȱthatȱtheȱlargestȱportionȱ(37.0%)ȱ
blamedȱ theȱ currentȱ administration.ȱ Itȱ isȱ
importantȱtoȱnoteȱthat,ȱatȱtheȱtimeȱofȱtheȱsurvey,ȱ
Ronaldȱ Venetiaanȱ ofȱ theȱ Newȱ Frontȱ partyȱ wasȱ
servingȱ hisȱ thirdȱ termȱ asȱ president.ȱ Venetiaanȱ
servedȱ hisȱ firstȱ presidentialȱ termȱ fromȱ 1991ȱ toȱ
1996,ȱ whichȱ markedȱ Suriname’sȱ returnȱ toȱ
democracyȱ afterȱ aȱ yearȬlongȱ militaryȱ
intervention.ȱHeȱthenȱservedȱtwoȱstraightȱtermsȱ
fromȱ 2000ȱ toȱ 2010.ȱ Atȱ theȱ timeȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ inȱ theȱ country,ȱ
Venetiaanȱ wasȱ concludingȱ hisȱ mostȱ recentȱ termȱ
inȱ officeȱ andȱ legislativeȱ electionsȱ wereȱ inȱ
progress.ȱConsideringȱthatȱtheȱlargestȱportionȱofȱ
theȱ Surinameseȱ blamedȱ hisȱ administrationȱ forȱ
theȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ itȱ isȱ notȱ surprisingȱ thatȱ inȱ
theȱ 2010ȱ parliamentaryȱ elections,ȱ Venetiaan’sȱ
partyȱ wonȱ onlyȱ 14ȱ seatsȱ inȱ theȱ Nationalȱ
Assembly,ȱdownȱfromȱ23ȱinȱtheȱpreviousȱterm.11ȱ
9ȱBasedȱonȱCRISIS1:ȱ“Someȱsayȱthatȱourȱcountryȱisȱsufferingȱ
aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ weȱ areȱ
sufferingȱ aȱ crisisȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ notȱ veryȱ serious,ȱ whileȱ othersȱ sayȱ
thatȱ thereȱ isn’tȱ anyȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Whatȱ doȱ youȱ think?ȱȱ
(1)ȱ Weȱ areȱ sufferingȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,
(2)ȱ Weȱ areȱ sufferingȱ aȱ crisisȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ notȱ veryȱ serious,ȱ or,
(3)ȱ Noȱ economicȱ crisis.”ȱ NonȬresponseȱ inȱ Surinameȱ was
3.7%.
10ȱ Basedȱ onȱ CRISIS2:ȱ “Whoȱ isȱ theȱ mostȱ toȱ blameȱ forȱ the
currentȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ ourȱ countryȱ fromȱ amongȱ the
following:ȱ(01)ȱTheȱpreviousȱadministration,ȱ(02)ȱTheȱcurrent
[Venetiaan]ȱ administration,ȱ (03)ȱ Ourselves,ȱ theȱ Surinamers,
(04)ȱ Theȱ richȱ peopleȱ ofȱ ourȱ country,ȱ (05)ȱ Theȱ problemsȱ of
democracy,ȱ (06)ȱ Theȱ richȱ countries,ȱ (07)ȱ Theȱ economic
systemȱofȱtheȱcountry,ȱor,ȱ(08)ȱNeverȱhaveȱthoughtȱaboutȱit,
(77)ȱ Other.”ȱ Thisȱ questionȱ wasȱ onlyȱ askedȱ ofȱ theȱ 79.4%ȱ ofȱ
respondentsȱwhoȱperceivedȱaȱcrisis.
11ȱhttp://www.ipu.org/parlineȬe/reports/2299_E.htm

No economic crisis
17.5%

We are suffering a very
serious economic crisis
14.9%

We are suffering a crisis
but it is not very serious
67.6%

Perceptions of Economic Crisis in Suriname
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Itȱisȱworthȱnotingȱthatȱtheȱsmallestȱpercentageȱofȱ
Surinameseȱ respondentsȱ placedȱ theȱ blameȱ forȱ
theȱeconomicȱcrisisȱonȱproblemsȱofȱdemocracy.ȱ

Economicȱ Crisisȱ andȱ Supportȱ forȱ
Democracyȱ
Didȱ theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ hurtȱ Surinameseȱ
citizens’ȱ opinionsȱ ofȱ theirȱ politicalȱ system?ȱ Oneȱ
questionȱ thatȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ
usesȱtoȱmeasureȱdemocraticȱattitudesȱisȱderivedȱ
fromȱ aȱ classicȱ statementȱ byȱ Churchillȱ onȱ
democracy:ȱ“Democracyȱmayȱhaveȱproblemsȱbutȱ
itȱisȱbetterȱthanȱanyȱotherȱformȱofȱgovernment.”ȱ
Interviewersȱ presentȱ respondentsȱ withȱ thisȱ
Churchillianȱ statementȱ andȱ thenȱ askȱ themȱ toȱ
whatȱ extentȱ theyȱ agreeȱ orȱ disagreeȱ onȱ aȱ scaleȱ
fromȱ1ȱtoȱ7.12ȱTheirȱresponsesȱhaveȱbeenȱrecodedȱ
hereȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ forȱ easeȱ ofȱ presentation,ȱ
whereȱ higherȱ numbersȱ indicateȱ greaterȱ supportȱ
forȱdemocracy.ȱ
Theȱ lackȱ ofȱ surveyȱ dataȱ fromȱ previousȱ yearsȱ inȱ
Surinameȱ makesȱ itȱ impossibleȱ toȱ compareȱ

ȱNonȬresponseȱtoȱthisȱquestionȱwasȱ4.9%ȱinȱSurinameȱandȱ
4.7%ȱacrossȱtheȱsampleȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱ

12
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Figure 3. Who is to Blame for the Economic Crisis in
Suriname?, 2010
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ inȱ theȱ countryȱ acrossȱ
time.ȱ Therefore,ȱ weȱ doȱ notȱ knowȱ ifȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ hasȱ declinedȱ sinceȱ theȱ startȱ ofȱ theȱ
economicȱ crisis.ȱHowever,ȱwhenȱ weȱ doȱaȱ crossȬ
countryȱcomparison,ȱweȱseeȱthatȱtheȱSurinameseȱ
areȱ amongȱ theȱ strongestȱ proponentsȱ ofȱ
democracyȱ acrossȱ theȱ Americasȱ (Figureȱ 4).ȱ
Surinameȱ ranksȱ fourthȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy,ȱ asȱ measuredȱ byȱ thisȱ item,ȱ
marginallyȱ higherȱ thanȱ Chileȱ andȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
States.ȱ
Inȱorderȱtoȱdetermineȱmoreȱaccuratelyȱifȱthereȱisȱ
aȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ theȱ economicȱ downturnȱ
andȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ inȱ Suriname,ȱ weȱ
conductȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ usingȱ individualȱ
surveyȱ responses.ȱ Weȱ includeȱ traditionalȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ controlȱ
variables:ȱ sex,ȱ levelȱ ofȱ education,ȱ placeȱ ofȱ
residenceȱ andȱ wealthȱ quintiles.13ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ
includeȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ Presidentȱ Venetiaan,14ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ anȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ andȱ

ȱ Forȱ moreȱ informationȱ onȱ theȱ wealthȱ indicator,ȱ see:ȱ
Córdova,ȱ Abbyȱ B.ȱ 2009.ȱ “Methodologicalȱ Note:ȱ Measuringȱ
Relativeȱ Wealthȱ usingȱ Householdȱ Assetȱ Indicators.”ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ
Insightsȱ
availableȱ
at:ȱ
(http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php).ȱ
14 This variable is labeled as “currentȱpresident”ȱinȱFigureȱ5ȱ
sinceȱ Venetiaanȱ wasȱ theȱ rulingȱ presidentȱ atȱ theȱ timeȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱsurveysȱinȱSuriname.
13

Figure 4. Support for Democracy across the
Americas, 2010
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perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ personalȱ andȱ nationalȱ
economicȱsituations.ȱȱ
Figureȱ 5ȱ showsȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ theseȱ
variablesȱ predictȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ inȱ
Suriname.ȱEachȱvariableȱincludedȱinȱtheȱanalysisȱ
isȱ listedȱ onȱ theȱ verticalȱ (y)ȱ axis.ȱ Theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
eachȱ ofȱ thoseȱ variablesȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱisȱshownȱgraphicallyȱbyȱaȱdot,ȱwhichȱ
ifȱ locatedȱ toȱ theȱ rightȱ ofȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ
indicatesȱaȱpositiveȱeffect,ȱandȱifȱtoȱtheȱleftȱofȱtheȱ
“0”ȱ lineȱ aȱ negativeȱ effect.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ effectsȱ areȱ
statisticallyȱ significant,ȱ theȱ confidenceȱ intervalȱ
linesȱ stretchingȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ andȱ rightȱ ofȱ eachȱ dotȱ
doȱnotȱoverlapȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱ(atȱpȱ<ȱ.05ȱorȱ
better).ȱ Ifȱ theȱ confidenceȱ intervalsȱ overlapȱ theȱ
verticalȱ line,ȱ theȱ effectsȱ areȱ statisticallyȱ
insignificant.ȱSinceȱcoefficientsȱareȱstandardized,ȱ
theȱmagnitudeȱofȱeachȱeffectȱindicatesȱitsȱrelativeȱ
strength.ȱ
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Supportȱ forȱ Democracyȱ vs.ȱ
SatisfactionȱwithȱDemocracyȱ

Figure 5. The Impact of Perceptions and Experiences with
the Economic Crisis on Support for Democracy in
Suriname, 2010
R-Squared =0.055
F=12.349
N =1327
Female
Education
Urban
Age
Quintiles of Wealth
Satisfaction with Performance Current President
No Crisis
Serious Crisis
Perception of Personal Economic Situation
Perception of National Economic Situation
-0.1

-0.05

0.0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Figureȱ 5ȱ showsȱ thatȱ educationȱ isȱ positivelyȱ
correlatedȱ withȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ Theȱ
moreȱeducatedȱaȱpersonȱis,ȱtheȱmoreȱlikelyȱheȱorȱ
sheȱ isȱ toȱ supportȱ democracy.ȱ Thisȱ resultȱ isȱ
consistentȱ withȱ previousȱ studiesȱ ofȱ democracyȱ
inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ andȱ onceȱ againȱ reinforcesȱ theȱ
notionȱthatȱeducationȱisȱoneȱofȱtheȱmostȱeffectiveȱ
waysȱ toȱ buildȱ aȱ politicalȱ cultureȱ thatȱ isȱ
supportiveȱ ofȱ democracyȱ (Seligsonȱ andȱ Smithȱ
2010).ȱ Additionally,ȱ menȱ andȱ olderȱ individualsȱ
tendȱtoȱbeȱmoreȱsupportiveȱofȱdemocracy,ȱwhichȱ
isȱ anotherȱ resultȱ thatȱ holdsȱ trueȱ acrossȱ theȱ
Americas.ȱ
Finally,ȱ Figureȱ 5ȱ showsȱ thatȱ theȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ aȱ
seriousȱ economicȱ crisisȱ hasȱ noȱ significantȱ
relationshipȱ toȱ Surinameseȱ citizens’ȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱ However,ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱ economicȱ situationȱ andȱ one’sȱ ownȱ
economicȱ situationȱ doȱ predictȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱ Therefore,ȱ theȱ crisisȱ mayȱ haveȱ hadȱ
anȱindirectȱimpactȱonȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱbyȱ
creatingȱnegativeȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱnationalȱandȱ
personalȱeconomicȱsituations.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱ
theȱfactȱthatȱperceptionsȱofȱcrisisȱasȱsuchȱhadȱnoȱ
impactȱ onȱ democraticȱ attitudesȱ mayȱ beȱ dueȱ toȱ
theȱlimitedȱnatureȱofȱtheȱeconomicȱdownturnȱinȱ
Suriname.ȱȱ

Surinamersȱ showȱ strongȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy,ȱ butȱ howȱ satisfiedȱ areȱ theyȱ withȱ
thisȱformȱofȱgovernment?ȱWhenȱweȱanalyzeȱ
satisfactionȱ
withȱ
democracy,15ȱ
weȱ
immediatelyȱ recognizeȱ aȱ significantȱ
differenceȱ betweenȱ theseȱ twoȱ measures.ȱ
Whileȱ Surinameȱ scoresȱ 78.9ȱ pointsȱ onȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ itȱ onlyȱ scoresȱ 50.6ȱ
pointsȱ onȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ democracy.ȱ Inȱ
addition,ȱFigureȱ6ȱshowsȱthat,ȱinȱcomparisonȱ
withȱ otherȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ
Surinameȱ fallsȱ substantiallyȱ lowerȱ onȱ thisȱ
itemȱthanȱitȱdoesȱonȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱ
Surinameȱ sitsȱ inȱ 14thȱ placeȱ outȱ ofȱ 26ȱ
countriesȱ surveyed,ȱ comparedȱ toȱ fourthȱ
placeȱ whenȱ consideringȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱ

Whatȱ accountsȱ forȱ Surinameseȱ citizens’ȱ lowerȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ democracy?ȱ Inȱ orderȱ
toȱ determineȱ whatȱ factorsȱ correlateȱ withȱ
satisfaction,ȱ weȱ againȱ conductȱ regressionȱ
analysisȱ usingȱ individualȱ surveyȱ responses.ȱ Weȱ
includeȱ theȱ sameȱ traditionalȱ socioeconomicȱ andȱ
demographicȱ variablesȱ asȱ above.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ
includeȱperceptionsȱofȱcorruption,ȱsinceȱcitizensȱ
identifiedȱ thisȱ asȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ mostȱ seriousȱ
problemsȱ facingȱ Suriname.ȱ Finally,ȱ weȱ includeȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ currentȱ presidentȱ (whoȱ atȱ
theȱ timeȱ wasȱ Ronaldȱ Venetiaan),ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
anȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ andȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱandȱpersonalȱeconomicȱsituations.ȱ
Inȱ Figureȱ 7,ȱ weȱ seeȱ thatȱ sexȱ andȱ ageȱ areȱ notȱ
significantlyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ
democracy,ȱ unlikeȱ inȱ theȱ caseȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱ Whereasȱ educationȱ hadȱ aȱ positiveȱ
ȱPN4.ȱInȱgeneral,ȱwouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱyouȱareȱveryȱsatisfied,ȱ
satisfied,ȱ dissatisfiedȱ orȱ veryȱ dissatisfiedȱ withȱ theȱ wayȱ
democracyȱ worksȱ inȱ Suriname?ȱ (1)ȱ Veryȱ satisfiedȱȱ
(2)ȱ Satisfiedȱ (3)ȱ Dissatisfiedȱ (4)ȱ Veryȱ dissatisfied.ȱ Followingȱ
theȱLAPOPȱstandard,ȱthisȱvariableȱisȱrecodedȱonȱaȱscaleȱfrom
0ȱtoȱ100,ȱwhereȱ“0”ȱrepresentsȱ“veryȱdissatisfied’’ȱandȱ“100”ȱ
representsȱ “veryȱ satisfied.”ȱ NonȬresponseȱ inȱ Surinameȱ was
3.4%.ȱ
15
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Figure 6. Satisfaction with Democracy across
the Americas, 2010
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nationalȱ economicȱ situation,ȱ andȱ satisfactionȱ
withȱthenȬPresidentȱVenetiaan.ȱItȱisȱimportantȱtoȱ
noteȱ thatȱ theseȱ threeȱ factorsȱ likelyȱ overlap.ȱ Forȱ
example,ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ aȱ seriousȱ economicȱ
crisisȱ areȱ likelyȱ toȱ haveȱ aȱ negativeȱ impactȱ onȱ
one’sȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
situation.ȱ Moreover,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ perceivedȱ aȱ
crisisȱ wereȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ beȱ dissatisfiedȱ withȱ
thenȬPresidentȱ Venetiaan,ȱ sinceȱ mostȱ peopleȱ
whoȱ perceivedȱ aȱ crisisȱ blamedȱ hisȱ
administrationȱforȱit.ȱThatȱsaid,ȱinȱtheȱcaseȱofȱtheȱ
regressionȱ analysisȱ here,ȱ weȱ examineȱ eachȱ ofȱ
theseȱ threeȱ variablesȱ whileȱ controllingȱ forȱ theȱ
othersȱ andȱ stillȱ findȱ thatȱ eachȱ exertsȱ itsȱ ownȱ
significantȱeffect.ȱ
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Overall,ȱsatisfactionȱwithȱdemocracyȱisȱrelativelyȱ
vulnerableȱ toȱ nationalȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ andȱ
presidentialȱperformance.ȱThoughȱtheȱeconomicȱ
crisisȱ didȱ notȱ appearȱ toȱ directlyȱ affectȱ supportȱ
forȱ democracyȱ inȱ Suriname,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ shownȱ
hereȱ suggestȱ itȱ hadȱ aȱ negativeȱ impactȱ onȱ
Surinamers’ȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ thisȱ formȱ ofȱ
government.ȱȱȱ

95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

relationshipȱwithȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy,ȱitȱhasȱaȱ
marginallyȱ significantȱ negativeȱ correlationȱ withȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ democracy.ȱ Wealth,ȱ inȱ contrast,ȱ
hasȱaȱmarginallyȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱpositiveȱ
relationshipȱ withȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ Surinameseȱ
democracy.ȱ Surprisingly,ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ one’sȱ
ownȱ economicȱ situationȱ haveȱ noȱ significantȱ
correlationȱ withȱ democraticȱ satisfaction.ȱ Evenȱ
moreȱ surprisingȱ isȱ theȱ factȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
perceiveȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ showȱ
slightlyȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ
democracy.16ȱ
Finally,ȱ threeȱ factorsȱ thatȱ areȱ correlatedȱ withȱ
satisfactionȱwithȱdemocracyȱareȱperceptionsȱofȱaȱ
seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
ȱThisȱslightlyȱpositiveȱrelationshipȱappearsȱonlyȱinȱmodelsȱ
includingȱ bothȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ presidentȱ andȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ corruption.ȱ ȱ Inȱ modelsȱ ofȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ
democracyȱ thatȱ includeȱ onlyȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ corruptionȱ andȱ
theȱsocioȬeconomicȱvariables,ȱtheȱrelationshipȱisȱpositiveȱbutȱ
farȱfromȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱ(p=0.86).ȱ
16

Conclusionsȱ
Inȱthisȱreport,ȱweȱexaminedȱSurinameseȱcitizens’ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ andȱ experiencesȱ withȱ theȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ howȱ theirȱ economicȱ
evaluationsȱ relateȱ toȱ theirȱ supportȱ forȱ andȱ
satisfactionȱwithȱdemocracy.ȱFirst,ȱweȱfoundȱthatȱ
inȱ midȬ2010ȱ theȱ crisisȱ hadȱ notȱ hadȱ aȱ majorȱ
impactȱonȱSuriname.ȱAlmostȱallȱSurinameseȱhadȱ
retainedȱ theirȱ jobsȱ andȱ theȱ economyȱ continuedȱ
toȱgrow,ȱalbeitȱatȱaȱslowerȱrate.ȱUnderstandablyȱ
then,ȱ weȱ foundȱ thatȱ fewȱ Surinameseȱ peopleȱ
perceivedȱ aȱ seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ thoughȱ
mostȱperceivedȱaȱmildȱone.ȱAȱhighȱpercentageȱofȱ
thoseȱ perceivingȱ aȱ crisisȱ blamedȱ theȱ Venetiaanȱ
administration,ȱpossiblyȱleadingȱtoȱaȱdecreaseȱinȱ
supportȱ forȱ theȱ administration’sȱ partyȱ inȱ theȱ
2010ȱlegislativeȱelectionsȱaȱfewȱmonthsȱlater.ȱ
Didȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ aȱ crisisȱ causeȱ Surinamersȱ toȱ
beȱ lessȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ democracy?ȱ Althoughȱ weȱ
couldȱnotȱmakeȱaȱcomparisonȱacrossȱtimeȱdueȱtoȱ
aȱlackȱofȱdata,ȱweȱfoundȱthatȱtheȱSurinameseȱareȱ
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amongȱ theȱ mostȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ
democracyȱinȱtheȱAmericas,ȱandȱtheirȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ aȱ crisisȱ wereȱ notȱ
directlyȱ linkedȱ toȱ theirȱ supportȱ forȱ
thisȱ formȱ ofȱ government.ȱ However,ȱ
suchȱ aȱ linkȱ wasȱ foundȱ betweenȱ
generalȱ economicȱ perceptionsȱ andȱ
democraticȱ
support.ȱ
Sinceȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ shocksȱ andȱ crisesȱ areȱ
stronglyȱ
relatedȱ
toȱ
generalȱ
perceptionsȱofȱtheȱeconomy,ȱtheȱcrisisȱ
mayȱ haveȱ hadȱ someȱ indirectȱ effectsȱ
onȱdemocraticȱopinionȱinȱSuriname.ȱ

Figure 7. The Impact of Perceptions and Experiences with the
Economic Crisis on Satisfaction with Democracy in Suriname,
2010
R-Squared =0.226
F=68.345
N =1315
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andȱotherȱproblems,ȱthisȱmayȱbeȱdueȱ
toȱ aȱ generalȱ sentimentȱ thatȱ
Suriname.ȱInȱadditionȱtoȱaȱchangeȱinȱleadership,ȱ
democracyȱ isȱ incomplete.ȱ Thatȱ is,ȱ theȱ evidenceȱ
theȱ countryȱ hasȱ experiencedȱ aȱ 16ȱ percentȱ
hereȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ Surinamersȱ stronglyȱ supportȱ
devaluationȱ ofȱ itsȱ currencyȱ andȱ significantȱ taxȱ
democracyȱ butȱ feelȱ theirȱ systemȱ fallsȱ shortȱ ofȱ
increasesȱ(Kuipersȱ2011).ȱThisȱhasȱledȱtoȱfurtherȱ
expectationsȱinȱaȱnumberȱofȱways.ȱ
“hardȱ times”ȱ inȱ Suriname.ȱ Weȱ hopeȱ thatȱ futureȱ
surveysȱwillȱbeȱableȱtoȱinvestigateȱtheȱchangesȱinȱ
Toȱ reflectȱ forȱ aȱ minuteȱ onȱ theȱ transitionȱ fromȱ
publicȱ opinionȱ thatȱ mayȱ haveȱ occurredȱ asȱ aȱ
militaryȱrule,ȱitȱisȱworthȱnotingȱthatȱscholarshipȱ
resultȱ
ofȱ theȱ eventsȱ ofȱ theȱ pastȱ year.ȱ Givenȱ theȱ
suggestsȱtheȱnatureȱofȱthisȱtransitionȱmightȱbeȱatȱ
resultsȱ here,ȱ weȱ mightȱ expectȱ thatȱ supportȱ forȱ
leastȱpartiallyȱresponsibleȱforȱtheȱcomparativelyȱ
democracyȱ
willȱ haveȱ remainedȱ fairlyȱ robustȱ
lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ democracyȱ inȱ
despiteȱ
theseȱ
newȱ economicȱ challengesȱ butȱ thatȱ
Suriname.ȱ Bouterseȱ draftedȱ aȱ newȱ constitutionȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ democracyȱ mayȱ haveȱ droppedȱ
forȱtheȱnationȱbeforeȱforfeitingȱhisȱauthoritarianȱ
further.ȱȱ
power.ȱThisȱconstitutionȱisȱstillȱinȱforceȱtodayȱinȱ
Suriname.ȱ Severalȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ arguedȱ thatȱ
eliteȱ bargainingȱ orȱ pactsȱ thatȱ resultȱ inȱ aȱ
transitionȱ mayȱ negativelyȱ impactȱ citizens’ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ resultingȱ democraticȱ systemȱ
(Hagueȱ andȱ Harropȱ 2004;ȱ Posnerȱ 1999;ȱ
Hagopianȱ 1990).ȱ Therefore,ȱ thoughȱ citizensȱ
showȱ strongȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ asȱ anȱ
abstractȱconcept,ȱtheyȱmayȱbeȱlessȱsatisfiedȱwithȱ
theȱ functioningȱ ofȱ Suriname’sȱ democraticȱ
system.ȱ
Sinceȱtheȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometerȱsurveysȱwereȱ
conductedȱinȱtheȱcountry,ȱmuchȱhasȱchangedȱinȱ
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Appendixȱ1.ȱPredictorsȱofȱSupportȱforȱDemocracyȱinȱSurinameȱ

Ageȱ
Educationȱ
PerceptionȱofȱCountry’sȱEconomicȱ
Situationȱ
PerceptionȱofȱPersonalȱEconomicȱ
Situationȱ
Female
NoȱPerceptionȱofȱaȱCrisisȱ
SatisfactionȱwithȱCurrentȱ
Presidentȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
Urban
PerceptionȱofȱaȱSeriousȱCrisis
Constantȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.138*ȱ
0.114*ȱ

0.031ȱ
0.044ȱ

0.081*ȱ

0.029ȱ

0.070*ȱ

0.032ȱ

Ȭ0.056*ȱ
0.046ȱ

0.028ȱ
0.032ȱ

Ȭ0.037ȱ

0.032ȱ

0.025ȱ
Ȭ0.013ȱ
Ȭ0.000ȱ
0.006ȱ
0.056
1,327

0.033ȱ
0.036ȱ
0.039ȱ
0.033ȱ

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*ȱp<0.05ȱ

Appendixȱ2.ȱPredictorsȱofȱSatisfactionȱwithȱDemocracyȱinȱSurinameȱ

SatisfactionȱwithȱCurrentȱ
Presidentȱ
PerceptionȱofȱCountry’sȱEconomicȱ
Situationȱ
Education
PerceptionȱofȱaȱSeriousȱCrisis
NoȱPerceptionȱofȱaȱCrisisȱ
Urban
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
PerceptionȱofȱPersonalȱEconomicȱ
Situationȱ
PerceptionȱofȱCorruptionȱ
Female
Ageȱ
Constantȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.274*ȱ

0.030ȱ

0.200*ȱ

0.027ȱ

Ȭ0.082ȱ
Ȭ0.076*ȱ
0.241ȱ
Ȭ0.075*ȱ
0.069ȱ

0.041ȱ
0.029ȱ
0.021ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.037ȱ

0.056ȱ

0.046ȱ

0.053ȱ
Ȭ0.014ȱ
0.007ȱ
0.004ȱ
0.226
1,315

0.027ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.032ȱ
0.037ȱ

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*ȱp<0.05ȱ
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Executiveȱ Summary.ȱ Thisȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ exploresȱ publicȱ opinionȱ inȱ
Colombiaȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱwhoȱreportsȱwillingnessȱtoȱpayȱadditionalȱtaxesȱ
inȱorderȱtoȱincreaseȱgovernmentȱassistanceȱtoȱtheȱpoor.ȱIȱsuggestȱthatȱthreeȱ
factorsȱ underlieȱ preferencesȱ overȱ usingȱ one’sȱ ownȱ resourcesȱ toȱ increaseȱ
theȱ welfareȱ ofȱ theȱ neediest.ȱ Theseȱ areȱ anȱ individual’sȱ economicȱ calculus;ȱ
trustȱinȱtheȱsystemȱandȱothers;ȱand,ȱideologicalȱbeliefsȱaboutȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱ
state.ȱUsingȱdataȱfromȱtheȱ2010ȱroundȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱsurveyȱinȱ
Colombia,ȱ Iȱ findȱ that,ȱ allȱ elseȱ equal,ȱ thoseȱ whoseȱ personalȱ economicȱ
situationsȱappearȱcomparativelyȱbetterȱoff,ȱthoseȱagedȱ50ȱandȱunder,ȱthoseȱ
whoȱareȱbetterȱeducated,ȱandȱthoseȱwhoseȱeconomicȱideologiesȱalignȱwithȱ
stateȱinterventionȱexpressȱhigherȱsupportȱforȱthisȱkindȱofȱproposal.ȱ

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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E

conomicȱequalityȱmayȱprovideȱsomeȱlevelȱ
differentȱ patternȱ emerges.ȱFigureȱ 1ȱ presentsȱ theȱ
ofȱ immunityȱ againstȱ negativeȱ social,ȱ
distributionȱ ofȱ Colombianȱ respondentsȱ toȱ thisȱ
ȱ
political,ȱ andȱ economicȱ outcomes.ȱ Weȱ
question,ȱ groupingȱ incomeȱ andȱ stancesȱ onȱ theȱ
know,ȱforȱexample,ȱthatȱeconomicȱinequalityȱhasȱ
questionȱ intoȱ threeȱ categoriesȱ each.4ȱ Whileȱ theȱ
beenȱ linkedȱ toȱ crimeȱ (Fajnzylber,ȱ Ledermanȱ etȱ
proportionȱ ofȱ thoseȱ whoȱ neitherȱ agreeȱ norȱ
al.ȱ 2002);ȱ politicalȱ violenceȱ (Mullerȱ 1985);ȱ lowerȱ
disagreeȱ isȱ roughlyȱ oneȬthirdȱ acrossȱ theȱ threeȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ (Córdovaȱ 2008);ȱ andȱ
incomeȱ categories,ȱ theȱ proportionȱ ofȱ peopleȱ
economicȱ stagnationȱ (Alesinaȱ andȱ Perottiȱ 1996).ȱ
agreeingȱ toȱ theȱ proposalȱ isȱ largerȱ amongȱ thoseȱ
But,ȱ whoȱ isȱ willingȱ toȱ payȱ aȱ personalȱ price,ȱ inȱ
withȱ highȱ incomesȱ (38.8%)ȱ thanȱ amongȱ lowȱ
incomeȱ respondentsȱ (22.6%).ȱ Conversely,ȱ theȱ
theȱformȱofȱincreasedȱtaxes,ȱinȱorderȱtoȱachieveȱaȱ
proportionȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ inȱ disagreementȱ isȱ
moreȱ equitableȱ distributionȱ ofȱ resources?ȱ Byȱ
smallestȱamongȱthoseȱwithȱhighȱincomes.ȱȱ
takingȱ advantageȱ ofȱ aȱ questionȱ askedȱ inȱ theȱ
Colombiaȱ2010ȱAmericasBarometer1ȱsurvey,ȱthisȱ
Insightsȱ report2ȱ providesȱ someȱ answersȱ toȱ
thisȱquestion.ȱ
Figure 1. Support for aditional taxation to give

more to those in need

Theȱ2010ȱroundȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱ
surveyȱ inȱ Colombiaȱ includedȱ aȱ questionȱ
thatȱ allowsȱ insightȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ
attitudesȱtowardsȱpoliciesȱthatȱpresumablyȱ
wouldȱ improveȱ equity;ȱ theȱ questionȱ asksȱ
aboutȱ theȱ degreeȱ toȱ whichȱ respondentsȱ
wouldȱbeȱwillingȱorȱunwillingȱtoȱpayȱmoreȱ
taxesȱifȱtheȱfundsȱwereȱdirectedȱtowardȱtheȱ
poor.ȱ Specifically,ȱ inȱ thisȱ round,ȱ 1,506ȱ
peopleȱinȱColombiaȱwereȱaskedȱtoȱrespondȱ
toȱtheȱfollowingȱquestionȱ(TD5)ȱonȱaȱscaleȱ
fromȱ 1ȱ toȱ 7,ȱ whereȱ “1”ȱ meansȱ “stronglyȱ
disagree”ȱandȱ“7”ȱmeansȱ“stronglyȱagree.”ȱȱ

100%

80%

29.6%

38.8%

Neither agree
nor disagree
Strongly agree

32.2%

60%

33.9%
32.4%

40%

45.2%

20%

TD5:ȱ Wouldȱ youȱ beȱ willingȱ toȱ payȱ moreȱ
taxesȱifȱtheyȱwereȱusedȱtoȱgiveȱmoreȱtoȱthoseȱinȱ
need?3ȱ
Theȱ answersȱ inȱ generalȱ areȱ evenlyȱ distributedȱ
acrossȱ theȱ scale.ȱ Butȱ ifȱ theȱ respondentsȱ areȱ
disaggregatedȱ intoȱ threeȱ incomeȱ categories,ȱ aȱ

ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
2ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.phpȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapopȱ
3ȱ NonȬrespondentsȱ toȱ thisȱ particularȱ questionȱ areȱ 3%ȱ ofȱ theȱ
sampleȱthatȱparticipatedȱinȱtheȱsurvey.ȱ
1

Strongly disagree

22.6%

0%

Low income

36.5%

Medium income

28.8%
High income

Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Inȱ theȱ remainderȱ ofȱ theȱ report,ȱ Iȱ continueȱ toȱ
assessȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ economicȱ andȱ otherȱ
factors,ȱincludingȱtrustȱandȱideology,ȱexplainȱtheȱ
variationȱ inȱ willingnessȱ toȱ payȱ additionalȱ taxesȱ
inȱ orderȱ toȱ giveȱ moreȱ toȱ thoseȱ inȱ need.ȱ Iȱ willȱ
showȱ thatȱ economicȱ factorsȱ matter,ȱ butȱ furtherȱ
discoveringȱ whatȱ theirȱ impactȱ isȱ irrespectiveȱ toȱ
theȱ incomeȱ level;ȱ and,ȱ Iȱ willȱ showȱ thatȱ someȱ
other,ȱnonȬeconomicȱfactorsȱmatterȱasȱwell.ȱ

ȱRespondentsȱindicatingȱ1ȱandȱ2ȱwereȱrecodedȱinȱthisȱfigureȱ
asȱ “Stronglyȱ disagree”;ȱ 3,ȱ 4,ȱ andȱ 5ȱ asȱ “Neitherȱ agreeȱ norȱ
disagree”;ȱand,ȱ6ȱandȱ7ȱasȱ“Stronglyȱagree.”ȱ

4
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Whyȱ wouldȱ someoneȱ supportȱ
payingȱ moreȱ taxesȱ toȱ benefitȱ theȱ
poor?ȱ
Conventionalȱ wisdomȱ supportsȱ theȱ ideaȱ thatȱ
increasingȱ taxationȱ meetsȱ strongȱ oppositionȱ inȱ
manyȱcircles.ȱNonetheless,ȱIȱargueȱthatȱthereȱisȱaȱ
clearȱ setȱ ofȱ characteristicsȱ associatedȱ withȱ
supportingȱ additionalȱ taxation.ȱ Theseȱ compriseȱ
threeȱ different,ȱ butȱ complimentary,ȱ setsȱ ofȱ
motivations.ȱȱ
First,ȱ one’sȱ economicȱ situationȱ shouldȱ matter;ȱ
simplyȱ put,ȱ Iȱ expectȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ canȱ betterȱ
affordȱtoȱpayȱextraȱwillȱbeȱmoreȱinclinedȱtoȱdoȱsoȱ
thanȱ thoseȱ experiencingȱ worseȱ economicȱ
situations.5ȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ someȱ evidenceȱ inȱ
supportȱ ofȱ thisȱ expectation;ȱ later,ȱ Iȱ examineȱ theȱ
extentȱtoȱwhichȱotherȱeconomicȱfactorsȱmatter.ȱ
Second,ȱ trustȱ shouldȱ matter.ȱ Scholarshipȱ onȱ taxȱ
complianceȱ underscoresȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ trustȱ
inȱ theȱ politicalȱ authoritiesȱ (Cummingsȱ etȱ al.ȱ
2006).ȱWeȱmightȱlikewiseȱexpectȱthatȱthoseȱwhoȱ
trustȱtheȱsystemȱareȱmoreȱwillingȱtoȱinvestȱinȱitsȱ
servicesȱforȱredistributiveȱpurposes.ȱInȱaddition,ȱ
theȱ literatureȱ onȱ socialȱ solidarityȱ statesȱ thatȱ
supportȱ forȱ socialȱ assistanceȱ isȱ nothingȱ butȱ theȱ
institutionalȱ expressionȱ ofȱ caringȱ aboutȱ othersȱ
(Rodgerȱ2003).ȱConsequently,ȱIȱtestȱforȱanȱeffectȱ
ofȱ interpersonalȱ trust,ȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ notionȱ thatȱ
thoseȱ withȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ andȱ
connections,ȱ measuredȱ inȱ thisȱ way,ȱ mightȱ beȱ
moreȱwillingȱtoȱpayȱtheȱpriceȱofȱredistribution.ȱȱ
Third,ȱ ideologicalȱ stancesȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ theȱ
roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ shouldȱ matter.ȱ Thoseȱ whoȱ
believeȱtheȱstateȱshouldȱplayȱaȱsubstantialȱroleȱinȱ
ȱ Aȱ substantialȱ bodyȱ ofȱ scholarshipȱ showsȱ thatȱ economicȱ
crisisȱ affectsȱ supportȱ forȱ stateȱ interventionȱ (Quinnȱ andȱ
Shapiroȱ 1991),ȱ taxationȱ (Beck,ȱ Raineyȱ etȱ al.ȱ 1990),ȱ andȱ
welfareȱ policiesȱ (Sihvoȱ andȱ Uusitaloȱ 1995).ȱ Thisȱ lineȱ ofȱ
literatureȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ surveysȱ evaluatingȱ theȱ coevolutionȱ ofȱ
economicȱperformanceȱandȱpublicȱopinionȱinȱtheȱlongȱterm,ȱ
orȱ inȱ particularȱ settings,ȱ andȱ Iȱ doȱ notȱ examineȱ theȱ
implicationsȱofȱthisȱlineȱofȱliteratureȱhere.ȱ
5

theȱ economyȱ –ȱ inȱ particularȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ
redistributiveȱpoliciesȱ–ȱshouldȱbeȱmoreȱinclinedȱ
toȱ provideȱ funds,ȱ viaȱ taxation,ȱ forȱ suchȱ
purposes.ȱ

Aȱ basicȱ profileȱ ofȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
supportȱtaxationȱtoȱhelpȱothersȱ
Asȱ aȱ firstȱ stepȱ inȱ determiningȱ theȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ
supportȱ forȱ aȱ personalȱ taxȱ increaseȱ forȱ theȱ
benefitȱ ofȱ thoseȱ inȱ need,ȱ Iȱ examineȱ aȱ setȱ ofȱ
standardȱ socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ
variables.ȱ First,ȱ Iȱ examineȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ income,ȱ
codedȱ intoȱ threeȱ categoriesȱ (low,ȱ mediumȱ andȱ
high).6ȱMyȱexpectationȱisȱthatȱthoseȱwithȱgreaterȱ
incomeȱ willȱ beȱ moreȱ inclinedȱ toȱ respondȱ
affirmativelyȱ toȱ aȱ questionȱ probingȱ willingnessȱ
toȱ payȱ higherȱ taxesȱ forȱ redistributiveȱ purposes;ȱ
thisȱ expectationȱ wasȱ testedȱ andȱ supportedȱ byȱ
theȱ evidenceȱ inȱ Figureȱ 1,ȱ andȱ hereȱ Iȱ testȱ itȱ withȱ
additionalȱ variablesȱ inȱ theȱ model.ȱ Second,ȱ Iȱ
examineȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ sizeȱ ofȱ townȱ (codedȱ soȱ
thatȱ higherȱ valuesȱ meanȱ aȱ largerȱ town/city)7,ȱ
educationȱ (codedȱ inȱ fourȱ categories:ȱ none,ȱ
primary,ȱ secondary,ȱ andȱ higher),ȱ female,ȱ andȱ
ageȱ (codedȱ inȱ threeȱ categories:ȱ fromȱ 18ȱ toȱ 35ȱ
years,ȱfromȱ36ȱtoȱ50ȱyearsȱandȱbeyondȱ51ȱyears).ȱ
Figureȱ 28ȱ showsȱ theȱ resultsȱ forȱ aȱ linearȱ modelȱ
thatȱ analyzesȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ theseȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ factorsȱ andȱ
supportȱ forȱ payingȱ moreȱ taxesȱ toȱ improveȱ
equity.ȱȱ

6ȱLowȱincomeȱisȱ definedȱfromȱ$0ȱ toȱ$360,000ȱ(inȱColombianȱ
pesos),ȱ mediumȱ fromȱ $361,000ȱ toȱ $1,500,000,ȱ andȱ highȱ
beyondȱ $1,500,001.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ respondents’ȱ selfȬ
reportedȱplacement.ȱIȱuseȱincomeȱinsteadȱofȱwealthȱbecauseȱIȱ
amȱ interestedȱ inȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ anȱ individualȱ mightȱ
haveȱ additionalȱ fundsȱ atȱ theirȱ disposal.ȱ Theȱ drawbackȱ ofȱ
incomeȱ isȱ thatȱ tenȱ percentȱ ofȱ theȱ respondentsȱ toȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
surveyȱdidȱ notȱanswerȱtheȱquestion.ȱInȱorderȱtoȱavoidȱcaseȬ
wiseȱ deletion,ȱ Iȱ recodeȱ thoseȱ missingȱ valuesȱ toȱ theȱ sampleȱ
meanȱ onȱ theȱ incomeȱ variable;ȱ theȱ results,ȱ though,ȱ areȱ theȱ
sameȱifȱIȱallowȱthemȱtoȱdropȱoutȱofȱtheȱanalysis.ȱ
7ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ examinedȱ sizeȱ ofȱ townȱ asȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ dummyȱ
variables,ȱbutȱfoundȱnoȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱrelationship.ȱȱ
8ȱ Forȱ thisȱ modelȱ Iȱ amȱ usingȱ theȱ TD5ȱ variableȱ codedȱ onȱ aȱ 7ȱ
pointȱscale.ȱAllȱanalysesȱareȱconductedȱwithȱSTATAȱv11.ȱ
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Theȱ figureȱ showsȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ eachȱ
predictorȱ inȱ theȱ modelȱ usingȱ
standardizedȱ coefficients,ȱ soȱ thatȱ theȱ
relativeȱ effectȱ ofȱ eachȱ canȱ beȱ moreȱ
easilyȱdiscerned.ȱTheȱestimatedȱeffectȱ
ofȱ eachȱ independentȱ variableȱ onȱ theȱ
dependentȱvariableȱisȱrepresentedȱbyȱ
aȱ dot.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ dotȱ andȱ itsȱ
correspondingȱ bars,ȱ whichȱ indicateȱ
theȱ 95%ȱ confidenceȱ interval,ȱ fallȱ toȱ
theȱ leftȱ ofȱ theȱ 0ȱ lineȱ thenȱ theȱ
relationshipsȱ isȱ consideredȱ bothȱ
negativeȱ andȱ statisticallyȱ significant;ȱ
ifȱtheȱdotȱandȱbarsȱfallȱtoȱtheȱrightȱofȱ
theȱ 0ȱ line,ȱ theȱ relationshipȱ isȱ
consideredȱ positiveȱ andȱ statisticallyȱ
significant.ȱ

Figure 2. Socio-demographic characteristics
predicting the likelihood of supporting
more taxation
R-Squared =0.048
F=8.408
N =1461
Size of Town
Higher Education
Secondary Education
Primary Education
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95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Theȱ resultsȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ showȱ thatȱ comparedȱ toȱ
thoseȱ withȱ lowȱ income,ȱ peopleȱ whoȱ reportȱ aȱ
highȱ levelȱ ofȱ incomeȱ areȱ moreȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ
payingȱ additionalȱ taxesȱ toȱ assistȱ thoseȱ inȱ need.ȱ
Respondentsȱwithȱaȱmediumȱlevelȱofȱincomeȱareȱ
marginallyȱmoreȱsupportiveȱbutȱnotȱstatisticallyȱ
differentȱ fromȱ thoseȱ withȱ aȱ lowȱ incomeȱ level.ȱ
Thisȱsupportsȱtheȱideaȱthatȱthereȱisȱanȱeconomicȱ
calculusȱ involved.ȱ Forȱ peopleȱ havingȱ higherȱ
income,ȱtheȱmarginalȱeffectȱonȱtheirȱpocketbooksȱ
ofȱthisȱadditionalȱcontributionȱtoȱtheȱtaxȱpoolȱisȱ
smaller.ȱ Theȱ analysisȱ alsoȱ showsȱ that,ȱ whenȱ
comparedȱ toȱ theȱ populationȱ withȱ noȱ education,ȱ
onlyȱ thoseȱ withȱ aȱ higherȱ educationȱ areȱ
significantlyȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ agreeȱ toȱ payȱ moreȱ
taxes.ȱ Applyingȱ aȱ moreȱ generousȱ significanceȱ
thresholdȱ (aȱ 90%ȱ confidenceȱ interval),ȱ weȱ seeȱ
thatȱthoseȱwithȱatȱleastȱsomeȱeducationȱareȱmoreȱ
inclinedȱ thanȱ thoseȱ withȱ noneȱ toȱ expressȱ
willingnessȱtoȱpayȱanȱadditionalȱtax.ȱTheȱresultsȱ
furtherȱ showȱ that,ȱ comparedȱ withȱ respondentsȱ
betweenȱ 18ȱ andȱ 35ȱ yearsȱ ofȱ age,ȱ onlyȱ peopleȱ
overȱ51ȱyearsȱoldȱareȱsignificantlyȱlessȱwillingȱtoȱ
agree.ȱThoughȱtheȱeffectȱisȱsmallerȱandȱdoesȱnotȱ
quiteȱ reachȱ theȱ 95%ȱ significanceȱ threshold,ȱ weȱ
seeȱthatȱwomenȱareȱsomewhatȱlessȱsupportiveȱofȱ
payingȱ anȱ additionalȱ personalȱ taxȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ
supportȱ economicȱ redistribution.ȱ Thereȱ isȱ noȱ
significantȱeffectȱforȱsizeȱofȱtown.ȱ

Inȱ short,ȱ Colombiansȱ whoȱ areȱ wealthierȱ andȱ
moreȱ educatedȱ (andȱ toȱ aȱ limitedȱ extent,ȱ thoseȱ
whoȱareȱmaleȱandȱunderȱ51ȱyearsȱofȱage)ȱexpressȱ
greaterȱ willingnessȱ toȱ payȱ moreȱ taxesȱ forȱ theȱ
sakeȱ ofȱ improvingȱ economicȱ equity.ȱ
Interestingly,ȱ ofȱ theȱ variablesȱ inȱ theȱ model,ȱ
educationȱhasȱtheȱstrongestȱsubstantiveȱeffect.ȱInȱ
theȱnextȱsection,ȱIȱprovideȱanotherȱlensȱthroughȱ
whichȱ toȱ perceiveȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ
economicȱ situationȱ onȱ willingnessȱ toȱ payȱ
additionalȱ taxesȱ forȱ theȱ sakeȱ ofȱ equity.ȱ Inȱ
addition,ȱ Iȱ examineȱ theȱ rolesȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
systemȱ andȱ inȱ otherȱ peopleȱ andȱ ofȱ preferencesȱ
overȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱstate.ȱ

Aȱ modelȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ taxationȱ
asȱaȱtoolȱtoȱreduceȱinequalityȱ
Anȱ analysisȱ ofȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ peopleȱ areȱ
willingȱ toȱ payȱ taxesȱ toȱ supportȱ redistributionȱ
shouldȱ takeȱ intoȱ accountȱ selfȬinterestȱ
considerations.ȱ Inȱ theȱ priorȱ analysisȱ Iȱ onlyȱ
includedȱ people’sȱ resourceȱ constraints.9ȱ Butȱ
9ȱ Otherȱ testsȱ (notȱ reported)ȱ exploredȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ
participatingȱinȱstateȱassistanceȱprogramsȱ(FamiliasȱenȱAcción,ȱ
SISBEN),ȱperceptionȱofȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱandȱassessmentȱofȱ
theȱ nationalȱ economy,ȱ butȱ Iȱ foundȱ noȱ significantȱ
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theirȱattitudesȱwithȱrespectȱtoȱtheȱstateȱandȱotherȱ
individualsȱ andȱ theirȱ ideologicalȱ leaningsȱ withȱ
respectȱ toȱ issuesȱ ofȱ stateȱ involvementȱ inȱ
redistributiveȱ policiesȱ areȱ alsoȱ relevant.ȱ Inȱ thisȱ
section,ȱthen,ȱIȱassessȱanȱexpandedȱmodelȱofȱtheȱ
factorsȱthatȱpredictȱwillingnessȱtoȱpayȱadditionalȱ
taxesȱonȱbehalfȱofȱpeopleȱinȱneed.ȱȱ
Becauseȱ itȱ isȱ theȱ institutionȱ responsibleȱ forȱ
allocatingȱ theȱ funds,ȱ Iȱ expectȱ thatȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
politicalȱ systemȱ willȱ beȱ positivelyȱ correlatedȱ
withȱ theȱ dependentȱ variable.ȱ Iȱ measureȱ systemȱ
supportȱwithȱanȱindexȱbasedȱonȱperceptionȱthatȱ
theȱ stateȱ guaranteesȱ aȱ fairȱ trial,ȱ respectȱ forȱ
politicalȱ institutions,ȱ perceptionȱ thatȱ theȱ systemȱ
protectsȱ basicȱ rights,ȱ levelȱ ofȱ prideȱ relatedȱ toȱ
livingȱinȱtheȱcountryȱandȱtheȱextentȱofȱbeliefȱthatȱ
oneȱshouldȱsupportȱtheȱsystem.10ȱInȱaddition,ȱweȱ
mightȱexpectȱthatȱindividuals’ȱattitudesȱtowardsȱ
otherȱ individualsȱ affectȱ theirȱ willingnessȱ toȱ
investȱ inȱ redistribution.ȱ Iȱ measureȱ attitudesȱ
towardsȱ othersȱ withȱ aȱ standardȱ measureȱ ofȱ
interpersonalȱ trust.11ȱ Bothȱ theȱ systemȱ supportȱ
andȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ variablesȱ areȱ codedȱ soȱ
thatȱhigherȱvaluesȱindicateȱmoreȱconfidence.12ȱInȱ
addition,ȱ Iȱ includeȱ anȱ indexȱ thatȱ tapsȱ
individuals’ȱpreferencesȱoverȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱstateȱ
inȱ theȱ economyȱ andȱ ensuringȱ theȱ wellȬbeingȱ ofȱ
theȱpeople.13ȱȱ

relationships.ȱ Thisȱ suggestsȱ theȱ calculusȱ madeȱ includesȱ
considerationsȱ relatedȱ toȱ individualȱ costs,ȱ notȱ individualȱ orȱ
broaderȱbenefits.ȱȱ
10ȱIȱalsoȱtestedȱtheȱeffectȱofȱtrustȱinȱtheȱnationalȱgovernmentȱ
(B14),ȱ butȱ itȱ wasȱ notȱ aȱ significantȱ predictor.ȱ Theȱ systemȱ
supportȱmeasure,ȱbyȱrelyingȱonȱmultipleȱindicators,ȱprovidesȱ
aȱpotentiallyȱmoreȱrobustȱandȱgeneralȱmeasureȱofȱconfidenceȱ
inȱtheȱpoliticalȱsystemȱandȱthereforeȱIȱshowȱthatȱresultȱhere.ȱ
11ȱ IT1.ȱ Now,ȱ speakingȱ ofȱ theȱ peopleȱ fromȱ here,ȱ wouldȱ youȱ
sayȱ thatȱ peopleȱ inȱ thisȱ communityȱ areȱ generallyȱ veryȱ
trustworthy,ȱ somewhatȱ trustworthy,ȱ notȱ veryȱ trustworthy,ȱ
orȱuntrustworthy?ȱ
12ȱ Countriesȱ withȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ areȱ thoseȱ whereȱ
equalityȱprevailsȱ(RothsteinȱandȱUslanerȱ2006),ȱandȱtrustȱandȱ
equalityȱ affectȱ eachȱ other.ȱ Iȱ amȱ focusedȱ hereȱ onȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ trustȱ andȱ opinionȱ aboutȱ taxationȱ toȱ
reduceȱinequality.ȱȱ
13ȱ Thisȱ isȱ anȱ additiveȱ indexȱ ofȱ theȱ answersȱ toȱ theȱ questionsȱ
ROS1,ȱROS2,ȱROS3,ȱROS4.ȱInitiallyȱitȱrangesȱfromȱ4ȱtoȱ28,ȱbutȱ
itȱisȱstandardizedȱintoȱaȱscaleȱfromȱ0ȱtoȱ100ȱlikeȱeveryȱotherȱ
variable.ȱForȱtheȱdetailedȱwording,ȱtheȱfullȱquestionnaireȱcanȱ

Finally,ȱ toȱ expandȱ theȱ analysisȱ ofȱ one’sȱ
individualȱ economicȱ calculusȱ beyondȱ theȱ
incomeȱ measure,ȱ Iȱ consideredȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
evaluationsȱ ofȱ one’sȱ personalȱ economicȱ
situation.ȱ Specifically,ȱ Iȱ examineȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ
one’sȱ evaluationȱ ofȱ one’sȱ currentȱ situationȱ
(IDIO1),ȱ one’sȱ pastȱ situationȱ (IDIO2),ȱ andȱ one’sȱ
futureȱ situationȱ (IDIO3).14ȱ Inȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
diagnosticȱ checks,ȱ Iȱ foundȱ thatȱ onlyȱ theȱ latterȱ
exertsȱ aȱ significantȱ effectȱ whenȱ includedȱ onȱ itsȱ
ownȱ orȱ withȱ theȱ othersȱ (theȱ otherȱ twoȱ doȱ notȱ
haveȱ significantȱ effectsȱ evenȱ whenȱ includedȱ
withoutȱ otherȱ economicȱ assessments);ȱ forȱ theȱ
sakeȱofȱbrevity,ȱonlyȱthatȱvariableȱisȱincludedȱinȱ
theȱmodelȱshownȱhere.ȱIȱalsoȱincludeȱaȱmeasureȱ
ofȱ theȱ perceivedȱ sufficiencyȱ ofȱ theȱ resourcesȱ
availableȱtoȱsatisfyȱone’sȱpersonalȱneedsȱ(Q10D).ȱ
Thisȱ allowsȱ usȱ toȱ testȱ theȱ predictiveȱ powerȱ notȱ
onlyȱ ofȱ one’sȱ objectiveȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ butȱ
alsoȱofȱtheȱextentȱtoȱwhichȱaȱpersonȱcanȱassumeȱ
additionalȱspending.15ȱȱ
Figureȱ3ȱshowsȱtheȱresultsȱforȱtheȱmodel,ȱwhichȱ
wereȱ againȱ calculatedȱ usingȱ Ordinaryȱ Leastȱ
Squaresȱ regressionȱ analysis.ȱ Again,ȱ theȱ effectsȱ
areȱ representedȱ byȱ standardizedȱ coefficientsȱ
(dots)ȱaccompaniedȱbyȱ95%ȱconfidenceȱintervalsȱ
(bars).ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ supportȱ threeȱ generalȱ
conclusions.ȱ
First,ȱ trustȱ inȱ bothȱ theȱ systemȱ andȱ individualsȱ
mattersȱ onlyȱ toȱ aȱ limitedȱ extent,ȱ andȱ theseȱ
effectsȱareȱnotȱhighlyȱreliable.ȱThatȱis,ȱonlyȱifȱweȱ
useȱ aȱ 90%ȱ confidenceȱ intervalȱ doȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ
beȱ foundȱ at:ȱ http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/coreȬ
surveys.phpȱ
14ȱ IDIO1.ȱ Howȱ wouldȱ youȱ describeȱ yourȱ overallȱ economicȱ
situation?ȱWouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱ
goodȱ norȱ bad,ȱ badȱ orȱ veryȱ bad?.ȱ IDIO2.ȱ Doȱ youȱ thinkȱ thatȱ
yourȱeconomicȱsituationȱisȱbetterȱthan,ȱtheȱsameȱas,ȱorȱworseȱ
thanȱitȱwasȱ12ȱmonthsȱago?ȱIDIO3.ȱDoȱyouȱthinkȱthatȱinȱ12ȱ
monthsȱ yourȱ economicȱ situationȱ willȱ beȱ betterȱ than,ȱ theȱ
sameȱas,ȱorȱworseȱthanȱitȱisȱnow?ȱȱ
15ȱ Q10D.ȱ Theȱ salaryȱ thatȱ youȱ receiveȱ andȱ totalȱ householdȱ
income:ȱ(1)ȱIsȱgoodȱenoughȱforȱyouȱandȱyouȱcanȱsaveȱfromȱit.ȱ
(2)ȱ Isȱ justȱ enoughȱ forȱ you,ȱ soȱ thatȱ youȱ doȱ notȱ haveȱ majorȱ
problems.ȱ (3)ȱ Isȱ notȱ enoughȱ forȱ youȱ andȱ youȱ areȱ stretched.
(4)ȱIsȱnotȱenoughȱforȱyouȱandȱyouȱareȱhavingȱaȱhardȱtime.
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Figure 3. Model of support for taxation as
a tool to reduce inequality
R-Squared =0.068
F=5.645
N =1250
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ moreȱ supportiveȱ ofȱ theȱ politicalȱ
systemȱ expressȱ greaterȱ willingnessȱ toȱ payȱ taxesȱ
forȱ theȱ purposeȱ ofȱ redistribution.ȱ Likewise,ȱ atȱ
theȱ 95%ȱ confidenceȱ level,ȱ trustȱ inȱ othersȱ isȱ notȱ
associatedȱ withȱ willingnessȱ toȱ takeȱ partȱ inȱ theȱ
proposedȱ taxationȱ increaseȱ forȱ theȱ sakeȱ ofȱ
equity,ȱ butȱ theȱ coefficientȱ isȱ positiveȱ asȱ
expected.16ȱȱ
Second,ȱ preferencesȱ overȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ
clearlyȱ matter.ȱ Thoseȱ whoȱ believeȱ theȱ stateȱ
shouldȱplayȱaȱgreaterȱroleȱinȱtheȱeconomyȱandȱinȱ
guaranteeingȱ socialȱ welfareȱ expressȱ aȱ higherȱ
willingnessȱ toȱ putȱ theirȱ moneyȱ whereȱ theirȱ
ideologyȱ lies,ȱ soȱ toȱ speak.ȱ Thisȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ
economicȱ ideology,ȱ measuredȱ inȱ thisȱ way,ȱ
affectsȱthisȱopinion.17ȱȱ
Third,ȱ incomeȱ asȱ measuredȱ inȱ theȱ previousȱ
modelȱ (Figureȱ 2)ȱ isȱ noȱ longerȱ significant,ȱ butȱ
incomeȱ sufficiencyȱ andȱ futureȱ personalȱ
ȱItȱisȱworthȱnotingȱthatȱifȱIȱdropȱtheȱvariableȱforȱtrustȱinȱtheȱ
government,ȱIȱfindȱIT1ȱtoȱbeȱsignificantȱwithȱ90%ȱconfidence.ȱȱ
17ȱIȱalsoȱtestedȱtheȱeffectȱofȱanȱindicatorȱofȱleftȬrightȱideologyȱ
andȱ foundȱ noȱ significantȱ relationship.ȱ Thatȱ resultȱ makesȱ
sense,ȱ givenȱ otherȱ scholarshipȱ suggestingȱ thatȱ theȱ leftȬrightȱ
dimensionȱdoesȱnotȱcaptureȱpreferencesȱoverȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱ
stateȱamongȱtheȱcitizens,ȱnorȱtheȱpoliticalȱelites,ȱofȱColombiaȱ
(ZechmeisterȱandȱCorralȱN.d.).ȱ

economicȱ assessmentsȱ are.ȱ Thisȱ
suggestsȱ thatȱ individuals’ȱ incomeȱ isȱ
notȱ importantȱ inȱ andȱ ofȱ itself.ȱ Whatȱ
bestȱ explainsȱ theȱ dispositionȱ ofȱ theȱ
economicallyȱ betterȱ offȱ toȱ supportȱ
additionalȱ taxationȱ isȱ notȱ theȱ
absoluteȱ incomeȱ level.ȱ Rather,ȱ whatȱ
mattersȱ moreȱ isȱ theȱ perceptionȱ thatȱ
theseȱresourcesȱsufficeȱtoȱfulfillȱone’sȱ
personalȱ needs,ȱ andȱ believingȱ thatȱ
one’sȱ economicȱ situationȱ willȱ
improveȱ inȱ theȱ nearȱ future.ȱ Incomeȱ
mattersȱ mostly,ȱ itȱ wouldȱ appear,ȱ toȱ
theȱ extentȱ thatȱ itȱ influencesȱ one’sȱ
abilityȱ toȱ meetȱ currentȱ needsȱ andȱ toȱ
theȱ extentȱ itȱ informsȱ one’sȱ personalȱ
economicȱoutlook.ȱ

Onceȱ again,ȱ andȱ evenȱ afterȱ
controllingȱ forȱ theseȱ additionalȱ variables,ȱ
educationȱ remainsȱ significant,ȱ suchȱ thatȱ thoseȱ
withȱ theȱ highestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ educationȱ areȱ moreȱ
disposedȱtowardȱsupportingȱadditionalȱtaxationȱ
toȱ helpȱ thoseȱ inȱ need.ȱ Whileȱ theȱ coefficientȱ isȱ
reduced,ȱ theȱ differenceȱ betweenȱ noneȱ andȱ
higherȱ educationȱ remainsȱ theȱ strongestȱ
predictorȱinȱtheȱmodel.ȱ

FinalȱRemarksȱ
Althoughȱ socialȱ spendingȱ hasȱ beenȱ growingȱ inȱ
Colombiaȱsinceȱtheȱ1990s,ȱperȱcapitaȱspendingȱisȱ
comparativelyȱ lowȱ (Cepalȱ 2004).ȱ Itsȱ expansionȱ
dependsȱ onȱ collectingȱ newȱ resourcesȱ forȱ whichȱ
taxationȱ isȱ oneȱ possibleȱ source.ȱ Iȱ haveȱ shownȱ
hereȱ thatȱ supportȱ forȱ redistributiveȱ policies,ȱ
suchȱ asȱ willingnessȱ toȱ payȱ additionalȱ taxesȱ toȱ
benefitȱtheȱneediestȱ(TD5),ȱisȱlargelyȱconditionalȱ
onȱ theȱ presenceȱ ofȱ twoȱ outȱ ofȱ threeȱ motivesȱ
consideredȱinȱthisȱreport.18ȱȱ

16

ȱThisȱisȱatȱleastȱpartiallyȱinȱagreementȱwithȱtheȱfindingsȱofȱ
Vanȱ Oorschotȱ (2002)ȱ whoȱ findsȱ thatȱ Dutchȱ citizensȱ acceptȱ
payingȱ forȱ welfareȱ becauseȱ ofȱ concurringȱ motives:ȱ selfȬ
interest,ȱmoralȱobligationȱandȱmutualȱempathy.ȱȱȱ

18
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First,ȱ thereȱ isȱ anȱ individualȱ economicȱ calculusȱ
basedȱonȱresourceȱavailability.ȱThoseȱperceivingȱ
aȱsurplusȱinȱtheirȱpersonalȱeconomyȱ(Q10D)ȱandȱ
havingȱpositiveȱprospectiveȱevaluationsȱ(IDIO3)ȱ
areȱ moreȱ proneȱ toȱ supportȱ additionalȱ taxationȱ
forȱtheȱpresumedȱsakeȱofȱincreasedȱequity.ȱȱ
Second,ȱ beliefsȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ
whichȱtheȱstateȱshouldȱinterveneȱbothȱtoȱreduceȱ
inequalityȱ andȱ toȱ influenceȱ theȱ economyȱ asȱ aȱ
wholeȱ areȱ highlyȱ relatedȱ toȱ supportȱ forȱ
additionalȱtaxationȱtoȱhelpȱtheȱpoor.ȱInȱadditionȱ
toȱthoseȱtwoȱmotives,ȱIȱexaminedȱaȱthird:ȱtrust.ȱȱIȱ
foundȱ thatȱ trustȱ inȱ othersȱ andȱ inȱ theȱ politicalȱ
systemȱ exertȱ insubstantialȱ toȱ modestȱ effectsȱ onȱ
theȱvariableȱexaminedȱhere.ȱȱ
Oneȱ mightȱ wonderȱ whetherȱ theseȱ variables,ȱ asȱ
wellȱ asȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ stateȱ indexȱ increaseȱ inȱ
significanceȱ ifȱ weȱ examineȱ onlyȱ thatȱ portionȱ ofȱ
theȱ sampleȱ thatȱ reportsȱ havingȱ sufficientȱ
resources;ȱ inȱ analysesȱ conductedȱ butȱ notȱ
reportedȱ here,ȱ Iȱ foundȱ thatȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ
andȱ systemȱ support,ȱ whenȱ includedȱ togetherȱ inȱ
theȱ fullȱ modelȱ reportedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ remainȱ
insignificantȱwhenȱtheȱsampleȱisȱdividedȱ(usingȱ
Q10D)ȱ amongȱ thoseȱ whoȱ reportedȱ havingȱ
sufficientȱresourcesȱandȱthoseȱwhoȱhadȱaȱsurplusȱ
toȱ saveȱ (N=596)ȱ andȱ allȱ othersȱ (N=865). ȱ Acrossȱ
bothȱ setsȱ ofȱ individuals,ȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ theȱ stateȱ
variableȱ remainsȱ positiveȱ andȱ statisticallyȱ
significant,ȱ andȱ theȱ coefficientȱ showsȱ littleȱ
change.ȱ
Oneȱ interestingȱ aspectȱ ofȱ theȱ resultsȱ isȱ thatȱ theȱ
relevantȱeconomicȱconsiderationsȱforȱtheȱissueȱofȱ
redistributionȱ areȱ thoseȱ pertainingȱ toȱ one’sȱ
abilityȱ toȱ bearȱ theȱ costs,ȱ ratherȱ thanȱ one’sȱ
considerationȱ ofȱ theȱ individualȱ orȱ largerȱ
benefits.ȱ Variablesȱ relatedȱ toȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ
nationalȱ economyȱ andȱ participationȱ inȱ socialȱ
welfareȱ programsȱ haveȱ noȱ significantȱ effectȱ onȱ
willingnessȱ toȱ payȱ additionalȱ taxesȱ forȱ
redistributiveȱ purposesȱ (seeȱ footnoteȱ 10).ȱ Kellyȱ
andȱ Ennsȱ (2010),ȱ discussingȱ theirȱ findingsȱ andȱ
priorȱ scholarshipȱ onȱ inequalityȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
States,ȱ suggestȱ thatȱ mediaȱ framesȱ affectȱ theȱ

extentȱ toȱ whichȱ theȱ publicȱ favorsȱ governmentȱ
programsȱtoȱdecreaseȱinequality.ȱItȱcouldȱbeȱthatȱ
inȱ Colombiaȱ aȱ strongȱ mediaȱ emphasisȱ onȱ
economicȱ individualismȱ runsȱ againstȱ citizens’ȱ
greaterȱ willingnessȱ toȱ support,ȱ atȱ theirȱ ownȱ
expense,ȱantiȬpovertyȱandȱrelatedȱefforts.ȱFutureȱ
researchȱmightȱexamineȱthisȱmoreȱclosely.ȱ
Theȱ literatureȱ hasȱ foundȱ thatȱ economicȱ crisesȱ
canȱ alsoȱ stimulateȱ supportȱ forȱ redistributiveȱ
measuresȱ (seeȱ footnoteȱ 5).ȱ Theȱ evidenceȱ Iȱ haveȱ
offeredȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ suggestsȱ thisȱ relationshipȱ
isȱ notȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ crisisȱ butȱ toȱ itsȱ effects.ȱ Theȱ
occurrenceȱ ofȱ anȱ economicȱ crisisȱ byȱ itselfȱ isȱ noȱ
guaranteeȱ thatȱ itȱ willȱ beȱ followedȱ byȱ aȱ
supportiveȱ attitudeȱ towardȱ taxesȱ toȱ helpȱ theȱ
poorȱ population.ȱ Itȱ dependsȱ onȱ whetherȱ theȱ
crisisȱnegativelyȱaffectsȱone’sȱpersonalȱeconomicȱ
situationȱinȱabsoluteȱandȱprospectiveȱterms,ȱandȱ
possiblyȱ toȱ aȱ lesserȱ extent,ȱ whetherȱ itȱ weakensȱ
systemȱandȱinterpersonalȱtrust.ȱ
Inȱ theȱ longȱ run,ȱ persistentȱ povertyȱ andȱ
inequalityȱ mayȱ meanȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
engagement,ȱ andȱ therefore,ȱ theȱ perpetuationȱ ofȱ
inequalityȱ (Soltȱ 2008).ȱ Furthermore,ȱ whileȱ
modernizationȱ theoristsȱ argueȱ thatȱ economicȱ
developmentȱ reducesȱ intoleranceȱ andȱ promotesȱ
democraticȱattitudes,ȱsomeȱscholarsȱsuggestȱthatȱ
inequalityȱpreventsȱsuchȱeffectsȱfromȱtakingȱrootȱ
broadlyȱ withinȱ aȱ society.ȱ Thatȱ is,ȱ ifȱ theȱ incomeȱ
gapȱ continuesȱ toȱ exist,ȱ suchȱ growthȬrelatedȱ
effectsȱ onȱ politicalȱ andȱ socialȱ attitudesȱ wouldȱ
onlyȱ beȱ experiencedȱ byȱ theȱ highȱ incomeȱ classȱ
(Andersenȱ andȱ Fetnerȱ 2008).ȱ Inȱ short,ȱ
understandingȱ amongȱ whomȱ andȱ whyȱ
preferencesȱ forȱ antiȬpovertyȱ andȱ inequalityȬ
reducingȱ measuresȱ areȱ supportedȱ isȱ importantȱ
forȱ understandingȱ democraticȱ cultureȱ andȱ
politics.ȱȱ
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Appendix 1. OLS models explaining the likelihood of
supporting additional taxation to give more to those in need

36ȱtoȱ50ȱyears
Aboveȱ51ȱyears
Female
Mediumȱincomeȱ
Highȱincomeȱ
Primaryȱeducationȱ
Secondaryȱeducationȱ
Higherȱeducationȱ
Sizeȱofȱtownȱȱ

(1)
Ȭ0.0137ȱ
(0.026)ȱȱ
Ȭ0.66ȱ
(0.024)**ȱ
Ȭ0.042ȱ
(0.022)*ȱ
0.030ȱȱ
(0.29)ȱ
0.088ȱȱ
(0.031)***ȱ
0.130ȱ
(0.068)*ȱ
0.134ȱȱ
(0.674)*ȱ
0.287ȱȱ
(0.082)***ȱ
Ȭ0.007ȱ
(0.026)ȱ

Futureȱpersonalȱeconomicȱ
condition
Incomeȱsufficiencyȱ
Roleȱofȱstateȱ
Interpersonalȱtrust
Supportȱforȱtheȱpoliticalȱ
systemȱ
Constant
Numberȱofȱobservationsȱ
R2ȱ

Ȭ0.002ȱȱ
(0.032)ȱ
1461ȱ
0.0480ȱ

(2)
0.005ȱ
(0.031)ȱ
Ȭ0.061ȱ
(0.029)**ȱ
Ȭ0.045ȱ
(0.025)ȱ*ȱ
Ȭ0.0001ȱȱ
(0.035)ȱȱ
0.049ȱȱ
(0.035)ȱ
0.068ȱ
(0.082)ȱ
0.081ȱ
(0.079)ȱ
0.200ȱ
(0.098)ȱ**ȱ
0.016ȱ
(0.028)ȱ
0.061ȱ
(0.023)**ȱ
0.076ȱ
(0.028)***ȱ
0.098ȱ
(0.031)***ȱ
0.033ȱ
(0.030)ȱ
0.052ȱ
(0.029)*ȱ
0.027ȱ
(0.034)ȱ
1250ȱ
0.0681ȱ

*pǂ0.1;ȱ**ȱpǂ0.05;ȱ***pǂ0.01.
Omittedȱcategoriesȱareȱbaseȱcategories.
Iȱuseȱstandardizedȱcoefficients;ȱstandardȱerrorsȱareȱinȱparentheses.
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Executive Summary. Theȱ levelȱ ofȱ publicȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ
systemȱ(CJS)ȱhasȱimportantȱimplicationsȱforȱdemocraticȱpolitics.ȱIn this report, we
use data from the 2010 AmericasBarometer survey to examine the level of
confidence that citizens in 26 countries in the Americas have in their country’s
criminal justice system. Drawing our hypotheses from existing literature, we test
several individual-level factors that may explain confidence in the CJS. This report
finds that wealth, education and urban residency are negatively correlated with
confidence in the criminal justice system, while age increases confidence in the CJS.
As hypothesized, individual and household crime victimization, perceived
corruption, and individual perceived insecurity are also negatively correlated with
confidence in the CJS. Additionally, we find that attitudes towards the CJS are
closely related to attitudes towards other government institutions.
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T

ȱheȱ levelȱ ofȱ publicȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
criminalȱ justiceȱ systemȱ (CJS)ȱ hasȱ
importantȱ implicationsȱ forȱ democraticȱ
politics.ȱConfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJSȱcanȱbeȱcriticalȱtoȱ
stateȱ legitimacyȱ becauseȱ theȱ activitiesȱ ofȱ theȱ
policeȱ andȱ criminalȱ courtsȱ areȱ typicallyȱ
perceivedȱ asȱ “coreȱ functionsȱ ofȱ theȱ state”ȱ (Vanȱ
deȱ Walleȱ andȱ Raineȱ 2008,ȱ p.ȱ 4).ȱ Theȱ effectiveȱ
functioningȱ ofȱ theȱ policeȱ andȱ courtsȱ isȱ alsoȱ
essentialȱ toȱ insuringȱ theȱ robustȱ participationȱ ofȱ
citizensȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ process.ȱ Lowȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ
systemȱ canȱ feedȱ intoȱ cyclesȱ ofȱ poorȱ
performance.ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ whenȱ thereȱ isȱ lowȱ
confidenceȱ andȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ justiceȱ
system,ȱcitizensȱmayȱbeȱlessȱlikelyȱtoȱparticipateȱ
inȱ theȱ judicialȱ processȱ asȱ jurors.ȱ Whenȱ citizensȱ
doȱnotȱtrustȱtheirȱlocalȱpoliceȱforce,ȱtheyȱareȱalsoȱ
lessȱlikelyȱtoȱreportȱaȱcrimeȱorȱserveȱasȱwitnessesȱ
inȱ criminalȱ casesȱ (seeȱ Vanȱ deȱ Walleȱ andȱ Raineȱ
2008,ȱp.ȱ4).ȱFurther,ȱwhenȱtheȱCJSȱisȱperceivedȱasȱ
ineffective,ȱ itȱ isȱ moreȱ difficultȱ toȱ recruitȱ
competentȱ personnelȱ (seeȱ Vanȱ deȱ Walleȱ andȱ
Raine,ȱ 2008,ȱ p.ȱ 4).ȱ Forȱ allȱ theseȱ reasons,ȱ itȱ isȱ
importantȱtoȱassessȱpublicȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJS.ȱ

Inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ report,ȱ weȱ provideȱ aȱ pictureȱ ofȱ
faithȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ systemȱ inȱ theȱ
Americasȱ andȱ assessȱ someȱ factorsȱ thatȱ predictȱ
thisȱ attitudeȱ usingȱ dataȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ LAPOPȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ survey.1,2ȱ Specifically,ȱ weȱ
useȱresponsesȱtoȱtheȱfollowingȱquestionȱtoȱdrawȱ
conclusionsȱ aboutȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ CJSȱ inȱ theȱ
Americas:ȱȱ
AOJ12:ȱ ȱ “Ifȱ youȱ wereȱ aȱ victimȱ ofȱ aȱ robberyȱ orȱ
assault,ȱ howȱ muchȱ faithȱ doȱ youȱ haveȱ thatȱ theȱ
judicialȱsystemȱwouldȱpunishȱtheȱguilty?”ȱ

ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
2ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.phpȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop.ȱ
1

Figure 1. Confidence in the Criminal Justice System
across the Americas

Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ meanȱ responsesȱ (withȱ
confidenceȱintervals)ȱbyȱcountryȱtoȱthisȱquestion,ȱ
withȱ responsesȱ recalibratedȱ fromȱ theȱ originalȱ
fourȬpointȱ scaleȱ toȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scale,ȱ whereȱ zeroȱ
indicatesȱnoȱfaithȱ(“none”)ȱinȱtheȱcriminalȱjusticeȱ
systemȱandȱ100ȱrepresentsȱ“aȱlot”ȱofȱfaithȱinȱtheȱ
CJS.3ȱInȱnoȱcountryȱisȱfaithȱinȱtheȱcriminalȱjusticeȱ
systemȱ exceptionallyȱ high:ȱ meanȱ valuesȱ areȱ
belowȱ 60ȱ unitsȱ onȱ theȱ scaleȱ inȱ allȱ 26ȱ countriesȱ
andȱonlyȱsevenȱcountriesȱpresentȱaverageȱlevelsȱ
aboveȱ theȱ 50Ȭunitȱ midline.ȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ alsoȱ showsȱ
significantȱ variationȱ acrossȱ countries,ȱ withȱ theȱ
UnitedȱStatesȱtoppingȱtheȱlistȱatȱ56.1.ȱThisȱresultȱ
isȱ consistentȱ withȱ theȱ Unitedȱ States’ȱ highȱ scoreȱ

3ȱ NonȬresponseȱ toȱ thisȱ particularȱ questionȱ wasȱ 6.47%ȱ
(weighted)ȱ acrossȱ theȱ sampleȱ asȱ aȱ whole.ȱ Analysisȱ wasȱ
conductedȱusingȱSTATAȱv11.1.ȱ
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inȱ theȱ Economist’sȱ democracyȱ index4ȱ (Kekicȱ
SocioeconomicȱandȱDemographicȱ
2007);ȱ however,ȱ interestingly,ȱ Canadaȱ –ȱ whichȱ
Factorsȱ andȱ Confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
alsoȱ boastsȱ aȱ highȱ democracyȱ indexȱ score5ȱ ȬȬȱ
doesȱnotȱplaceȱasȱhighȱhereȱwithȱaȱmeanȱscoreȱofȱ
CriminalȱJusticeȱSystemȱ
48.7.ȱColombia’sȱhighȱscoreȱisȱinterestingȱinȱlightȱ
ofȱtheȱcountry’sȱdifficultiesȱwithȱlawȱandȱorder.ȱ
Weȱbeginȱbyȱexaminingȱhowȱsocioeconomicȱandȱ
Haitiȱ hasȱ aȱ comparativelyȱ highȱ averageȱ
demographicȱ featuresȱ affectȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ systemȱ (40.2ȱ
criminalȱ justiceȱ system.7ȱ Oneȱ mightȱ expectȱ
units),ȱ whichȱ isȱ surprisingȱ consideringȱ itsȱ highȱ
wealthyȱindividuals,ȱwhoȱmayȱenjoyȱpositionsȱofȱ
corruptionȱ victimizationȱ levelȱ (seeȱ Seligsonȱ andȱ
privilege,ȱ toȱ haveȱ moreȱ confidenceȱ thatȱ
Smithȱ 2010).6ȱ Interestingly,ȱ severalȱ countriesȱ
governmentalȱ systemsȱ willȱ workȱ inȱ theirȱ favor.ȱ
withȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ developmentȱ fallȱ atȱ theȱ lowȱ
However,ȱweȱsuspectȱthatȱtheȱwealthyȱareȱmoreȱ
endȱ ofȱ theȱ setȱ ofȱ countries,ȱ specificallyȱ Chile,ȱ
likelyȱtoȱbeȱvictimizedȱbyȱcrime,ȱanȱattributeȱthatȱ
whereȱ faithȱ inȱ theȱ effectivenessȱ ofȱ theȱ CJSȱ
mightȱ translateȱ intoȱ skepticismȱ regardingȱ theȱ
averagesȱ38.8ȱunits,ȱandȱArgentinaȱaveragesȱ36.9ȱ
effectivenessȱofȱtheȱjudiciaryȱ(GaviriaȱandȱPagesȱ
units.ȱTheȱlowestȱmeanȱlevelȱofȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱ
2002;ȱ Maldonadoȱ 2011).ȱ Similarly,ȱ residentsȱ ofȱ
criminalȱ judicialȱ systemȱ isȱ foundȱ inȱ Ecuadorȱ
urbanȱ areasȱ experienceȱ moreȱ crimeȱ thanȱ thoseȱ
(30.5ȱunits),ȱaȱcountryȱthatȱhasȱbeenȱaffectedȱbyȱ
livingȱ inȱ ruralȱ regions,ȱ whichȱ mayȱ explainȱ theȱ
spilloverȱ violenceȱ involvingȱ FARCȱ andȱ relatedȱ
higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ
actorsȱ and,ȱ asȱ well,ȱ aȱ
thatȱ otherȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ
recentȱ clashȱ amongȱ theȱ
foundȱ inȱ lessȱ populatedȱ
[T]heȱwealthyȱareȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱbe
executiveȱ leadership,ȱ theȱ
areasȱ (Gaviriaȱ andȱ
victimizedȱbyȱcrime,ȱwhichȱmightȱ
military,ȱandȱtheȱpolice.ȱȱ
Pagesȱ 2002;ȱ Caoȱ andȱ
Zhaoȱ
2005).ȱ
translateȱintoȱskepticismȱregardingȱ
Inȱ all,ȱ whileȱ countryȱ
Furthermore,ȱ
someȱ
theȱeffectivenessȱofȱtheȱjudiciary.
contextȱ
appearsȱ
toȱ
scholarsȱ noteȱ thatȱ theȱ
matter,ȱ thereȱ isȱ notȱ anȱ
agingȱ processȱ promotesȱ
obviousȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ levelȱ ofȱ
“conservatismȱ andȱ integrationȱ intoȱ theȱ
democracy,ȱ economicȱ development,ȱ orȱ otherȱ
institutionalȱ order,”ȱ aȱ phenomenonȱ thatȱ canȱ
salientȱ countryȬlevelȱ factors,ȱ onȱ theȱ oneȱ hand,ȱ
increaseȱtrustȱinȱgovernmentalȱbodies,ȱincludingȱ
andȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱcriminalȱjusticeȱsystemȱonȱ
theȱ CJSȱ (Caoȱ andȱ Zhaoȱ 2005,ȱ p.ȱ 406;ȱ seeȱ alsoȱ
theȱother.ȱTherefore,ȱinȱthisȱreport,ȱweȱfocusȱonȱ
ChristensonȱandȱLaegreidȱ2005).ȱȱ
individualȬlevelȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
criminalȱjusticeȱsystem.ȱ
Withȱ theseȱ expectationsȱ inȱ mind,ȱ weȱ createdȱ aȱ

ȱTheȱUnitedȱStatesȱwasȱassignedȱaȱDemocracyȱIndexȱscoreȱofȱ
8.22ȱinȱ2007.ȱȱ
5ȱ Canadaȱ wasȱ assignedȱ aȱ Democracyȱ Indexȱ scoreȱ ofȱ 9.07ȱ inȱ
2007.ȱ
6ȱInȱaddition,ȱtheȱUSȱDepartmentȱofȱStateȱclaimsȱthatȱlawȱandȱ
orderȱ inȱ Haitiȱ hasȱ progressivelyȱ deterioratedȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ
drugȱ transitȱ (Haitiȱ isȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ fourȱ mostȱ importantȱ
countriesȱ
forȱ
drugȱ
transitȱ
toȱ
theȱ
US).ȱ
http://travel.state.gov/travel/cis_pa_tw/cis/cis_1134.html#cri
meȱ
4

regressionȱmodelȱthatȱexaminesȱtheȱrelationshipȱ
betweenȱ theseȱ factorsȱ andȱ faithȱ inȱ judicialȱ
effectiveness.ȱWeȱconsideredȱwealth8,ȱeducation,ȱ
age,ȱ gender,ȱ andȱ anȱ indicatorȱ ofȱ ruralȱ versusȱ
urbanȱ residenceȱ asȱ independentȱ variables.ȱ Theȱ
regressionȱ output,ȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ displaysȱ
standardizedȱcoefficientsȱforȱeaseȱofȱcomparison.ȱ
Statisticalȱ significanceȱ isȱ representedȱ byȱ 95%ȱ
ȱ Inȱ accordȱ withȱ typicalȱ practiceȱ forȱ theȱ Insightsȱ series,ȱ weȱ
omitȱ Canadaȱ andȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ fromȱ theseȱ andȱ otherȱ
analysesȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ inȱ orderȱ toȱ focusȱ onȱ theȱ Latinȱ
AmericanȱandȱCaribbeanȱcases.ȱ
8ȱ Forȱ moreȱ informationȱ aboutȱ theȱ wealthȱ measureȱ seeȱ
Córdovaȱ(2009).
7
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confidenceȱ intervalsȱ (theȱ horizontalȱ bars)ȱ
thatȱ doȱ notȱ overlapȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ line.ȱ
Dotsȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ ofȱ theȱ lineȱ indicateȱ thatȱ theȱ
variableȱ hasȱ negativeȱ contribution,ȱ whileȱ
dotsȱtoȱtheȱrightȱimplyȱaȱpositiveȱcorrelation.ȱ

Figure 2. Socio-economic and Demographic Characteristics
Predicting Confidence in the Criminal Justice System
R-Squared =0.055
F=44.739
N =39396
Education Level

Asȱ revealedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ
wealthierȱ tendȱ toȱ haveȱ lessȱ faithȱ inȱ theȱ
judicialȱ systemȱ thanȱ theirȱ poorerȱ fellowȱ
citizens.ȱInterestingly,ȱasȱweȱwillȱshowȱlater,ȱ
thisȱ effectȱ existsȱ independentlyȱ ofȱ crimeȱ
victimizationȱ rates,ȱ implyingȱ anȱ alternateȱ
explanationȱcouldȱbeȱimportantȱtoȱconsider.ȱ
Asȱweȱexpected,ȱageȱisȱpositivelyȱcorrelatedȱ
andȱurbanȱresidencyȱisȱnegativelyȱcorrelatedȱ
withȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ
system.ȱȱ

Age

Female

Urban
Country fixed effects
and intercept included
but not shown here

Quintiles of wealth
-.08

-.06

-.04

-.02

0

.02

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Givenȱ theȱ workȱ ofȱ pastȱ scholars9,ȱ weȱ wereȱ
surprisedȱ toȱ findȱ thatȱ increasedȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
educationȱ decreaseȱ faithȱ inȱ theȱ effectivenessȱ ofȱ
theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ system.ȱ However,ȱ inȱ theȱ
Latinȱ Americanȱ context,ȱ educationȱ mayȱ causeȱ
citizensȱ toȱ beȱ moreȱ criticalȱ ofȱ theȱ appreciablyȱ
volatileȱ politicalȱ establishment;ȱ thisȱ criticalȱ
perspectiveȱ mayȱ translateȱ intoȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
trustȱinȱtheȱCJSȱ(CatterbergȱandȱMorenoȱ2006).10ȱ
Finally,ȱ weȱ noteȱ thatȱ genderȱ isȱ notȱ aȱ significantȱ
predictorȱofȱfaithȱinȱtheȱjudicialȱsystem.ȱȱ

Attitudesȱ andȱ Experiencesȱ asȱ
Predictorsȱ ofȱ Confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
CriminalȱJusticeȱSystemȱ
Priorȱ researchȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ securityȱ andȱ crimeȱ
victimizationȱ playȱ aȱ significantȱ roleȱ inȱ shapingȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ system.ȱ Aȱ
Canadianȱ studyȱ foundȱ thatȱ theȱ publicȱ tendsȱ toȱ
9ȱ Aȱ studyȱ byȱ Beneshȱ (2006)ȱ findsȱ theȱ oppositeȱ butȱ wasȱ
limitedȱtoȱtheȱUnitedȱStates.ȱ
10ȱ Oftentimes,ȱ wealthȱ andȱ educationȱ areȱ closelyȱ correlated,ȱ
makingȱ itȱ difficultȱ toȱ distinguishȱ which,ȱ ifȱ any,ȱ ofȱ theȱ twoȱ
hasȱaȱsignificantȱimpact.ȱHowever,ȱweȱhaveȱfoundȱthatȱbothȱ
variablesȱ significantlyȱ influenceȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ effectivenessȱ ofȱ
theȱ judicialȱ systemȱ evenȱ whenȱ weȱ controlȱ forȱ theȱ otherȱ
variable.ȱ Therefore,ȱ bothȱ haveȱ anȱ independentȱ andȱ
appreciableȱeffect.ȱ

subscribeȱtoȱaȱ“crimeȱcontrol”ȱmodelȱofȱtheȱCJS,ȱ
meaningȱ thatȱ theyȱ believeȱ theȱ primaryȱ roleȱ ofȱ
theȱsystemȱisȱtoȱdeterȱcrimeȱ(Robertsȱ2004,ȱ21).ȱItȱ
followsȱ thatȱ crimeȱ victims—orȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
otherwiseȱ perceiveȱ themselvesȱ asȱ vulnerableȱ orȱ
insecure—willȱtendȱtoȱdisplayȱlessȱconfidenceȱinȱ
theȱefficacyȱofȱsuchȱaȱsystem.ȱScholarsȱhaveȱalsoȱ
hypothesizedȱ thatȱ interactionȱ withȱ theȱ courtsȱ
challengesȱ priorȱ “idealisticȱ beliefs”ȱ aboutȱ theȱ
judiciaryȱ (Fossatiȱ andȱ Meekerȱ 1997,ȱ p.ȱ 144).ȱ
Beneshȱ andȱ Howellȱ (2001)ȱ assertȱ thatȱ “highȬ
stakes,ȱ lowȬcontrol”ȱ courtȱ users,ȱ suchȱ asȱ
defendantsȱ andȱ victims,ȱ willȱ haveȱ lessȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ courtsȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ theirȱ
experiences.ȱ Weȱ speculateȱ thatȱ thisȱ effectȱ isȱ notȱ
limitedȱtoȱtheȱvictimsȱthemselves;ȱitȱseemsȱlikelyȱ
thatȱ anyȱ experienceȱ withȱ crimeȱ victimization,ȱ
whetherȱ personalȱ orȱ throughȱ aȱ familyȱ member,ȱ
influencesȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ CJS.ȱ Inȱ orderȱ toȱ
measureȱ thisȱ effect,ȱ weȱ useȱ selfȬreportedȱ
individualȱ
andȱ
householdȬlevelȱ
crimeȱ
victimization,ȱ alongȱ withȱ aȱ variableȱ thatȱ
quantifiesȱ anȱ individual’sȱ overallȱ “senseȱ ofȱ
security.”11ȱ

ȱTheȱcrimeȱvictimizationȱmeasuresȱareȱcodedȱ“1”ȱifȱthereȱisȱ
aȱ reportȱ ofȱ anyȱ experience(s)ȱ andȱ “0”ȱ otherwiseȱ (basedȱ onȱ
questionsȱ VIC1EXTȱ andȱ VIC1HOGAR).ȱ Theȱ securityȱ

11
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Otherȱ studiesȱ pointȱ toȱ anȱ “allȱ goodȱ
thingsȱgoȱtogether”ȱeffect.ȱScholarsȱhaveȱ
shownȱthatȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJSȱisȱoftenȱ
tiedȱ toȱ confidenceȱ inȱ otherȱ governmentȱ
institutionsȱ (Vanȱ deȱ Walleȱ andȱ Raineȱ
2008,ȱ pp.ȱ 21Ȭ22).ȱ Someȱ suggestȱ thatȱ thisȱ
isȱ becauseȱ peopleȱ holdȱ certainȱ attitudesȱ
towardsȱ governmentȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ andȱ
theyȱ oftenȱ failȱ toȱ distinguishȱ betweenȱ
differentȱ governmentalȱ agenciesȱ (Olsonȱ
andȱ Huthȱ 1998,ȱ p.ȱ 46).ȱ Usingȱ thisȱ
framework,ȱ weȱ expectedȱ toȱ observeȱ aȱ
strongȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
country’sȱ chiefȱ executiveȱ andȱ nationalȱ
policeȱ
force,ȱ
respectively,ȱ
andȱ
12
confidenceȱinȱtheȱCJS. ȱȱ

Figure 3. Regression Analysis of Determinants of Confidence
in the Criminal Justice System, 2010
R-Squared =0.140
F=116.478
N =35672
Age
White
Sense of Security
Trust President/PM
Trust National Police
Country fixed effects
and intercept included
but not shown here

Perception of Corruption
Household Crime Victim

Also includes controls for
education, gender, urbanization,
and level of wealth

Crime Victim
-.1

-.05

0

.05

.1

.15

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Ourȱ reviewȱ ofȱ theȱ literatureȱ ledȱ usȱ toȱ
formulateȱadditionalȱexpectations.ȱGivenȱ
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
itsȱ negativeȱ implicationsȱ forȱ crimeȬ
fighting,ȱ weȱ expectedȱ thatȱ perceivedȱ
Figureȱ 3,ȱ weȱ assessȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ selfȬidentifyingȱ
corruptionȱwouldȱleadȱtoȱdiminishedȱconfidenceȱ
asȱ “white”ȱ comparedȱ toȱ selfȬidentifyingȱ asȱ
inȱ theȱ CJS.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ suspectedȱ thatȱ raceȱ mightȱ
anythingȱelse.ȱ
playȱaȱroleȱinȱshapingȱperceptionsȱofȱtheȱsystem.ȱ
Theȱ “differentialȱ experience”ȱ theoryȱ suggestsȱ
Asȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ theȱ
thatȱ citizens’ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ courtsȱ areȱ
statisticalȱ analysisȱ supportȱ theȱ notionȱ thatȱ aȱ
shapedȱ byȱ theirȱ uniqueȱ experiencesȱ withȱ theȱ
person’sȱ senseȱ ofȱ securityȱ andȱ crimeȱ
systemȱ(SunȱandȱWuȱ2006,ȱp.ȱ458).ȱScholarsȱhaveȱ
victimizationȱ areȱ importantȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ
foundȱthatȱhistoricallyȱmarginalizedȱgroupsȱtendȱ
confidenceȱinȱtheȱcriminalȱjusticeȱsystem.ȱAsȱoneȱ
toȱ showȱ reducedȱ levelsȱ ofȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ courts,ȱ
mightȱ expect,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ indicateȱ thatȱ
likelyȱ dueȱ toȱ actualȱ orȱ perceivedȱ differentialȱ
individualȬlevelȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ hasȱ aȱ
treatmentȱ(Overbyȱetȱalȱ2005;ȱTylerȱ2005).ȱUsingȱ
strongerȱ impactȱ thanȱ householdȱ crimeȱ
thisȱ framework,ȱ weȱ predictedȱ thatȱ whitesȱ (theȱ
victimization,ȱ butȱ bothȱ variablesȱ areȱ
historicallyȱprivilegedȱgroup)ȱwouldȱonȱaverageȱ
significant.14ȱ Interestingly,ȱ inȱ analysesȱ weȱ
displayȱhigherȱtrustȱthanȱotherȱracialȱandȱethnicȱ
conductedȱbutȱdoȱnotȱshowȱhere,ȱweȱfoundȱthatȱ
groups.ȱWeȱtestȱforȱthisȱrelationshipȱusingȱracialȱ
aȱvariableȱthatȱrecordsȱcrimeȱratesȱ(measuredȱbyȱ
selfȬidentification.13ȱ Asȱ anȱ admittedlyȱ simplisticȱ
aggregatingȱ selfȬreportsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ victimizationȱ
approachȱ toȱ theȱ question,ȱ inȱ theȱ analysisȱ inȱ
inȱtheȱsurvey)ȱbyȱsubȬnationalȱregionȱalsoȱhasȱaȱ

measureȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ followingȱ question:ȱ AOJ11.ȱ
Speakingȱ ofȱ theȱ neighborhoodȱ whereȱ youȱ liveȱ andȱ thinkingȱ
ofȱ theȱ possibilityȱ ofȱ beingȱ assaultedȱ orȱ robbed,ȱ doȱ youȱ feelȱ
veryȱsafe,ȱsomewhatȱsafe,ȱsomewhatȱunsafeȱorȱveryȱunsafe?ȱ
Itȱisȱcodedȱhereȱsoȱthatȱhigherȱvaluesȱindicateȱmoreȱsecurity.ȱ
12ȱ B21A.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ trustȱ theȱ Presidentȱ [Primeȱ
Minister]?ȱ B18.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ doȱ youȱ trustȱ theȱ Nationalȱ
Police?ȱ Initiallyȱ askedȱ onȱ 1Ȭ7ȱ scales,ȱ codedȱ hereȱ soȱ thatȱ
higherȱvaluesȱindicateȱmoreȱconfidence.ȱ
13ȱQuestionȱETIDȱasksȱrespondentsȱtoȱselfȬidentifyȱasȱwhite,ȱ
mestizo,ȱindigenous,ȱblack,ȱorȱofȱanotherȱrace.ȱ

significantȱeffect.ȱThisȱsuggestsȱthatȱtheȱeffectȱofȱ
crimeȱonȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJSȱisȱnotȱlimitedȱtoȱ
mereȱ victimization;ȱ overallȱ crimeȱ ratesȱ inȱ theȱ
individual’sȱregionȱalsoȱplayȱanȱimportantȱrole.ȱȱ

ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ foundȱ thatȱ anȱ individual’sȱ levelȱ ofȱ courtȱ
utilizationȱ (variableȱ EXC14)ȱ hasȱ noȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
effect.ȱ Thisȱ correspondsȱ withȱ Beneshȱ andȱ Howells’ȱ (2001)ȱ
thesisȱthatȱitȱisȱtheȱnatureȱofȱtheȱinteractionȱwithȱtheȱCJSȱthatȱ
affectsȱconfidence,ȱnotȱsimplyȱtheȱextentȱofȱsuchȱinteraction.ȱȱ

14
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inȱ analysesȱ notȱ shownȱ here,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ aȱ
variableȱ inȱ whichȱ theȱ interviewerȱ codedȱ theȱ
alsoȱ
confirmsȱ
ourȱ
expectationȱ
thatȱ
Theȱ analysisȱ
interviewee’sȱ skinȱ toneȱ isȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ systemȱ isȱ
significant.ȱ Theȱ discrepancyȱ betweenȱ objectiveȱ
highlyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ confidenceȱ inȱ otherȱ
(skinȱ tone)ȱ andȱ subjectiveȱ (selfȬidentification)ȱ
governmentalȱ institutions.ȱ Inȱ fact,ȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ
measuresȱ ofȱ raceȱ isȱ interestingȱ andȱ meritsȱ
policeȱ andȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ executiveȱ areȱ theȱ twoȱ
furtherȱ study.ȱ Inȱ particularȱ weȱ suspectȱ thatȱ theȱ
strongestȱpredictorsȱofȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJS.ȱWeȱ
relationshipȱbetweenȱskinȱcolorȱorȱrace/ethnicityȱ
initiallyȱ suspectedȱ thatȱ includingȱ bothȱ trustȱ inȱ
theȱ nationalȱ policeȱ andȱ
andȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ CJSȱ
criminalȱjusticeȱsystemȱ
[C]rimeȱvictimization,ȱperceptionsȱof
mightȱ beȱ oneȱ thatȱ
mightȱcauseȱproblemsȱforȱ
corruption,ȱandȱfeelingsȱofȱinsecurityȱ variesȱ byȱ country,ȱ
theȱmodel,ȱasȱweȱthoughtȱ
theȱ twoȱ variablesȱ mightȱ
translateȱintoȱdiminishedȱconfidenceȱ givenȱ theȱ vastlyȱ
differentȱ demographicȱ
captureȱ
theȱ
sameȱ
inȱtheȱcriminalȱjusticeȱsystem.ȱȱ
profilesȱ thatȱ existȱ
sentiment.ȱ However,ȱ ourȱ
acrossȱtheȱAmericas.ȱȱ
robustnessȱ
checksȱ
confirmȱ thatȱ theȱ otherȱ resultsȱ weȱ reportȱ hereȱ
holdȱ whetherȱ orȱ notȱ trustȱ inȱ theȱ policeȱ isȱ
Interestingly,ȱonceȱweȱincludeȱotherȱvariablesȱinȱ
15
includedȱ inȱ theȱ model. ȱ Inȱ otherȱ analysesȱ notȱ
theȱ model,ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ ageȱ becomesȱ
insignificantȱ (asȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3).ȱ Theȱ otherȱ
shownȱ hereȱ weȱ foundȱ thatȱ theȱ inclusionȱ ofȱ aȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ
variableȱ thatȱ recordsȱ approvalȱ ofȱ theȱ
government’sȱ performanceȱ inȱ improvingȱ
consideredȱ earlierȱ (education,ȱ wealth,ȱ gender,ȱ
securityȱdiminishesȱtheȱeffectȱofȱtheȱ“trustȱinȱtheȱ
andȱ urbanȱ vs.ȱ rural)ȱ haveȱ similarȱ effectsȱ acrossȱ
president/PM”ȱ variable,ȱ withȱ noȱ significantȱ
theȱanalysesȱshownȱinȱFiguresȱ2ȱandȱ3ȱ(theseȱareȱ
effectȱonȱtheȱresultsȱforȱtheȱ“trustȱinȱtheȱnationalȱ
notȱshownȱinȱFigureȱ3ȱforȱtheȱsakeȱofȱbrevity;ȱseeȱ
police”ȱvariable.ȱThisȱappearsȱsomewhatȱatȱoddsȱ
theȱ Appendixȱ forȱ theȱ fullȱ regressionȱ results).ȱȱ
withȱ ourȱ “allȱ goodȱ thingsȱ goȱ together”ȱ
hypothesisȱ andȱ suggestsȱ thatȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ aȱ
Conclusionsȱ
president’sȱ effectivenessȱ inȱ improvingȱ security,ȱ
notȱ hisȱ overallȱ performance,ȱ translateȱ mostȱ
Weȱ foundȱ thatȱ individualȱ andȱ householdȱ crimeȱ
clearlyȱintoȱimprovedȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJS.ȱȱ
victimization,ȱ corruptionȱ perceptions,ȱ andȱ
insecurityȱ translateȱ intoȱ diminishedȱ confidenceȱ
Theȱ analysisȱ alsoȱ supportsȱ ourȱ secondaryȱ
inȱ theȱ criminalȱ justiceȱ system.ȱ Further,ȱ itȱ seemsȱ
expectations.ȱ Asȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ perceivedȱ
thatȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ CJSȱ isȱ closelyȱ tiedȱ toȱ
corruptionȱ isȱ aȱ robustȱ predictorȱ ofȱ diminishedȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ otherȱ governmentȱ institutions.ȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ CJS.ȱ Aȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ
Variousȱsocioeconomicȱandȱdemographicȱfactorsȱ
selfȬreportedȱ race/ethnicityȱ andȱ confidenceȱ inȱ
matterȱ asȱ well,ȱ suchȱ asȱ education,ȱ wealth,ȱ andȱ
theȱ systemȱ exists,ȱ asȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ butȱ weȱ
urbanȱresidency.ȱȱ
noteȱ thatȱ thisȱ relationshipȱ isȱ somewhatȱ moreȱ
complicatedȱthanȱitȱmightȱappearȱatȱfirstȱglance.ȱ
Ourȱ findingsȱ haveȱ significantȱ publicȱ policyȱ
Theȱ analysisȱ inȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ thatȱ selfȬ
implications.ȱOurȱanalysisȱsuggestsȱthatȱtheȱbestȱ
identificationȱ asȱ “white”ȱ correspondsȱ toȱ greaterȱ
wayȱ toȱ improveȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ CJSȱ isȱ toȱ
confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ CJS,ȱ comparedȱ toȱ allȱ otherȱ
improveȱtheȱsystem’sȱperformance,ȱinȱparticularȱ
racialȱ andȱ ethnicȱ selfȬcategorizations.ȱ However,ȱ
inȱ theȱ domainȱ ofȱ lawȱ andȱ order.ȱ Lowerȱ crimeȱ
victimization,ȱ
heightenedȱ
antiȬcorruptionȱ
15ȱInȱotherȱwords,ȱexclusionȱofȱtheȱtrustȱinȱtheȱpoliceȱvariableȱ
measures,ȱandȱperceivedȱsecurityȱimprovementsȱ
doesȱ notȱ significantlyȱ impactȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ theȱ otherȱ
shouldȱ translateȱ intoȱ greaterȱ confidenceȱ inȱ theȱ
variablesȱweȱreportȱonȱhere.ȱ
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CJS.ȱBecauseȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱCJSȱisȱcloselyȱtiedȱ
toȱ confidenceȱ inȱ otherȱ governmentȱ institutionsȱ
andȱ toȱ effectiveȱ citizenȱ participationȱ inȱ theȱ
systemȱ (e.g.,ȱ byȱ witnessesȱ andȱ wellȬqualifiedȱ
personnel),ȱ suchȱ stepsȱ mightȱ improveȱ faithȱ inȱ
theȱ overallȱ government,ȱ enhanceȱ stateȱ
legitimacy,ȱ andȱ ultimatelyȱ improveȱ aȱ country’sȱ
democraticȱperformance.ȱȱ
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Appendix I: Full Regression Results
Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

Female
Ȭ0.005ȱ
Ageȱ
0.010ȱ
Urban
Ȭ0.029*ȱ
LevelȱofȱEducation
Ȭ0.031*ȱ
QuintileȱofȱWealth
Ȭ0.013*ȱ
Whiteȱ
0.020*ȱ
SenseȱofȱSecurityȱ
0.074*ȱ
TrustȱPresident/PMȱ
0.097*ȱ
TrustȱNationalȱPoliceȱ
0.200*ȱ
PerceptionȱofȱCorruption
Ȭ0.072*ȱ
HouseholdȱCrimeȱVictim
Ȭ0.024*ȱ
CrimeȱVictim
Ȭ0.049*ȱ
Mexico
Ȭ0.021*ȱ
Guatemala
Ȭ0.008ȱ
ElȱSalvador
Ȭ0.003ȱ
Hondurasȱ
0.032*ȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
0.014ȱ
CostaȱRica
Ȭ0.038*ȱ
Panamaȱ
0.040*ȱ
Colombiaȱ
0.032*ȱ
Ecuador
Ȭ0.076*ȱ
Bolivia
Ȭ0.000ȱ
Peru
Ȭ0.006ȱ
Paraguay
Ȭ0.023*ȱ
Chile
Ȭ0.057*ȱ
Brazil
Ȭ0.049*ȱ
Venezuelaȱ
0.019*ȱ
Argentinaȱ
0.010ȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
0.022*ȱ
Haiti
Ȭ0.013ȱ
Jamaicaȱ
0.091*ȱ
Guyanaȱ
0.063*ȱ
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobagoȱ
0.002ȱ
Belizeȱ
0.024*ȱ
Surinameȱ
0.048*ȱ
Constant
Ȭ0.008ȱ
RȬSquaredȱ
0.140ȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
35,672ȱ
* p<0.05
Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ
+ȱReferenceȱCountry:ȱUruguay
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Executive Summary. Does compulsory voting alter the rational calculus of
voting? According to the rational choice theory of voting, turnout depends on the
costs and benefits of voting, the probability of casting the decisive ballot, and
individuals’ sense of duty. After showing that compulsory voting boosts turnout in
Latin America and the Caribbean, this Insights report examines the extent to
which turnout is associated with the cost and benefits of voting and individuals’
sense of duty in countries with voluntary versus compulsory voting laws. Contrary
to expectations, the analysis reveals that the factors affecting voting are nearly
identical in compulsory and non-compulsory systems. In both types of countries,
the wealthy, the politically engaged, the highly educated, and those who are
older are more likely to go to the polls, while retired people, housewives,
students, and the unemployed are less likely to vote. Finally, the report discusses
the consequences of these findings for the debate about implementing
compulsory voting laws in countries with voluntary voting, or freeing citizens from
the obligation to vote in countries with compulsory voting.

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J.
Zechmeister with administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at
Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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Iȱ

sȱtheȱdecisionȱtoȱvoteȱmadeȱdifferentlyȱinȱ
Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ Caribbeanȱ countriesȱ
underȱcompulsoryȱlawsȱthanȱinȱonesȱwithȱ
voluntaryȱvoting?ȱInȱhisȱpresidentialȱaddressȱtoȱ
theȱ Americanȱ Politicalȱ Scienceȱ Association,ȱ
Lijphartȱ (1997)ȱ mentionedȱ severalȱ benefitsȱ toȱ
compulsoryȱ votingȱ laws.ȱ Theȱ principalȱ oneȱ isȱ
thatȱ highȱ turnoutȱ diminishesȱ whatȱ canȱ beȱ aȱ
significantȱ threatȱ toȱ representativeȱ democracy:ȱ
theȱ electionȱ ofȱ officialsȱ inȱ competitionsȱ withȱ
lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ voterȱ participation,ȱ whichȱ
producesȱ weakȱ popularȱ mandates.ȱ Heȱ alsoȱ
suggestedȱ thatȱ compulsoryȱ votingȱ levelsȱ theȱ
playingȱ fieldȱ byȱ reducingȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ
turnoutȱ isȱ “unequalȱ andȱ socioeconomicallyȱ
biased”ȱ(p.ȱ2).ȱȱ
Scholarsȱ haveȱ shownȱ thatȱ electoralȱ turnoutȱ isȱ
higherȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ enforcedȱ compulsoryȱ
votingȱ(Norrisȱ2004).ȱHowever,ȱtheȱquestionȱofȱ
howȱ compulsoryȱ votingȱ affectsȱ theȱ decisionȬ
makingȱ calculusȱ ofȱ votingȱ andȱ inequalitiesȱ inȱ
participationȱ remainsȱ relativelyȱ underȬ
explored.ȱOneȱstudyȱexaminesȱthisȱtopicȱatȱtheȱ
aggregateȱ levelȱ (Panagopoulusȱ 2008),ȱ whileȱ
moreȱ recentlyȱ Singhȱ (2011)ȱ usesȱ aȱ hierarchicalȱ
modelȱ toȱ examineȱ theȱ topicȱ withȱ aȱ scatteredȱ
sampleȱ ofȱ 36ȱ countriesȱ aroundȱ theȱ world,ȱ
includingȱsomeȱLatinȱAmericanȱones.ȱResearchȱ
focusedȱ onȱ Westernȱ countriesȱ shows,ȱ asȱ
suggestedȱ byȱ Lijphartȱ (1997)ȱ thatȱ mandatoryȱ
votingȱ decreasesȱ inequalityȱ inȱ participationȱ
(Mackerrasȱ andȱ McAllisterȱ 1999;ȱ Jackmanȱ
2001).ȱȱ
Beyondȱcompulsoryȱvoting,ȱBlaisȱ(2000)ȱarguesȱ
thatȱ turnoutȱ dependsȱ onȱ fourȱ dimensionsȱ
relatedȱ toȱ aȱ rationalȱ decision:ȱ theȱ benefitsȱ ofȱ
voting,ȱ theȱ probabilityȱ ofȱ castingȱ aȱ decisiveȱ
vote,ȱ theȱ costȱ ofȱ voting,ȱ andȱ theȱ individual’sȱ
senseȱofȱduty.ȱInȱthisȱInsightsȱreport1,ȱIȱproposeȱ
toȱ testȱ whetherȱ theȱ impactȱ ofȱ eachȱ factorȱ onȱ
voterȱ turnoutȱ forȱ countriesȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ
andȱ theȱ Caribbeanȱ dependsȱ onȱ whetherȱ theȱ

countryȱ hasȱ voluntaryȱ orȱ compulsoryȱ voting.2ȱ
Inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ AmericasBarometer,ȱ 11ȱ
countriesȱ outȱ ofȱ 24ȱ surveyedȱ haveȱ compulsoryȱ
andȱ regulatedȱ voting.3ȱ So,ȱ thisȱ sampleȱ offersȱ aȱ
sortȱofȱ“naturalȱexperiment”ȱtoȱtestȱtheseȱclaimsȱ
inȱaȱparticularȱregionȱofȱtheȱworld.ȱIȱdivideȱtheȱ
analysisȱ inȱ threeȱ sections.ȱ Theȱ firstȱ presentsȱ
informationȱ aboutȱ turnoutȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ
andȱ theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Theȱ secondȱ analyzesȱ theȱ
impactȱ ofȱ compulsoryȱ votingȱ onȱ turnoutȱ
controllingȱ forȱ demographicȱ variables.ȱ Itȱ alsoȱ
includesȱ economicȱ andȱ politicalȱ variablesȱ
relatedȱ toȱ theȱ dimensionsȱ describedȱ byȱ Blais,ȱ
specificallyȱ theȱ costȱ andȱ benefitsȱ ofȱ votingȱ andȱ
theȱsenseȱofȱdutyȱofȱtheȱvoter.4ȱFinally,ȱIȱassessȱ
theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ theseȱ threeȱ
factorsȱ onȱ theȱ decisionȱ toȱ turnoutȱ dependsȱ onȱ
whetherȱ theȱ systemȱ usesȱ compulsoryȱ orȱ
voluntaryȱvoting.ȱȱ
Toȱ examineȱ theȱ roleȱ ofȱ compulsory/voluntaryȱ
votingȱ onȱ voterȱ turnoutȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ
theȱCaribbean,ȱIȱwillȱuseȱaȱquestionȱaskedȱinȱtheȱ
2010ȱroundȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometer:5ȱ
VB2.ȱ Didȱ youȱ voteȱ inȱ theȱ lastȱ presidentialȱ /ȱ
generalȱelections?6ȱ
Respondentsȱcouldȱindicateȱwhetherȱtheyȱvotedȱ
orȱnot.ȱItȱisȱimportantȱtoȱnoteȱthatȱthisȱquestionȱ
focusesȱ onȱ theȱ lastȱ presidentialȱ orȱ
parliamentaryȱ election,ȱ whichȱ differsȱ inȱ eachȱ
country.ȱ Whileȱ inȱ countriesȱ suchȱ asȱ Chileȱ andȱ
Uruguayȱ electionsȱ occurredȱ justȱ aȱ fewȱ monthsȱ

I consider countries that have compulsory but unenforced
voting as voluntary; thus this variable is binary.

2

I exclude the USA and Canada because the emphasis of
this Insights series is on Latin America and the Caribbean.

3

I do not include the probability of casting the decisive
ballot into the analysis because I do not have a variable that
taps this factor; this is not a large loss, as its influence is
comparatively negligible.

4

Funding for the 2010 round mainly came from the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID).
Important sources of support were also the Inter-American
Development Bank (IADB), the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), and Vanderbilt University.

5

Prior issues in the Insights Series can be found at:
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php
The data on which they are based can be found at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/survey-data.php

1

6

The non-response rate for this question was 1.79%.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

258

Compulsory Voting and the Decision to Vote
Arturo Maldonado
previously,ȱ inȱ othersȱ suchȱ asȱ Peruȱ andȱ Brazil,ȱ
electionsȱoccurredȱasȱlongȱagoȱasȱ2006.7ȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ presentsȱ theȱ averageȱ reportedȱ voterȱ
turnoutȱ inȱ 24ȱ countriesȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ andȱ
theȱ Caribbean.ȱ Itȱ shows,ȱ asȱ expected,ȱ thatȱ
turnoutȱisȱhigherȱinȱcountriesȱwithȱcompulsoryȱ
voting,ȱ butȱ theȱ differenceȱ isȱ notȱ asȱ greatȱ asȱ
typicallyȱ thought,ȱ 5.9%.8ȱ However,ȱ thisȱ
differenceȱ mayȱ beȱ affectedȱ byȱ oneȱ knownȱ
limitation,ȱ namelyȱ theȱ overreportingȱ ofȱ
turnout.ȱ Previousȱ researchȱ hasȱ shownȱ thatȱ
peopleȱinȱCentralȱAmericaȱtendȱtoȱoverestimateȱ
theirȱvotingȱparticipationȱ(Seligsonȱet.ȱal.ȱ1995)ȱ
andȱ theȱ sameȱ mayȱ happenȱ inȱ theȱ restȱ ofȱ Latinȱ
America.ȱ Indeed,ȱ theȱ averageȱ differenceȱ
betweenȱ actualȱ andȱ selfȬreportedȱ turnoutȱ isȱ
onlyȱ 4.4%ȱ inȱ compulsoryȱ countries,ȱ whileȱ itȱ isȱ
12.2%ȱ inȱ voluntaryȱ countries.ȱ Thatȱ meansȱ thatȱ
theȱ differenceȱ inȱ turnoutȱ betweenȱ compulsoryȱ
andȱ nonȬcompulsoryȱ countriesȱ isȱ actuallyȱ
higherȱthanȱtheȱselfȬreportedȱdataȱsuggest.ȱ

Determinantsȱ
ofȱ
Turnout:ȱȱ
SocioȬDemographicȱ
Groups,ȱ
Politicalȱ
Variables,ȱ
andȱ
CompulsoryȱVoting
Followingȱ previousȱ researchȱ (Powellȱ 1986ȱ andȱ
Blaisȱ 2000),ȱ Iȱ testȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ selectedȱ
sociodemographicȱ variablesȱ onȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
turnout.9ȱ Accordingȱ toȱ Blais,ȱ theȱ costȱ ofȱ votingȱ
entailsȱbothȱinformationȱcostsȱandȱtheȱtimeȱandȱ
moneyȱ spentȱ goingȱ toȱ theȱ poll.ȱ So,ȱ inȱ additionȱ
toȱ theȱ standardȱ variablesȱ (gender,ȱ education,ȱ
andȱ age),ȱ Blaisȱ alsoȱ includesȱ variablesȱ thatȱ

Figure 1. Turnout in Latin American and Caribbean
Countries

captureȱ theȱ retired10,ȱ housewives,ȱ theȱ
unemployed,ȱandȱstudents.11ȱHere,ȱIȱexpectȱthatȱ
theseȱgroupsȱareȱlessȱlikelyȱtoȱbeȱableȱtoȱaffordȱ
theȱ costȱ ofȱ voting.ȱ Consequently,ȱ Iȱ anticipateȱ
theseȱ variablesȱ willȱ haveȱ negativeȱ coefficients.ȱ
Further,ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ includeȱ wealthȱ asȱ aȱ measureȱ
relatedȱ toȱ theȱ costȱ ofȱ voting,ȱ sinceȱ Iȱ considerȱ
thatȱ richȱ peopleȱ areȱ moreȱ ableȱ toȱ bearȱ theȱ costȱ
ofȱgettingȱinformationȱandȱofȱgoingȱtoȱtheȱpollȱ
station.ȱȱ
Inȱ theȱ sameȱ fashion,ȱ senseȱ ofȱ dutyȱ mayȱ beȱ
gaugedȱ byȱ severalȱ measures.ȱ Here,ȱ Iȱ useȱ aȱ
systemȱ supportȱ index.12ȱ Iȱ assumeȱ thatȱ whenȱ aȱ
personȱhasȱhigherȱsupportȱforȱtheȱsystem,ȱheȱorȱ
sheȱisȱlikelyȱtoȱhaveȱaȱmoreȱdevelopedȱsenseȱofȱ
dutyȱ inȱ electoralȱ terms.13ȱ Finally,ȱ Iȱ assessȱ theȱ

This variable includes the retired, pensioners, and people
who are permanently disabled.

10

7 The time elapsed since the election might affect
overreporting. I replicated the following analyses for the
subset of countries with a difference between reported and
official turnout lower than 10% and 5% and I find results
akin to those presented here.

According to IDEA data, the official turnout in Latin
American and Caribbean countries with compulsory voting
is 72.4% and in countries with voluntary voting it is 60.6%,
giving a difference of 11.8% (www.idea.int/vt). See
Appendix for details.
8

All analyses conducted with STATA v11 and results were
adjusted for the complex sample design employed.
9

Blais also includes married people and finds a positive
and significant effect on turnout. Here, I also include this
variable to replicate this analysis.

11

This is an index based on responses, on a 1-7 scale
running from strongly disagree to strongly agree, to five
statements regarding support for the courts, support for the
political institutions of the country, belief that basic rights
are protected, pride in the political system, and support for
the political system.

12

I replicated this analysis using a support for democracy
variable as a measure of individuals’ sense of duty, and I
get similar results.

13
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importanceȱ ofȱ theȱ benefitsȱ ofȱ votingȱ byȱ
includingȱaȱvariableȱthatȱmeasuresȱwhetherȱaȱ
personȱ worksȱ forȱ aȱ party.14ȱ Iȱ considerȱ thatȱ
thoseȱwhoȱworkȱforȱaȱpartyȱmayȱbenefitȱtoȱaȱ
greaterȱ extentȱ ifȱ theirȱ partyȱ winsȱ thanȱ thoseȱ
whoȱdoȱnotȱworkȱforȱaȱparty.ȱȱ
Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ theȱ resultsȱ ofȱ aȱ multiȬlevelȱ
logisticȱ regressionȱ modelȱ ofȱ selfȬreportedȱ
turnoutȱ usingȱ theseȱ variables.ȱ Theȱ impactȱ ofȱ
eachȱvariableȱisȱinȱtheȱexpectedȱdirection.ȱTheȱ
retired,ȱ students,ȱ housewives,ȱ andȱ theȱ
unemployedȱareȱallȱlessȱlikelyȱtoȱvote.ȱOnȱtheȱ
contrary,ȱasȱBlaisȱfinds,ȱmarriedȱpeople,ȱolderȱ
people15,ȱ andȱ theȱ wellȬeducatedȱ areȱ moreȱ
likelyȱ toȱ goȱ toȱ theȱ pollingȱ station.ȱ Thisȱ
indicatesȱ thatȱ particularȱ socialȱ groupsȱ faceȱ
greaterȱbarriersȱtoȱcastingȱaȱballot.ȱTheȱmoreȱ
educatedȱ segmentsȱ ofȱ theȱ populationȱ haveȱ
moreȱ interestȱ andȱ knowledgeȱ aboutȱ politicsȱ
andȱ probablyȱ aȱ higherȱ senseȱ ofȱ citizenshipȱ
thatȱ pushȱ themȱ toȱ goȱ voteȱ (Milsteinȱ andȱ
Greenȱ2010).ȱ
Resultsȱ forȱ wealth,ȱ workingȱ forȱ aȱ party,ȱ andȱ
systemȱ supportȱ areȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ
alsoȱ inȱ theȱ expectedȱ direction.ȱ Specifically,ȱ
peopleȱ withȱ higherȱ systemȱ support,ȱ whoȱ haveȱ
workedȱforȱaȱparty,ȱandȱwhoȱareȱwealthierȱareȱ
moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ castȱ aȱ vote.ȱ So,ȱ theȱ moreȱ theȱ
citizenȱ isȱ politicallyȱ integrated,ȱ theȱ moreȱ likelyȱ
heȱorȱsheȱisȱtoȱvote.ȱȱ
Iȱ alsoȱ includeȱ anȱ indicatorȱ forȱ whetherȱ theȱ
countryȱhasȱaȱcompulsoryȱvotingȱsystem.16ȱTheȱ

Figure 2. The Impact of Socio-Demographic,
Political Variables, and Compulsory Voting
on Turnout, 2010

coefficientȱ forȱ thisȱ variableȱ isȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ atȱ aȱ 95%ȱ levelȱ ofȱ confidenceȱ (pȬ
value=0.106),ȱbutȱitȱisȱinȱtheȱexpectedȱdirectionȱ
andȱ substantivelyȱ asȱ relevantȱ orȱ moreȱ relevantȱ
thanȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ theȱ individualȱ measures.ȱ
Thus,ȱ peopleȱ livingȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ
compulsoryȱ electoralȱ lawsȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ
vote.ȱ Thisȱ resultȱ isȱ notȱ surprising,ȱ andȱ itȱ isȱ
corroboratedȱbyȱresearchȱatȱtheȱaggregateȱlevelȱ
inȱLatinȱAmericaȱ(Fornosȱet.ȱal.ȱ2004).ȱȱ
Nonetheless,ȱaȱquestionȱremains:ȱtoȱwhatȱextentȱ
areȱ theseȱ opinionsȱ andȱ attitudesȱ differentȱ inȱ
compulsoryȱ versusȱ voluntaryȱ countries?ȱ Theȱ
nextȱsectionȱtakesȱupȱthisȱquestion.ȱ

I replicated this analysis using party identification as a
measure for benefits of voting, and I get parallel results.

14

I find a curvilinear pattern that indicates that people in
their forties and fifties are most likely to vote, whereas
those younger and older have lower probabilities. This
pattern is similar to that found by Seligson at. al. (1995) for
a survey of six Central American countries. Here, I find the
same configuration for a broad sample of 24 countries.
Further, I also ran this model including the squared term
for age and found a positive and statistically significant
coefficient for age and a negative and significant one for
age squared, indicating the same curvilinear pattern.
15

16 This is a second-level variable, which means that it is a
characteristic of a country and not a characteristic of
individuals. For that reason, I run a multi-level logistic

CrossȬCountryȱ Variationȱ inȱ theȱ
DeterminantsȱofȱTurnoutȱ
Inȱorderȱtoȱanswerȱthisȱquestion,ȱIȱrunȱseparateȱ
regressionsȱ forȱ twoȱ groupsȱ ofȱ countries:ȱ thoseȱ
withȱ voluntaryȱ votingȱ andȱ thoseȱ withȱ
model. See the Appendix for details about countries with
compulsory vs. voluntary voting and turnout.
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Figure 3. The Impact of Socio-Demographic and Political Variables by Type of Country, 2010

Countries with Voluntary Voting

compulsoryȱvotingȱlaws.17ȱIȱexpectȱthatȱtheȱcostȱ
ofȱ voting,ȱ measuredȱ byȱ socioȬdemographicȱ
characteristicsȱandȱwealth,ȱdecreasesȱturnoutȱinȱ
countriesȱ withȱ compulsoryȱ voting.ȱ Butȱ thisȱ
relationshipȱ shouldȱ beȱ evenȱ strongerȱ inȱ
countriesȱ withȱ voluntaryȱ voting.ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ expectȱ
theȱ sameȱ relationshipȱ regardingȱ theȱ senseȱ ofȱ
dutyȱandȱtheȱbenefitsȱofȱvoting;ȱaȱpositiveȱeffectȱ
inȱ countriesȱ withȱ voluntaryȱ votingȱ andȱ aȱ
smallerȱ effectȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ compulsoryȱ
voting.ȱ
Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ theseȱ twoȱ logisticȱ regressions,ȱ
oneȱ forȱ eachȱ typeȱ ofȱ country.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ
indicateȱ thatȱ thereȱ areȱ strongȱ similaritiesȱ
betweenȱ theȱ twoȱ models.ȱ Inȱ bothȱ typesȱ ofȱ
countriesȱ theȱ coefficientsȱ forȱ theȱ retired,ȱ
housewives,ȱ theȱ unemployedȱ andȱ studentsȱ areȱ
negativeȱ andȱ statisticallyȱ significant.ȱ Similarly,ȱ
I also ran a multi-level logistic model that includes the
second-level variable and interactive terms between this
variable and the key independent variables to test whether
there are differences in the effects of those variables across
these two types of countries. In this model none of the
interactive variables is statistically significant at 95% level
of confidence. This means, as Figure 3 suggests, that there
are no differences in the effects of these variables across
countries with compulsory and voluntary voting laws.
Given that I find similar results and given the scope of this
short report, I do not present results from that complex
model here.
17

Countries with Compulsory Voting

variablesȱ forȱ marriedȱ andȱ ageȱ presentȱ positiveȱ
andȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ coefficients.ȱ Iȱ
expectedȱ theseȱ effectsȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ
voluntaryȱ voting,ȱ butȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ
compulsoryȱ votingȱ Iȱ hadȱ expectedȱ smallerȱ
effectsȱ thanȱ areȱ shownȱ here.ȱ Iȱ alsoȱ find,ȱ againȱ
contraryȱ toȱ myȱ expectation,ȱ thatȱ wealthȱ isȱ
positive,ȱ statisticallyȱ significant,ȱ andȱ ofȱ
relativelyȱ equalȱ impactȱ inȱ bothȱ typesȱ ofȱ
countries.ȱ Lastly,ȱ Iȱ findȱ thatȱ systemȱ supportȱ isȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ ofȱ veryȱ similarȱ
magnitudeȱ inȱ bothȱ typesȱ ofȱ countries.ȱ Thus,ȱ itȱ
appearsȱ thatȱ theȱ individual’sȱ senseȱ ofȱ duty,ȱ
measuredȱ byȱ theȱ respondent’sȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
system,ȱ isȱ associatedȱ withȱ theȱ decisionȱ toȱ voteȱ
regardlessȱ ofȱ whetherȱ votingȱ isȱ voluntaryȱ orȱ
obligatory.ȱȱ

Discussionȱ
Theȱstudyȱofȱtheȱeffectȱofȱcompulsoryȱvotingȱonȱ
turnoutȱhasȱforȱtheȱmostȱpartȱbeenȱexaminedȱatȱ
theȱ aggregateȱ level.ȱ Inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ report,ȱ Iȱ
seekȱ toȱ contributeȱ toȱ thatȱ discussionȱ byȱ
focusingȱ onȱ theȱ individualȱ level,ȱ examiningȱ
howȱ thisȱ featureȱ affectsȱ theȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ individualȱ attributesȱ andȱ votingȱ
behavior.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ indicateȱ surprisinglyȱ fewȱ
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differencesȱbetweenȱcitizensȱlivingȱinȱcountriesȱ
withȱcompulsoryȱversusȱvoluntaryȱvoting.ȱȱ
Thisȱ reportȱ alsoȱ helpsȱ usȱ answerȱ anȱ importantȱ
question:ȱ whatȱ happensȱ ifȱ aȱ countryȱ withȱ
compulsoryȱ votingȱ changesȱ toȱ voluntaryȱ
voting?ȱ Scholarsȱ andȱ policymakersȱ haveȱ beenȱ
worriedȱ aboutȱ whetherȱ thisȱ changeȱ wouldȱ
introduceȱaȱbiasȱinȱelectoralȱresultsȱfavorableȱtoȱ
economicȱandȱpoliticalȱelitesȱ(Lijphartȱ1997).ȱOnȱ
theȱ otherȱ side,ȱ someȱ scholarsȱ (Mackerrasȱ andȱ
McAllisterȱ1999,ȱJakeeȱandȱSunȱ2006)ȱargueȱthatȱ
compulsoryȱ votingȱ introducesȱ anȱ electoralȱ
advantageȱ forȱ leftistȱ partiesȱ andȱ increasesȱ theȱ
rateȱofȱinvalidȱvotes.ȱ
Accordingȱ toȱ theseȱ results,ȱ anȱ economicȱ andȱ aȱ
politicalȱ biasȱ existȱ equallyȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ
voluntaryȱandȱcompulsoryȱvoting.ȱSo,ȱchangingȱ
fromȱ compulsoryȱ toȱ voluntaryȱ orȱ fromȱ
voluntaryȱtoȱcompulsoryȱvotingȱmayȱnotȱaffectȱ
howȱpeopleȱevaluateȱwhetherȱtoȱvoteȱorȱnotȱtoȱ
vote.ȱ Inȱ conclusion,ȱ theseȱ resultsȱ indicateȱ thatȱ

theȱ rationalȱ calculusȱ isȱ basicallyȱ theȱ sameȱ
regardlessȱ ofȱ whetherȱ aȱ countryȱ usesȱ
compulsoryȱ orȱ voluntaryȱ voting.ȱ Turnoutȱ
decisionsȱ areȱ basedȱ onȱ economicȱ calculationsȱ
andȱ politicalȱ values.ȱ So,ȱ aȱ changeȱ fromȱ
compulsoryȱ toȱ voluntaryȱ votingȱ decreasesȱ
turnoutȱ andȱ mayȱ maintainȱ theȱ economicȱ andȱ
politicalȱ biases;ȱ inȱ contrast,ȱ aȱ changeȱ fromȱ
voluntaryȱ toȱ compulsoryȱ wouldȱ theoreticallyȱ
increaseȱ turnout,ȱ butȱ apparentlyȱ notȱ eliminateȱ
theseȱbiases.ȱ
Futureȱresearchȱshouldȱexamineȱtheȱroleȱplayedȱ
byȱtheȱpenaltiesȱforȱnotȱvotingȱinȱcountriesȱwithȱ
compulsoryȱ voting.ȱ Theȱ rationalȱ calculusȱ ofȱ
votingȱmayȱdependȱnotȱonlyȱonȱsocioeconomicȱ
status,ȱ butȱ alsoȱ onȱ whetherȱ oneȱ canȱ easilyȱ
affordȱ theȱ penaltyȱ forȱ notȱ voting.ȱ Itȱ mayȱ beȱ
easierȱ toȱ affordȱ aȱ fineȱ thanȱ theȱ suspensionȱ ofȱ
basicȱrights.ȱInȱshort,ȱandȱasȱalways,ȱmoreȱworkȱ
remainsȱ toȱ beȱ doneȱ but,ȱ inȱ theȱ meantime,ȱ thisȱ
Insightsȱ reportȱ addsȱ oneȱ moreȱ perspectiveȱ toȱ
theȱ literatureȱ onȱ turnoutȱ andȱ turnoutȱ rules.
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Appendix
AppendixȱTableȱ1.ȱLatinȱAmericanȱandȱCaribbeanȱCountriesȱbyȱOfficialȱandȱReportedȱTurnoutȱandȱbyȱ
TypeȱofȱElectionȱ
LAPOP
(reported
turnout)

IDEA
(official turnout)ȱ

Diff.

Venezuela

68.6%

76.3%

-7.7%

Costa Rica

58.0%

64.0%

-6.0%

Peru

80.0%

83.2%

-3.2%

Brazil

83.4%

83.6%

-0.1%

Argentina

75.2%

72.2%

3.0%

Dominican Republic

76.1%

71.6%

4.5%

Paraguay

66.8%

45.9%

20.9%

Honduras

60.9%

60.6%

0.4%

Uruguay

93.5%

91.8%

1.7%

Ecuador

92.7%

84.1%

8.6%

Bolivia

89.2%

63.4%

25.8%

Suriname
Nicaragua
Guyana
Haiti
Colombia
Trinidad and Tobago
Jamaica
Guatemala
Belize
Canada
United States
Panama
Chile

70.5%
69.4%
71.2%
59.4%
60.2%
68.1%
57.2%
69.0%
76.4%
78.2%
86.3%
81.8%
93.7%

53.0%
74.2%
66.4%
47.8%
44.2%
72.5%
49.6%
45.5%
73.9%
53.6%
58.2%
80.3%
63.0%

17.5%
-4.8%
4.8%
11.6%
16.1%
-4.4%
7.6%
23.5%
2.6%
24.6%
28.0%
1.5%
30.7%

Mexico

71.0%

63.3%

7.8%

El Salvador

79.3%

63.1%

16.2%

Countryȱ

Compulsory / Voluntary
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Compulsory and
regulated
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary
Voluntary (no
enforcement)
Voluntary (no
enforcement)
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AppendixȱTableȱ2.ȱHierarchicalȱRegressionȱModelȱPredictingȱVotingȱ
TurnoutȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean,ȱ2010ȱ
Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

Compulsoryȱvotingȱ
Systemȱsupportȱ
Workingȱforȱpartyȱ
Wealthȱ
Educationȱ
Ageȱ
Femaleȱ
Marriedȱ
Student
Unemployed
Housewife
Retired
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
NumberȱofȱCountriesȱ

0.222ȱ
0.092**ȱ
0.278**ȱ
0.068**ȱ
0.230**ȱ
0.757**ȱ
0.036*ȱ
0.248**ȱ
Ȭ0.240**ȱ
Ȭ0.103**ȱ
Ȭ0.108**ȱ
Ȭ0.207**ȱ
37,673
24

0.138ȱ
0.014ȱ
0.016ȱ
0.015ȱ
0.017ȱ
0.019ȱ
0.015ȱ
0.014ȱ
0.013ȱ
0.013ȱ
0.016ȱ
0.018ȱ

WaldȱChi2ȱ

3,744.16

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*pȱ<ȱ.05;ȱ**ȱpȱ<ȱ.01.ȱȱ
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AppendixȱTableȱ3.ȱLogisticȱRegressionȱModelȱPredictingȱVotingȱTurnoutȱforȱCountriesȱwithȱ
CompulsoryȱandȱVoluntaryȱVoting,ȱ2010ȱ
CountriesȱwithȱVoluntaryȱVotingȱ
ȱȱȱCoefficientȱ
Systemȱsupportȱ
Workingȱforȱpartyȱ
Wealthȱ
Educationȱ
Ageȱ
Femaleȱ
Marriedȱ
Studentȱ
Unemployedȱ
Housewifeȱ
Retiredȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
Fȱ
ȱ

0.093*ȱ
0.306*ȱ
0.066*ȱ
0.195*ȱ
0.814*ȱ
0.050*ȱ
0.219*ȱ
Ȭ0.237*
Ȭ0.093*
Ȭ0.095*
Ȭ0.210*
18513
93.96

CountriesȱwithȱCompulsoryȱVotingȱ

tȬvalueȱ

Coefficientȱ

tȬvalueȱ

4.38ȱ
13.27ȱ
3.18ȱ
8.18ȱ
28.35ȱ
2.53ȱ
11.40ȱ
Ȭ12..62
Ȭ4.88
Ȭ4.32
Ȭ8.27

0.089*ȱ
0.266*ȱ
0.083*ȱ
0.281*ȱ
0.743*ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.282*ȱ
Ȭ0.254
Ȭ0.117*
Ȭ0.123*
Ȭ0.199*
19160

3.83ȱ
9.32ȱ
3.52ȱ
9.46ȱ
18.24ȱ
1.26ȱ
12.13ȱ
Ȭ12.71ȱ
Ȭ5.95ȱ
Ȭ4.49ȱ
Ȭ5.85ȱ

89.85

ȱ Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*pȱ<ȱ.05.ȱ
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Who Seeks to Exit? Security, Connections, and Happiness as
Predictors of Migration Intentions in the Americas
ByȱAlex Arnold, Paul Hamilton, and Jimmy Moore
With Arturo Maldonadoȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Executive Summary. Migrationȱ patternsȱ haveȱ featuredȱ prominentlyȱ onȱ theȱ
agendasȱ ofȱ politicians,ȱ analysts,ȱ andȱ researchersȱ forȱ decades.ȱ However,ȱ currentȱ
researchȱonȱtheȱinstigatingȱforcesȱofȱmigrationȱreliesȱheavilyȱonȱtheoreticalȱorȱsingleȬ
caseȱ studiesȱ ratherȱ thanȱ crossȬnationalȱ empiricalȱ analyses.ȱ Forȱ thisȱ reason,ȱ weȱ useȱ
variousȱ questionsȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ toȱ investigateȱ whyȱ
peopleȱdesireȱtoȱmoveȱawayȱfromȱorȱstayȱinȱtheirȱhomeȱcountry.ȱBuildingȱuponȱtheȱ
existingȱ literature,ȱ weȱ analyzeȱ people’sȱ desireȱ toȱ emigrateȱ fromȱ 24ȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ
Americas.ȱTheȱresultsȱrevealȱthatȱhappinessȱisȱaȱkeyȱfactorȱinȱaȱdecisionȱtoȱemigrate.ȱ
Inȱ addition,ȱ consideringȱ theȱ sampleȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ theȱ mostȱ educatedȱ
individualsȱareȱamongȱtheȱmostȱlikelyȱtoȱleave.ȱPeopleȱwhoȱhaveȱbeenȱvictimizedȱinȱ
theȱ past,ȱ whoȱ believeȱ theȱ countryȱ isȱ strugglingȱ economically,ȱ whoȱ haveȱ relativesȱ
abroad,ȱandȱwhoȱhaveȱweakerȱtiesȱtoȱhomeȱalsoȱexhibitȱaȱhigherȱinclinationȱtoȱleave.ȱ
Finally,ȱandȱperhapsȱslightlyȱtroublingȱforȱmanyȱcountries,ȱtheȱyoungestȱmembersȱofȱ
societyȱareȱtheȱmostȱlikelyȱtoȱleaveȱofȱanyȱageȱgroup.

LAPOPȱisȱpleasedȱtoȱnoteȱthatȱthisȱreportȱwasȱdevelopedȱandȱwrittenȱbyȱ
VanderbiltȱundergraduateȱstudentsȱparticipatingȱinȱaȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
honorsȱseminarȱ(HONS186,ȱtaughtȱbyȱProfessorȱE.ȱJ.ȱZechmeister).ȱȱ
Biographiesȱofȱtheȱauthorsȱareȱprovidedȱinȱtheȱreportȱappendix.ȱ

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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H

ȱighȱ levelsȱ ofȱ emigrationȱ canȱ exactȱ
numerousȱ economic,ȱ political,ȱ andȱ
socialȱ costs.ȱ Forȱ example,ȱ emigrationȱ
canȱ causeȱ brainȱ drainȱ andȱ itsȱ consequentȱ
economicȱchallenges,ȱdisruptionsȱtoȱfamilialȱandȱ
otherȱ socialȱ networks,ȱ andȱ politicalȱ conflictsȱ
withȱ receivingȱ countries.ȱ Indeed,ȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ
Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ Caribbeanȱ countriesȱ findȱ
themselvesȱ strugglingȱ toȱ retainȱ theirȱ citizensȱ
andȱ haveȱ consideredȱ orȱ createdȱ variousȱ
incentivesȱtoȱeitherȱkeepȱcitizensȱinȱtheȱcountryȱ
orȱ toȱ bringȱ themȱ backȱ homeȱ (Pellegrinoȱ 2000ȱ
andȱ2001;ȱKoserȱ2010).ȱPoliciesȱdesignedȱtoȱcurbȱ
emigrationȱ haveȱ beenȱ debatedȱ inȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ
countries,ȱ includingȱ Uruguay,ȱ whereȱ itȱ wasȱ
reportedȱ thatȱ approximatelyȱ oneȬfifthȱ ofȱ itsȱ
nationalsȱ wereȱ livingȱ abroadȱ inȱ 2005ȱ (Gotkineȱ
2005).ȱ Inȱ recentȱ years,ȱ manyȱ countriesȱ withinȱ
Latinȱ Americaȱ haveȱ foundȱ themselvesȱ forȱ theȱ
firstȱ timeȱ asȱ majorȱ recipientsȱ ofȱ immigrants,ȱ
oftenȱ fromȱ otherȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ countriesȱ
(Orcésȱ 2009,ȱ 2010).ȱ Givenȱ theȱ politicalȱ salienceȱ
andȱrelevanceȱofȱmigrationȱtoȱtheȱAmericas,ȱitȱisȱ
importantȱ toȱ assessȱ thisȱ question:ȱ ȱ Toȱ whatȱ
extentȱ doȱ individualsȱ acrossȱ theȱ Americasȱ
desireȱtoȱemigrate,ȱandȱwhy?ȱȱ
Inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ report,ȱ weȱ firstȱ seekȱ toȱ describeȱ
theȱ desireȱ forȱ emigrationȱ amongȱ citizens.1ȱ Weȱ
thenȱ attemptȱ toȱ identifyȱ someȱ ofȱ theȱ leadingȱ
sourcesȱ ofȱ thisȱ desire;ȱ inȱ particular,ȱ weȱ
highlightȱtheȱimportanceȱofȱage,ȱsecurity,ȱsocialȱ
connections,ȱandȱoverallȱhappinessȱtoȱexplainingȱ
theȱ intentionȱ toȱ exit.ȱ Ourȱ reportȱ focusesȱ
primarilyȱ onȱ thisȱ questionȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱsurvey2ȱbyȱLAPOP:ȱ
Q14.ȱDoȱyouȱhaveȱanyȱintentionȱofȱgoingȱtoȱliveȱ
orȱ workȱ inȱ anotherȱ countryȱ inȱ theȱ nextȱ threeȱ
years?ȱ
ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.phpȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapopȱ
2ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
1

Figureȱ 1ȱ displaysȱ theȱ resultsȱ toȱ thisȱ “yes/no”ȱ
questionȱ acrossȱ 24ȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ Americas.3ȱ
Theȱ dotsȱ onȱ eachȱ barȱ onȱ theȱ graphȱ indicateȱ theȱ
percentageȱofȱrespondentsȱwhoȱansweredȱ“yes,”ȱ
withȱ grayȱ areasȱ indicatingȱ 95%ȱ confidenceȱ
intervals.ȱȱ

Figure 1. Percentage of Individuals Indicating a
Desire to Emigrate

Overall,ȱ weȱ seeȱ wideȱ varianceȱ inȱ theȱ responseȱ
patternȱ acrossȱ countries.ȱ Valuesȱ inȱ theȱ graphȱ
rangeȱfromȱaȱlowȱofȱ9.6%ȱinȱVenezuelaȱtoȱaȱhighȱ
ofȱ 59.9%ȱ inȱ Haiti,ȱ theȱ onlyȱ countryȱ whereȱ theȱ
percentageȱ ofȱ affirmativeȱ responsesȱ exceedsȱ theȱ
50%ȱ mark.ȱ Theȱ relativelyȱ highȱ percentageȱ ofȱ
Haitiansȱseekingȱtoȱemigrateȱisȱlikelyȱdueȱtoȱpastȱ
migrationȱ patternsȱ beingȱ exacerbatedȱ byȱ theȱ
2010ȱ earthquake,ȱ whichȱ couldȱ haveȱ ledȱ manyȱ
citizensȱ toȱ seekȱ opportunitiesȱ outsideȱ ofȱ theirȱ
devastatedȱ countryȱ (Wasemȱ 2010).ȱ Theȱ factȱ thatȱ
approximatelyȱ 20%ȱ orȱ moreȱ ofȱ citizensȱ inȱ halfȱ
ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wasȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ
Canada.ȱTheȱrateȱofȱnonȬresponseȱtoȱthisȱparticularȱquestionȱ
amongȱtheȱsampleȱofȱsurveyȱparticipantsȱisȱ3.2%.ȱȱ

3
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theȱcountriesȱsurveyedȱansweredȱinȱtheȱ
affirmativeȱisȱstriking.ȱThisȱmeansȱthat,ȱ
onȱ average,ȱ aȱ fifthȱ ofȱ theȱ populationȱ
desiresȱ toȱ leaveȱ theirȱ homeȱ countryȱ
withinȱtheȱnextȱfewȱyears.4ȱȱ

Figure 2. Socio-economic and Demographic Characteristics
Predicting the Likelihood of Indicating a Desire to Emigrate, 2010

Socioeconomicȱandȱ
DemographicȱFactorsȱasȱ
PredictorsȱofȱIntentionsȱtoȱ
Emigrateȱ
Howȱ doȱ factorsȱ suchȱ asȱ education,ȱ
wealth,ȱ sizeȱ ofȱ theȱ town/cityȱ ofȱ
residence,ȱ gender,ȱ andȱ ageȱ affectȱ
nationals’ȱ desireȱ toȱ exitȱ theirȱ homeȱ
country?ȱ Theȱ currentȱ literatureȱ
providesȱ someȱ expectations,ȱ whichȱ weȱ
assessȱinȱthisȱsection.ȱ
First,ȱ weȱ expectȱ toȱ seeȱ individuals’ȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ educationȱ predictȱ theirȱ intentionȱ toȱ
moveȱ abroad.ȱ Muchȱ previousȱ researchȱ (Levyȱ
andȱ Wadyckiȱ 1974;ȱ Brayȱ 1984;ȱ Rumbautȱ 1995;ȱ
Durandȱ etȱ al.ȱ 2001;ȱ Pellegrinoȱ 2001)ȱ assertsȱ thatȱ
increasedȱeducationȱtendsȱtoȱcauseȱpeopleȱtoȱbeȱ
moreȱ inclinedȱ toȱ migrateȱ fromȱ theirȱ homeȱ
countries.ȱ HigherȬeducatedȱ peopleȱ areȱ moreȱ
likelyȱ toȱ possessȱ theȱ knowledgeȱ andȱ trainingȱ
neededȱ toȱ succeedȱ abroadȱ andȱ mightȱ beȱ moreȱ
cognizantȱ ofȱconcreteȱ opportunitiesȱ toȱbeȱ foundȱ
outȱofȱtheȱcountry,ȱdueȱtoȱheightenedȱawarenessȱ
ofȱ worldȱ affairsȱ (Levyȱ andȱ Wadyckiȱ 1974).ȱ Thisȱ
isȱ notȱ alwaysȱ theȱ case;ȱ Pellegrinoȱ (2001)ȱ citesȱ aȱ
polarizationȱ inȱ U.S.ȱ immigrants,ȱ withȱ educatedȱ
workersȱ comingȱ fromȱ Southȱ Americaȱ andȱ lowȬ

ȱWeȱnote,ȱofȱcourse,ȱthatȱtheȱquestionȱdoesȱnotȱaskȱwhetherȱ
theȱ individualȱ wouldȱ considerȱ thisȱ moveȱ temporaryȱ orȱ
permanent.ȱ Anotherȱ importantȱ considerationȱ whenȱ
evaluatingȱ theseȱ resultsȱ isȱ thatȱ theȱ globalȱ economyȱ wasȱ
extremelyȱ poorȱ atȱ theȱ time.ȱ Itȱ isȱ possibleȱ thatȱ peopleȱ mayȱ
haveȱseenȱlessȱbenefitȱfromȱmovingȱabroadȱthanȱtheyȱmightȱ
haveȱ otherwise.ȱ Itȱ isȱ beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ ourȱ analyses,ȱ
however,ȱtoȱdetermineȱwhetherȱtheȱglobalȱrecessionȱdirectlyȱ
increased,ȱdecreased,ȱorȱkeptȱconstantȱoverallȱpreferencesȱtoȱ
emigrateȱinȱ2010ȱcomparedȱtoȱpriorȱyears.ȱ
4

skillȱ workersȱ fromȱ Centralȱ America.5ȱ However,ȱ
inȱ ourȱ analysesȱ ofȱ theȱ regionȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ weȱ
expectȱtoȱfindȱthatȱtheȱmoreȱhighlyȱeducatedȱanȱ
individual,ȱ theȱ moreȱ likelyȱ heȱ orȱ sheȱ willȱ beȱ toȱ
desireȱtoȱemigrateȱinȱtheȱcomingȱthreeȱyears.ȱȱ
Inȱ addition,ȱ greaterȱ wealthȱ shouldȱ facilitateȱ
one’sȱ meansȱ toȱ moveȱ abroadȱ (Pellegrinoȱ 2000;ȱ
Economistȱ 2002).ȱ Therefore,ȱ weȱ expectȱ wealthȱ toȱ
correlateȱpositivelyȱwithȱintentionsȱtoȱemigrate.6ȱ
Toȱassessȱtheseȱexpectations,ȱandȱtoȱexamineȱtheȱ
significanceȱ ofȱ gender,ȱ age,ȱ andȱ urbanȱ versusȱ
ruralȱ residence,ȱ weȱ ranȱ aȱ logisticalȱ regressionȱ
analysisȱ predictingȱ theȱ likelihoodȱ thatȱ anȱ
individualȱ willȱ expressȱ aȱ desireȱ toȱ emigrate.ȱ
Figureȱ2ȱshowsȱtheȱresultsȱofȱthisȱanalysis.ȱȱ
Inȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ theȱ independentȱ variablesȱ includedȱ
inȱ theȱ analysisȱ areȱ shownȱ alongȱ theȱ yȬaxis.ȱ Theȱ
effectȱofȱeachȱvariableȱonȱourȱdependentȱvariableȱ
5ȱ Itȱ wouldȱ beȱ interestingȱ toȱ testȱ whetherȱ andȱ howȱ countriesȱ
varyȱonȱtheȱextentȱtoȱwhichȱeducationȱmattersȱinȱemigration.ȱ
However,ȱ thisȱ analysisȱ isȱ mostlyȱ beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ
studyȱ(butȱseeȱfootnoteȱ9).ȱ
6ȱ Forȱ moreȱ informationȱ aboutȱ theȱ wealthȱ measureȱ seeȱ
Córdovaȱ(2009).
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isȱshownȱ withȱ aȱ dot.ȱ Ifȱ theȱ dotȱ fallsȱ toȱtheȱ rightȱ
Somewhatȱ surprisingly,ȱ higherȱ wealthȱ providesȱ
ofȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱline,ȱtheȱvariableȱisȱpositivelyȱ
onlyȱaȱsmallȱ(albeitȱstatisticallyȱsignificant)ȱboostȱ
correlatedȱwithȱexpressingȱanȱintentionȱtoȱexit.ȱIfȱ
inȱcitizens’ȱdesireȱtoȱemigrate.ȱWeȱranȱtheȱsameȱ
theȱ dotȱ fallsȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ ofȱ thatȱ line,ȱ theȱ variableȱ
modelȱwithȱeducationȱomitted,ȱandȱwealthȱonlyȱ
hasȱ aȱ negativeȱ effectȱ onȱ theȱ respondent’sȱ desireȱ
exhibitedȱ aȱ slightlyȱ largerȱ effectȱ (closerȱ toȱ 0.1).ȱ
toȱ emigrateȱ inȱ theȱ nextȱ fewȱ years.ȱ Weȱ indicateȱ
Thisȱleadsȱusȱtoȱconcludeȱthat,ȱallȱelseȱequalȱandȱ
consideringȱ theȱ sampleȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ skillsȱ andȱ
statisticalȱ significanceȱ withȱ linesȱ stretchingȱ toȱ
theȱleftȱandȱrightȱofȱeachȱdot.ȱOnlyȱifȱaȱlineȱdoesȱ
knowledgeȱ exertȱ aȱ greaterȱ influenceȱ overȱ one’sȱ
notȱ crossȱ overȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ lineȱ isȱ theȱ
intentionȱ toȱ leaveȱ hisȱ orȱ herȱ countryȱ thanȱ
variable’sȱ influenceȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ (atȱ
materialȱresources.ȱȱ
.05ȱ orȱ better).ȱ Theȱ relativeȱ
strengthȱ ofȱ eachȱ variableȱ isȱ
Theȱ resultsȱ alsoȱ showȱ
[T]oolsȱprovidedȱby
indicatedȱ
byȱ
standardizedȱ
thatȱwomenȱ(comparedȱtoȱ
educationȱseemȱtoȱfuelȱ
coefficients.ȱ
men)ȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ thoseȱ
livingȱ
inȱlargerȱ andȱ moreȱ
intentionsȱtoȱmoveȱabroad.
Figureȱ 2ȱ showsȱ that,ȱ indeed,ȱ
urbanȱareasȱareȱlessȱlikelyȱ
toȱ indicateȱ aȱ desireȱ toȱ
educationȱ appearsȱ toȱ haveȱ aȱ
moveȱ abroad.ȱ Finally,ȱ ageȱ hasȱ anȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ effectȱ onȱ intentȱ toȱ moveȱ
abroad.7ȱ Interestingly,ȱ primaryȱ educationȱ doesȱ
overwhelminglyȱ strongȱ relationshipȱ toȱ aȱ
person’sȱdesireȱtoȱmoveȱabroad.ȱSpecifically,ȱtheȱ
notȱappearȱtoȱprovideȱenoughȱofȱaȱ“push”ȱoverȱ
olderȱsomeoneȱis,ȱtheȱlessȱlikelyȱtheyȱareȱtoȱwantȱ
havingȱnoȱeducationȱtoȱinduceȱsomeoneȱtoȱwantȱ
toȱ leaveȱ theirȱ homelandȱ toȱ moveȱ toȱ anotherȱ
toȱmoveȱabroad.ȱHowever,ȱatȱbothȱtheȱsecondaryȱ
country.ȱ Whileȱ weȱ expectedȱ aȱ relationshipȱ
andȱ higherȱ levelsȱ ofȱ education,ȱ peopleȱ appearȱ
betweenȱ ageȱ andȱ desireȱ toȱ emigrate,ȱ weȱ wereȱ
moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ wantȱ toȱ moveȱ abroad.ȱ Asȱ Levyȱ
quiteȱ surprisedȱ byȱ thisȱ correlation,ȱ whichȱ isȱ farȱ
andȱ Wadyckiȱ (1974)ȱ suggested,ȱ theȱ toolsȱ
providedȱbyȱeducationȱseemȱtoȱfuelȱintentionsȱtoȱ
largerȱ thanȱ anyȱ ofȱ theȱ otherȱ variablesȱ weȱ studyȱ
moveȱ abroad.ȱ Theseȱ toolsȱ mayȱ includeȱ
here.ȱBelow,ȱweȱexploreȱinterpersonalȱtrustȱasȱaȱ
knowledgeȱ aboutȱ foreignȱ areas,ȱ skillsȱ inȱ
proxyȱforȱsocialȱcapital,ȱbecauseȱweȱbelieveȱthatȱ
specializedȱ tasks,ȱ orȱ otherȱ generalȱ resumeȬ
highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ socialȱ capitalȱ builtȱ upȱ overȱ timeȱ
buildingȱfactors.ȱȱ
mayȱ driveȱ some,ȱ butȱ notȱ all,ȱ ofȱ theȱ veryȱ strongȱ
relationshipȱbetweenȱtheseȱtwoȱvariables.8ȱInȱtheȱ
sameȱ vein,ȱ weȱ exploreȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ havingȱ
7ȱInȱseparateȱanalysesȱnotȱshownȱhere,ȱweȱtestedȱwhetherȱtheȱ
children,ȱasȱanotherȱsocialȱtieȱthatȱmightȱincreaseȱ
effectsȱ ofȱ education,ȱ wealth,ȱ andȱ ageȱ areȱ curviȬlinearȱ (uȬ
withȱ ageȱ andȱ playȱ aȱ roleȱ inȱ keepingȱ olderȱ
shaped)ȱ ratherȱ thanȱ linear.ȱ Forȱ education,ȱ thereȱ appearsȱ
someȱ evidenceȱ ofȱ aȱ thresholdȱ effect,ȱ whereȱ possessingȱ aȱ
generationsȱinȱtheȱcountry.9ȱ
secondaryȱ educationȱ orȱ aboveȱ leavesȱ oneȱ moreȱ disposedȱ
towardȱexitȱcomparedȱtoȱthoseȱwithȱaȱprimaryȱeducationȱorȱ
none.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ forȱ wealthȱ wereȱ lessȱ clearȱ (theȱ resultsȱ forȱ
theȱ dummyȱ variablesȱ forȱ eachȱ quintileȱ ofȱ wealthȱ doȱ notȱ
showȱ aȱ clearȱ linearȱ orȱ curviȬlinearȱ relationshipȱ toȱ desireȱ toȱ
emigrateȱ and,ȱ inȱ theȱ analysesȱ relatedȱ toȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ inȱ thisȱ
report,ȱ wealthȱ becomesȱ insignificantȱ onceȱ additionalȱ
variablesȱareȱincludedȱandȱthisȱresultȱholdsȱwhetherȱwealthȱ
isȱ measuredȱ assumingȱ aȱ linearȱ relationshipȱ orȱ asȱ aȱ seriesȱ ofȱ
dummyȱvariables).ȱWeȱfoundȱclearȱlinearȱresultsȱforȱaȱseriesȱ
ofȱageȱcohortȱvariablesȱ(seeȱfootnoteȱ8).ȱWhileȱsomeȱofȱtheseȱ
resultsȱ mayȱ differȱ fromȱ findingsȱ inȱ otherȱ scholarship,ȱ weȱ
cautionȱ thatȱ itȱ isȱ importantȱ toȱ keepȱ inȱ mindȱ thatȱ weȱ areȱ
examiningȱaverageȱeffectsȱacrossȱallȱofȱtheȱAmericasȱ(minusȱ
theȱ U.S.ȱ andȱ Canada)ȱ and,ȱ perȱ footnotesȱ 5ȱ andȱ 9,ȱ weȱ
recognizeȱ resultsȱ forȱ theseȱ variablesȱ mayȱ varyȱ acrossȱ
individualȱcountries.ȱ

ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ ranȱ logisticalȱ regressionȱ testsȱ separatingȱ theȱ
variousȱageȱgroupsȱtoȱdetermineȱifȱthereȱwasȱanyȱindicationȱ
ofȱaȱ“UȬcurve”ȱrelationshipȱamongȱtheȱvariables.ȱInȱfact,ȱageȱ
showsȱaȱconsistentȱlinearȱrelationship.ȱTheȱyoungestȱgroupsȱ
showȱ theȱ greatestȱ likelihoodȱ toȱ leave,ȱ andȱ theȱ oldestȱ ageȱ
groupsȱshowȱtheȱleastȱdesireȱforȱemigration.ȱȱȱ
9
Weȱalsoȱranȱseparateȱregressionȱanalysesȱ(notȱshownȱhere)ȱ
forȱeachȱcountryȱtoȱtestȱifȱweȱfindȱtheȱsameȱpatternȱofȱresultsȱ
acrossȱ theȱ individualȱ countries.ȱ Basically,ȱ weȱ findȱ quiteȱ
similarȱ results.ȱ Forȱ instance,ȱ ageȱ isȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
andȱ negativeȱ predictorȱ forȱ eachȱ country’sȱ analysis.ȱ
Educationȱisȱpositivelyȱrelatedȱtoȱdesireȱtoȱemigrateȱinȱeachȱ
country,ȱ butȱ thisȱ relationshipȱ isȱ noticeablyȱ quiteȱ strongȱ inȱ
Chile.ȱ Regardingȱ theȱ sizeȱ ofȱ theȱ placeȱ variable,ȱ weȱ findȱ
greaterȱ variationȱ acrossȱ countries;ȱ inȱ manyȱ cases,ȱ theȱ
8
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Beyondȱ theseȱ basicȱ variables,ȱ theȱ literatureȱ
indicatesȱthatȱsomeȱotherȱindividualȱfactorsȱmayȱ
determineȱ someone’sȱ likelihoodȱ toȱ leave.ȱ Ourȱ
nextȱ sectionȱ investigatesȱ someȱ ofȱ theseȱ otherȱ
variables’ȱrelationshipsȱtoȱintentionsȱtoȱexit.10ȱ

Highȱ Lifeȱ Satisfaction,ȱ Security,ȱ
andȱStrongȱSocialȱTiesȱInhibitȱtheȱ
DecisionȱtoȱLeaveȱ
Weȱ contendȱ thatȱ theȱ likelihoodȱ ofȱ leavingȱ restsȱ
toȱaȱlargeȱdegreeȱonȱcitizens’ȱgeneralȱsatisfactionȱ
withȱ theirȱ currentȱ lives.ȱ Overall,ȱ ifȱ citizensȱ areȱ
notȱhappyȱwithȱtheirȱcurrentȱsituation,ȱtheyȱwillȱ
takeȱ measuresȱ toȱ improveȱ theirȱ life,ȱ whichȱ mayȱ
includeȱsearchingȱforȱbenefitsȱinȱotherȱcountries.ȱ
Onȱ theȱ otherȱ hand,ȱ ifȱ citizensȱ areȱ satisfiedȱ withȱ
theirȱcurrentȱlifestyle,ȱitȱseemsȱmuchȱmoreȱlikelyȱ
thatȱ theyȱ willȱ notȱ leaveȱ theȱ countryȱ inȱ theȱ nearȱ
future.ȱInȱassessingȱfactorsȱthatȱpredictȱintentionȱ
toȱ exit,ȱ weȱ considerȱ threeȱ specificȱ indicatorsȱ ofȱ
wellȬbeing:ȱ securityȱ fromȱ crimeȱ andȱ violence,ȱ
economicȱevaluations,ȱandȱsocialȱconnections.ȱInȱ
addition,ȱ weȱ considerȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ reportedȱ lifeȱ
satisfactionȱ onȱ anȱ individual’sȱ desireȱ toȱ
emigrate.ȱ
Crimeȱ andȱ violenceȱ areȱ bothȱ commonlyȱ
discussedȱ instigatorsȱ ofȱ migrationȱ atȱ theȱ
individualȱ level;ȱ Pellegrinoȱ (2001)ȱ identifiesȱ
violenceȱasȱaȱkeyȱcauseȱofȱpermanentȱmigration.ȱ
Violenceȱ inȱ Colombiaȱ isȱ singledȱ outȱ inȱ oneȱ
articleȱ (Economistȱ 2002),ȱ whileȱ Wasemȱ (2010)ȱ
coefficientsȱ areȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ significant,ȱ whereasȱ forȱ theȱ
analysesȱ ofȱ Guyana,ȱ Argentinaȱ andȱ Colombiaȱ weȱ findȱ
significant,ȱnegativeȱeffectsȱasȱinȱFigureȱ2.ȱFinally,ȱregardingȱ
quintilesȱ ofȱ wealth,ȱ weȱ againȱ findȱ thatȱ theȱ resultsȱ doȱ notȱ
reachȱstatisticalȱsignificanceȱinȱmanyȱcountries;ȱwealthȱseemsȱ
toȱexertȱitsȱstrongestȱandȱmostȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱeffectsȱ
inȱ theȱ casesȱ ofȱ Panama,ȱ Haiti,ȱ Guyana,ȱ andȱ Trinidadȱ &ȱ
Tobago.ȱȱ
10ȱ Inȱ theȱ Appendix,ȱ Figuresȱ 2ȱ andȱ 3ȱ areȱ reȬcreatedȱ withoutȱ
responsesȱfromȱHaitiȱdueȱtoȱitsȱoutlierȱstatusȱwithȱregardsȱtoȱ
percentageȱofȱrespondentsȱ desiringȱtoȱmoveȱabroad.ȱAsȱcanȱ
beȱseen,ȱtheȱmodelȱstaysȱessentiallyȱtheȱsameȱwithȱorȱwithoutȱ
responsesȱfromȱthisȱcountry,ȱandȱweȱareȱthereforeȱconfidentȱ
thatȱ thisȱ particularȱ country’sȱ responsesȱ areȱ notȱ drivingȱ theȱ
resultsȱweȱpresentȱhere.ȱ

mentionsȱ lawlessnessȱ asȱ aȱ possibleȱ reasonȱ forȱ
emigrationȱ fromȱ Haiti.ȱ Weȱ reasonȱ thatȱ
individualsȱ whoȱ haveȱ recentlyȱ beenȱ victimizedȱ
byȱ crimeȱ mayȱ findȱ movingȱ toȱ aȱ countryȱ
perceivedȱasȱsaferȱtoȱbeȱanȱattractiveȱoption.ȱWeȱ
thereforeȱtestȱtheȱeffectȱofȱcrimeȱvictimizationȱonȱ
intentȱtoȱexit.ȱ
Inȱ addition,ȱ weȱ expectȱ thatȱ theȱ worseȱ theȱ
perceivedȱ conditionȱ ofȱ theȱ domesticȱ economy,ȱ
theȱ moreȱ likelyȱ aȱ respondentȱ isȱ toȱ wantȱ toȱ
emigrate.ȱ Theȱ tellingȱ roleȱ theȱ homeȱ economicȱ
situationȱ playsȱ inȱ migrationȱ trendsȱ isȱ identifiedȱ
inȱ numerousȱ articlesȱ (Brayȱ 1984;ȱ Masseyȱ et.ȱ al.ȱ
1998;ȱ Pellegrinoȱ 2000ȱ andȱ 2001;ȱ Economistȱ 2002;ȱ
Koserȱ2010).ȱFromȱtheseȱweȱseeȱthat,ȱhistorically,ȱ
levelsȱofȱimmigrationȱhaveȱvariedȱinȱaccordanceȱ
withȱ theȱ economicȱ healthȱ ofȱ theȱ sendingȱ andȱ
receivingȱ countries.ȱ If,ȱ forȱ manyȱ people,ȱ theȱ
decisionȱtoȱemigrateȱisȱoneȱprimarilyȱmotivatedȱ
byȱ aȱ desireȱ forȱ betterȱ economicȱ opportunities,ȱ
thenȱ weȱ shouldȱ findȱ aȱ negativeȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ economyȱ
andȱone’sȱdesireȱtoȱemigrate.11ȱ
Weȱalsoȱconsideredȱsocialȱconnectionsȱasȱaȱfactorȱ
thatȱ mayȱ influenceȱ one’sȱ desireȱ toȱ emigrate.ȱ
Thereȱ isȱ aȱ fairȱ amountȱ ofȱ literatureȱ suggestingȱ
thatȱpeopleȱareȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱmigrateȱtoȱanotherȱ
countryȱifȱtheyȱhaveȱstrongȱsocialȱtiesȱ–ȱmeaningȱ
highȱ socialȱ capitalȱ –ȱ withȱ peopleȱ inȱ theȱ foreignȱ
countryȱ (Masseyȱ &ȱ Españaȱ 1987).ȱ Migrationȱ
networks,ȱtheȱlinksȱbetweenȱemigrantsȱandȱtheirȱ
familyȱ andȱ friendsȱ stillȱ atȱ home,ȱ areȱ thoughtȱ toȱ
increaseȱ theȱ chanceȱ thatȱ thoseȱ leftȱ behindȱ willȱ
moveȱ abroadȱ (Masseyȱ &ȱ Españaȱ 1987).ȱ Havingȱ
anȱ establishedȱ networkȱ abroadȱ makesȱ theȱ
transitionȱ betweenȱ twoȱ countriesȱ muchȱ easier;ȱ
11

Whileȱ weȱ focusȱ onȱ individualȱ evaluationsȱ here,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ
assessedȱ (inȱ analysesȱ notȱ presentedȱ here)ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ
nationalȱ economicȱ growthȱ inȱ aȱ hierarchicalȱ modelȱ thatȱ
includedȱallȱtheȱotherȱvariablesȱincludedȱinȱFigureȱ3.ȱWeȱfindȱ
thatȱ theȱ individualȬlevelȱ variablesȱ areȱ inȱ theȱ sameȱ directionȱ
andȱ areȱ statisticallyȱ significant.ȱ Further,ȱ theȱ secondȬlevelȱ
variable,ȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ country’sȱ GDPȱ index,ȱ isȱ alsoȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ theȱ coefficientȱ hasȱ aȱ negativeȱ
sign,ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ inȱ countriesȱ withȱ poorȱ nationalȱ
economicȱ growth,ȱ peopleȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ desireȱ toȱ
emigrate.ȱ
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afterȱall,ȱarrivingȱinȱaȱnewȱcountryȱwithȱnoȱwayȱ
ofȱnavigatingȱtheȱhousingȱmarket,ȱjobȱmarket,ȱorȱ
socialȱ customsȱ wouldȱ beȱ aȱ significantȱ barrierȱ toȱ
ultimatelyȱ attainingȱ aȱ betterȱ standardȱ ofȱ living.ȱ
Inȱ addition,ȱ havingȱ relativesȱ successfullyȱ livingȱ
abroadȱ conveysȱ thatȱ thereȱ areȱ jobsȱ withȱ higherȱ
wagesȱavailableȱinȱthatȱforeignȱcountry,ȱandȱthisȱ
informationȱ isȱ furtherȱ incentiveȱ toȱ emigrateȱ
(Masseyȱ &ȱ Españaȱ 1987).ȱ Thus,ȱ weȱ testȱ forȱ theȱ
effectȱ ofȱ havingȱ relativesȱ livingȱ abroadȱ andȱ
expectȱtoȱfindȱaȱpositiveȱrelationship.ȱ ȱ
Whileȱ manyȱ haveȱ consideredȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ
havingȱ socialȱ connectionsȱ abroad,ȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ
dearthȱ ofȱ researchȱ examiningȱ theȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ domesticȱ socialȱ connectionsȱ andȱ theȱ
intentȱtoȱmoveȱtoȱaȱdifferentȱcountry.ȱWeȱexpectȱ
thatȱ theȱ moreȱ socialȱ connectionsȱ individualsȱ
haveȱ withinȱ theirȱ homeȱ communities,ȱ theȱ lessȱ
likelyȱ theyȱ willȱ beȱ toȱ wantȱ toȱ leave.ȱ Putȱ
differently,ȱ ifȱ increasedȱ socialȱ connectionsȱ
abroadȱ leadȱ peopleȱ toȱ emigrate,ȱ thenȱ aȱ lackȱ ofȱ
thisȱ socialȱ capitalȱ atȱ homeȱ shouldȱ leaveȱ themȱ
moreȱ willingȱ toȱ moveȱ away.ȱ Asȱ measuresȱ ofȱ
domesticȱ socialȱ connections,ȱ weȱ includeȱ
variablesȱ measuringȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ andȱ
whetherȱtheȱrespondentȱhasȱchildren.ȱȱ
Finally,ȱ weȱ considerȱ aȱ measureȱ ofȱ overallȱ lifeȱ
satisfactionȱ andȱ happiness.ȱ Happiness,ȱ
consideredȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfaction,ȱ appearsȱ
inȱ numerousȱ migrationȬcentricȱ studies,ȱ butȱ itsȱ
relationshipȱ toȱ emigrationȱ isȱ notablyȱ complexȱ
(Cardenasȱ 2009).ȱ Scholarsȱ haveȱ foundȱ countryȬ
levelȱhappinessȱtoȱhaveȱaȱUȬshapedȱrelationshipȱ
withȱ emigrationȱ rates.ȱ Specifically,ȱ emigrationȱ
ratesȱ areȱ highȱ forȱ veryȱ unhappyȱ countries,ȱ
comparativelyȱ lowerȱ forȱ countriesȱ withȱ
happinessȱ scoresȱ inȱ theȱ midȬrange,ȱ andȱ thenȱ
higherȱ againȱ forȱ theȱ happiestȱ countriesȱ
(Polgreenȱ andȱ Simpsonȱ 2010).ȱ Theȱ primaryȱ
hypothesisȱputȱforthȱbyȱPolgreenȱandȱSimpsonȱisȱ
thatȱ peopleȱ inȱ happierȱ countriesȱ areȱ moreȱ
optimisticȱ andȱ thusȱ perceiveȱ benefitsȱ inȱ theȱ
opportunitiesȱ theyȱ seeȱ abroad;ȱ theȱ desireȱ ofȱ
peopleȱ inȱ theȱ leastȱ happyȱ countriesȱ toȱ emigrateȱ
isȱ moreȱ intuitive.ȱ Theȱ significantȱ effectȱ ofȱ
happinessȱlevelsȱhasȱbeenȱshownȱtoȱbeȱrobustȱtoȱ

controlsȱ forȱ effectsȱ ofȱ incomeȱ andȱ otherȱ
economicȱ welfareȱ measuresȱ (Polgreenȱ andȱ
Simpsonȱ2010).ȱWhileȱthisȱresearchȱisȱfocusedȱonȱ
aggregateȱmeasuresȱofȱhappinessȱ(atȱtheȱcountryȱ
level),ȱweȱwillȱexamineȱtheȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱ
happinessȱ reportedȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ levelȱ andȱ
desireȱtoȱemigrate.ȱȱ
Toȱ assessȱ expectationsȱ yieldedȱ byȱ theȱ aboveȱ
discussion,ȱ weȱ conductedȱ aȱ newȱ logisticȱ
regressionȱ analysis,ȱ whichȱ includesȱ theȱ
socioeconomicȱandȱdemographicȱvariablesȱfromȱ
theȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ analysisȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ indicatorsȱ ofȱ
crimeȱ victimization12,ȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
evaluations13,ȱ havingȱ relativesȱ abroad14,ȱ havingȱ
children,ȱ interpersonalȱ trust15,ȱ andȱ overallȱ lifeȱ
satisfactionȱ (“lifeȱ rating”).16ȱ Theȱ modelȱ alsoȱ
includedȱ countryȱ fixedȱ effectsȱ andȱ controlsȱ notȱ
shownȱbutȱreportedȱinȱtheȱAppendix.ȱ

ȱVIC1EXTȱasksȱifȱtheȱrespondentȱhasȱbeenȱtheȱvictimȱofȱanyȱ
sortȱ ofȱ crimeȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ twelveȱ months,ȱ citingȱ robbery,ȱ
burglary,ȱ assault,ȱ fraud,ȱ blackmail,ȱ extortion,ȱ andȱ violentȱ
threatsȱasȱpossibleȱmanifestationsȱofȱcrimeȱactivity.ȱInȱFigureȱ
3,ȱ“noȱvictimization”ȱisȱtheȱbaseȱcategory.ȱ
13ȱTheȱSOCT1ȱvariableȱinȱFigureȱ3ȱmeasuresȱtheȱrespondentȇsȱ
perceptionȱofȱtheȱnationalȱeconomicȱsituation,ȱwithȱpossibleȱ
responsesȱ ofȱ theȱ economicȱ situationȱ atȱ presentȱ beingȱ “veryȱ
good,”ȱ“good,”ȱ “neitherȱgoodȱnorȱbad,”ȱ“badȱorȱveryȱbad.”ȱ
Forȱanalyticȱpurposes,ȱthisȱquestionȱisȱrecodedȱsoȱthatȱhigherȱ
valuesȱmeanȱbetterȱevaluations.ȱȱ
14ȱ Thisȱ figureȱ isȱ basedȱ offȱ questionȱ Q10Cȱ ofȱ theȱ LAPOPȱ
survey.ȱ Theȱ responsesȱ –ȱ initiallyȱ givenȱ onȱ aȱ scaleȱ ofȱ 1Ȭ4ȱ toȱ
indicateȱ howȱ manyȱ relativesȱ wereȱ livingȱ abroadȱ –ȱ wereȱ
recodedȱ toȱ valuesȱ ofȱ eitherȱ 0ȱ orȱ 1ȱ withȱ 0ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ theȱ
respondentȱ hadȱ noȱ familyȱ abroadȱ andȱ 1ȱ signalingȱ theȱ
opposite.ȱ
15ȱ Weȱ codedȱ “interpersonalȱ trust”ȱ (IT1)ȱ onȱ aȱ 0ȱ toȱ 1ȱ scaleȱ
whereȱ 0ȱ isȱ noȱ trustȱ andȱ 1ȱ isȱ aȱ veryȱ highȱ level.ȱ Forȱ “havingȱ
children,”ȱ weȱ codedȱ “noȱ children”ȱ asȱ 0ȱ andȱ combinedȱ allȱ
answersȱinvolvingȱanyȱnumberȱofȱchildrenȱasȱ1.ȱ
16ȱ LS3,ȱ theȱ firstȱ nonȬdemographicȱ questionȱ askedȱ inȱ theȱ
survey,ȱ reads:ȱ “Toȱ begin,ȱ inȱ generalȱ howȱ satisfiedȱ areȱ youȱ
withȱ yourȱ life?ȱ Wouldȱ youȱ sayȱ thatȱ youȱ are:ȱ veryȱ satisfied,ȱ
somewhatȱ satisfied,ȱ somewhatȱ dissatisfied,ȱ orȱ veryȱ
dissatisfied.”ȱ Itȱ isȱ codedȱ hereȱ soȱ thatȱ higherȱ valuesȱ indicateȱ
moreȱsatisfaction.ȱAsȱaȱrobustnessȱcheck,ȱweȱranȱanȱanalysisȱ
excludingȱ allȱ factorsȱ exceptȱ thoseȱ includedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ andȱ
we findȱ that theȱ substantiveȱ effectȱ ofȱ lifeȱ satisfactionȱ
increases,ȱ albeitȱ inȱ onlyȱ aȱ modestȱ amount,ȱ whichȱ isȱ
suggestiveȱofȱtheȱideaȱthatȱlifeȱsatisfactionȱpartiallyȱmediatesȱ
theȱeffectsȱofȱsomeȱofȱtheȱotherȱvariablesȱincludedȱinȱFigureȱ
3.ȱ
12
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Figureȱ3ȱpresentsȱtheȱresultsȱofȱthisȱ
Figure 3. Life Satisfaction, Economic Evaluations, Crime
logisticalȱ regressionȱ analysis.ȱ Asȱ
Victimization, and Social Capital Predicting the Likelihood of
exhibited,ȱ experienceȱ withȱ crimeȱ
Indicating a Desire to Emigrate, 2010
victimizationȱ isȱ significantlyȱ andȱ
positivelyȱcorrelatedȱwithȱintentionȱ
toȱ exitȱ theȱ country.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ findȱ
thatȱ economicȱ perceptionȱ isȱ
significantlyȱ
andȱ
negativelyȱ
correlatedȱ withȱ intentionȱ toȱ exit;ȱ ifȱ
aȱ personȱ perceivesȱ theȱ nationalȱ
economyȱ toȱ beȱ strong,ȱ heȱ orȱ sheȱ isȱ
lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ expressȱ aȱ desireȱ toȱ
leaveȱ theȱ country.ȱ Whileȱ thisȱ fallsȱ
inȱ lineȱ withȱ ourȱ prediction,ȱ itȱ isȱ
worthȱnotingȱthatȱtheȱeffectȱisȱfairlyȱ
smallȱ inȱ size;ȱ indeed,ȱ thereȱ areȱ
otherȱ variablesȱ whoseȱ effectsȱ
overshadowȱeconomicȱ perceptions.ȱ
Inȱ exploringȱ theȱ argumentȱ aboutȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ matteringȱ
fromȱ aȱ differentȱ perspective,ȱ weȱ
ranȱ anȱ additionalȱ modelȱ (notȱ
sacrificeȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ losingȱ personalȱ friendshipsȱ
shownȱ here)ȱ thatȱ includedȱ personalȱ economicȱ
orȱleavingȱbehindȱchildren.17ȱ
perceptionsȱ alongȱ withȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
perception;ȱ itȱ exhibitedȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ similarȱ
Finally,ȱ asȱ expected,ȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ lifeȱ hasȱ aȱ
strength,ȱagainȱshowingȱthatȱaȱpositiveȱpersonalȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ negativeȱ effectȱ onȱ
economicȱ situationȱ decreasesȱ theȱ likelihoodȱ ofȱ
intentionȱ toȱ exit;ȱ higherȱ reportedȱ happinessȱ isȱ
desiringȱ toȱ exit,ȱ butȱ otherȱ factorsȱ playȱ justȱ asȱ
shownȱ toȱ makeȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ residentsȱ lessȱ
largeȱandȱlargerȱroles.ȱ
likelyȱ toȱ seekȱ toȱ emigrateȱ elsewhere.ȱ
Admittedly,ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ theȱ measureȱ isȱ notȱ asȱ
Figureȱ 3ȱ alsoȱ showsȱ resultsȱ forȱ howȱ havingȱ
largeȱ asȱ weȱ expected.18ȱ Itȱ mayȱ beȱ that,ȱ atȱ theȱ
relativesȱ livingȱ abroadȱ affectsȱ respondents’ȱ
individualȱ level,ȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ happinessȱ onȱ
intentionsȱtoȱfollowȱsuit.ȱ Asȱcanȱbeȱseen,ȱthereȱisȱ
intentionȱtoȱleaveȱtakesȱaȱUȬshapeȱsuchȱthatȱveryȱ
aȱnoticeableȱpositiveȱcorrelationȱbetweenȱhavingȱ
happyȱ andȱ unhappyȱ peopleȱ areȱ mostȱ likelyȱ toȱ
relativesȱabroadȱandȱintentȱtoȱdoȱtheȱsame.ȱThisȱ
seekȱ toȱ emigrate,ȱ whileȱ positionsȱ inȱ theȱ middleȱ
resultȱsupportsȱourȱexpectationȱandȱreinforcesȱaȱ
centralȱ premiseȱ underlyingȱ migrationȱ networkȱ
17ȱComparingȱtheȱeffectsȱforȱageȱacrossȱtheȱanalysesȱshownȱinȱ
theory.ȱ Turningȱ toȱ domesticȱ socialȱ connections,ȱ
Figuresȱ2ȱandȱ3,ȱweȱseeȱthatȱtheȱimpactȱofȱageȱdecreasesȱonlyȱ
Figureȱ 3ȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ bothȱ highȱ interpersonalȱ
slightlyȱ whenȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ andȱ havingȱ childrenȱ areȱ
trustȱ andȱ havingȱ childrenȱ showȱ slightȱ negativeȱ
included.ȱWhileȱtheseȱspecificȱfactors,ȱthen,ȱmayȱaloneȱnotȱbeȱ
correlationsȱ withȱ theirȱ desireȱ toȱ exit.ȱ Weȱ
drivingȱtheȱstrongȱeffectȱofȱage,ȱweȱnonethelessȱsuspectȱthatȱ
thereforeȱ believeȱ thatȱ socialȱ capitalȱ doesȱ
deeperȱ socialȱ andȱ economicȱ rootsȱ amongȱ olderȱ individuals,ȱ
possiblyȱ inȱ combinationȱ withȱ lowerȱ propensitiesȱ toȱ takeȱ
determineȱ inȱ partȱ theȱ decisionȱ toȱ emigrate.ȱ Weȱ
risks,ȱaccountȱforȱmuchȱofȱtheȱeffectȱweȱfindȱforȱage.ȱ
alsoȱsuspectȱthatȱthisȱfindingȱmayȱexplainȱsomeȱ
18ȱItȱisȱlikelyȱthatȱotherȱvariablesȱcontrolledȱforȱinȱtheȱmodel,ȱ
ofȱtheȱeffectȱageȱhasȱonȱtheȱdecisionȱtoȱemigrate.ȱ
suchȱ asȱ perceptionȱ ofȱ economicȱ climate,ȱ age,ȱ crimeȱ
Youngerȱ peopleȱ areȱ lessȱ rootedȱ inȱ theirȱ
victimization,ȱ childrenȱ andȱ interpersonalȱ trustȱ contributeȱ toȱ
lifeȱ satisfactionȱ and,ȱ therefore,ȱ someȱ ofȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ
hometownsȱ thanȱ olderȱ people,ȱ andȱ thusȱ theȱ
happinessȱisȱcapturedȱthroughȱtheseȱmoreȱspecificȱmeasuresȱ
decisionȱ toȱ emigrateȱ wouldȱ leadȱ toȱ lessȱ ofȱ aȱ
inȱtheȱmodelȱ(seeȱalsoȱfootnoteȱ16).ȱ
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theyȱ influenceȱ emigration.ȱ Peopleȱ whoȱ haveȱ
exhibitȱ theȱ greatestȱ disinclinationȱ toȱ seekȱ toȱ
beenȱ victimizedȱ previously,ȱ whoȱ believeȱ theȱ
leave.ȱInȱthisȱcase,ȱtheȱendsȱofȱtheȱUȬcurveȱmayȱ
nationalȱ economyȱ isȱ inȱ poorȱ shape,ȱ whoȱ haveȱ
effectivelyȱ “balance”ȱ outȱ theȱ centerȱ ofȱ theȱ UȬ
relativesȱlivingȱabroad,ȱandȱwhoȱhaveȱweakȱtiesȱ
curve,ȱ maskingȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ eitherȱ groupȱ andȱ
toȱ homeȱ areȱ muchȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ expressȱ aȱ
leavingȱjustȱaȱsmallȱnegativeȱcorrelation.ȱSuchȱanȱ
preferenceȱ forȱ goingȱ abroad.ȱ Inȱ conclusion,ȱ
effectȱ atȱ theȱ individualȱ levelȱ wouldȱ mirrorȱ
positiveȱlifeȱexperiencesȱandȱperceptionsȱmatter.ȱ
findingsȱ discussedȱ earlierȱ atȱ theȱ countryȱ level.ȱ
Theȱ simpleȱ truthȱ isȱ that,ȱ generallyȱ speaking,ȱ
Assessingȱ thisȱ expectationȱ isȱ beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ
thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ notȱ happyȱ areȱ moreȱ inclinedȱ toȱ
ofȱ thisȱ paper,ȱ butȱ weȱ noteȱ thatȱ itȱ mayȱ beȱ aȱ
expressȱ aȱ desireȱ toȱ “voteȱ
promisingȱlineȱofȱanalysisȱforȱ
withȱtheirȱfeet.”ȱȱ
futureȱ
scholarshipȱ
to
[T]hoseȱwhoȱareȱnotȱhappyȱare
consider.ȱ
quiteȱlikelyȱtoȱexpressȱaȱdesireȱ Theȱ mostȱ importantȱ lessonsȱ
toȱ takeȱ awayȱ fromȱ thisȱ
Conclusions
toȱ“voteȱwithȱtheirȱfeet.”ȱ
reportȱ areȱ theȱ policyȱ
implications.ȱ Ifȱ countriesȱ
Inȱ thisȱ report,ȱ weȱ examinedȱ
wantȱ toȱ avoidȱ losingȱ importantȱ humanȱ capitalȱ
variousȱ factorsȱ thatȱ affectȱ whetherȱ someoneȱ
withȱeconomic,ȱsocialȱandȱpoliticalȱexternalities,ȱ
professesȱ aȱ desireȱ toȱ moveȱ abroadȱ inȱ theȱ nearȱ
theyȱmustȱconvinceȱindividualsȱthatȱlifeȱatȱhomeȱ
future.ȱWeȱfindȱthatȱpeople’sȱintentionsȱtoȱmoveȱ
isȱ goodȱ orȱ hasȱ potentialȱ toȱ improve.ȱ Whileȱ
abroadȱ areȱ basedȱ inȱ experiencesȱ andȱ beliefsȱ
economicȱ conditionsȱ matter,ȱ theyȱ areȱ notȱ theȱ
relatedȱ toȱ theirȱ ownȱ lifeȱ situation,ȱ theȱ
onlyȱfactorsȱatȱhand.ȱIntroducingȱstrongerȱtiesȱtoȱ
connectionsȱtheyȱhave,ȱandȱtheȱsituationȱofȱtheirȱ
homeȱbyȱpromotingȱcommunityȱinteractionȱmayȱ
countryȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱAtȱitsȱcore,ȱthisȱresearchȱintoȱ
convinceȱ individualsȱ ofȱ theȱ benefitsȱ ofȱ stayingȱ
migrationȱ patternsȱ andȱ theirȱ causesȱ isȱ foundedȱ
home.ȱ Inȱ short,ȱ buildingȱ strongȱ andȱ safeȱ
uponȱ individualȱ happiness.ȱ Factorsȱ thatȱ
communitiesȱ atȱ theȱ presentȱ appearsȱ toȱ beȱ anȱ
theoreticallyȱ wouldȱ affectȱ lifeȱ satisfaction,ȱ andȱ
excellentȱ wayȱ toȱ developȱ importantȱ bondsȱ thatȱ
theȱ generalȱ measureȱ ofȱ happinessȱ itself,ȱ haveȱ
mayȱ avoidȱ significantȱ “brainȱ drain”ȱ inȱ theȱ
importantȱeffectsȱonȱanȱindividual’sȱintentionȱtoȱ
future.ȱ
exit.ȱȱ
Onȱ average,ȱ ourȱ resultsȱ confirmȱ whatȱ muchȱ ofȱ
theȱresearchȱintoȱLatinȱAmericanȱpublicȱopinionȱ
hasȱ toldȱ usȱ overȱ theȱ lastȱ fewȱ decades.ȱ Forȱ
example,ȱ severalȱ sourcesȱ (Levyȱ andȱ Wadyckiȱ
1974;ȱPellegrinoȱ2001)ȱclaimȱthatȱhigherȱlevelsȱofȱ
educationȱ typicallyȱ driveȱ peopleȱ toȱ emigrate,ȱ
andȱ ourȱ resultsȱ areȱ consistentȱ withȱ thisȱ
perspective.ȱTheȱliteratureȱalsoȱidentifiesȱwealthȱ
asȱ anȱ importantȱ predictor,ȱ andȱ ourȱ resultsȱ thatȱ
showȱ that,ȱ overall,ȱ theȱ poorȱ areȱ lessȱ likelyȱ toȱ
emigrate,ȱ areȱ inȱ accordȱ withȱ thatȱ research.ȱ
Interestingȱtoȱusȱwasȱtheȱmassiveȱeffectȱthatȱageȱ
has,ȱ anȱ effectȱ thatȱ admittedlyȱ surpassedȱ whatȱ
weȱexpectedȱatȱtheȱoutset.ȱ
Weȱ alsoȱ examinedȱ severalȱ otherȱ keyȱ individualȱ
andȱ contextualȱ factorsȱ toȱ determineȱ whetherȱ
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AppendixȱA:ȱAnalysisȱ
FigureȱA1.ȱȱAnalysisȱfromȱOriginalȱFigureȱ3ȱExcludingȱHaitiȱ

FigureȱA2.ȱȱAnalysisȱfromȱOriginalȱFigureȱ2ȱExcludingȱHaitiȱ
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TableȱA1.ȱLogisticȱModelȱofȱDesireȱtoȱMigrateȱ(DesignȱEffectȱAdjusted)19ȱ
Variablesȱ

Coefficientȱ

tȬvalueȱ

RelativesȱLivingȱAbroadȱ
PerceptionȱofȱNationalȱEconomicȱSituation
CrimeȱVictimizationȱ
InterpersonalȱTrust
HaveȱChildren
SatisfactionȱwithȱLife
Age
Female
SizeȱofȱPlace
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
PrimaryȱEducationȱ
SecondaryȱEducationȱ
HigherȱEducationȱ
Mexicoȱ
Guatemalaȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Hondurasȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
CostaȱRica
Panamaȱ
Colombiaȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Boliviaȱ
Peruȱ
Paraguayȱ
Chile
Brazil
Venezuela
Argentinaȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
Haitiȱ
Jamaicaȱ
Guyanaȱ
TrinidadȱandȱTobagoȱ
Belizeȱ
Suriname
Constant
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ

0.303*ȱ
Ȭ0.078*
0.123*ȱ
Ȭ0.061*
Ȭ0.115*
Ȭ0.084*
Ȭ0.708*
Ȭ0.164*
Ȭ0.051*
0.015ȱ
0.024ȱ
0.188*ȱ
0.175*ȱ
0.024ȱ
0.079*ȱ
0.117*ȱ
0.013ȱ
0.113*ȱ
Ȭ0.024
0.026ȱ
0.074*ȱ
0.055ȱ
0.155*ȱ
0.148*ȱ
0.132*ȱ
Ȭ0.053
Ȭ0.024
Ȭ0.058*
0.007ȱ
0.226*ȱ
0.379*ȱ
0.283*ȱ
0.323*ȱ
0.050*ȱ
0.069*ȱ
Ȭ0.004
Ȭ1.671*
37,083ȱ

20.23ȱ
Ȭ4.48ȱ
8.69ȱ
Ȭ3.91ȱ
Ȭ7.32ȱ
Ȭ5.26ȱ
Ȭ33.02ȱ
Ȭ10.86ȱ
Ȭ2.62ȱ
0.84ȱ
0.46ȱ
3.07ȱ
3.21ȱ
1.04ȱ
3.48ȱ
5.53ȱ
0.58ȱ
5.35ȱ
Ȭ1.01ȱ
1.18ȱ
3.11ȱ
1.88ȱ
3.84ȱ
6.82ȱ
6.07ȱ
Ȭ1.83ȱ
Ȭ0.60ȱ
Ȭ2.27ȱ
0.31ȱ
10.35ȱ
15.97ȱ
11.30ȱ
13.82ȱ
2.16ȱ
3.09ȱ
Ȭ0.16ȱ
Ȭ77.10ȱ

Fȱ

116.16ȱ

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱfromȱweightedȱlinearȱregressionȱareȱsignificantȱatȱ*pȱ<ȱ.05.ȱ
19

ȱUruguayȱisȱtheȱcountryȱofȱreference.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

277

WhoȱSeeksȱtoȱExit?ȱMigrationȱIntentionsȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱ
AlexȱArnold,ȱPaulȱHamilton,ȱandȱJimmyȱMooreȱ

AppendixȱB:ȱȱAuthorȱBiographies*ȱ
AlexandraȱArnoldȱisȱaȱseniorȱatȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱandȱaȱmemberȱofȱtheȱCollegeȱ
Scholarsȱ(Honors)ȱProgram.ȱSheȱisȱdoubleȱmajoringȱinȱEconomicsȱandȱPublicȱHealth.ȱ
SheȱisȱservingȱasȱtheȱExecutiveȱDirectorȱofȱNashvilleȱMobileȱMarket,ȱaȱstudentȬrunȱ
socialȱenterpriseȱventureȱthatȱbringsȱaȱmobileȱgroceryȱstoreȱintoȱlowerȬincomeȱNashvilleȱ
communitiesȱthatȱlackȱaccessȱtoȱhealthyȱandȱaffordableȱfood.ȱSheȇsȱalsoȱaȱboardȱmemberȱ
ofȱVanderbiltȇsȱAlternativeȱSpringȱBreakȱserviceȱprogram,ȱwhichȱrecentlyȱsentȱ440ȱ
studentsȱonȱserviceȱtrips,ȱandȱteachesȱaȱnutritionȱclassȱtoȱBhutaneseȱrefugees.ȱAfterȱ
graduation,ȱsheȱisȱstayingȱinȱNashvilleȱtoȱworkȱforȱAscensionȱHealthȱbeforeȱpursuingȱaȱ
MasterȇsȱinȱEconomicȱDevelopment.ȱ
PaulȱHamiltonȱisȱaȱseniorȱatȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱandȱaȱmemberȱofȱtheȱCollegeȱ
Scholarsȱ(Honors)ȱProgram.ȱHeȱisȱmajoringȱinȱEconomicsȱandȱearningȱaȱdoubleȱminorȱinȱ
SpanishȱandȱFinancialȱEconomics.ȱHeȱisȱaȱcurrentȱmemberȱofȱSigmaȱAlphaȱEpsilonȱ
whereȱheȱactivelyȱservesȱonȱtheȱfraternity’sȱcommunityȱserviceȱcommitteeȱtoȱorganizeȱ
volunteerȱprojectsȱaroundȱtheȱNashvilleȱarea.ȱAfterȱgraduation,ȱheȱwillȱpursueȱaȱ
MastersȱofȱScienceȱinȱFinanceȱatȱtheȱVanderbiltȱOwenȱGraduateȱSchoolȱofȱManagement.ȱȱ
JimmyȱMooreȱisȱaȱseniorȱatȱVanderbiltȱUniversityȱandȱaȱmemberȱofȱtheȱCollegeȱScholarsȱ
(Honors)ȱProgram.ȱHeȱisȱmajoringȱinȱPoliticalȱScienceȱandȱClassicalȱLanguages.ȱHeȱisȱ
theȱcurrentȱPresidentȱandȱTeamȱCaptainȱofȱtheȱVanderbiltȱMockȱTrialȱTeam.ȱInȱaddition,ȱ
heȱisȱanȱactiveȱmemberȱofȱtheȱPresbyterianȱStudentȱFellowshipȱatȱVanderbiltȱandȱ
volunteersȱforȱvariousȱpoliticalȱfiguresȱandȱevents.ȱAfterȱgraduation,ȱheȱintendsȱtoȱ
pursueȱaȱJurisȱDoctorateȱdegree.ȱ
* Authorȱnamesȱareȱlistedȱalphabetically.ȱȱArturoȱMaldonado,ȱaȱgraduateȱstudentȱinȱPolitical
ScienceȱatȱVanderbiltȱUniversity,ȱactedȱasȱaȱtechnicalȱconsultantȱonȱthisȱreport.

© 2010 -2011, Latin American Public Opinion Project, “Insights” Compilation – Volume II

278

AmericasBarometer Insights:ȱ2011
Numberȱ65ȱ

PoliticalȱEfficacyȱinȱtheȱAmericas
ByȱHeatherȱBorowski,ȱRebeccaȱReed,ȱLucasȱScholl,ȱandȱDavidȱWebbȱ
WithȱMargaritaȱCorralȱ
VanderbiltȱUniversityȱ
Executive Summary: In this Insights report, we present a preliminary look at
internal efficacy using a question from the 2010 AmericasBarometer survey, which
considers the extent to which constituents believe that they understand the most
important political issues within their respective countries. The data reveal
moderately low values of internal efficacy across the majority of countries in the
region. We draw on extant literature to identify and assess factors that might affect
levels of internal efficacy, paying particular attention to political and civic
participation and victimization. Our findings suggest that participation is likely to
increase this belief; in contrast, we find little support for the hypothesis that
victimization is negatively correlated to internal efficacy, a result we suggest
warrants further research.
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P

ȱoliticalȱ efficacy,ȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ
peopleȱ believeȱ theyȱ canȱ exertȱ influenceȱ
overȱ theȱ politicalȱ system,ȱ isȱ consideredȱ
crucialȱ toȱ theȱ healthȱ ofȱ aȱ “participatoryȱ
democracy”ȱ (Patemanȱ 1970).ȱ Inȱ Almondȱ andȱ
Verba’sȱ (1963,ȱ p.ȱ 253)ȱ words,ȱ “theȱ senseȱ ofȱ
abilityȱ toȱ participateȱ inȱ politicsȱ appearsȱ toȱ
increaseȱ theȱ legitimacyȱ ofȱ aȱ systemȱ andȱ toȱ leadȱ
toȱ politicalȱ stability.”ȱ Scholarshipȱ onȱ politicalȱ
efficacyȱ makesȱ aȱ distinctionȱ betweenȱ twoȱ basicȱ
forms:ȱ externalȱ (anȱ individual’sȱ beliefȱ thatȱ
governmentȱ isȱ responsiveȱ toȱ hisȱ needs)ȱ andȱ
internalȱ (anȱ individual’sȱ beliefȱ thatȱ sheȱ canȱ
effectivelyȱ participateȱ inȱ politics).ȱ Acrossȱ bothȱ
measures,ȱweȱfindȱthatȱlevelsȱofȱpoliticalȱefficacyȱ
inȱ theȱ Americasȱ areȱ low.ȱ Thus,ȱ manyȱ inȱ theȱ
regionȱdoȱnotȱbelieveȱthatȱtheirȱgovernmentsȱareȱ
responsive,ȱ norȱ doȱ theyȱ believeȱ thatȱ personallyȱ
theyȱ areȱ adequatelyȱ equippedȱ toȱ influenceȱ
government.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ troublingȱ toȱ theȱ extentȱ thatȱ
itȱ encouragesȱ thoseȱ peopleȱ toȱ disengageȱ fromȱ
politicsȱor,ȱatȱtheȱextreme,ȱleavesȱthemȱwillingȱtoȱ
supportȱ extrajudicialȱ methodsȱ toȱ achieveȱ
politicalȱendsȱ(LinzȱandȱStepanȱ1996;ȱRosenstoneȱ
andȱHansenȱ1993).ȱȱ

Figure 1. Average Levels of Internal Political Efficacy
in the Americas, 2010
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Inȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ report1,ȱ weȱ assessȱ theȱ stateȱ ofȱ
internalȱ efficacyȱ inȱ theȱ Americas.ȱ Afterȱ
describingȱ relativelyȱ lowȱ butȱ varyingȱ levelsȱ
acrossȱ countriesȱ inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ weȱ turnȱ toȱ
factorsȱ thatȱ mightȱ predictȱ individualȬlevelȱ
differencesȱ inȱ internalȱ efficacy.ȱ Specifically,ȱ weȱ
suggestȱ andȱ findȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ notionȱ thatȱ
participationȱ isȱ positivelyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ
feelingsȱ ofȱ efficacy.ȱ Weȱ furtherȱ assessȱ theȱ
hypothesisȱ thatȱ victimizationȱ byȱ crimeȱ andȱ
corruptionȱ isȱ negativelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ efficacy,ȱ butȱ
hereȱ weȱ findȱ lessȱ support.2ȱ Weȱ focusȱ onȱ theȱ
followingȱ
questionȱ
fromȱ
theȱ
2010ȱ

ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.phpȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapopȱ
2ȱInȱotherȱanalyses,ȱweȱexaminedȱexternalȱefficacyȱusingȱtheȱ
EFF1ȱ variableȱ andȱ foundȱ aȱ significantȱ negativeȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱvictimizationȱandȱexternalȱefficacy.ȱ
1

AmericasBarometer3ȱ surveyȱ byȱ LAPOP,ȱ inȱ
whichȱ 42,490ȱ surveyȱ participantsȱ fromȱ 26ȱ
countriesȱ wereȱ askedȱ toȱ respondȱ onȱ aȱ sevenȬ
pointȱ agree/disagreeȱ scaleȱ toȱ theȱ followingȱ
statement:ȱȱ
EFF2.ȱ Youȱ feelȱ thatȱ youȱ understandȱ theȱ mostȱ
importantȱpoliticalȱissuesȱofȱthisȱcountry.4ȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ showsȱ meanȱ responsesȱ toȱ thisȱ
statement,ȱwhichȱhaveȱbeenȱrecalibratedȱonȱaȱ0Ȭ
100ȱ scale,ȱ whereȱ higherȱ valuesȱ indicateȱ greaterȱ
3ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
4ȱNonȬresponseȱwasȱ3.7%ȱforȱthisȱquestionȱacrossȱtheȱsampleȱ
asȱaȱwhole.ȱTheȱquestionȱwasȱaskedȱofȱonlyȱhalfȱtheȱsampleȱ
inȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Statesȱ andȱ Canada.ȱ Analysisȱ wasȱ conductedȱ
usingȱSTATAȱv10.ȱ
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internalȱefficacy.ȱTheȱhighestȱmeanȱlevelȱ
ofȱ perceivedȱ efficacyȱ isȱ foundȱ inȱ theȱ
Figure 2. Socio-economic and Demographic Characteristics
Predicting Levels of Internal Efficacy, 2010
Unitedȱ States,ȱ whichȱ reportsȱ anȱ averageȱ
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Quintiles of Wealth
Tobagoȱ alsoȱ showȱ comparativelyȱ highȱ
values,ȱrangingȱfromȱ58.0ȱtoȱ57.7ȱtoȱ56.9,ȱ
respectively.ȱ Theȱ majorityȱ ofȱ otherȱ
Urban
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range;ȱ theȱ exceptionsȱ areȱ Haitiȱ andȱ
Age
Paraguay,ȱ withȱ valuesȱ ofȱ 38.8ȱ andȱ 36.4,ȱ
respectively.ȱ Whenȱ consideringȱ theȱ
regionȱ asȱ aȱ whole,ȱ oneȱ seesȱ thatȱ asideȱ
Female
fromȱ theȱ U.S.ȱ andȱ Paraguay,ȱ thereȱ isȱ
littleȱvarianceȱacrossȱcountries;ȱtheȱgreatȱ
Education Level
majorityȱfallȱwithinȱaȱ16.6Ȭpointȱrangeȱofȱ
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95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
thatȱ aȱ majorityȱ ofȱ thoseȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ
Country fixed effects and intercept included
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
doȱ notȱ expressȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ internalȱ
but not shown here.
efficacy.ȱ Asȱ notedȱ inȱ footnoteȱ 2,ȱ weȱ
conductedȱ additionalȱ analysesȱ ofȱ
externalȱefficacy,ȱandȱweȱfoundȱevidenceȱ
thatȱ aȱ majorityȱ ofȱ individualsȱ inȱ thisȱ
verticalȱ “0”ȱ line,ȱ thatȱ variableȱ isȱ statisticallyȱ
regionȱ alsoȱ doȱ notȱ believeȱ thatȱ theirȱ
significant.ȱAllȱofȱtheȱvariablesȱweȱexamineȱhereȱ
governmentsȱ areȱ interestedȱ inȱ theȱ opinionsȱ ofȱ
areȱstatisticallyȱsignificant,ȱwithȱ95%ȱconfidence.ȱ
theȱ people.ȱ Forȱ now,ȱ weȱ turnȱ toȱ anȱ explorationȱ
Variablesȱwithȱeffectsȱonȱtheȱrightȱsideȱofȱtheȱ“0”ȱ
ofȱ factorsȱ thatȱ helpȱ predictȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ
lineȱareȱpositivelyȱcorrelatedȱwithȱefficacy,ȱwhileȱ
anȱ individualȱ reportsȱ lowȱ orȱ highȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
thoseȱ onȱ theȱ leftȱ sideȱ areȱ negativelyȱ correlatedȱ
internalȱpoliticalȱefficacy.ȱȱ
withȱ internalȱ efficacy.ȱ Theȱ magnitudeȱ ofȱ theȱ
effectsȱ indicatesȱ theirȱ relativeȱ importance,ȱ sinceȱ
Individualȱ Characteristicsȱ andȱ
theȱcoefficientsȱhaveȱbeenȱstandardized.ȱȱ

BeliefȱinȱInternalȱEfficacyȱȱ
Initially,ȱ weȱ lookȱ atȱ theȱ roleȱ certainȱ basicȱ
socioeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ playȱ
inȱ predictingȱ individualȱ levelsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
efficacy.ȱ Theseȱ variablesȱ areȱ wealth5,ȱ urbanȱ
versusȱ ruralȱ locale,ȱ age,ȱ gender,ȱ andȱ educationȱ
level.ȱ Resultsȱ ofȱ aȱ linearȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ
predictingȱ levelsȱ ofȱ internalȱ efficacyȱ withȱ theseȱ
variablesȱareȱpresentedȱinȱFigureȱ2.ȱ
Whenȱ theȱ barȱ representingȱ theȱ confidenceȱ
intervalȱ ofȱ aȱ variableȱ doesȱ notȱ overlapȱ theȱ
ȱ Forȱ moreȱ informationȱ aboutȱ theȱ wealthȱ measureȱ seeȱ
Córdovaȱ(2009).

5

Theȱ resultsȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ showȱ thatȱ wealthȱ andȱ
educationȱ haveȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ
positiveȱ associationȱ withȱ efficacy.6ȱ Thisȱ meansȱ
thatȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ wealthȱ andȱ educationȱ

ȱInterestingly,ȱinȱanalysesȱweȱconductedȱtoȱexamineȱexternalȱ
efficacyȱ (usingȱ theȱ EFF1ȱ variableȱ inȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ
survey),ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ wealthȱ andȱ educationȱ haveȱ negativeȱ
andȱ significantȱ effects.ȱ Theȱ resultsȱ weȱ reportȱ forȱ internalȱ
efficacyȱ andȱ educationȱ areȱ consistentȱ withȱ workȱ byȱ othersȱ
includingȱ Letkiȱ (2006),ȱ whoȱ contendȱ thatȱ individualsȱ areȱ
affectedȱ byȱ aȱ rangeȱ ofȱ socioeconomicȱ factors,ȱ mostȱ notablyȱ
educationȱ and,ȱ inȱ particular,ȱ politicalȱ education.ȱ Theseȱ canȱ
haveȱ aȱ profoundȱ impactȱ onȱ internalȱ efficacyȱ becauseȱ theyȱ
influenceȱ howȱ capableȱ andȱ thusȱ confidentȱ individualsȱ areȱ
withȱ respectȱ toȱ understandingȱ theȱ natureȱ ofȱ participatoryȱ
institutions.ȱȱ
6
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predictȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ efficacy.ȱ Ageȱ
alsoȱ hasȱ aȱ positiveȱ relationshipȱ withȱ anȱ
individual’sȱ expressedȱ internalȱ politicalȱ efficacyȱ
suchȱ thatȱ olderȱ individuals,ȱ inȱ general,ȱ haveȱ
higherȱinternalȱefficacy.ȱInȱaddition,ȱweȱfindȱthatȱ
womenȱ reportȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ internalȱ efficacyȱ
comparedȱtoȱmenȱandȱthatȱthoseȱlivingȱinȱurbanȱ
areasȱ reportȱ higherȱ levelsȱ comparedȱ toȱ thoseȱ inȱ
ruralȱareas.ȱ

controlȱofȱtheirȱsurroundings,ȱandȱthusȱareȱmoreȱ
likelyȱtoȱbelieveȱthatȱtheyȱunderstandȱimportantȱ
issuesȱ facingȱ theirȱ countries.ȱ Itȱ isȱ alsoȱ moreȱ
likelyȱthatȱtheyȱwillȱbeȱparticipantsȱinȱtheȱfutureȱ
(thatȱis,ȱitȱisȱconsistentȱwithȱexistingȱscholarshipȱ
toȱ believeȱ thatȱ efficacyȱ increasesȱ participation),ȱ
creatingȱ aȱ patternȱ ofȱ participationȱ leadingȱ toȱ
efficacy,ȱandȱviceȱversa.ȱ

Scholarshipȱ byȱ Eastonȱ
andȱ
Dennisȱ
(1967)ȱ
Althoughȱ efficacyȱ canȱ beȱ
Peopleȱwhoȱparticipateȱinȱpoliticsȱ concludesȱ
thatȱ
partiallyȱexplainedȱbyȱtheseȱ
fiveȱ
variables,ȱ
theȱ
becomeȱmoreȱselfȬconfidentȱ…ȱandȱ participatoryȱ activitiesȱ atȱ
anȱ earlyȱageȱareȱ likelyȱ toȱ
consistentlyȱ lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
thusȱareȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱbelieveȱthatȱ imprintȱnormsȱofȱefficacyȱ
efficacyȱ expressedȱ acrossȱ
theȱAmericasȱjustifyȱfurtherȱ
theyȱunderstandȱimportantȱissuesȱ thatȱ defineȱ individuals’ȱ
longȬtermȱ opinionsȱ ofȱ
analysisȱ ofȱ theȱ topic,ȱ withȱ
facingȱtheirȱcountries.
democraticȱ
regimes.ȱ
additionalȱvariables.ȱȱ
Nevertheless,ȱ theȱ timingȱ
andȱnatureȱthatȱparticipationȱmustȱtakeȱinȱorderȱ
RelatingȱPoliticalȱParticipationȱtoȱ
toȱpromoteȱsuchȱbeliefsȱinȱefficacyȱareȱdisputed,ȱ
InternalȱEfficacyȱȱ
asȱ isȱ theȱ extentȱ ofȱ theirȱ influenceȱ (Finkelȱ 1987).ȱ
Ourȱ expectation,ȱ generally,ȱ isȱ thatȱ participationȱ
Amongȱtheȱwideȱrangeȱofȱvariablesȱthatȱmayȱbeȱ
willȱ improveȱ beliefsȱ inȱ internalȱ efficacyȱ acrossȱ
consideredȱrelevantȱtoȱaȱbroaderȱunderstandingȱ
theȱ Latinȱ Americanȱ andȱ Caribbeanȱ region.ȱ Atȱ
ofȱ efficacy,ȱ weȱ suggestȱ thatȱ participationȱ isȱ
theȱ sameȱ time,ȱ toȱ examineȱ theȱ topicȱ moreȱ
especiallyȱ important.ȱ Drawingȱ onȱ extantȱ
thoroughly,ȱ weȱ considerȱ differentȱ typesȱ ofȱ
scholarship,ȱ weȱ suggestȱ thatȱ participationȱ
participation.ȱ
improvesȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ internalȱ efficacy.7ȱ
Classicȱ researchȱ indicatesȱ thatȱ individualsȱ whoȱ
Participationȱ isȱ aȱ multifacetedȱ conceptȱ thatȱ
participateȱ inȱ variousȱ aspectsȱ ofȱ civicȱ lifeȱ gainȱ
includesȱ conventionalȱ (orȱ formal)ȱ andȱ
politicalȱ competenceȱ (Verbaȱ 1961;ȱ Almondȱ andȱ
unconventionalȱ (orȱ informal)ȱ behavior.ȱ Inȱ
Verbaȱ1963;ȱVerba,ȱScholzman,ȱandȱBradyȱ1995).ȱ
determiningȱ theȱ effectȱ thatȱ participationȱ hasȱ onȱ
Inȱ generalȱ terms,ȱ participationȱ buildsȱ andȱ
efficacy,ȱ examiningȱ individualȱ votingȱ behaviorȱ
nurturesȱinternalȱpoliticalȱefficacy.ȱFinkelȱ(1987)ȱ
mayȱ notȱ beȱ sufficient.ȱ Inȱ fact,ȱ inȱ examiningȱ
referencesȱ classicalȱ politicalȱ theoriesȱ fromȱ
MexicanȬAmericanȱ votersȱ inȱ theȱ 1960s,ȱ Buehlerȱ
Rousseau,ȱ whichȱ hypothesizeȱ thatȱ anyȱ formȱ ofȱ
(1977)ȱdeterminedȱthatȱanȱindividual’sȱchoiceȱofȱ
participationȱ leadsȱ toȱ greaterȱ personalȱ
whetherȱ orȱ notȱ toȱ voteȱ didȱ notȱ reliablyȱ predictȱ
developmentȱandȱanȱincreasedȱbeliefȱinȱpoliticalȱ
efficacy.ȱ Examiningȱ voteȱ choiceȱ aloneȱ inȱ Latinȱ
efficacy.ȱ Peopleȱ whoȱ participateȱ inȱ politicsȱ
America,ȱ inȱ particular,ȱ mightȱ beȱ misleadingȱ
becomeȱ moreȱ selfȬconfidentȱ andȱ feelȱ moreȱ inȱ
givenȱ thatȱ inȱ someȱ systemsȱ theȱ voteȱ isȱ
7ȱ Itȱ isȱ alsoȱ possibleȱ thatȱ efficacyȱ affectsȱ participation.ȱ
Modelingȱ aȱ complexȱ system,ȱ forȱ example,ȱ inȱ whichȱ
participationȱ affectsȱ efficacyȱ and,ȱ simultaneously,ȱ theȱ
reverse,ȱ isȱ outsideȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ report;ȱ theȱ potentialȱ forȱ
suchȱ relationshipsȱ toȱ hold,ȱ however,ȱ shouldȱ beȱ takenȱ intoȱ
accountȱ whenȱ drawingȱ conclusionsȱ fromȱ theȱ resultsȱ
presentedȱhereȱ(see,ȱe.g.,ȱFinkelȱ1987ȱforȱmoreȱonȱthisȱtopic).ȱȱ

compulsory,ȱtoȱatȱleastȱsomeȱdegree.ȱUltimately,ȱ
theȱ factȱ thatȱ anȱ individualȱ votesȱ mayȱ notȱ meanȱ
thatȱ s/heȱ believesȱ thatȱ s/heȱ isȱ personallyȱ
efficaciousȱ norȱ thatȱ theȱ regimeȱ orȱ institutionalȱ
frameworkȱ isȱ responsiveȱ toȱ himȱ orȱ her;ȱ inȱ
exploringȱ theȱ effectsȱ ofȱ variousȱ factorsȱ onȱ
efficacy,ȱ Chongȱ andȱ Rogersȱ (2005)ȱ failedȱ toȱ
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statisticallyȱ demonstrateȱ thatȱ traditionalȱ votingȱ
wasȱ affectedȱ byȱ suchȱ factors.ȱ Althoughȱ weȱ
examineȱ voting,ȱ weȱ includeȱ additionalȱ formsȱ ofȱ
participationȱasȱwell.ȱ

aȱ generalȱ distrustȱ ofȱ othersȱ mightȱ diminishȱ aȱ
person’sȱ beliefȱ inȱ herȱ capacityȱ toȱ understand,ȱ
engageȱ in,ȱ andȱ catalyzeȱ changeȱ inȱ governmentȱ
orȱpoliticalȱentities.ȱ

NonȬelectoralȱ formsȱ ofȱ participationȱ includeȱ
communityȱinvolvement,ȱespeciallyȱwithinȱlocalȱ
governments,ȱasȱwellȱasȱcampaignȱinvolvement,ȱ
protests,ȱ andȱ demandȱ makingȱ onȱ theȱ
government.ȱ Inȱ examiningȱ collectiveȱ efficacy, or
Ȉsharedȱ beliefsȱ inȱ theȱ powerȱ toȱ produceȱ effectsȱ
byȱ collectiveȱ action,Ȉȱ Banduraȱ (2000,ȱ p.ȱ 76;ȱ 78)ȱ
foundȱ thatȱ “thoseȱ whoȱ believeȱ theyȱ canȱ
accomplishȱ socialȱ changesȱ byȱ perseverantȱ
collectiveȱ action,ȱ butȱ viewȱ theȱ governingȱ
systemsȱ andȱ officeholdersȱ asȱ untrustworthy,ȱ
favorȱ moreȱ confrontiveȱ andȱ coerciveȱ meansȱ ofȱ
participationȱ outsideȱ theȱ traditionalȱ politicalȱ
channels.”ȱ Ourȱ contentionȱ isȱ thatȱ individualsȱ
whoȱparticipateȱinȱcivicȱandȱpoliticalȱgroupsȱareȱ
likelyȱ alsoȱ toȱ solidifyȱ theirȱ knowledgeȱ ofȱ theȱ
politicalȱ process,ȱ resultingȱ inȱ anȱ associationȱ
betweenȱcollectiveȱactionȱandȱinternalȱefficacyȱasȱ
well.ȱThoseȱwhoȱattendȱmeetingsȱorȱprotestsȱareȱ
likelyȱ toȱ beȱ inȱ tuneȱ withȱ theȱ mostȱ prevalentȱ
politicalȱ issuesȱ ofȱ theȱ day.ȱ Further,ȱ researchȱ inȱ
anȱ industrialȱ factoryȱ settingȱ demonstratesȱ thatȱ
involvementȱ inȱ certainȱ workplaceȱ organizationsȱ
alsoȱ correlatesȱ withȱ increasedȱ politicalȱ efficacy;ȱ
thisȱ alsoȱ supportsȱ theȱ expectationȱ thatȱ nonȬ
electoralȱ formsȱ ofȱ participationȱ mayȱ leadȱ toȱ
increasedȱefficacyȱ(Eldenȱ1981;ȱPatemanȱ1970).ȱȱȱ

Someȱscholarsȱhaveȱarguedȱthatȱvictimizationȱbyȱ
corruptionȱ canȱ decreaseȱ efficacyȱ levelsȱ becauseȱ
individualsȱhaveȱlessȱconfidenceȱinȱtheȱpotentialȱ
resultsȱ ofȱ theirȱ participation.ȱ Asȱ someȱ scholarsȱ
haveȱ contended,ȱ thisȱ couldȱ beȱ becauseȱ
corruptionȱ “diminishesȱ [officials’]ȱ basesȱ ofȱ
authorityȱ andȱ [undermines]ȱ theirȱ legitimacy”ȱ
(CanacheȱandȱAllisonȱ2005,ȱp.ȱ92).ȱFurther,ȱWardȱ
(1989)ȱ arguesȱ thatȱ corruptionȱ hasȱ alienatingȱ
socialȱ effectsȱ thatȱ addȱ toȱ individuals’ȱ cynicismȱ
aboutȱ politicsȱ andȱ theȱ politicalȱ process.ȱ Fromȱ aȱ
broadȱ surveyȱ ofȱ scholarshipȱ focusingȱ onȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ
betweenȱ
corruptionȱ
andȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ efficacy,ȱ weȱ drawȱ theȱ followingȱ
expectation:ȱ corruptionȱ lowersȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
efficacyȱ (seeȱ Dellaȱ Portaȱ 2000;ȱ Schedlerȱ etȱ al.ȱ
1999;ȱ Andersonȱ andȱ Tverdovaȱ 2003).ȱ However,ȱ
weȱ cautionȱ thatȱ thisȱ mayȱ notȱ applyȱ toȱ internalȱ
efficacy,ȱasȱtheȱargumentsȱappearȱmoreȱrelevantȱ
toȱ externalȱ efficacy.ȱ Therefore,ȱ weȱ testȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ corruptionȱ victimizationȱ
andȱ internalȱ efficacy.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ testȱ theȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ victimizationȱ andȱ externalȱ
efficacyȱ and,ȱ whileȱ weȱ doȱ notȱ showȱ theseȱ
analyses,ȱweȱwillȱmakeȱnoteȱofȱthemȱbelow.ȱȱ

Inȱ additionȱ toȱ examiningȱ theȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ participationȱ andȱ efficacy,ȱ itȱ isȱ alsoȱ
importantȱ toȱ assessȱ nonȬparticipatoryȱ variablesȱ
thatȱ mayȱ beȱ relevant.ȱ Victimizationȱ mayȱ affectȱ
certainȱ individuals’ȱ senseȱ ofȱ efficacy.ȱ Manyȱ
studiesȱ (Davisȱ &ȱ Friedman,ȱ 1985;ȱ Green,ȱ
Streeter,ȱ andȱ Pomeroy,ȱ 2005;ȱ Kilpatrickȱ etȱ al.ȱ
1985)ȱ haveȱ shownȱ thatȱ victimsȱ ofȱ crimeȱ sufferȱ
lastingȱ
psychologicalȱ
effectsȱ
includingȱ
depression,ȱ socialȱ anxiety,ȱ distrustȱ ofȱ membersȱ
ofȱ theirȱ community,ȱ andȱ lowȱ levelsȱ ofȱ selfȬ
esteem.ȱ Theseȱ psychologicalȱ effects,ȱ whetherȱ
individuallyȱ orȱ inȱ combination,ȱ couldȱ haveȱ aȱ
directȱeffectȱonȱhowȱindividualsȱviewȱtheirȱownȱ
efficacy.ȱLoweredȱperceptionsȱofȱselfȱworthȱandȱ

Toȱ assessȱ ourȱ expectationsȱ concerningȱ
participation,ȱknowledge,ȱandȱvictimization,ȱweȱ
predictȱinternalȱefficacyȱwithȱanȱindividualȬlevelȱ
linearȱregressionȱmodel.ȱResultsȱareȱpresentedȱinȱ
Figureȱ 3.8ȱ Interestingly,ȱ whileȱ weȱ wereȱ notȱ
certainȱ whetherȱ itȱ wouldȱ beȱ aȱ significantȱ
predictorȱ givenȱ extantȱ scholarship,ȱ weȱfindȱ thatȱ
votingȱ isȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ andȱ positiveȱ
variableȱ inȱ theȱ model.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ
otherȱ participatoryȱ variablesȱ correlateȱ withȱ
efficacy.ȱ Protestȱ participation,ȱ communityȱ
8ȱ Correlationsȱ betweenȱ participationȱ variablesȱ wereȱ tested,ȱ
andȱ theȱ maximumȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ anyȱ twoȱ formsȱ ofȱ
politicalȱ participationȱ isȱ rȱ =ȱ .32.ȱ Theȱ measureȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
knowledgeȱisȱanȱindexȱbasedȱonȱresponsesȱtoȱquestionsȱGI1,ȱ
GI3ȱ andȱ GI4,ȱ whichȱ askȱ aboutȱ countryȬspecificȱ institutionalȱ
structureȱandȱleadership.ȱ
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Figure 3. Participation, Knowledge, and Victimization as
Predictors of Internal Efficacy, 2010
R-Squared =0.098
F=78.780
N =36846
Crime Victimization
Corruption Victimization
Political Knowledge
Voted in the Last Election
Participated in Demonstration or Protest

(usingȱ theȱ EFF1ȱ variableȱ inȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ survey)ȱ and,ȱ inȱ thisȱ
case,ȱweȱfoundȱtheȱpredictedȱresults.ȱThus,ȱ
victimizationȱ inȱ theȱ Americas,ȱ allȱ elseȱ
equal,ȱ correlatesȱ positivelyȱ withȱ internalȱ
efficacyȱ butȱ negativelyȱ withȱ externalȱ
efficacy.ȱ Weȱ suggestȱ thatȱ thisȱ interestingȱ
contradiction,ȱ whereȱ victimsȱ appearȱ toȱ
feelȱ moreȱ capableȱ ofȱ understandingȱ
politicsȱ butȱ lessȱ attendedȱ toȱ byȱ
government,ȱisȱworthyȱofȱfutureȱstudy.ȱ

Community Involvement

Conclusionȱ

Demand-Making on Municipal Government
Attended a Municipal Meeting
0.0

0.02

0.04

0.06

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Sociodemographics, country fixed effects
and intercept included but not shown here

involvement,ȱ demandȬmakingȱ atȱ theȱ municipalȱ
level,ȱandȱattendingȱaȱmunicipalȱmeetingȱareȱallȱ
positivelyȱ andȱ significantlyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ
internalȱefficacy.9ȱ
Buildingȱ onȱ ourȱ findingsȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ
educationȱandȱargumentsȱmadeȱbyȱscholarsȱsuchȱ
asȱ Letkiȱ (2006),ȱ weȱ includedȱ anȱ indicatorȱ ofȱ
politicalȱ knowledge.ȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ showsȱ thatȱ
politicalȱ knowledgeȱ isȱ aȱ strong,ȱ positiveȱ
predictorȱ ofȱ internalȱ efficacy,ȱ aȱ resultȱ thatȱ isȱ
similarȱ toȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ formalȱ
educationȱandȱinternalȱefficacy.ȱȱ
Inȱ contrastȱ toȱ ourȱ expectations,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ
victimizationȱ –ȱ bothȱ crimeȱ andȱ corruptionȱ –ȱareȱ
positivelyȱ andȱ significantlyȱ correlatedȱ withȱ
internalȱ efficacy.ȱ Thisȱ resultȱ isȱ somewhatȱ
puzzling.ȱ Asȱ aȱ meansȱ ofȱ exploringȱ theȱ topicȱ inȱ
moreȱ detail,ȱ weȱ assessedȱ theȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ theseȱ variablesȱ andȱ externalȱ efficacyȱ
9

Theȱ Nȱ forȱ thisȱ analysisȱ dropsȱ fromȱ 38,969ȱ casesȱ toȱ 36,846ȱ
dueȱ toȱ theȱ highȱ numberȱ ofȱ missingȱ valuesȱ inȱ theȱ followingȱ
variables:ȱvoteȱ(789),ȱcommunityȱinvolvementȱ(694),ȱattendȱaȱ
municipalȱmeetingȱ(505),ȱandȱprotestȱ(310),ȱdemandȬmakingȱ
(223)ȱandȱcrimeȱvictimizationȱ(166).ȱȱSeeȱtheȱappendixȱforȱthe
fullȱsetȱofȱregressionȱresults.

0.08

AsȱAlmondȱandȱVerbaȱ(1963,ȱp.ȱ230)ȱnote,ȱ
“competenceȱ andȱ participationȱ areȱ atȱ theȱ
heartȱ ofȱ theȱ definitionȱ ofȱ democracy.”ȱ Inȱ
thisȱ briefȱ report,ȱ weȱ haveȱ attemptedȱ toȱ
createȱaȱbasicȱunderstandingȱofȱtheȱstateȱofȱ
efficacyȱinȱtheȱAmericasȱandȱtoȱdocument,ȱ
especially,ȱ theȱ closeȱ andȱ positiveȱ connectionsȱ
betweenȱ variousȱ formsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ participationȱ
andȱinternalȱefficacyȱinȱtheȱAmericas.ȱȱ
Ultimately,ȱourȱanalysisȱshowsȱthatȱparticipationȱ
broadlyȱspeaking,ȱmeaningȱvotingȱbutȱalsoȱotherȱ
formsȱ ofȱ engagement,ȱ isȱ positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ
feelingsȱ ofȱ efficacy.ȱ Theseȱ findingsȱ supportȱ theȱ
theoreticalȱ perspectiveȱ notedȱ earlier,ȱ whichȱ
positsȱ thatȱ participationȱ leadsȱ toȱ strongerȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ control,ȱ whichȱ subsequentlyȱ
encouragesȱ participationȱ andȱ beliefsȱ inȱ efficacyȱ
inȱaȱreciprocalȱcausalȱrelationshipȱ(Finkelȱ1987).ȱ
Nevertheless,ȱ thisȱ begsȱ theȱ question:ȱ howȱ canȱ
governmentsȱ formallyȱ andȱ informallyȱ promoteȱ
participation?ȱ Additionalȱ researchȱ couldȱ assessȱ
whenȱcitizensȱareȱmostȱwillingȱtoȱengageȱinȱtheirȱ
communitiesȱ andȱ thusȱ shedȱ lightȱ onȱ howȱ toȱ
improveȱ internalȱ efficacy,ȱ withȱ itsȱ positiveȱ
externalitiesȱ forȱ democraticȱ politicsȱ atȱ theȱ localȱ
andȱ nationalȱ levels.ȱ Inȱ particular,ȱ buildingȱ onȱ
theȱintellectualȱfoundationȱestablishedȱbyȱEastonȱ
andȱ Dennis’ȱ (1967)ȱ researchȱ regardingȱ howȱ
childrenȱ developȱ valuesȱ ofȱ politicalȱ efficacyȱ
throughȱ participatoryȱ activities,ȱ suchȱ effortsȱ
mightȱ focusȱ onȱ maximizingȱ theȱ civicȱ andȱ
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politicalȱ involvementȱ andȱknowledgeȱ ofȱ schoolȬ
agedȱchildren.ȱȱ

Inȱ thisȱ briefȱ reportȱ itȱ wasȱ notȱ possibleȱ toȱ
examineȱ allȱ ofȱ theȱ manyȱ variablesȱ thatȱ mightȱ
predictȱefficacyȱacrossȱtheȱAmericas;ȱefficacyȱisȱaȱ
topicȱ thatȱ warrantsȱ extensiveȱ research,ȱ andȱ oneȱ
Whileȱ ourȱ resultsȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ participationȱ
whichȱ weȱ hopeȱ willȱ beȱ consideredȱ inȱ greaterȱ
affirmȱ argumentsȱ andȱ findingsȱ fromȱ otherȱ
depthȱinȱtheȱfuture.ȱInȱtheȱmeantime,ȱourȱhopeȱisȱ
scholarship,ȱ ourȱ resultsȱ withȱ respectȱ toȱ crimeȱ
thatȱ weȱ haveȱ createdȱ aȱ broadȱ understandingȱ ofȱ
andȱcorruptionȱvictimizationȱareȱmoreȱpuzzling.ȱ
Extantȱ
scholarshipȱ
perceivedȱ internalȱ
appearsȱ toȱ suggestȱ
Voting,ȱprotest,ȱcommunityȱinvolvement,ȱ efficacyȱ inȱ theȱ
numerousȱ reasonsȱ toȱ
Americasȱ
andȱ
demandȬmakingȱatȱtheȱmunicipalȱlevel,ȱ
believeȱ
thatȱ
indicatedȱ
variousȱ
victimizationȱ wouldȱ
factorsȱ thatȱ helpȱ
andȱattendingȱaȱmunicipalȱmeetingȱareȱ
harmȱ
efficacy.ȱ
allȱpositivelyȱandȱsignificantlyȱcorrelatedȱ explainȱ itsȱ varianceȱ
However,ȱweȱfindȱthatȱ
acrossȱ individualsȱ
withȱinternalȱefficacy.
withinȱtheȱregion.ȱȱ
theȱ relationshipȱ doesȱ
notȱ holdȱ inȱ ourȱ
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Appendix A
Tableȱ1.ȱPredictorsȱofȱInternalȱEfficacyȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱCaribbean,ȱ2010ȱ

Educationȱ
Female
Ageȱ
Urbanȱȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
CrimeȱVictimization
CorruptionȱVictimization
PoliticalȱKnowledge
VotedȱinȱtheȱLastȱElection
Protest
CommunityȱInvolvement
DemandȬmakingȱonȱMunicipalȱGovernment
AttendedȱaȱMunicipalȱMeeting
Mexico
Guatemala
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Hondurasȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
CostaȱRica
Panamaȱ
Colombia
Ecuador
Bolivia
Peru
Paraguay
Chile
Brazil
Venezuelaȱ
Argentinaȱȱ
DominicanȱRep.
Haiti
Jamaica
Guyana
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobagoȱ
Belizeȱ
Surinameȱ
Constant
RȬSquaredȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
*ȱp<0.05

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.154ȱ
Ȭ0.119ȱ
0.084ȱ
0.041ȱ
0.050ȱ

0.0068ȱ
0.0054
0.0056ȱ
0.0076ȱ
0.0063ȱ
ȱ

0.1234ȱ
Ȭ0.1097ȱ
0.0650ȱ
0.0407ȱ
0.0381ȱ
0.0192ȱ
0.0282ȱ
0.0711ȱ
0.0331ȱ
0.0431ȱ
0.0363ȱ
0.0162ȱ
0.0493ȱ
Ȭ0.0311ȱ
Ȭ0.0254ȱ
0.0027ȱ
0.0121ȱ
0.0141ȱ
Ȭ0.0143ȱ
0.0266ȱ
Ȭ0.0397ȱ
Ȭ0.0333ȱ
Ȭ0.0555ȱ
Ȭ0.0686ȱ
Ȭ0.1026ȱ
Ȭ0.0065ȱ
Ȭ0.0876ȱ
0.0234ȱ
Ȭ0.0639ȱ
Ȭ0.0279ȱ
Ȭ0.0927ȱ
Ȭ0.0597ȱ
Ȭ0.0377ȱ
0.0321ȱ
0.0204ȱ
0.0237ȱ
0.0017ȱ
0.098ȱ
36,846ȱ

0.0073ȱ
0.0057ȱ
0.0061ȱ
0.0076ȱ
0.0065ȱ
0.0053ȱ
0.0059ȱ
0.0071ȱ
0.0061ȱ
0.0055ȱ
0.0064ȱ
0.0058ȱ
0.0058ȱ
0.0076ȱ
0.0077ȱ
0.0071ȱ
0.0077ȱ
0.0086ȱ
0.0082ȱ
0.0115ȱ
0.0068ȱ
0.0095ȱ
0.0103ȱ
0.0078ȱ
0.0079ȱ
0.0087ȱ
0.0107ȱ
0.0093ȱ
0.0133ȱ
0.0067ȱ
0.0075ȱ
0.0098ȱ
0.0097ȱ
0.0074ȱ
0.0076ȱ
0.0083ȱ
0.0071ȱ

ȱ

Ȭ0.034ȱ
Ȭ0.021ȱ
0.009ȱ
0.015ȱ
0.004ȱ
Ȭ0.014ȱ
0.017ȱ
Ȭ0.052ȱ
Ȭ0.042ȱ
Ȭ0.044ȱ
Ȭ0.068ȱ
Ȭ0.105ȱ
Ȭ0.031ȱ
Ȭ0.099ȱ
0.012ȱ
Ȭ0.065ȱ
Ȭ0.027ȱ
Ȭ0.077ȱ
Ȭ0.071ȱ
Ȭ0.040ȱ
0.019ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.015ȱ
Ȭ0.001ȱ
0.082
38,969

0.0075
0.0078
0.0072ȱ
0.0075ȱ
0.0085ȱ
0.0083
0.0115ȱ
0.0067
0.0095
0.0102
0.0079
0.0077
0.0080
0.0104
0.0094ȱ
0.0114
0.0065
0.0070
0.0095
0.0099
0.0076ȱ
0.0073ȱ
0.0080ȱ
0.0070ȱ

Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ
CountryȱofȱReference:ȱUruguayȱ
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ver the last two decades, Latin
American
governments
have
transformed their social policies
(Barrientos and Santibáñez 2009). Conditional
cash transfer (CCT) programs are one of the
more visible innovations. Programs like Bolsa
Família in Brazil or Oportunidades in Mexico
generally
provide
cash
assistance
for
impoverished families on the condition that they
keep their children in school and make use of
public health services.

O

We explore the political effects of CCT and other
social assistance programs. CCT program
designs arguably streamline the provision of
social assistance in ways that reduce or
circumvent strategic manipulation by politicians
(Fiszbein and Schady 2009). Nevertheless, many
scholars have criticized social assistance
programs in Latin America as legalized votebuying schemes implemented with political
expediency in mind (Bruhn 1996; Brusco,
Nazareno, and Stokes 2004; Calvo and Murillo
2004; Diaz-Cayeros 2008; Graham and Kane
1998; Penfold-Becerra 2007; Rocha-Menocal
2001; Schady 2000). A core of literature has built
around the effects of participation in CCT
programs on presidential electoral outcomes,
particularly in Mexico and Brazil (Bohn 2011;
Carraro, Araújo Junior, Damé, Monasterio, et al.
2007; Hunter and Power 2007; Licio, Rennó, and
Castro 2009; Nicolau and Peixoto 2007; Zucco
2008).1 In keeping with the spirit of that debate,
the purpose here is to use a broader crossnational analysis to determine what correlations,
if any, exist between participation in social
assistance programs and support for the
incumbent presidential candidate or party.
This AmericasBarometer Insights report takes
advantage of a question from the 2010 round of
the AmericasBarometer asking respondents
whether they receive public social assistance.2
1

Twoȱ otherȱ studiesȱ assessȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ votingȱ
andȱ socialȱ assistanceȱ usingȱ theȱ AmericasBarometerȱ (Lunaȱ
andȱZechmeisterȱ2010;ȱCamargoȱandȱRodríguezȬRagaȱ2011).
2ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ

Figure 1. Percentage of Respondents Receiving
Social Assistance in Latin America, 2010
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11.5%

Venezuela

10.5%

0

20

40

60

80

Social Assistance/CCT Recipient
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

Respondents from nine countries in Latin
America answered the following question:
CCT1. “Do you or does someone in your
household receive monthly assistance in the
form of money or goods from the government,
for example, from [name of program(s)]?”
A response of “No” was coded as ‘0’, whereas
affirmative responses were coded as ‘1’.3 Figure

Developmentȱ Programȱ (UNDP),ȱ andȱ Vanderbiltȱ University.ȱ
PriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ onȱ
whichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveyȬdata.php.
3ȱ NonȬresponseȱ wasȱ 1.16%ȱ (weighted)ȱ acrossȱ theȱ nineȱ
countries.ȱAllȱanalysesȱpresentedȱhereȱwereȱconductedȱusingȱ
STATAȱ v.11.2.ȱ Theȱ questionȱ alsoȱ appearedȱ inȱ Peru,ȱ butȱ weȱ
excludeȱPeruȱfromȱtheȱanalysisȱgivenȱtheȱlackȱofȱmeaningfulȱ
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1 presents the percentage of respondents in each
country who receive social assistance (see
Appendix A for a list of the programs).

more than
participate.4

12

million

families

currently

The programs examined in Venezuela (Misión
Ribas, Misión Sucre, and Misión Madres del Barrio)
provide yet another view of social assistance in
Latin America. The Chávez administration has
implemented a broad range of social programs
termed Bolivarian Missions, none of them
conditional. Misión Ribas and Misión Sucre aim to
help low-income adults complete secondary
degrees and access higher education, while
Misión Madres del Barrio provides cash grants
and other services to very
low-income women with
dependents.
Incumbentȱpresidentsȱmayȱseekȱtoȱ

Figure 1 shows that large proportions of the
populations in these countries receive
government assistance. About 10.5 percent of
Venezuelans reported receiving assistance
whereas 63.7 percent of Bolivians did so. Most
countries analyzed here assist somewhere
between 20 and 30 percent of their populations
through social programs. These results highlight
the wide variation in program coverage across
the Americas.

In part the difference in
coverage is a function of the
increaseȱtheirȱvoteȱshareȱbyȱ
programs mentioned in the
Despite
the
differences
claimingȱcreditȱforȱorȱpoliticizingȱ
question. For example, in
across
nations
and
Bolivia
the
programs, it is important to
socialȱassistanceȱprograms.ȱ
AmericasBarometer
assess what the political
interviewers asked about
effects of such social
Bono Juancito Pinto, Renta Dignidad, or Bono Juana
programs may be. This is particularly the case
Azurduy. According to the World Bank CCT
given their potential role in creating linkages
Program Profile, the Juancito Pinto program
between
citizens
and
politicians
in
th
targets all children up to the 6 grade, providing
democratizing nations (Kitschelt 2000).
cash transfers to the students so long as they
attend 75% of their classes (Fiszbein and Schady
Presidentialȱ Votingȱ andȱ Socialȱ
2009). Clearly, such a universalistic program will
Assistance:ȱ Mechanismsȱ ofȱ Groupȱ
have much wider participation than the meanstested programs adopted elsewhere.

InterestȱandȱSelfȬinterestȱ

Brazil’s Bolsa Família is exemplary of meanstested CCT programs. According to the most
recent legislation enacted by the Brazilian
government, recipient families cannot earn more
than R$140 per month in household per capita
income. Depending on the number and age of
the children, families are then eligible to receive
between R$32 and R$242 monthly. The program
requires recipient families to vaccinate children
under the age of 7 and keep children ages 6-15
in school for 85% of their classes each month.
Sixteen- and seventeen-year old children are
required to attend 75% of classes. Moreover,
expectant mothers must participate in prenatal
treatment. According to government figures,

responsesȱonȱourȱdependentȱ variable,ȱbecauseȱthereȱwasȱnoȱ
viableȱcandidateȱfromȱtheȱincumbentȱparty.

This
Insights
report
explores
whether
participation in social assistance programs
across Latin America relates to increased
support for incumbent presidents in a
hypothetical election.
Why might social assistance programs affect
presidential voting? Incumbent presidents may
seek to increase their vote share by claiming
credit for or politicizing social assistance
programs. These electoral strategies might play
out through several mechanisms at the citizen
level. First, not unlike lower income recipients of
Social Security in the United States (Campbell
2003), social assistance recipients have a strong
4ȱForȱmoreȱinformationȱonȱtheȱprogram,ȱaccessȱtheȱprogramȱ
webpageȱatȱhttp://www.mds.gov.br/bolsafamilia
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Program beneficiaries may also see government
assistance as a kind of group benefit provided to
others like themselves. Vote share for the
incumbent would then depend on the level of
benefits provided in the community. As
beneficiaries observe a broader policy impact in
their community, the electoral rewards for the
incumbent should grow. In this report we focus
principally on the former explanation, though
see Footnote 16 for an exploration of the latter
argument’s implications.

Figure 2. Percent Who Would Vote for the
Incumbent by Social Assistance Status, 2010
Brazil
Recipients
Non-recipients

69.8
66.6

VB20. If the next presidential elections were
being held this week, what would you do?5
Respondents could indicate that they would not
vote, they would vote for the incumbent
candidate or party, they would vote for a non5ȱ Theȱ questionȱ forȱ Colombiaȱ isȱ COLVB20;ȱ forȱ Chileȱ itȱ isȱ
CHIVB3A.ȱ Inȱ Chile,ȱ whereȱ Presidentȱ Sebastiánȱ Piñeraȱ hadȱ
justȱtakenȱoffice,ȱtheȱquestionȱaskedȱnotȱaboutȱaȱhypotheticalȱ
futureȱ vote,ȱ butȱ ratherȱ aboutȱ theȱ actualȱ voteȱ inȱ theȱ recentȱ
presidentialȱelection.ȱSupportersȱofȱEduardoȱFreiȱwereȱcodedȱ
asȱvotingȱforȱtheȱincumbentȱparty.ȱSinceȱthoseȱwhoȱsaidȱtheyȱ
wouldȱnotȱvoteȱorȱwouldȱvoteȱblankȱwereȱcodedȱasȱmissing,ȱ
nonȬresponseȱ acrossȱ theȱ regionȱ wasȱ veryȱ high:ȱ 40.8%ȱ
(weighted).ȱ Still,ȱ thisȱ isȱ aȱ reasonableȱ reflectionȱ ofȱ electionȱ
turnoutȱfigures.ȱWeȱthereforeȱfeelȱthatȱresponsesȱareȱaȱvalidȱ
indicatorȱofȱhowȱaȱtrueȱelectionȱwouldȱplayȱout.
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Figure 2 presents preliminary evidence that
there are statistically significant differences
between social assistance program recipients
and non-recipients in a hypothetical vote for the
incumbent – at least in some of the countries of
Latin America. To assess who respondents
would vote for, interviewers asked the following
question:

81.7

Uruguay
Recipients
Non-recipients

Social Assistance/CCT Recipient

self-interest in maintaining benefits, on which
they heavily depend. There may be some
uncertainty whether the opposition candidate or
party would continue to fund the program;
therefore, whether or not such trust is ultimately
justified, those who currently receive social
assistance will vote for the incumbent at higher
levels because they are familiar with that
candidate or party’s first term behavior (Stokes
2001,
61),
including
implementing
or
maintaining the social policy that directly
improves their economic condition.
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Percent (Hypothetically) Voting for the Incumbent
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

incumbent candidate or party, or they would
vote but would leave their ballot blank. The vote
percentages for the incumbent shown in Figure
2 are based only on individuals who indicated
they would go to the polls and would not vote
blank.
Without exception, a higher percentage of social
assistance recipients would cast a hypothetical
vote for the incumbent than would nonrecipients. Pooling all the countries together,
there is a statistically significant mean difference
between recipients and non-recipients of 15.45
percentage points (p<0.000). Still, there is
considerable cross-national variation in the
percentage difference. Argentina, for example,
has a very narrow and insignificant gap (only
4.1 percentage points; p=0.404) between
recipients and non-recipients. Venezuela, by
contrast, has the largest gap at 23.3 percentage
points (p<0.000).
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Although these results are suggestive of a
relationship between social assistance and a
hypothetical vote for the incumbent, they are
not definitive nor do they distinguish between
the theoretical causes of such a relationship. The
key problem is that, given its nature, social
assistance is not randomly distributed in any of
these countries. Therefore, these aggregated
differences of means may disguise what are the
true correlates of incumbent vote based on social
class and individual level attitudes.

SocialȱAssistanceȱasȱaȱDeterminantȱ
ofȱtheȱPresidentialȱVote
The model of presidential vote choice offered
here attempts to isolate the relationship between
social assistance receipt and the vote,
independent of social class, evaluations of the
incumbent president, and national context.
Because social assistance recipients are, by
design, from poorer socioeconomic classes, we
include controls for level of wealth6 and level of
education. Thus, we isolate the correlations
between social class and vote choice from the
analysis of the effects of social assistance
programs. In addition, many programs
(especially CCT programs) target female heads of
household; this necessitates a control for gender
of the survey respondent to ensure that the
effects observed are not due to gender.
Furthermore, due to suggestions that social
assistance programs are biased in favor of rural
areas (Economist 2010; but see Layton 2010), the
model controls for the size of the respondent’s
area of residence.
It could be argued that, even after controlling for
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics,
there is something about the attitudes of social
assistance recipients that would lead them to
approve of an incumbent who has supported
interventionist social policies. Those who are
ȱ Seeȱ Abbyȱ Córdova,ȱ 2009,ȱ “Methodologicalȱ Note:ȱ
Measuringȱ Relativeȱ Wealthȱ usingȱ Householdȱ Assetȱ
Indicators”ȱ forȱ aȱ descriptionȱ ofȱ theȱ constructionȱ ofȱ theȱ
wealthȱindex:ȱȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/I0806en.pdf.
6

predisposed to support public intervention may
be more likely to make the effort to enroll in
social assistance programs, leading to a spurious
relationship between social assistance receipt
and support for the incumbent. To alleviate any
such concerns the model includes an index of
support for interventionist policies.7 If the
relationship between support for the incumbent
and receipt of social assistance is driven by such
attitudes, then including this measure should
diminish or erase the effect of program
participation.
Economic factors may also confound the effects
of program participation. A large literature
highlights economic conditions as a vital
predictor of vote choice (Duch and Stevenson
2008; Lewis-Beck 1988). Although social
assistance might affect economic evaluations,
given its effects on individual and group
material conditions, we seek to determine
whether the impacts of economic assistance are
independent of broader economic perceptions.
To this end the model includes a series of
variables accounting for a respondent’s
perception of the current national economic
situation8 and, at the household level, whether
the respondent or a family member lost their job
in the last two years9 and whether their
household income has decreased in the last two
years.10 The expectation is that any decrease in
reported or perceived economic well-being will
cause the respondent to have a lower likelihood
of voting for the incumbent.
Finally, evaluations of the overall effectiveness
of the current government should correlate
strongly with support for the incumbent
candidate or party. The model captures this
7ȱThisȱindexȱisȱconstructedȱusingȱtheȱlastȱfiveȱquestionsȱfromȱ
theȱ Roleȱ ofȱ Stateȱ (ROS)ȱ series.ȱ Theseȱ questionsȱ askȱ
respondentsȱtoȱindicateȱonȱaȱsevenȱpointȱscaleȱtoȱwhatȱextentȱ
theyȱagreeȱorȱdisagreeȱthatȱtheȱgovernmentȱisȱresponsibleȱforȱ
guaranteeingȱ theȱ wellȬbeingȱ ofȱ citizens,ȱ creatingȱ jobs,ȱ
reducingȱ incomeȱ inequality,ȱ supplyingȱ retirementȱ benefits,ȱ
andȱprovidingȱhealthȱcare.
8ȱ Basedȱ onȱ responsesȱ toȱ questionȱ SOCT1.ȱ Respondentsȱ
evaluateȱtheȱcurrentȱstateȱofȱtheȱnationalȱeconomicȱsituationȱ
onȱaȱfiveȱpointȱscale.
9ȱBasedȱonȱresponsesȱtoȱquestionsȱOCUP1B1ȱandȱOCUP1B2.
10ȱBasedȱonȱresponsesȱtoȱquestionȱQ10E.
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concept using an indicator
Figure 3. Logistic Regression Results for a Hypothetical Vote for the
for crime victimization,11
Incumbent, 2010
an index of corruption
F=62.525
N =10,035
victimization12 and an
Social Assistance/CCT Recipient
index
of
government
Supports
an Interventionist State
effectiveness.13
Evaluation of Government Performance
Respondents who have
Crime Victimization
been victimized by crime
and corruption in the
Corruption Victimization
previous year may well
Decrease in Household Income
show lower levels of
Personal or Household Unemployment
support
for
the
Perception of National Economic Situation
incumbent. More directly,
Quintiles of Wealth
those who perceive the
Education Level
government
as
more
Size of Place of Residence
effective overall should be
more likely to support the
Female
incumbent, all else equal.
-0.5
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
Of course, receiving social
95% Confidence Interval (Design Effect Incorporated)
assistance might affect
government performance
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
evaluations, reducing the
‘0.0’. The relationship is positive if the bar falls
coefficient for beneficiary status. These controls
to the right of the line and negative if it falls to
thus provide a conservative test of the impact of
the left. Since coefficients are standardized, their
social assistance on the vote.
relative
magnitude
indicates
variables’
importance.
Figure 3 presents the results of a logistic
regression model where hypothetical vote for
The key finding from Figure 3 is that there is a
the incumbent (versus voting for the opposition)
significant relationship between participating in
is the dependent variable.14 In this figure, the
a social assistance program and presidential
points and horizontal bars represent the
voting, holding all else constant. Program
coefficient estimates and 95% confidence
participants are more likely than noninterval for each variable (design-effects based).
participants to express a hypothetical vote for
The relationship between the variable and vote
the incumbent candidate or party.15
for the incumbent is statistically significant if the
horizontal bar does not cross the vertical line at
Figure 3 also shows that evaluations of
government performance are by far the
11ȱBasedȱonȱresponsesȱtoȱquestionȱVIC1EXT.
strongest predictor of vote for the incumbent.
12ȱBasedȱonȱresponsesȱtoȱtheȱEXCȱseriesȱquestionsȱ2,ȱ6,ȱ11,ȱ13,ȱ
Those who see the current government as more
14,ȱ 15,ȱ andȱ 16.ȱ Theseȱ questionsȱ askȱ respondentsȱ toȱ indicateȱ
effective are more likely to vote for the
whetherȱ theyȱ wereȱ askedȱ toȱ payȱ aȱ bribeȱ byȱ theȱ police,ȱ aȱ
incumbent candidate or party. Second only to
publicȱemployee,ȱtheȱmunicipalȱgovernment,ȱatȱwork,ȱinȱtheȱ
these evaluations, perceptions of the national
courts,ȱforȱhealthȱservices,ȱorȱatȱschool.
economy are also an important predictor of the
13ȱThisȱindexȱisȱconstructedȱusingȱtheȱNȱseriesȱquestionsȱ1,ȱ3,ȱ
vote. Individuals who perceive a better current
9,ȱ11,ȱandȱ12.ȱTheseȱquestionsȱaskȱrespondentsȱtoȱindicateȱonȱ
aȱ sevenȱ pointȱ scaleȱ toȱ whatȱ extentȱ theyȱ wouldȱ sayȱ thatȱ theȱ
governmentȱ fightsȱ poverty,ȱ protectsȱ democraticȱ principles,ȱ
fightsȱ corruption,ȱ improvesȱ security,ȱ andȱ fightsȱ
unemployment.
14ȱTheȱmodelȱalsoȱincludesȱfixedȱeffectsȱforȱcountryȱwhichȱareȱ
notȱ shownȱ inȱ theȱ figureȱ (Brazilȱ isȱ theȱ referenceȱ country).ȱ Aȱ
tableȱwithȱtheȱfullȱmodelȱresultsȱisȱpresentedȱinȱAppendixȱB.

ȱ Theȱ magnitudeȱ andȱ significanceȱ ofȱ theȱ variableȱ forȱ socialȱ
assistanceȱ receiptȱ remainsȱ unchangedȱ whenȱ weȱ introduceȱ aȱ
controlȱ forȱ theȱ numberȱ ofȱ children;ȱ moreover,ȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ
evidenceȱ ofȱ anȱ interactiveȱ effectȱ suchȱ thatȱ socialȱ assistanceȱ
receiptȱmightȱmatterȱmoreȱtoȱthoseȱwithȱchildrenȱatȱhome.

15
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probability of voting for the incumbent, based
on the logit model results. Once we control for
the many differences between social assistance
recipients and non-recipients in factors such as
social status, economic circumstances, and
performance evaluations, the difference between
Removing
evaluations
of
government
social assistance recipients and non-recipients in
performance from the model also reveals that
incumbent voting drops substantially from the
the correlation between social assistance and the
15.45 percentage points reported in the bivariate
vote appears to be mediated in part by
analysis in the previous section. The average
performance evaluations. When the latter
difference in predicted probability of voting for
variable is removed, the standardized coefficient
the incumbent between the two groups is now
for social assistance receipt rises by 50%.16 Thus,
only 5.5% across all
part of the bivariate
countries. Still, even
association
between
Evenȱafterȱtakingȱintoȱaccountȱmanyȱ
though the effect of
social assistance and
confoundingȱfactors,ȱsocialȱassistanceȱ
social
assistance
is
incumbent voting that
reduced, these results
we found in Figure 2 is
participantsȱareȱmoreȱlikelyȱthanȱnonȬ
should not be dismissed;
likely due to social
participantsȱtoȱexpressȱaȱhypotheticalȱvoteȱ
elections are often won
assistance
recipients
forȱtheȱincumbentȱcandidateȱorȱparty.ȱȱ
by
much
smaller
concluding
that
the
margins than this.17
government is doing a
good job.
national economic situation are more likely to
vote for the incumbent. Neither corruption nor
crime victimization, however, are significantly
associated with support for the incumbent.

The only household-level economic variable that
is significant is whether the household has lost
income in the past two years. Respondents
whose household has lost income are less likely
to vote for the incumbent.
In addition, socioeconomic class is related to
vote for the incumbent. Respondents from
higher quintiles of wealth and higher levels of
education are both less likely to vote for the
incumbent than the less educated or
respondents from lower social classes.
Gender, size of the place of residence, support
for interventionist policies, and unemployment
do not show statistically significant relationships
with vote for the incumbent, all else equal.
To aid in interpretation of the effects presented
in Figure 3, we estimate the predicted

16ȱ Aȱ testȱ ofȱ theȱ mediatedȱ relationshipȱ forȱ binaryȱ dependentȱ
variablesȱ(see,ȱe.g.,ȱMackinnonȱandȱDwyerȱ1993)ȱrevealsȱthatȱ
43%ȱofȱtheȱtotalȱeffectȱofȱsocialȱassistanceȱreceiptȱisȱmediatedȱ
byȱ performanceȱ evaluations,ȱ andȱ thatȱ theȱ indirectȱ effectȱ isȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ atȱ pȱ <ȱ .05.ȱ Testsȱ wereȱ runȱ usingȱ theȱ
Stataȱ programȱ binary_mediation,ȱ withȱ bootstrappedȱ
standardȱerrors.

Discussionȱ
With the transformation in social assistance
programs in Latin America in recent years,
questions have surfaced regarding such
programs’ political effects. The first and most
basic question relates to their effect on vote
choice. A substantial new literature has
developed on CCTs and other social assistance
programs, on the one hand, and the vote, on the
other hand, in a few countries in Latin America.
However, there has to date been no evidence
regarding whether these findings hold when
considering the region as a whole.

ȱAbove,ȱweȱarguedȱthatȱcitizensȱmightȱrewardȱincumbentsȱ
notȱonlyȱforȱbenefitsȱthatȱtheyȱindividuallyȱreceive,ȱbutȱalsoȱ
forȱ programsȱ perceivedȱ toȱ benefitȱ theȱ ingroup.ȱ Toȱ testȱ thisȱ
argument,ȱ weȱ estimatedȱ aȱ mixedȱ logitȱ modelȱ includingȱ allȱ
theȱ predictorsȱ fromȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ plusȱ aȱ measureȱ ofȱ theȱ
percentageȱ ofȱ citizensȱ onȱ socialȱ assistanceȱ withinȱ theȱ subȬ
nationalȱ strataȱ (variableȱ estratopri),ȱ takingȱ intoȱ accountȱ theȱ
complexȱ sampleȱ design.ȱ Theȱ analysisȱ isȱ fragileȱ dueȱ toȱ theȱ
difficultyȱofȱestimatingȱaȱmultilevelȱlogitȱmodelȱwithȱrandomȱ
effectsȱ atȱ bothȱ theȱ nationalȱ andȱ strataȱ level.ȱ Nonetheless,ȱ
resultsȱ appearȱ toȱ indicateȱ thatȱ bothȱ regionalȱ levelsȱ ofȱ socialȱ
assistanceȱandȱpersonalȱreceiptȱareȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱvote.ȱ
17
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The results presented here indicate that in
almost every country examined, social
assistance recipients are more likely to vote for
the incumbent. In multivariate analysis we find
that the association is attenuated once we take
into account other variables related to social
status and evaluations of the incumbents’
performance. Nonetheless, even accounting for
these confounding and mediating factors, we
still find that social assistance receipt has a
significant independent association with the
vote.
An important puzzle remaining for future
research is to understand the variation in the
effect of social assistance across countries.
Figure 2 shows great heterogeneity in the
relationship between assistance and voting for
the incumbent. We suspect that this
heterogeneity is related to the extent to which
the incumbent president plausibly claims credit
for social assistance programs; and we further
suspect that plausible credit-claiming is
associated with the president’s ideological
orientation. That is, leftist presidents may be
able to reap a bigger electoral windfall from the
social programs they oversee than rightist
presidents.
This report underscores the point that the
region’s new social assistance programs have
become not only important tools of social
programming, but also potentially important
electoral tools. Moreover, such programs may
have other effects on citizenship and political
mobilization more broadly. Understanding
these effects is a scholarly task that awaits
completion.
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AppendixȱAȱ
As discussed in the text, item CCT1 asked: “Do you or does someone in your household receive monthly
assistance in the form of money or goods from the government, for example, from [name of program(s)]?”
The following programs were listed in each country:
Countryȱ
Mexicoȱ
Colombiaȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Boliviaȱ
Chileȱ
Uruguayȱ
Brazilȱ
Venezuelaȱ
Argentinaȱ

Programsȱ
Oportunidades;ȱPROCAMPOȱ
FamiliasȱenȱAcciónȱ
BonoȱdeȱDesarrolloȱHumanoȱ
BonoȱJuancitoȱPinto;ȱRentaȱDignidad;ȱBonoȱJuanaȱAzurduyȱ
ChileȱSolidario;ȱPASIS;ȱChileȱCreceȱContigoȱ
Foodȱbaskets;ȱfamilyȱbenefitsȱ(asignacionesȱfamiliares);ȱPlanȱdeȱEmergenciaȱ
BolsaȱFamíliaȱ
MisiónȱRibas;ȱMisiónȱSucre;ȱMisiónȱMadresȱdelȱBarrioȱ
AsignaciónȱUniversalȱporȱHijo:ȱPlanȱJefesȱyȱJefasȱdeȱHogar;ȱPlanȱFamiliasȱ
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AppendixȱBȱȱ
Logit results: Social assistance and performance and demographic variables predicting
(hypothetical) vote for the incumbent
SocialȱAssistance/CCTȱRecipientȱ
SupportsȱanȱInterventionistȱStateȱ
EvaluationȱofȱGovernmentȱPerformanceȱ
CorruptionȱVictimization
CrimeȱVictimization
IncomeȱLoss
PersonalȱorȱHouseholdȱUnemployment
EvaluationȱofȱtheȱNationalȱEconomicȱSituationȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealth
Female
SizeȱofȱAreaȱofȱResidenceȱ
Educationȱȱ
CountryȱFixedȱEffectsȱ
Mexico
Colombia
Ecuador
Bolivia
Chile
Uruguay
Venezuela
Argentina
Constantȱ
Numberȱofȱobservationsȱ
DesignȬadjustedȱWaldȱTestȱ(probability)ȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

0.111***ȱ
0.055+ȱ
1.073***ȱ
Ȭ0.007ȱ
Ȭ0.025ȱ
Ȭ0.118***ȱ
Ȭ0.004ȱ
0.246***ȱ
Ȭ0.110**ȱ
Ȭ0.016ȱ
0.088*ȱ
Ȭ0.079*ȱ

0.030ȱ
0.033ȱ
0.041ȱ
0.033ȱ
0.028ȱ
0.029ȱ
0.029ȱ
0.034ȱ
0.035ȱ
0.028ȱ
0.043ȱ
0.031ȱ

Ȭ0.4178**ȱ
Ȭ0.293***ȱ
Ȭ0.218***ȱ
Ȭ0.161+ȱ
Ȭ0.639***ȱ
Ȭ0.236***ȱ
Ȭ0.163**ȱ
Ȭ0.365***ȱ
0.119*ȱ
10,035ȱ

0.050ȱ
0.050ȱ
0.064ȱ
0.086ȱ
0.056ȱ
0.050ȱ
0.052ȱ
0.054ȱ
0.047ȱ

63.86ȱ(0.000)

Note: Coefficients are standardized, and are significant at * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; + p < .10. Brazil
is the country of reference.
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Executive Summary. This AmericasBarometer Insights report examines
what affects political tolerance, specifically supportȱ forȱ theȱ rightȱ ofȱ regimeȱ
criticsȱ toȱ vote.ȱ Ourȱ resultsȱ suggestȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ wealthier,ȱ liveȱ inȱ
largerȱcities,ȱareȱmale,ȱandȱareȱmoreȱeducatedȱareȱmoreȱpoliticallyȱtolerant.ȱ
Furthermore,ȱ theȱ fearȱ ofȱ theȱ threatȱ ofȱ terrorism,ȱ evenȱ whenȱ controllingȱ forȱ
crime,ȱ negativelyȱ affectsȱ toleranceȱ and,ȱ conversely,ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ
positivelyȱ predictsȱ tolerance.ȱ Finally,ȱ politicalȱ participation,ȱ asȱ measuredȱ
throughȱ votingȱ andȱ participationȱ inȱ protests,ȱ isȱ positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ
supportingȱtheȱrightȱofȱregimeȱcriticsȱtoȱvote.ȱ
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hatȱ affectsȱ politicalȱ toleranceȱ acrossȱ
theȱAmericas?ȱBasicȱfreedomsȱrelatedȱ
toȱ speechȱ andȱ associationȱ helpȱ toȱ
ensureȱthat,ȱinȱdemocraticȱstates,ȱindividualsȱareȱ
exposedȱtoȱdifferentȱviewpoints,ȱincludingȱthoseȱ
thatȱ criticizeȱ theȱ systemȱ ofȱ governmentȱ itself.ȱ
Toleranceȱ ofȱ oppositionalȱ politicalȱ viewsȱ
demonstratesȱ commitmentȱ toȱ coreȱ democraticȱ
values,ȱ andȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ shownȱ thatȱ
commitmentȱ toȱ basicȱ democraticȱ principlesȱ canȱ
beȱ criticalȱ toȱ democraticȱ stabilityȱ (see,ȱ forȱ
example,ȱ Seligsonȱ andȱ Boothȱ 2009).ȱ Lookingȱ atȱ
politicalȱ toleranceȱ acrossȱ theȱ regionȱ isȱ thereforeȱ
importantȱ fromȱ theȱ perspectiveȱ ofȱ highȱ qualityȱ
andȱstableȱdemocraticȱpolitics.ȱȱ

W

InȱthisȱreportȱofȱtheȱAmericasBarometerȱInsightsȱ
series1,ȱweȱexamineȱoneȱspecificȱmanifestationȱofȱ
politicalȱ tolerance:ȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ abilityȱ ofȱ
regimeȱ criticsȱ toȱ exerciseȱ theȱ mostȱ fundamentalȱ
ofȱ democraticȱ rights,ȱ theȱ rightȱ toȱ vote.ȱDrawingȱ
onȱ previousȱ research,ȱ weȱ proposeȱ thatȱ politicalȱ
toleranceȱoughtȱtoȱbeȱinfluencedȱbyȱworryȱaboutȱ
severeȱ securityȱ threats,ȱ specificallyȱ terroristȱ
violence,ȱ andȱ relatedȱ toȱ individuals’ȱ ownȱ levelsȱ
ofȱ politicalȱ participation.ȱ Weȱ alsoȱ positȱ thatȱ
preferenceȱ forȱ democracyȱ willȱ beȱ positivelyȱ
relatedȱ toȱ politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Asȱ weȱ show,ȱ weȱ
findȱsupportȱforȱthisȱsetȱofȱexpectations.ȱȱ
Dataȱ areȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ roundȱ ofȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveysȱ byȱ theȱ Latinȱ
Americanȱ Publicȱ Opinionȱ Projectȱ (LAPOP).2ȱ ȱ Inȱ
thisȱ round,ȱ aȱ totalȱ ofȱ 43,990ȱ peopleȱ fromȱ 26ȱ
countriesȱ wereȱ askedȱ theȱ followingȱ questionȱ onȱ
aȱ scaleȱ fromȱ 1ȱ toȱ 10,ȱ whereȱ “1”ȱ representsȱ
“Stronglyȱ disapprove”ȱ andȱ “10”ȱ “Stronglyȱ
approve”:ȱȱȱ

ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.phpȱ
Theȱdataȱonȱwhichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop
2ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.
1

Figure 1. Average Tolerance for Extending the Right
to Vote to Regime Critics
United States
Argentina
Trinidad & Tobago
Costa Rica
Suriname
Canada
Guyana
Uruguay
Venezuela
Jamaica
Brazil
Nicaragua
Belize
Chile
Mexico
Colombia
Ecuador
Guatemala
Panama
Bolivia
Paraguay
Dominican Republic
El Salvador
Peru
Honduras
Haiti

71.9
71.3
70.4
68.8
68.2
67.6
66.3
66.0
64.9
64.4
63.8
61.2
59.5
54.7
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54.1
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0
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Tolerance for people expressing dissent toward the government
95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

D1.ȱ Thereȱ areȱ peopleȱ whoȱ onlyȱ sayȱ badȱ thingsȱ
aboutȱtheȱ[country]ȱformȱofȱgovernment,ȱnotȱjustȱ
theȱ incumbentȱ governmentȱ butȱ theȱ systemȱ ofȱ
government.ȱ Howȱ stronglyȱ doȱ youȱ approveȱ orȱ
disapproveȱofȱsuchȱpeople’sȱrightȱtoȱvote?3ȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ presents,ȱ forȱ eachȱ country,ȱ theȱ meanȱ
levelȱofȱtoleranceȱforȱextendingȱtheȱrightȱtoȱvoteȱ
toȱ regimeȱ critics,ȱ withȱ theȱ variableȱ recalibratedȱ
toȱaȱ0Ȭ100ȱscale.ȱExceptȱforȱthreeȱcountriesȱ(Peru,ȱ
Honduras,ȱ andȱ Haiti),ȱ theȱ meanȱ levelȱ ofȱ
responseȱ isȱ aboveȱ theȱ midpointȱ ofȱ 50ȱ points.ȱ
Thisȱ meansȱ thatȱ theȱ averageȱ citizenȱ inȱ allȱ butȱ
theseȱ threeȱ countriesȱ tendsȱ toȱ approveȱ ofȱ theȱ
rightȱ ofȱ aȱ regimeȱ criticȱ toȱ vote.ȱ Theȱ Unitedȱ
States,ȱ Argentina,ȱ Trinidadȱ &ȱ Tobagoȱ haveȱ theȱ
highestȱ levelsȱ ofȱ tolerance.ȱ Itȱ mayȱ notȱ beȱ
3ȱNonȬresponseȱwasȱ4.7%ȱforȱthisȱquestionȱacrossȱtheȱsampleȱ
asȱaȱwhole.ȱAnalysisȱwasȱconductedȱusingȱSTATAȱv11.
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surprisingȱthatȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱhasȱaȱ
relativelyȱ highȱ levelȱ ofȱ toleranceȱ forȱ
peopleȱwhoȱexpressȱdissentȱagainstȱtheȱ
government,ȱ givenȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ
bothȱ politicalȱ andȱ religiousȱ toleranceȱ
toȱtheȱcountry’sȱfounding.ȱAtȱtheȱotherȱ
endȱofȱtheȱlistȱofȱcountries,ȱtheȱlackȱofȱ
toleranceȱ inȱ Haitiȱ mayȱ correspondȱ toȱ
theȱ extremeȱ difficultiesȱ thatȱ theȱ
countryȱ hasȱ beenȱ facing,ȱ particularlyȱ
afterȱ theȱ earthquakeȱ inȱ Januaryȱ 2010.ȱ
Theȱ differenceȱ inȱ averageȱ levelȱ ofȱ
toleranceȱ betweenȱ theȱ countryȱ atȱ theȱ
topȱ(UnitedȱStates)ȱandȱtheȱcountryȱatȱ
theȱ bottomȱ (Haiti)ȱ isȱ 25ȱ points;ȱ weȱ
interpretȱthisȱasȱindicatingȱaȱmoderateȱ
amountȱ ofȱ variationȱ inȱ meanȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
toleranceȱ
acrossȱ
countries.ȱ
Nonetheless,ȱ ratherȱ thanȱ examineȱ
countryȬlevelȱ explanationsȱ inȱ thisȱ
report,ȱweȱfocusȱonȱindividualȱfactors.ȱ

Figure 2. Socio-economic and demographic characteristics
predicting tolerance for the right of regime critics to vote, 2010
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Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ isȱ anȱ individual’sȱ
toleranceȱ forȱ extendingȱ theȱ rightȱ toȱ voteȱ toȱ
peopleȱ expressingȱ dissentȱ forȱ theȱ governmentȱ
explainedȱ byȱ hisȱ orȱ herȱ characteristics,ȱ
evaluations,ȱ andȱ experiences?ȱ Theȱ nextȱ sectionȱ
beginsȱtoȱtakeȱupȱthisȱquestion.ȱ

Politicalȱ Toleranceȱ byȱ SocioȬ
Economicȱ andȱ Demographicȱ
Groupsȱ
Weȱ developedȱ anȱ ordinaryȱ leastȱ squaresȱ (OLS)ȱ
regressionȱ analysisȱ testingȱ theȱ followingȱ socioȬ
economicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ asȱ
predictorsȱofȱpoliticalȱtoleranceȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱ
andȱ theȱ Caribbean4:ȱ quintilesȱ ofȱ wealth,ȱ sizeȱ ofȱ
city/townȱ(higherȱvaluesȱindicateȱaȱlarger,ȱmoreȱ
urbanȱ area),ȱ ageȱ (codedȱ inȱ numberȱ ofȱ years),ȱ
genderȱ (codedȱ soȱ thatȱ femaleȱ isȱ equalȱ toȱ 1,ȱ andȱ
maleȱ toȱ 0),ȱ andȱ educationȱ level.ȱ Toȱ accountȱ forȱ
countryȬlevelȱ variation,ȱ weȱ includedȱ fixedȱ

effectsȱforȱeachȱcountry.ȱInȱtheȱlinearȱregressionȱ
outputȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2,ȱ dotsȱ representȱ theȱ
estimatedȱ effectȱ ofȱ eachȱ variable,ȱ whileȱ theȱ
horizontalȱ barsȱ representȱ 95%ȱ confidenceȱ
intervalsȱforȱthoseȱeffects.ȱWeȱcanȱbeȱatȱleastȱ95%ȱ
confidentȱ thatȱ aȱ givenȱ effectȱ isȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ ifȱ itsȱ confidenceȱ intervalȱ doesȱ notȱ
crossȱ theȱ verticalȱ axisȱ atȱ 0.ȱ Effectsȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ ofȱ
theȱ verticalȱ axisȱ areȱ negative;ȱ onesȱ toȱ theȱ rightȱ
areȱpositive.ȱ
Figureȱ2ȱshowsȱthatȱfourȱoutȱofȱtheȱfiveȱvariablesȱ
includedȱ inȱ thisȱ modelȱ areȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ predictorsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ tolerance,ȱ asȱ
measuredȱ byȱ approvalȱ orȱ disapprovalȱ ofȱ theȱ
rightȱ ofȱ regimeȱ criticsȱ toȱ vote.ȱ Specifically,ȱ theȱ
moreȱ educated,ȱ theȱ wealthier,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ
male,ȱ andȱ thoseȱ whoȱ liveȱ inȱ largerȱ citiesȱ reportȱ
moreȱtoleranceȱtowardsȱthoseȱexpressingȱdissentȱ
towardȱ theȱ systemȱ ofȱ government.ȱ Atȱ theȱ sameȱ
time,ȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ significantȱ differenceȱ betweenȱ
olderȱ andȱ youngerȱ individualsȱ onȱ thisȱ measureȱ
ofȱpoliticalȱtolerance.ȱȱ

ȱWeȱomitȱtheȱUnitedȱStatesȱandȱCanadaȱfromȱtheseȱanalyses,ȱ
inȱ accordȱ withȱ standardȱ practiceȱ forȱ thisȱ typeȱ ofȱ Insightsȱ
seriesȱreport.
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Terrorismȱ Fears,ȱ Supportȱ forȱ
Democracy,ȱ andȱ Participationȱ asȱ
PredictorsȱofȱPoliticalȱToleranceȱ
SocioȬeconomicȱ andȱ demographicȱ variablesȱ
explainȱsome,ȱbutȱfarȱfromȱallȱofȱtheȱvariationȱinȱ
politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Thus,ȱ inȱ thisȱ sectionȱ weȱ addȱ
toȱ thisȱ modelȱ byȱ consideringȱ theȱ predictiveȱ
powerȱ ofȱ fearȱ ofȱ terrorism,ȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy,ȱ andȱ severalȱ measuresȱ ofȱ politicalȱ
participation.ȱ

toleranceȱforȱpoliticalȱopposition,ȱrepresentedȱbyȱ
lessȱ toleranceȱ forȱ dissidentsȱ havingȱ theȱ rightȱ toȱ
vote.ȱ Theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ
includedȱ theȱ followingȱ question,ȱ whichȱ weȱ useȱ
toȱ captureȱ concernsȱ aboutȱ terrorism:ȱ “Howȱ
worriedȱareȱyouȱthatȱ thereȱ willȱ beȱ aȱ violentȱ
attackȱ byȱ terroristsȱ inȱ [country]ȱ inȱ theȱ nextȱ 12ȱ
months?”5ȱ

Beyondȱ fearȱ ofȱ terrorism,ȱ weȱ alsoȱ expectȱ thatȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ influencesȱ toleranceȱ forȱ
regimeȱ critics’ȱ rightȱ toȱ voteȱ sinceȱ politicalȱ
toleranceȱ isȱ aȱ coreȱ democraticȱ principal.ȱ Inȱ fact,ȱ
pastȱ
researchȱ hasȱ documentedȱ suchȱ aȱ
Weȱexpectȱfearȱofȱterrorismȱtoȱdecreaseȱpoliticalȱ
relationshipȱ
betweenȱ democraticȱ supportȱ andȱ
tolerance,ȱ asȱ measuredȱ byȱ supportȱ forȱ regimeȱ
politicalȱ toleranceȱ (Norrisȱ 1999;ȱ Klingemannȱ
critics’ȱ rightȱ toȱ vote.ȱ Previousȱ researchȱ inȱ
1999;ȱ Snidermanȱ 1975).ȱ Atȱ theȱ
psychology,ȱ politicalȱ science,ȱ
sameȱ
time,ȱ however,ȱ politicalȱ
andȱpublicȱopinionȱhasȱfoundȱaȱ
Toleranceȱofȱoppositionalȱ
theoristsȱ
haveȱ
broughtȱ
negativeȱ correlationȱ betweenȱ
politicalȱviewsȱ
attentionȱ
toȱ
discrepanciesȱ
terroristȱ threatȱ andȱ tolerance.ȱ
Collectiveȱ crisesȱ bringȱ aboutȱ
demonstratesȱcommitmentȱ betweenȱ generalȱ democraticȱ
idealsȱ andȱ specificȱ democraticȱ
emotionsȱ suchȱ asȱ hopelessnessȱ
toȱcoreȱdemocraticȱvalues.ȱ
applicationsȱ
(Sullivanȱ etȱ al.ȱ
andȱ anxiety,ȱ andȱ canȱ causeȱ
1982);ȱoftenȱthereȱisȱ“slippage”ȱ
individualsȱ toȱ copeȱ byȱ
betweenȱwhatȱisȱbelievedȱandȱwhatȱisȱpracticedȱ
expressingȱ moreȱ authoritarianȱ attitudesȱ
byȱ individualsȱ inȱ aȱ democracy.ȱ Therefore,ȱ weȱ
(Zechmeisterȱ 2011).ȱ Theseȱ psychologicalȱ shiftsȱ
expectȱ aȱ strongȱ butȱ notȱ perfectȱ correlationȱ
inducedȱbyȱtheȱthreatȱofȱpoliticalȱviolence,ȱinȱtheȱ
betweenȱ
individuals’ȱ expressedȱ supportȱ forȱ
formȱ ofȱ terrorism,ȱ mayȱ leadȱ individualsȱ toȱ
democracyȱandȱpoliticalȱtolerance.ȱ
expressȱ lowerȱ levelsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ tolerance,ȱ
amongȱ otherȱ factorsȱ (e.g.,ȱ Merollaȱ andȱ
Zechmeisterȱ2009;ȱSkitkaȱN.d.).ȱ
Unfortunately,ȱLatinȱAmericanȱcountriesȱareȱnotȱ
unfamiliarȱ withȱ devastatingȱ andȱ shockingȱ
incidentsȱofȱterroristȱactivity.ȱGroupsȱsuchȱasȱtheȱ
‘Tupamaros’ȱ inȱ Uruguay,ȱ theȱ Senderoȱ Luminosoȱ
(Shiningȱ Path)ȱ inȱ Peru,ȱ andȱ theȱ Revolutionaryȱ
Armedȱ Forcesȱ ofȱ Colombiaȱ (FARC)ȱ haveȱ
instilledȱfearȱofȱterroristȱactivityȱinȱmanyȱplacesȱ
acrossȱtheȱLatinȱAmericanȱregion.ȱInȱfact,ȱworryȱ
aboutȱ terrorismȱ inȱ 2010ȱ wasȱ highȱ acrossȱ theȱ
Americasȱ (Zechmeister,ȱ Montalvo,ȱ andȱ Merollaȱ
2010).ȱȱ
Consequently,ȱ givenȱ bothȱ itsȱ salienceȱ andȱ pastȱ
findingsȱonȱtheȱtopic,ȱweȱexpectȱtoȱfindȱthatȱfearȱ
ofȱ terrorismȱ isȱ associatedȱ withȱ decreasedȱ

Otherȱ indicatorsȱ ofȱ individuals’ȱ commitmentȱ toȱ
democraticȱ processesȱ mightȱ matterȱ asȱ well.ȱ
Peffleyȱ andȱ Rohrschneider’sȱ (2003)ȱ studyȱ ofȱ
“democraticȱ activism,”ȱ orȱ theȱ appliedȱ useȱ ofȱ
civilȱlibertiesȱinȱtheȱformȱofȱpoliticalȱengagementȱ
byȱindividuals,ȱisȱrelevantȱhere.ȱOnȱtheȱbasisȱofȱaȱ
17ȱ countryȱ study,ȱ theȱ authorsȱ concludeȱ thatȱ
ȱ Haitiȱ andȱ Trinidadȱ &ȱ Tobagoȱ wereȱ notȱ includedȱ inȱ thisȱ
model,ȱ asȱ thisȱ terrorismȱ questionȱ wasȱ notȱ askedȱ inȱ thoseȱ
countries.ȱAnswerȱcategoriesȱforȱquestionȱWT1ȱare:ȱ“Haven’tȱ
thoughtȱ muchȱ aboutȱ this”;ȱ “Notȱ atȱ allȱ worried”;ȱ “Aȱ littleȱ
worried”;ȱ “Somewhatȱ worried”;ȱ andȱ “Veryȱ worried.”ȱ Inȱ
theseȱanalyses,ȱtheȱresponseȱ“Haven’tȱthoughtȱaboutȱthis”ȱisȱ
codedȱtoȱbeȱtheȱsameȱasȱ“Notȱatȱallȱworried.”ȱWhileȱscholarsȱ
(e.g.,ȱ Merollaȱ andȱ Zechmeisterȱ 2009)ȱ haveȱ demonstratedȱ
withȱexperimentsȱthatȱthereȱisȱaȱcausalȱpathwayȱfromȱterrorȱ
threatȱ toȱ tolerance,ȱ weȱ cannotȱ ruleȱ outȱ theȱ possibilityȱ ofȱ aȱ
reciprocalȱ relationshipȱ whereȱ levelsȱ ofȱ toleranceȱ affectȱ
concernsȱaboutȱterrorismȱinȱtheȱsurveyȱdata.
5
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thereȱ existsȱ aȱ positiveȱ relationshipȱ
betweenȱ democraticȱ activismȱ andȱ
politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Inȱ ourȱ analysis,ȱ
weȱ assessȱ whetherȱ thereȱ existsȱ aȱ
positiveȱ
relationshipȱ
betweenȱ
conventionalȱ participationȱ (voting)ȱ
andȱ unconventionalȱ participationȱ
(protest)ȱ andȱ toleranceȱ forȱ theȱ rightȱ
ofȱregimeȱcriticsȱtoȱvote.6ȱȱȱ

Figure 3. Regression analysis of the determinants of tolerance
for regime critics’ right to vote, 2010
R-Squared =0.091
N =32812
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Voted in the Last Election
Socioeconomic controls and
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
closelyȱ associatedȱ withȱ crime.ȱ Weȱ
alsoȱ controlȱ forȱ theȱ basicȱ
demographicȱ andȱ socioeconomicȱ
tolerance.ȱ Withȱ respectȱ toȱ participation,ȱ weȱ
factorsȱ includedȱ inȱ theȱ analysisȱ alreadyȱ
expectedȱ aȱ positiveȱ andȱ significantȱ relationshipȱ
presentedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 2;ȱ countryȱ fixedȱ effectsȱ areȱ
basedȱ onȱ theȱ logicȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ activelyȱ
alsoȱ includedȱ butȱ notȱ shownȱ inȱ theȱ figureȱ (seeȱ
practiceȱcivilȱlibertiesȱdesignedȱtoȱinfluenceȱandȱ
Appendixȱ forȱ theȱ fullȱ setȱ ofȱ results).ȱ Ourȱ keyȱ
reshapeȱ politicsȱ areȱ moreȱ likelyȱ toȱ respectȱ andȱ
resultsȱareȱpresentedȱinȱFigureȱ3.ȱȱ
reserveȱ theȱ sameȱ rightsȱ forȱ others.ȱ Inȱ accordȱ
withȱ thisȱ expectation,ȱ weȱ findȱ thatȱ thoseȱ whoȱ
Theȱregressionȱresultsȱareȱindeedȱconsistentȱwithȱ
participatedȱ inȱ aȱ protestȱ orȱ votedȱ inȱ theȱ lastȱ
currentȱresearch.ȱAccordingȱtoȱFigureȱ3,ȱthereȱisȱ
electionȱareȱmoreȱlikelyȱtoȱbeȱpoliticallyȱtolerant,ȱ
aȱ strongȱ negativeȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ fearȱ ofȱ
thoughȱ theȱ effectsȱ hereȱareȱ weakerȱ thanȱ forȱ ourȱ
terrorismȱ andȱ tolerance,ȱ indicatingȱ thatȱ fearȱ ofȱ
otherȱkeyȱvariables.ȱȱ
terrorismȱ isȱ keyȱ toȱ predictingȱ anȱ individual’sȱ
levelȱofȱpoliticalȱtolerance.ȱȱ

Conclusionȱ

Conversely,ȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱandȱpoliticalȱ
participationȱhaveȱsignificantȱpositiveȱeffectsȱonȱ
politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Thoseȱ whoȱ stateȱ thatȱ theyȱ
supportȱ democracyȱ expressȱ significantlyȱ higherȱ
levelsȱ ofȱ politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Thisȱ isȱ inȱ lineȱ withȱ
ourȱ expectationsȱ thatȱ suchȱ generalȱ democraticȱ
valuesȱ areȱ highlyȱ compatibleȱ withȱ politicalȱ
6ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wordingsȱ forȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ andȱ
conventionalȱ andȱ unconventionalȱ participationȱ areȱ asȱ
follows:ȱ ING4.ȱ “Democracyȱ mayȱ haveȱ problems,ȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ
betterȱthanȱanyȱotherȱformȱofȱgovernment.ȱToȱwhatȱextentȱdoȱ
youȱ agreeȱ withȱ thisȱ statement?”ȱ VB2.ȱ “Didȱ youȱ voteȱ inȱ theȱ
lastȱ election?”ȱ PROT3.ȱ “Didȱ youȱ participateȱ inȱ aȱ protestȱ inȱ
theȱpastȱ12ȱmonths?”

Identifyingȱ theȱ factorsȱ thatȱ affectȱ levelsȱ ofȱ
toleranceȱforȱgovernmentȱdissidentsȱisȱimportantȱ
toȱpoliticsȱinȱtheȱAmericas,ȱasȱtoleranceȱisȱvitalȱtoȱ
democraticȱ qualityȱ andȱ stability.ȱ Intoleranceȱ
mayȱ limitȱ constructiveȱ criticismsȱ thatȱ couldȱ
improveȱ politicalȱ systems.ȱ Furthermore,ȱ
toleranceȱ ofȱ theȱ rightȱ ofȱ regimeȱ criticsȱ toȱ
lawfullyȱparticipateȱinȱpoliticsȱthroughȱtheȱactȱofȱ
votingȱ mayȱ fosterȱ stabilityȱ byȱ establishingȱ thatȱ
theȱformalȱdemocraticȱarenaȱisȱavailableȱtoȱall.ȱȱ
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Inȱ thisȱ report,ȱ weȱ examinedȱ severalȱ factorsȱ thatȱ
predictȱ tolerance.7ȱ Inȱ general,ȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ
wealthier,ȱ liveȱ inȱ moreȱ urbanȱ areas,ȱ areȱ male,ȱ
andȱ haveȱ aȱ higherȱ levelȱ ofȱ educationȱ tendȱ toȱ
haveȱhigherȱtoleranceȱforȱregimeȱcritics’ȱrightȱtoȱ
vote.ȱȱ

significantlyȱ andȱ positivelyȱ relatedȱ toȱ tolerance.ȱ
Theseȱ effectsȱ mightȱ beȱ dueȱ toȱ participationȱ
havingȱ aȱ transformativeȱ effectȱ onȱ howȱ peopleȱ
viewȱ democraticȱ politics.ȱ Thatȱ is,ȱ theȱ moreȱ oneȱ
participatesȱinȱtheȱdemocraticȱprocess,ȱtheȱmoreȱ
likelyȱ oneȱ isȱ toȱ acceptȱ thatȱ
contraryȱ opinionsȱ areȱ aȱ
Whenȱpersonalȱsafetyȱisȱ
necessaryȱ
partȱ
ofȱ
Threeȱ factorsȱ stoodȱ outȱ asȱ
threatened,ȱpeopleȱtendȱtoȱ
democracy,ȱ andȱ thatȱ theseȱ
particularlyȱ importantȱ inȱ
opinionsȱ
shouldȱ
beȱ
determiningȱ citizens’ȱ levelsȱ
prioritizeȱsafetyȱoverȱcivilȱ
acceptedȱ andȱ listenedȱ toȱ –ȱ
ofȱ toleranceȱ forȱ regimeȱ
libertiesȱandȱfreedomȱofȱspeech.ȱ or,ȱ atȱ theȱ least,ȱ tolerated.ȱ
critics:ȱ fearȱ ofȱ terrorism,ȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ andȱ
Furthermore,ȱthoseȱwhoȱareȱ
politicalȱ participation.ȱ Fearȱ ofȱ theȱ threatȱ ofȱ
mostȱengagedȱinȱtheȱprocessȱofȱexpressingȱtheirȱ
politicalȱ viewsȱ areȱ thoseȱ whoȱ areȱ mostȱ
terrorismȱnegativelyȱaffectsȱtolerance.ȱThisȱeffectȱ
compelledȱtoȱdefendȱtheȱrightȱtoȱdoȱso,ȱevenȱforȱ
mayȱbeȱexplainedȱinȱtwoȱways.ȱFirst,ȱexperienceȱ
thoseȱwhoȱcriticizeȱtheȱsystemȱofȱgovernment.ȱȱ
withȱterroristȱattacksȱthatȱtendȱtoȱbeȱjustifiedȱasȱ
actsȱ inȱ protestȱ ofȱ theȱ governmentȱ mayȱ leadȱ
individualsȱ toȱ associateȱ allȱ typesȱ ofȱ opinionsȱ
Toȱ conclude,ȱ inȱ thisȱ briefȱ reportȱ weȱ hopeȱ weȱ
againstȱ governmentȱ withȱ radical,ȱ violentȱ
shedȱ lightȱ onȱ someȱ keyȱ factorsȱ thatȱ predictȱ oneȱ
facetȱ ofȱ politicalȱ toleranceȱ inȱ theȱ Americas.
responsesȱ suchȱ asȱ terrorism.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ whenȱ
personalȱsafetyȱisȱputȱinȱdanger,ȱpeopleȱtendȱtoȱ
prioritizeȱsafetyȱoverȱcivilȱlibertiesȱandȱfreedomȱ
ofȱspeechȱ(Davisȱ2007;ȱMerollaȱandȱZechmeisterȱ
2009).ȱ Sinceȱ terroristȱ threatsȱ directlyȱ threatenȱ
personalȱ safety,ȱ theȱ fearȱ ofȱ aȱ terroristȱ attackȱ
couldȱ veryȱ wellȱ increaseȱ theȱ willingnessȱ ofȱ
citizensȱ toȱ silenceȱ governmentȱ critics.ȱ Givenȱ
bothȱ ofȱ theseȱ explanationsȱ forȱ whyȱ fearȱ ofȱ
terrorismȱ canȱ negativelyȱ affectȱ tolerance,ȱ weȱ
concludeȱ thatȱ worryȱ aboutȱ terrorismȱ isȱ anȱ
importantȱ factorȱ inȱ determiningȱ individuals’ȱ
levelȱofȱtolerance.ȱȱ
Asȱexpected,ȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱisȱaȱstrong,ȱ
positiveȱ predictorȱ ofȱ politicalȱ tolerance.ȱ Inȱ
addition,ȱ individualȱ politicalȱ participationȱ
matters.ȱ Weȱ assessedȱ politicalȱ participationȱ inȱ
twoȱcategories:ȱvotingȱandȱprotestȱactivity.ȱBothȱ
ofȱ theseȱ measuresȱ ofȱ politicalȱ activityȱ areȱ
ȱWeȱexaminedȱaȱfewȱadditionalȱfactorsȱnotȱreportedȱhereȱforȱ
theȱsakeȱofȱbrevity.ȱWeȱfoundȱthatȱtheȱhigherȱtheȱsatisfactionȱ
withȱ theȱ currentȱ president,ȱ theȱ lessȱ aȱ personȱ toleratesȱ
criticismȱ ofȱ theȱ government.ȱ Onȱ theȱ otherȱ hand,ȱ
interpersonalȱ trustȱ positivelyȱ predictsȱ tolerance.ȱ Theȱ moreȱ
trustȱ peopleȱ haveȱ inȱ theirȱ fellowȱcitizens,ȱ theȱ moreȱ theyȱ areȱ
willingȱ toȱ tolerateȱ dissentingȱ opinionsȱ towardȱ theȱ
government.ȱTheseȱresultsȱareȱpresentedȱinȱAppendixȱB.
7
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pre-med concentration. He is an executive in the Honor Council, Vice President of a non-profit
organization called Pearls for Life, and an executive member of Reformed University
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Appendixȱ B:ȱ Regressionȱ Analysisȱ ofȱ theȱ Determinantsȱ ofȱ Toleranceȱ forȱ
RegimeȱCritics’ȱRightȱtoȱVoteȱ(AlternateȱModel),ȱ2010ȱ

R-Squared =0.095
F=.
N =31300
Satisfaction with Performance Current President
Support for Democracy
Interpersonal Trust
Political Interest
Protest Participation

Socioeconomic controls and
country fixed effects
and intercept included
but not shown here

Voted in the last election
Fear of Terrorism
-0.1

-0.05

0.0

0.05

0.1

0.15

95% C.I. (Design-Effects Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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AppendixȱC:ȱPredictorsȱofȱPoliticalȱTolerance,ȱ2010ȱ

Coefficientȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ

FearȱofȱTerrorism
Ȭ0.072*ȱ
CrimeȱVictimizationȱ
0.005ȱ
VotedȱinȱLastȱElectionȱ
0.020*ȱ
ProtestȱParticipationȱ
0.024*ȱ
SupportȱforȱDemocracyȱ
0.142*ȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
0.036*ȱ
SizeȱofȱCity/Townȱ
0.054*ȱ
Age
Ȭ0.015*ȱ
Female
Ȭ0.021*ȱ
EducationȱLevelȱ
0.054*ȱ
Mexico
Ȭ0.035*ȱ
Guatemala
Ȭ0.035*ȱ
ElȱSalvador
Ȭ0.063*ȱ
Honduras
Ȭ0.057*ȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
0.000ȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
0.046*ȱ
Panama
Ȭ0.058*ȱ
Colombia
Ȭ0.040*ȱ
Ecuador
Ȭ0.058*ȱ
Bolivia
Ȭ0.077*ȱ
Peru
Ȭ0.069*ȱ
Paraguay
Ȭ0.043*ȱ
Chile
Ȭ0.073*ȱ
Brazilȱ
0.008ȱ
Venezuelaȱ
0.019ȱ
Argentinaȱ
0.040*ȱ
DominicanȱRepublic
Ȭ0.057*ȱ
Haitiȱ
(omitted)
Jamaicaȱ
0.020ȱ
Guyanaȱ
0.032*ȱ
Trinidadȱ&ȱTobagoȱ
(omitted)
Belize
Ȭ0.001ȱ
Surinameȱ
0.013ȱ
Constant
Ȭ0.008ȱ
RȬsquaredȱ
0.09ȱ
Observationsȱ
32,812ȱ
Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*p<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ

0.007ȱ
0.006ȱ
0.006ȱ
0.007ȱ
0.008ȱ
0.008ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.007ȱ
0.006ȱ
0.008ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.010ȱ
0.013ȱ
0.015ȱ
0.014ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.012ȱ
0.013ȱ
0.019ȱ
0.015ȱ
0.012ȱ
0.011ȱ
Ȭ
0.011ȱ
0.015ȱ
Ȭ
0.011ȱ
0.011ȱ
0.010ȱ
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Executive Summary. This Insights report explores why citizens from some
rural areas tend to be less politically knowledgeable than citizens from urban areas
in Latin America and the Caribbean. Using data from the 2010 round of the
AmericasBarometer surveys, the report examines to what extent this difference is
explained by motivation versus opportunity. Indicators of each of these
dimensions are used in the analysis, and the results provide strong support for the
hypothesis that it is due to lack of opportunity rather than motivation that citizens
from rural areas tend to be less informed about politics than citizens from urban
areas. More specifically, differences are best explained by education and access to
media at home. Such factors disadvantage rural populations in Latin America and
the Caribbean by limiting political knowledge; to the extent that this in turn
reduces their political power, this contributes to a vicious circle hampering the
ability of those in rural areas to access resources comparable to those living in
urban areas.

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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he knowledge citizens have about
events,
politicians,
and
political
institutions is an important resource for
democratic participation. In general, citizens
need to have at least some basic information
about political matters in order to be able to
hold governments accountable for policy
outcomes. Moreover, citizens must have some
knowledge about politics in order to form
opinions that are to be taken into account by
representative
governments.
Hence,
the
distribution
of
this
resource,
political
knowledge, is an important topic in the study of
democracy.

T

Many scholars have provided evidence that this
resource is unevenly distributed among citizens
(Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Neuman, 1986).
One aspect of this unequal distribution regards
the differences between citizens from urban and
rural areas. Especially in Latin America, the
striking socioeconomic differences between
urban and rural areas are well known, and there
is concern about politics in the latter. On the one
hand, citizens from rural areas are often viewed
as less ideologically sophisticated and as targets
for clientelistic offers from powerful elites, often
known as “coronéis” or “caudillos” in Latin
America’s rural areas (Kitschelt & Wilkinson,
2007). Such clientelistic relationships are
generally characterized by the exchange of
material goods for electoral support, reinforcing
asymmetrical power relationships between elites
and voters. On the other hand, scholars examine
violence and other types of political
mobilization among peasants in rural areas
(Muller & Seligson, 1987; Seligson, 1996). In both
literatures, the extent to which rural citizens are
politically knowledgeable and interested
appears to play an important role in the nature
of rural politics.
This AmericasBarometer Insights report will,
first, verify the extent to which citizens from
rural areas are less knowledgeable about
politics. Second, it will examine whether such
differences are explained by disparities in
opportunities or in motivation to learn about
politics. The report looks at three political
information questions from the 2010 round of

the AmericasBarometer surveys by the Latin
American Public Opinion Project (LAPOP),1 in
which 40,990 respondents from Latin America
and the Caribbean received the following
questions:
GI1. “What is the name of the current president
of the US?”
GI3. “How many [provinces/departments/
states] does [country] have?”
GI4. “How long is the [presidential/prime
ministerial] term of office in [country]?”
Incorrect and “does not know” responses were
coded as 0, and correct responses were coded as
1. An additive index from 0 to 3 was created and
then transformed to range between 0 and 100.2
Figure 1 shows the average score with
confidence intervals among citizens of urban
and rural areas in each of the 24 countries where
these questions were asked.3
This figure demonstrates that most of the
countries fit the mold with respect to having
differences in political knowledge levels, such
that these levels are higher among citizens from
urban areas. The biggest such differences are of
about 20 points in Chile and 17 points in
Paraguay
(both
statistically
significant).
Differences are not statistically significant in
Uruguay, Guyana, Suriname, Argentina,
Jamaica, and Venezuela, as shown by the
overlap in the bars representing their 95%
confidence intervals.

1ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
Developmentȱ Programȱ (UNDP),ȱ andȱ Vanderbiltȱ University.ȱȱ
PriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ onȱ
whichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveyȬdata.php.ȱ
2 Political knowledge items were not administered in the US
and Canada. For a comparison of the performance of all
citizens in each Latin American and Caribbean country on
the political knowledge questions, see AmericasBarometer
Insights Number 55, which can be found in English at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/I0855en.pdf or
in Spanish at
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights/I0855es.pdf
3 All analyses presented here were conducted using STATA
v11.1.
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Figure 1. Political Knowledge in Urban and Rural
Areas in Latin America and the Caribbean, 2010

Figure 2. Political Knowledge in Urban and Rural Areas in
Latin America and the Caribbean, Across All Countries,
2010

the ability, motivation, and opportunity to do so
(Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Luskin, 1990;
Rennó, 2004). Although ability refers to complex
cognitive traits best captured by deeper
psychological tests, motivation and opportunity
are more easily accessed in survey research.

Given that the differences between the levels of
political knowledge vary across the countries, it
seems plausible to check the overall difference
for all the countries analyzed. Figure 2 shows
that citizens from urban areas score on average
almost 7 points higher than citizens from rural
areas in Latin America and the Caribbean.
Why are Latin Americans from urban
generally speaking, more knowledgeable
politics than ones from rural areas?
individual
level
factors
explain
differences?

areas,
about
What
these

The literature examining inequality in political
knowledge is premised on the notion that
people learn about politics because they have

Using data from the 2010 round of the
AmericasBarometer surveys, the next section
tests if the difference in political knowledge
between citizens from urban and rural areas in
Latin America is due to motivation or opportunity.
In many Latin American countries there are
striking differences between citizens from urban
and rural areas in both opportunity (the
resources to learn about politics) and motivation
(their subjective attachment to politics). Citizens
from urban areas tend to be wealthier, more
educated, and more interested in politics. Which
factors cause the rural-urban gap? Are citizens
from rural areas less politically knowledgeable
because they lack motivation or because they
lack opportunity to learn about politics?

Explainingȱtheȱdifference:ȱ
motivationȱorȱopportunity?ȱ
The effect of motivation on political knowledge
refers to the notion that some individuals have
more reason than others to be actively engaged
in political learning. Two indicators of motivation
are used in the present analysis: political interest

©ȱ2011,ȱLatinȱAmericanȱPublicȱOpinionȱProject,ȱ“Insights”ȱSeriesȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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and exposure to political information
in the media.4

Figure 3. Weighted Standardized Effects of Urban/Rural and
Motivational Variables on Political Knowledge, 2010

The strategy for gauging the role of
motivation
in
explaining
the
differences in the levels of political
knowledge between urban and rural
areas is to check if the relationship
between urban/rural residence and
knowledge
disappears
after
controlling for the other factors. A
first linear regression model (see
results in the Appendix) was run
using urban/rural residence as the
main
independent
variable,
controlling for age, sex, and a binary
variable for each country (except for
Honduras, which was the country of
reference).5 The results from this first
model, found in the first column of
the regression table in the Appendix,
confirm the relationship shown in
Figure 2.
The results in Figure 3 are from a second linear
regression model that also controls for
motivational
variables.
Binary
(dummy)
variables for countries are included in the
analysis but are not shown in the figure. In
general, motivational factors have a positive
effect on political knowledge.6 Respondents who
are more interested in politics and who have
more frequent exposure to political information
score higher on political knowledge. However,
what is most important in these results is that
being from an urban area still has a considerable
effect on political knowledge, even when
4 The question about political interest (POL1) asked: “How
much interest do you have in politics: a lot, some, little or
none?” Item non-response in the question was about 1%.
The question about exposure (GI0) was “About how often
do you pay attention to the news, whether on TV, the radio,
newspapers or the internet?” The responses offered were
“Daily”, “A few times a week”, “A few times a month”,
“Rarely” and “Never”. Item non-response is this question
was 0.5%.
5ȱTheȱanalysisȱincludesȱonlyȱthoseȱcountriesȱinȱwhichȱthereȱisȱ
aȱknowledgeȱgapȱinȱfavorȱofȱurbanȱareas.ȱHowever,ȱwhenȱIȱ
reestimateȱ theȱ modelsȱ onȱ aȱ sampleȱ ofȱ allȱ countries,ȱ theȱ
resultsȱareȱnearlyȱidentical.ȱ
6 It is also possible that political knowledge itself increases
people’s motivations to learn about politics. Although this is
an importantȱ topicȱ forȱ research,ȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ focusesȱ
onȱmotivationȱasȱprimarilyȱaȱcauseȱofȱknowledge.ȱ

controlling for motivational factors.7 This means
that differences in motivation to learn about
politics account for only a small part of the
difference in political knowledge levels between
respondents from urban and rural areas.
The next step in the analysis is to assess to what
extent differences in opportunity explain the
unequal levels of political knowledge between
urban and rural areas. Opportunity refers to the
resources available to individuals. Generally,
these resources are external to the individual
and do not depend only on the individual’s will.
Three socioeconomic variables represent
opportunity. Income is an index comprising 10
income categories.8 Education is measured in
years of schooling.9 The variable “access to
media at home” is an index that results from
counting the positive responses to a battery of
questions that asked respondents if they had TV,
telephone, cell phone, computer, and Internet
access in their houses.10 The income variable
tries to capture to what extent more affluent

7ȱAsȱcanȱbeȱseenȱbyȱexaminingȱtheȱregressionȱtableȱinȱtheȱ
appendix,ȱtheȱstandardizedȱcoefficientȱdecreasesȱonlyȱfromȱ
0.17ȱ(modelȱ1)ȱtoȱ0.15ȱ(modelȱ2).
8 Item non-response in this question (Q10) was 11.3%.
9 Item non-response in this question (ED) was 0.5%.
10 Item non-response in this set of questions (r1, r4, r4a, r15,
r18) was 0.2%
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citizens can access other types media
such as the newspaper, magazines, as
well as any other possible mechanisms
that are not accounted for by the
measures of education and “access to
media at home.”

Figure 4. Weighted Standardized Effects of Urban/Rural,
Motivational and Opportunity Variables on Political
Knowledge, 2010

Figure 4 displays the results of the third
model. In this model opportunity
variables are added to the regression.
The purpose here is to assess to what
extent the effect of urban/rural
residence decreases when the differences
in opportunity to learn about politics are
taken into account, controlling for
motivational variables, age and sex.
All variables that represent the
dimension of opportunity have a
positive effect on political knowledge.
Education and access to diverse types of
media and communications at home
have the strongest effects. The result for
education corroborates findings from other
studies (Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996; Neuman,
1986). Income has a small but statistically
significant effect on political knowledge. These
results
indicate
that,
like
motivation,
opportunity is an important condition for
citizens to learn about politics.
But the most important result displayed in
Figure 4 is the substantial decrease in the
coefficient for urban/rural residence. The
standardized estimate is still statistically
significant, but it decreases from 0.15 in Figure 3
(Appendix Model 2) to 0.03 in Figure 4
(Appendix Model 3). This means that the
difference in political knowledge levels between
citizens from urban and rural areas is to a great
extent due to differences in the opportunity to
learn about politics. Education and access to
media at home are the most important
components of this dimension.

Discussionȱ
This Insights report asked why individuals from
rural areas tend to know less about politics than
ones from urban areas in Latin America and the
Caribbean. According to some studies, these

different levels of political knowledge might be
explained by variation in motivation and the
opportunity to learn about politics. Following
such scholarship, this report tested whether the
urban-rural knowledge divide in the region is
due to motivation or to opportunity.11
The findings from the empirical analysis using
the 2010 round of the AmericasBarometer
survey clearly point in one specific direction.
Although motivation and opportunity both have
strong effects on political knowledge, only the
variables representing opportunity account for
the different levels of political knowledge
between respondents from urban and rural
areas. When these variables were controlled in
the analysis, the coefficient for urban/rural
residence lost most of its effect on political
knowledge.
While opportunity is more important than
motivation for understanding why individuals
from rural areas know less about politics than
individuals from urban areas, two specific
variables stood out as the most informative.
11ȱItȱisȱofȱcourseȱtheoreticallyȱpossibleȱtoȱconsiderȱtheȱdivideȱ
couldȱ beȱ drivenȱ byȱ both,ȱ asȱ theseȱ couldȱ beȱ consideredȱ nonȬ
rivalȱ influences;ȱ however,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ empiricallyȱ ruleȱ outȱ
thisȱperspective.
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Education and access to media at home had the
strongest effects on political knowledge and
were also responsible for the reduction in the
coefficient of urban/rural residence.12 Rural
areas are at substantial disadvantages both in
Latin America and the Caribbean. Many people
in rural areas face the tradeoff between
continuing in school and joining the labor
market to increase family income. Moreover,
access to school tends to be scarcer in rural areas
than it is in urban areas. Additionally, many
people in rural areas lack access to informational
media that are increasingly common in urban
areas, especially the Internet and cell phones.
This inequality in means to learn about politics
is an important aspect of political inequality in
Latin America and the Caribbean, as this report
shows with respect to the case of political
knowledge.
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Appendix.ȱPredictorsȱofȱPoliticalȱKnowledgeȱinȱLatinȱAmerica

UrbanȱversusȱRuralȱȱ
(Urbanȱ=ȱ1,ȱRuralȱ=ȱ0)ȱ
Femaleȱ
Ageȱ

Modelȱ1:ȱ

Modelȱ2:ȱ

Modelȱ3:ȱ

Standardizedȱ
Coefficientȱ

Standardizedȱ
Coefficientȱ

Standardizedȱ
Coefficientȱ

(Standardȱ
Error)ȱ

(Standardȱ
Error)ȱ

(Standardȱ
Error)ȱ

0.169*
(0.008)
-0.141*
(0.005)
-0.096*
(0.006)

0.148*
(0.008)
-0.120*
(0.005)
-0.098*
(0.006)
0.172*
(0.007)
0.105*
(0.006)

-0.140*
(0.009)
-0.119*
(0.010)
-0.031*
(0.008)
-0.276*
(0.010)
-0.013
(0.008)
-0.124*
(0.010)
-0.165*
(0.009)
-0.227*
(0.011)
-0.105
(0.013)
-0.098*
(0.008)
-0.172*
(0.009)

-0.139*
(0.009)
-0.104*
(0.009)
-0.030*
(0.007)
-0.268*
(0.010)
-0.024*
(0.008)
-0.136*
(0.009)
-0.172*
(0.008)
-0.231*
(0.010)
-0.108*
(0.013)
-0.100*
(0.008)
-0.180*
(0.009)

0.032*
(0.007)
-0.106*
(0.005)
0.018*
(0.006)
0.114*
(0.006)
0.049*
(0.005)
0.060*
(0.007)
0.295*
(0.007)
0.122*
(0.008)
-0.161*
(0.009)
-0.113*
(0.009)
-0.056*
(0.008)
-0.268*
(0.009)
-0.048*
(0.009)
-0.183*
(0.011)
-0.209*
(0.008)
-0.296*
(0.012)
-0.150*
(0.012)
-0.154*
(0.009)
-0.212*
(0.009)

Exposureȱtoȱmediaȱ
Politicalȱinterestȱ
Incomeȱ
Educationȱ
Accessȱtoȱmediaȱatȱhomeȱ
Mexicoȱ
Guatemalaȱ
ElȱSalvadorȱ
Nicaraguaȱ
CostaȱRicaȱ
Panamaȱ
Colombiaȱ
Ecuadorȱ
Boliviaȱ
Peruȱ
Paraguayȱ
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PoliticalȱKnowledgeȱLevelsȱinȱUrbanȱandȱRuralȱAreasȱinȱLatinȱAmericaȱ
FredericoȱBatistaȱPereiraȱ
Chileȱ
Brazilȱ
Argentinaȱ
DominicanȱRepublicȱ
Haitiȱ
Guyanaȱ
TrinidadȱandȱTobagoȱ
Belizeȱ
Constantȱ

-0.107*
(0.009)
-0.255*
(0.012)
-0.119*
(0.012)
-0.171*
(0.009)
-0.031*
(0.008)
-0.017
(0.010)
-0.162*
(0.008)
-0.195*
(0.009)
0.005
(0.008)
0.170
190.92
34,847

-0.107*
(0.008)
-0.239*
(0.011)
-0.120*
(0.012)
-0.180*
(0.009)
-0.016*
(0.008)
-0.014
(0.010)
-0.166*
(0.007)
-0.191*
(0.008)
0.011
(0.008)
0.215
259.05
34,314

-0.186*
(0.010)
-0.250*
(0.011)
-0.155*
(0.012)
-0.189*
(0.008)
-0.033*
(0.009)
-0.067*
(0.010)
-0.217*
(0.008)
-0.208*
(0.008)
0.014*
(0.007)
0.333
378.72
30,381

RȬSquaredȱ
FȬtestȱ
NumberȱofȱObservationsȱ
*p<0.05
Note: Coefficients are statistically significant at *p<0.05, two-tailed. Uruguay is the
reference country.
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Executive Summary. ThisȱreportȱisȱpartȱofȱanȱInsightsȱsubseriesȱwhichȱexaminesȱtheȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ democraticȱ attitudesȱ withinȱ selectedȱ countriesȱ
studiedȱ inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveys.ȱ Iȱ show,ȱ first,ȱ thatȱ Venezuelans’ȱ supportȱ
forȱ democracyȱ droppedȱ substantiallyȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010.ȱ Inȱ addition,ȱ mostȱ
Venezuelansȱ perceivedȱ anȱ economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ manyȱ hadȱ experiencedȱ unemployment.ȱ
However,ȱ individualȬlevelȱ analysesȱ showȱ thatȱ itȱ isȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ president’sȱ
performanceȱ ratherȱ thanȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ personalȱ andȱ nationalȱ economicȱ conditionsȱ andȱ
evaluationsȱofȱgovernmentȱperformanceȱthatȱpredictsȱVenezuelans’ȱdemocraticȱattitudesȱinȱ
2010.ȱThisȱresultȱisȱdiscussedȱfromȱtheȱperspectiveȱofȱPresidentȱHugoȱChávez’sȱdominantȱ
roleȱinȱpoliticsȱand,ȱconsequently,ȱinȱshapingȱpublicȱopinionȱinȱtheȱcountry.ȱTheȱreportȱalsoȱ
showsȱthatȱVenezuelansȱplaceȱmostȱblameȱforȱtheȱeconomicȱcrisisȱonȱtheȱPresidentȱandȱthatȱ
citizens’ȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ Chávezȱ administrationȱ droppedȱ significantlyȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ
andȱ 2010.ȱ Implicationsȱ forȱ theȱ futureȱ ofȱ Venezuelanȱ politicsȱ and,ȱ inȱ particular,ȱ
Venezuelans’ȱdemocraticȱattitudesȱareȱdiscussed.ȱȱ

The Insights Series is co-edited by Mitchell A. Seligson, Amy Erica Smith, and Elizabeth J. Zechmeister with
administrative, technical, and intellectual support from the LAPOP group at Vanderbilt.
www.AmericasBarometer.org
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Vȱ

enezuelaȱwasȱoneȱofȱtheȱLatinȱAmericanȱ
countriesȱ thatȱ experiencedȱ acuteȱ
economicȱ hardshipsȱ duringȱ theȱ globalȱ
financialȱ crisisȱ ofȱ theȱ lateȱ 2000s.ȱ Moreover,ȱ theȱ
country’sȱ economicȱ crisisȱ notȱ onlyȱ hadȱ obviousȱ
financialȱimpactsȱonȱtheȱcountry’sȱeconomy,ȱbutȱ
itȱ alsoȱ seemsȱ toȱ haveȱ takenȱ aȱ tollȱ onȱ citizens’ȱ
politicalȱ attitudes.ȱ Venezuela’sȱ recentȱ economicȱ
crisisȱwasȱaccompaniedȱbyȱaȱsignificantȱdecreaseȱ
inȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ Asȱ Figureȱ 1ȱ shows,1ȱ
Venezuelans’ȱ averageȱ supportȱ forȱ aȱ democraticȱ
regimeȱ droppedȱ byȱ overȱ 10ȱ pointsȱ (onȱ aȱ 100Ȭ
pointȱ scale)ȱfromȱ 83.8ȱ toȱ 74.0ȱ betweenȱ2008ȱ andȱ
2010.2ȱ Thisȱ decreaseȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ
wasȱtheȱlargestȱinȱSouthȱAmericaȱoverȱthatȱsameȱ
timeȱ period.ȱ Thisȱ Insightsȱ report3ȱ makesȱ useȱ ofȱ
theȱ 2010ȱ AmericasBarometerȱ survey4ȱ inȱ
Venezuelaȱ toȱ examineȱ individuals’ȱ economicȱ
perceptionsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ soȱ asȱ toȱ probeȱ theȱ
extentȱ toȱ whichȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ directȱ connectionȱ
betweenȱ hardȱ economicȱ timesȱ andȱ lowerȱ
supportȱforȱdemocracyȱinȱ2010.5ȱȱ

Figure 1. Average Support for Democracy in South
America, 2008-2010
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Analysesȱindicateȱthatȱratherȱthanȱperceptionsȱofȱ
hardȱ economicȱ times,ȱ whatȱ influencesȱ
Venezuelans’ȱfeelingsȱtowardȱdemocracyȱinȱ2010ȱ
areȱ theirȱ viewsȱ aboutȱ Presidentȱ Hugoȱ Chávez.ȱ
Sinceȱ manyȱ Venezuelansȱ wereȱ dissatisfiedȱ withȱ
PresidentȱChávez,ȱitȱisȱnotȱsurprisingȱtoȱfindȱthatȱ
dissatisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ
Presidentȱhadȱaȱstatisticallyȱsignificant,ȱnegativeȱ
1ȱ Theȱ questionȱ wordingȱ forȱ theȱ surveyȱ itemȱ usedȱ toȱ createȱ
Figureȱ 1ȱ isȱ basedȱ onȱ aȱ statementȱ attributedȱ toȱ Churchill:ȱ
ING4.ȱ“Democracyȱmayȱhaveȱproblems,ȱbutȱitȱisȱbetterȱthanȱ
anyȱotherȱformȱofȱgovernment.ȱȱToȱwhatȱextentȱdoȱyouȱagreeȱ
orȱdisagreeȱwithȱthisȱstatement?”ȱResponseȱcategoriesȱareȱonȱ
aȱ 1ȱ toȱ 7ȱ scaleȱ rangingȱ fromȱ Stronglyȱ Disagreeȱ toȱ Stronglyȱ
Agree,ȱbutȱareȱconvertedȱtoȱaȱ0ȱtoȱ100ȱscaleȱinȱFigureȱ1.ȱȱ
2
Thisȱdeclineȱisȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱ(p<0.05).
3ȱPriorȱissuesȱinȱtheȱInsightsȱseriesȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱat:ȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php.ȱ Theȱ dataȱ onȱ
whichȱtheyȱareȱbasedȱcanȱbeȱfoundȱatȱ
http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/surveyȬdata.php.ȱ
4ȱ Fundingȱ forȱ theȱ 2010ȱroundȱ mainlyȱ cameȱ fromȱ theȱ Unitedȱ
Statesȱ Agencyȱ forȱ Internationalȱ Developmentȱ (USAID).ȱ
Importantȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ supportȱ wereȱ alsoȱ theȱ InterȬAmericanȱ
Developmentȱ Bankȱ (IADB),ȱ theȱ Unitedȱ Nationsȱ
DevelopmentȱProgramȱ(UNDP),ȱandȱVanderbiltȱUniversity.ȱ
5ȱ Inȱ 2010,ȱ aȱ nationalȱ sampleȱ ofȱ 1,500ȱ Venezuelansȱ wasȱ
interviewedȱ regardingȱ aȱ numberȱ ofȱ political,ȱ social,ȱ andȱ
economicȱattitudes.ȱ
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Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

impactȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ Citizenȱ
economicȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ economyȱ haveȱ noȱ
directȱ relationshipȱ toȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy,ȱ
whichȱ dismissesȱ theȱ possibilityȱ thatȱ satisfactionȱ
withȱtheȱperformanceȱofȱtheȱPresidentȱmediatesȱ
aȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ economicȱ perceptionsȱ
andȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱSupportȱforȱChávezȱ
playsȱ aȱ strongȱ andȱ positiveȱ roleȱ inȱ determiningȱ
supportȱforȱdemocracyȱinȱVenezuela.ȱNotȱonlyȱisȱ
thisȱlikelyȱdueȱtoȱhisȱsuperȬdominantȱandȱvisibleȱ
positionȱasȱtheȱhighestȱleaderȱofȱhisȱnation,ȱbutȱitȱ
alsoȱsuggestsȱthatȱmanyȱindividualsȱperceiveȱhisȱ
administrationȱ asȱ representingȱ theȱ democraticȱ
statusȱquo:ȱthoseȱwithȱlowerȱsupportȱforȱChávezȱ
alsoȱ reportȱ lowerȱ supportȱ forȱ “democracy”ȱ asȱ aȱ
formȱofȱgovernment.ȱ
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WhatȱMightȱAccountȱforȱtheȱDropȱ
inȱSupportȱforȱDemocracy?ȱ
Inȱ thisȱ section,ȱ Iȱ discussȱ reasonsȱ bothȱ forȱ andȱ
againstȱ expectingȱ thatȱ Venezuela’sȱ recentȱ
economicȱcrisisȱwouldȱplayȱaȱroleȱinȱtheȱdropȱinȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ amongȱ Venezuelansȱ
betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010.ȱ Iȱ thenȱ proposeȱ anȱ
alternativeȱ perspective,ȱ whichȱ positsȱ thatȱ theȱ
combinationȱ ofȱ theȱ emergenceȱ ofȱ Hugoȱ Chávezȱ
asȱ aȱ focalȱ pointȱ forȱ allȱ thingsȱ politicalȱ inȱ
Venezuelaȱandȱincreasedȱdissatisfactionȱwithȱtheȱ
performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ Presidentȱ mightȱ betterȱ
accountȱforȱtheȱlossȱofȱfaithȱinȱdemocracyȱamongȱ
Venezuelansȱbetweenȱ2008ȱandȱ2010.ȱ

economicȱ performanceȱ canȱ haveȱ anȱ importantȱ
impactȱ onȱ citizens’ȱ viewsȱ aboutȱ democracyȱ
(BrattonȱandȱMattesȱ2001;ȱSarsfieldȱ2002;ȱMattesȱ
andȱ Brattonȱ 2007;ȱ Guldbrandstenȱ andȱ Skaaningȱ
2010;ȱ Seligsonȱ andȱ Smithȱ 2010).ȱ Therefore,ȱ itȱ isȱ
reasonableȱ toȱ expectȱ thatȱ negativeȱ economicȱ
perceptionsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ (suchȱ asȱ jobȱ loss)ȱ
wouldȱ haveȱ aȱ negativeȱ effectȱ onȱ theȱ levelȱ ofȱ
supportȱforȱdemocracyȱamongȱVenezuelans.ȱȱ

However,ȱ givenȱ thatȱ Venezuelans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ hasȱ beenȱ relativelyȱ highȱ throughoutȱ
mostȱ ofȱ itsȱ democraticȱ historyȱ (Baloyraȱ andȱ
Martzȱ 1979;ȱBaloyraȱ 1986;ȱ Myersȱ andȱO’Connorȱ
1998;ȱ Welschȱ andȱ Carrasqueroȱ 1998;ȱ Canacheȱ
2002;ȱ Molinaȱ2004),ȱ theȱ recentȱ
dropȱ
inȱ
supportȱ
forȱ
Venezuela’sȱstatusȱasȱoneȱofȱtheȱ
democracyȱ
mightȱ
beȱ
betterȱ
[T]heȱdropȱinȱsupportȱfor
world’sȱ largestȱ oilȱ producingȱ
explainedȱ byȱ someȱ factorȱ
democracyȱbetweenȱ2008ȱ
countriesȱ setsȱ itsȱ economyȱ
otherȱ thanȱ theȱ stateȱ ofȱ theȱ
apartȱ fromȱ thatȱ ofȱ otherȱ Latinȱ
andȱ2010ȱwasȱaccompaniedȱ economy.ȱ Oneȱ possibleȱ
Americanȱ countries.ȱ However,ȱ
byȱgrowingȱdissatisfactionȱ explanationȱ couldȱ beȱ relatedȱ
despiteȱ theȱ availabilityȱ ofȱ suchȱ
toȱ theȱ importanceȱ ofȱ Hugoȱ
aȱ richȱ naturalȱ resourceȱ andȱ
withȱChávez.ȱ
Chávezȱ toȱ theȱ dynamicsȱ ofȱ
recordȬbreakingȱ oilȱ pricesȱ
Venezuelanȱ politicalȱ publicȱ
withinȱ theȱ lastȱ decade,ȱ
opinion.ȱAsȱmanyȱscholarsȱhaveȱshown,ȱChávezȱ
Venezuelaȱ isȱ experiencingȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ worstȱ
hasȱ becomeȱ aȱ pivotalȱ figureȱ inȱ Venezuelanȱ
economicȱ downturnsȱ inȱ itsȱ recentȱ history.ȱ Theȱ
politicsȱ dueȱ toȱ hisȱ charismaticȱ andȱ populistȱ
country’sȱ economyȱ hasȱ contractedȱ inȱ significantȱ
approachȱ(Zúqueteȱ2008;ȱHawkinsȱ2010;ȱMerollaȱ
waysȱ overȱ theȱ lastȱ fiveȱ years.ȱ GDPȱ growthȱ
andȱZechmeisterȱ2011).ȱȱ
shrunkȱ fromȱ 9.9%ȱ inȱ 2006ȱ toȱ 8.2%ȱ inȱ 2007ȱ andȱ
4.8%ȱ inȱ 2008.ȱ Theȱ largestȱ dropȱ cameȱ betweenȱ
Chávezȱhasȱbeenȱseenȱasȱlargelyȱresponsibleȱforȱ
2008ȱandȱ2009ȱwhenȱGDPȱgrowthȱdroppedȱfromȱ
theȱriseȱandȱpersistenceȱofȱclassȱpoliticsȱinȱrecentȱ
4.8%ȱ toȱ Ȭ3.3%,ȱ markingȱ theȱ firstȱ instanceȱ ofȱ
timesȱ (Robertsȱ 2003;ȱ Handlinȱ 2008;ȱ Heathȱ 2008;ȱ
negativeȱ economicȱ growthȱ sinceȱ 2003.6ȱ Byȱ 2010ȱ
Zúqueteȱ2008;ȱLagorioȱ2009)ȱasȱwellȱasȱgrowingȱ
GDPȱ growthȱ wasȱ stillȱ negativeȱ atȱ Ȭ1.6%.ȱ
socialȱ andȱ politicalȱ polarizationȱ (Sylviaȱ andȱ
Venezuelaȱ andȱ Haitiȱ wereȱ theȱ onlyȱ twoȱ
Donopolousȱ 2003;ȱ Ellnerȱ andȱ Hellingerȱ 2003;ȱ
countriesȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ thatȱ experiencedȱ aȱ
Cyrȱ 2005;ȱ Venanziȱ 2010ȱ Spanakosȱ 2011).ȱ Theȱ
declineȱinȱGDPȱgrowthȱinȱ2010ȱ(ECLACȱ2010).ȱȱ
ChávezȱeraȱinȱVenezuelanȱpoliticsȱhasȱwitnessedȱ

Suchȱtroublesomeȱeconomicȱconditionsȱcouldȱbeȱ
expectedȱtoȱtakeȱaȱtollȱonȱVenezuelans’ȱlevelsȱofȱ
supportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱResearchȱonȱdevelopingȱ
democraciesȱ hasȱ indicatedȱ thatȱ governmentȱ

6

http://www.worldbank.org.ȱ Inȱ 2003,ȱ GDPȱ growthȱ wasȱ
Ȭ7.8%.ȱHowever,ȱGDPȱgrowthȱrocketedȱtoȱ18.3%ȱinȱ2004ȱandȱ
thenȱdippedȱbutȱstayedȱhighȱatȱ10.3%ȱinȱ2005.ȱȱ

aȱ majorȱ splitȱ betweenȱ Chavistasȱ andȱ antiȬ
Chavistas,ȱnotȱonlyȱinȱtermsȱofȱattitudes,ȱsuchȱasȱ
opinionsȱaboutȱsocialȱwelfareȱpolicies,ȱtheȱroleȱofȱ
governmentȱ inȱ theȱ economy,ȱ andȱ partyȱ
identification,ȱ butȱ alsoȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ votingȱ andȱ
protestȱ participation.ȱ Therefore,ȱitȱ couldȱ beȱ thatȱ
viewsȱ aboutȱ Chávezȱ haveȱ grownȱ toȱ affectȱ notȱ
onlyȱpolicyȱattitudesȱandȱpoliticalȱbehavior,ȱbutȱ
alsoȱ howȱ Venezuelansȱ thinkȱ aboutȱ democracy.ȱ
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Figure 2. Percentage of the Population Who Perceived an
Economic Crisis in Venezuela, 2010

No economic crisis
7.1%

Economic crisis
but it is not very serious
44.5%

Very serious economic crisis
48.4%

Perception of Magnitude of Economic Crisis
Source: AmericasBarometer 2010 by LAPOP

Indeed,ȱ authorsȱ suchȱ asȱ Canacheȱ (2007)ȱ haveȱ
arguedȱ thatȱ Chávez’sȱ approachȱ toȱ governanceȱ
hasȱ changedȱ theȱ frameworkȱ inȱ whichȱ
Venezuelansȱ
understandȱ
democracy,ȱ
particularlyȱ regardingȱ conceptsȱ ofȱ participatoryȱ
versusȱ representativeȱ democracy.ȱ Similarly,ȱ Deȱ
Venanziȱ (2010)ȱ arguesȱ thatȱ Chávez’sȱ Bolivarianȱ
Revolutionȱ hasȱ significantlyȱ impactedȱ viewsȱ ofȱ
democracy.7ȱ Furthermore,ȱ scholarsȱ haveȱ foundȱ
thatȱlevelsȱofȱsatisfactionȱwithȱdemocracyȱcanȱbeȱ
accurateȱ indicatorsȱ ofȱ howȱ muchȱ surveyȱ
respondentsȱ
supportȱ
theȱ
incumbentȱ
administrationȱ(Canache,ȱMondak,ȱandȱSeligsonȱ
2001).ȱ
Thus,ȱ itȱ isȱ conceivableȱ thatȱ Chávez’sȱ lengthyȱ
tenureȱ inȱ officeȱ andȱ hisȱ impactȱ onȱ theȱ politicalȱ
environmentȱ haveȱ ledȱ manyȱ Venezuelansȱ toȱ
associateȱ “democracy”ȱ withȱ theȱ statusȱ quo,ȱ orȱ
theȱChávezȱpresidency.ȱTherefore,ȱifȱChávezȱhasȱ
indeedȱ transformedȱ Venezuelanȱ politicsȱ suchȱ
thatȱcitizensȱlinkȱnotȱonlyȱtheirȱpoliticalȱattitudesȱ
butȱalsoȱtheirȱattitudesȱaboutȱdemocracyȱtoȱtheirȱ
feelingsȱ towardsȱ Chávez’sȱ performance,ȱ theȱ
recentȱ dropȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ amongȱ
Venezuelansȱmayȱbeȱatȱleastȱpartiallyȱexplainedȱ

ȱ Deȱ Venanziȱ (2010)ȱ andȱ othersȱ noteȱ differencesȱ acrossȱ theȱ
socialȱ strata;ȱ anȱ analysisȱ byȱ socioȬeconomicȱ subȬgroupȱ isȱ
outsideȱtheȱscopeȱofȱthisȱshortȱreport.
7

byȱ growingȱ negativeȱ feelingsȱ towardȱ theȱ
President.ȱ Indeed,ȱ theȱ dropȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ amongȱ Venezuelansȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ
andȱ 2010ȱ wasȱ accompaniedȱ byȱ growingȱ
dissatisfactionȱ withȱ Chávez.ȱ Accordingȱ toȱ theȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ data,ȱ satisfactionȱ
withȱ Chávez’sȱ performanceȱ asȱ presidentȱ
droppedȱ fromȱ 53.1ȱ inȱ 2008ȱ toȱ 48.4ȱ inȱ 2010,ȱ aȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ decreaseȱ (p<0.05)ȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ
100ȱ scale.ȱ Thus,ȱ Iȱ expectȱ toȱ findȱ aȱ connectionȱ atȱ
theȱ individualȱ levelȱ betweenȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ
theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ Hugoȱ Chávezȱ andȱ
Venezuelans’ȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱ

Perceptionsȱ andȱ Experiencesȱ inȱ
HardȱTimesȱ
Aȱ keyȱ objectiveȱ ofȱ thisȱ Insightsȱ subseriesȱ isȱ toȱ
examineȱ theȱ extentȱ toȱ whichȱ theȱ recentȱ globalȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ affectedȱ publicȱ opinion,ȱ inȱ thisȱ
caseȱ inȱ Venezuela.ȱ Thus,ȱ beforeȱ examiningȱ theȱ
predictorsȱofȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy,ȱIȱturnȱtoȱaȱ
briefȱ analysisȱ ofȱ theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ
Venezuela.ȱȱ
Usingȱ aȱ surveyȱ itemȱ fromȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometer,ȱ Figureȱ 2ȱ illustratesȱ howȱ
respondentsȱ perceivedȱ theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ
Venezuelaȱ inȱ 2010.8ȱ Itȱ showsȱ thatȱ slightlyȱ overȱ
48%ȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ perceivedȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ
crisis,ȱ whileȱnearlyȱ45%ȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ thoughtȱ
thereȱwasȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱbutȱdidȱnotȱthinkȱitȱ
wasȱveryȱserious.ȱOnlyȱ7.2%ȱsaidȱthatȱthereȱwasȱ
notȱanȱeconomicȱcrisis.ȱ9ȱȱȱ
Itȱshouldȱbeȱnotedȱthatȱalthoughȱtheȱstatusȱofȱtheȱ
economyȱ wasȱ aȱ majorȱ concernȱ forȱ Venezuelansȱ
inȱ 2010,ȱ theȱ countryȱ wasȱ alsoȱ facingȱ anȱ acuteȱ
publicȱsecurityȱcrisisȱthatȱwasȱofȱextremelyȱhighȱ

8ȱ CRISIS1.ȱ Someȱ sayȱ thatȱ ourȱ countryȱ isȱ sufferingȱ aȱ veryȱ
seriousȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ weȱ areȱ sufferingȱ aȱ
crisisȱ butȱ itȱ isȱ notȱ veryȱ serious,ȱ whileȱ othersȱ sayȱ thatȱ thereȱ
isn’tȱ anyȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Whatȱ doȱ youȱ think?ȱ (1)ȱ Weȱ areȱ
sufferingȱaȱveryȱseriousȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱ(2)ȱWeȱareȱsufferingȱ
aȱcrisisȱbutȱitȱisȱnotȱveryȱserious,ȱor,ȱ(3)ȱNoȱeconomicȱcrisisȱ
9ȱ Theȱ rateȱ ofȱ nonȬresponseȱ toȱ thisȱ particularȱ questionȱ wasȱ
2.6%.ȱ
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importanceȱtoȱVenezuelans.ȱInȱfact,ȱ
dataȱ
fromȱ
theȱ
2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱ indicateȱ thatȱ
manyȱ respondentsȱ thoughtȱ thatȱ
insecurity,ȱ ratherȱ thanȱ theȱ
economy,ȱ wasȱ theȱ country’sȱ mostȱ
importantȱproblem.10ȱ

Figure 3. Who is to Blame for the Economic Crisis in Venezuela?
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The rich countries 4.1
Venezuelanȱ respondentsȱ wereȱ
The problems of democracy 3.4
almostȱ evenlyȱ splitȱ betweenȱ thoseȱ
The rich people of our country 2.5
whoȱ thoughtȱ theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ
Other 1.2
wasȱ aȱ veryȱ seriousȱ oneȱ orȱ notȱ aȱ
0
10
20
30
veryȱ seriousȱ one,ȱ aboutȱ 93%ȱ ofȱ
Who is the most to blame for the current economic crisis in our country?
respondentsȱ perceivedȱ someȱ kindȱ
ofȱ economicȱ crisis.ȱ Whomȱ didȱ
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
Venezuelansȱ blameȱ forȱ theseȱ
economicȱ conditions?ȱ Figureȱ 3ȱ
4.1%ȱofȱVenezuelansȱblameȱtheȱrichȱcountriesȱforȱ
presentsȱtheȱresponsesȱofȱVenezuelansȱwhoȱsaidȱ
theȱcrisis.ȱ
thatȱtheyȱperceivedȱaȱcrisis.11ȱ

Accordingȱ toȱ Figureȱ 3,ȱ overȱ 1ȱ outȱ ofȱ 3ȱ
Venezuelansȱ whoȱ perceivedȱ aȱ crisisȱ blamedȱ theȱ
currentȱ administration,ȱ whileȱ 11.3%ȱ andȱ 10.6%,ȱ
respectively,ȱ blamedȱ theȱ citizensȱ ofȱ theȱ countryȱ
orȱ theȱ currentȱ Venezuelanȱ economicȱ system.ȱ
Lessȱ thanȱ 7%ȱ ofȱ respondentsȱ blamedȱ theȱ
previousȱ administration.ȱ Givenȱ Presidentȱ Hugoȱ
Chávez’sȱlongȱtenureȱinȱofficeȱ(overȱ11ȱyears),ȱitȱ
makesȱ senseȱ thatȱ Venezuelansȱ tendȱ toȱ attributeȱ
theȱ country’sȱ economicȱ strugglesȱ toȱ Chávez’sȱ
administrationȱ ratherȱ thanȱ previousȱ ones.ȱ
However,ȱ aȱ goodȱ numberȱ ofȱ Venezuelansȱ alsoȱ
blameȱ themselvesȱ andȱ theȱ country’sȱ currentȱ
economicȱ systemȱ forȱ Venezuela’sȱ economicȱ
conditions.ȱ ȱ Surprisingly,ȱ inȱ lightȱ ofȱ theȱ drumȱ
beatȱofȱcriticismȱbyȱChávezȱofȱimperialism,ȱonlyȱ

ȱ42.3%ȱofȱrespondentsȱsaidȱanȱissueȱrelatedȱtoȱsecurityȱwasȱ
theȱ mostȱ seriousȱ problemȱ facingȱ theirȱ country,ȱ whileȱ onlyȱ
23.2%ȱ saidȱ anȱ issueȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ economyȱ wasȱ theȱ mostȱ
seriousȱproblem.ȱȱ
11ȱ CRISIS2.ȱ Whoȱ isȱ theȱ mostȱ toȱ blameȱ forȱ theȱ currentȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ inȱ ourȱ countryȱ fromȱ amongȱ theȱ following:ȱ
(01)ȱ Theȱ previousȱ administration,ȱ (02)ȱ Theȱ current
administration,ȱ (03)ȱ Ourselves,ȱ theȱ Venezuelans,ȱ (04)ȱ Theȱ
richȱpeopleȱofȱourȱcountry,ȱ(05)ȱTheȱproblemsȱofȱdemocracy,ȱ
(06)ȱ Theȱ richȱ countries,ȱ (07)ȱ Theȱ economicȱ systemȱ ofȱ the
country,ȱor,ȱ(08)ȱNeverȱhaveȱthoughtȱaboutȱit,ȱ(77)ȱOther

Beyondȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ economicȱ crisis,ȱ weȱ canȱ
alsoȱ
examineȱ
Venezuelans’ȱ
economicȱ
experiencesȱ duringȱ theȱ country’sȱ currentȱ
economicȱ crisis.ȱ Oneȱ wayȱ ofȱ measuringȱ suchȱ
economicȱ experiencesȱ isȱ byȱ usingȱ questionsȱ
relatedȱ toȱ jobȱ lossȱ includedȱ inȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometer.ȱ Figureȱ 4ȱ showsȱ theȱ
percentageȱ
reportingȱ
ofȱ
respondentsȱ
unemploymentȱatȱtheȱtimeȱofȱtheȱsurvey.ȱ12ȱȱ
Figureȱ 4ȱ showsȱ thatȱ 15%ȱ ofȱ thoseȱ interviewedȱ
reportedȱ losingȱ theirȱ jobȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ theȱ
beginningȱ ofȱ 2010ȱ (thisȱ includesȱ 6.1%ȱ whoȱ
indicatedȱ havingȱ foundȱ aȱ newȱ jobȱ inȱ theȱ sameȱ
timeȱperiod).ȱInȱaddition,ȱ16%ȱsaidȱthatȱsomeoneȱ
elseȱinȱtheirȱhouseholdȱhadȱlostȱaȱjob.ȱAsȱofȱ2010,ȱ
Venezuela’sȱ estimatedȱ unemploymentȱ rateȱ wasȱ
12.1%,ȱ oneȱ ofȱ theȱ fiveȱ highestȱ ratesȱ ofȱ

10

ȱOCUP1B1.ȱHaveȱyouȱlostȱyourȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱ twoȱyears?ȱ
(1)ȱYes,ȱyouȱlostȱyourȱjobȱbutȱfoundȱaȱnewȱone,ȱ(2)ȱYes,ȱyou
lostȱyourȱjobȱandȱhaveȱnotȱfoundȱaȱnewȱone,ȱ(3)ȱNo,ȱdidȱnot
loseȱyourȱjob,ȱȱ(4)ȱDidȱnotȱworkȱȱbecauseȱyouȱdecidedȱnotȱto
workȱorȱbecauseȱofȱdisabilities.ȱOCUP1B2.ȱBesidesȱyou,ȱhas
anyoneȱinȱyourȱhouseholdȱlostȱhisȱorȱherȱjobȱinȱtheȱpastȱtwo
years?
12
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unemploymentȱ inȱ Latinȱ Americaȱ (CIAȱ Worldȱ
Factbookȱ2010).13ȱȱ

Figure 4. Job Loss in Venezuela, 2010

Economicȱ Crisis,ȱ Presidentialȱ
Approval,ȱ andȱ Supportȱ forȱ
DemocracyȱinȱVenezuelaȱ
Doȱ evaluationsȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ economicȱ crisisȱ
predictȱ
Venezuelans’ȱ
attitudesȱ
towardȱ
democracyȱ inȱ 2010?ȱ Or,ȱ instead,ȱ doȱ attitudesȱ
towardȱ Presidentȱ Hugoȱ Chávezȱ proveȱ moreȱ
consequential?ȱ
Asȱ notedȱ earlier,ȱ andȱ asȱ shownȱ inȱ Figureȱ 1,ȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ inȱ Venezuelaȱ fellȱ
betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010.ȱ Nevertheless,ȱ
Venezuelans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ remainedȱ
higherȱthanȱinȱtheȱrestȱofȱLatinȱAmericaȱandȱtheȱ
Caribbean,ȱ whereȱ inȱ 2008ȱ theȱ averageȱ supportȱ
forȱ democracyȱ wasȱ 70.5ȱ onȱ theȱ 100Ȭpointȱ scaleȱ
andȱinȱ2010ȱitȱwasȱ70.6,ȱaȱdifferenceȱthatȱisȱbothȱ
smallȱandȱstatisticallyȱinsignificant.ȱȱȱ
ToȱexamineȱwhetherȱtheȱchangesȱinȱVenezuela’sȱ
averageȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ areȱ
associatedȱwithȱperceptionsȱofȱeconomicȱcrisis,ȱIȱ
conductȱ aȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ usingȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱdataȱatȱtheȱindividualȱlevel.ȱ
GivenȱthatȱSeligsonȱandȱSmithȱ(2010)ȱshowȱthatȱ
inȱ theȱ Americasȱ asȱ aȱ wholeȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ
economyȱareȱrelatedȱtoȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱatȱ
theȱ individualȱ level,ȱ oneȱ couldȱ expectȱ thisȱ
relationshipȱtoȱholdȱamongȱVenezuelans.ȱ
However,ȱ Venezuelans’ȱ strongȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy,ȱ evenȱ inȱ hardȱ economicȱ timesȱ
throughoutȱ theȱ country’sȱ democraticȱ history,ȱ
callsȱ intoȱ questionȱ thisȱ expectation.ȱ Anotherȱ
possibleȱ reasonȱ forȱ theȱ recentȱ dropȱ inȱ
Venezuelans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ couldȱ beȱ
increasingȱ negativeȱ feelingsȱ towardȱ Chávez,ȱ

ȱ Jamaicaȱ (12.9%),ȱ Belizeȱ (13.1%),ȱ Dominicanȱ Republicȱ
(14.2%),ȱ andȱ Haitiȱ areȱ alsoȱ amongȱ theȱ countriesȱ withȱ theȱ
highestȱunemploymentȱrates.ȱ75%ȱofȱtheȱHaitianȱpopulationȱ
isȱformallyȱunemployedȱ(CIAȱWorldȱFactbookȱ2010).
13

Source: AmericasBarometer 2010 by LAPOP

whoȱ hasȱ becomeȱ aȱ pivotalȱ figureȱ forȱ allȱ thingsȱ
politicalȱamongȱVenezuelans.ȱȱ
Theȱkeyȱexplanatoryȱvariablesȱareȱindicatorsȱforȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ severeȱ andȱ moderateȱ economicȱ
crisis;ȱ inȱ addition,ȱ Iȱ includeȱ variablesȱ reflectingȱ
jobȱ lossȱ andȱ personalȱ andȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
evaluations.ȱ Aȱ factorȱ analysisȱ indicatedȱ theȱ
presenceȱ ofȱ aȱ singleȱ factorȱ (assessedȱ byȱ anȱ
eigenvalueȱoverȱ1.0)ȱamongȱeconomicȱmeasuresȱ
ofȱ negativeȱ currentȱ andȱ retrospectiveȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ theȱ nationalȱ andȱ personalȱ
economicȱ situations.14ȱ Inȱ theȱ analysesȱ thatȱ
14ȱ Theseȱ variablesȱ areȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ followingȱ questions:ȱ
SOCT1.ȱ Howȱ wouldȱ youȱ describeȱ theȱ country’sȱ economicȱ
situation?ȱWouldȱyouȱsayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱ
goodȱnorȱbad,ȱbadȱorȱveryȱbad?ȱȱSOCT2.ȱȱDoȱyouȱthinkȱthatȱ
theȱ country’sȱ currentȱ economicȱ situationȱ isȱ betterȱ than,ȱ theȱ
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follow,ȱ theȱ factorȱ isȱ labeledȱ “Negativeȱ
GeneralȱEconomicȱEvaluations.”ȱ
Iȱ alsoȱ includeȱ measuresȱ ofȱ satisfactionȱ
withȱtheȱPresidentȱandȱwithȱtheȱeconomicȱ
performanceȱ ofȱ theȱ government.15ȱ
Furthermore,ȱ givenȱ theȱ importanceȱ
Venezuelansȱ giveȱ toȱ theȱ problemȱ ofȱ
insecurityȱ (asȱ shownȱ above),ȱ Iȱ includeȱ
measuresȱ ofȱ feelingsȱ ofȱ insecurity,ȱ crimeȱ
victimization,ȱ andȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ
government’sȱhandlingȱofȱcrime.16ȱFinally,ȱ
theȱ regressionȱ analysisȱ controlsȱ forȱ
standardȱsocioeconomicȱandȱdemographicȱ
variables:ȱ wealthȱ quintiles,ȱ education,ȱ
placeȱ ofȱ residenceȱ (urbanȱ vs.ȱ ruralȱ area),ȱ
age,ȱ andȱ sexȱ (labeledȱ femaleȱ inȱ theȱ
model).17ȱȱ
Figureȱ 5ȱ showsȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ
theseȱvariablesȱandȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱ
inȱ Venezuela.ȱ Independentȱ variablesȱ areȱ
displayedȱonȱtheȱverticalȱ(y)ȱaxis.ȱTheȱestimatedȱ
effectȱ ofȱ eachȱ variableȱ isȱ illustratedȱ byȱ aȱ dot.ȱ
Dotsȱtoȱtheȱrightȱofȱtheȱverticalȱ“0”ȱlineȱindicateȱ
aȱpositiveȱeffect,ȱwhileȱthoseȱtoȱtheȱleftȱindicateȱaȱ
sameȱ asȱ orȱ worseȱ thanȱ itȱ wasȱ 12ȱ monthsȱ ago?ȱ IDIO1.ȱ Howȱ
wouldȱyouȱdescribeȱyourȱoverallȱeconomicȱsituation?ȱWouldȱ
youȱsayȱthatȱitȱisȱveryȱgood,ȱgood,ȱneitherȱgoodȱnorȱbad,ȱbadȱ
orȱ veryȱ bad?ȱ ȱ IDIO2.ȱ Doȱ youȱ thinkȱ thatȱ yourȱ economicȱ
situationȱisȱbetterȱthan,ȱtheȱsameȱas,ȱorȱworseȱthanȱitȱwasȱ12ȱ
monthsȱago?ȱȱ
15 These variables are based on the following questions: M1.
Speaking in general of the current administration, how
would you rate the job performance of President Hugo
Chávez? N15. To what extent would you say that the current
administration is managing the economy well?
16ȱ Theseȱ variablesȱ areȱ basedȱ onȱ theȱ followingȱ questions:ȱ
AOJ11.ȱ Speakingȱ ofȱ theȱ neighborhoodȱ whereȱ youȱ liveȱ andȱ
thinkingȱ ofȱ theȱ possibilityȱ ofȱ beingȱ assaultedȱ orȱ robbed,ȱ doȱ
youȱfeelȱveryȱsafe,ȱsomewhatȱsafe,ȱsomewhatȱunsafeȱorȱveryȱ
unsafe?ȱ VIC1EXT.ȱ Now,ȱ changingȱ theȱ subject,ȱ haveȱ youȱ
beenȱ aȱ victimȱ ofȱ anyȱ typeȱ ofȱ crimeȱ inȱ theȱ pastȱ 12ȱ months?ȱ
Thatȱis,ȱhaveȱyouȱbeenȱaȱvictimȱofȱrobbery,ȱburglary,ȱassault,ȱ
fraud,ȱblackmail,ȱextortion,ȱviolentȱthreatsȱorȱanyȱotherȱtypeȱ
ofȱcrimeȱinȱtheȱpastȱ12ȱmonths?ȱN11.ȱToȱwhatȱextentȱwouldȱ
youȱsayȱtheȱcurrentȱadministrationȱimprovesȱcitizenȱsafety?ȱȱȱ
17ȱ Forȱ moreȱ informationȱ onȱ theȱ wealthȱ indicator,ȱ see:ȱ
Córdova,ȱ Abbyȱ B.ȱ 2009.ȱ “Methodologicalȱ Note:ȱ Measuringȱ
Relativeȱ Wealthȱ usingȱ Householdȱ Assetȱ Indicators.”ȱ
AmericasBarometerȱInsights.ȱȱ
(http://www.vanderbilt.edu/lapop/insights.php).ȱ

Figure 5. Predicting Support for Democracy in Venezuela, 2010
Dependent Variable: Support for Democracy
Negative General Economic Evaluations
Lost Job
Perception of Gov. Econ. Performance
No Economic Crisis
Very Serious Economic Crisis
Satisfaction with Perf. Current President
Feelings of Insecurity

R-Squared =0.036
F=5.247
N =1320

Perceptions of Gov. Security Perf.
Crime Victimization
Quintiles of Wealth
Education
Urban
Age
Female
-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP

negativeȱ effect.ȱ ȱ Theȱ effectȱ isȱ statisticallyȱ
significantȱ (atȱ p<.05ȱ orȱ better)ȱ ifȱ theȱ confidenceȱ
intervalȱ linesȱ stretchingȱ toȱ theȱ leftȱ andȱ rightȱ ofȱ
eachȱ dotȱ doȱ notȱ overlapȱ theȱ verticalȱ “0”ȱ line.ȱ
Sinceȱ coefficientsȱ areȱ standardized,ȱ theȱ
magnitudeȱ ofȱ eachȱ effectȱ indicatesȱ itsȱ relativeȱ
strength.ȱȱ
Theȱ findingsȱ inȱ Figureȱ 5ȱ revealȱ thatȱ moreȱ
negativeȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theȱ economy,ȱ
perceptionsȱ ofȱ governmentalȱ economicȱ
performance,ȱ andȱ unemploymentȱ experiencesȱ
haveȱ noȱ significantȱ effectȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ inȱ Venezuela.ȱ Theseȱ resultsȱ holdȱ
evenȱ whenȱ includingȱ eachȱ economicȱ variableȱ
individuallyȱ inȱ theȱ model.ȱ Theseȱ findingsȱ
indicateȱthatȱtheȱdropȱinȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱ
amongȱ Venezuelansȱ betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ
cannotȱ beȱ explainedȱ byȱ theirȱ perceptionsȱ andȱ
experiencesȱ withȱ theȱ country’sȱ economicȱ crisisȱ
orȱ byȱ evaluationsȱ ofȱ theirȱ government’sȱ
performanceȱ inȱ handlingȱ theȱ economy.ȱ Atȱ theȱ
individualȱ level,ȱ Venezuelans’ȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ seemsȱ toȱ beȱ resilientȱ inȱ theȱ faceȱ ofȱ
perceivedȱ hardȱ economicȱ times.ȱ What,ȱ then,ȱ
explainsȱtheȱdeclineȱinȱsupportȱforȱdemocracyȱinȱ
theȱcountryȱseenȱinȱFigureȱ1?ȱ
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quoȱ (Chávez),ȱ theyȱ dislikeȱ democracy.ȱ Thatȱ is,ȱ
theyȱdislikeȱtheȱdemocracyȱthatȱtheyȱareȱgettingȱ
controlȱ
variablesȱ
ofȱ
ageȱ
Beyondȱ theȱ standardȱ
fromȱChávez,ȱnotȱdemocracyȱinȱtheȱabstract.ȱ
andȱ education,18ȱ theȱ onlyȱ twoȱ variablesȱ inȱ theȱ
modelȱ thatȱ haveȱ aȱ statisticallyȱ significantȱ
relationshipȱ withȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ areȱ
Beyondȱ politicalȱ perceptions,ȱ theȱ 2010ȱ
satisfactionȱwithȱtheȱperformanceȱofȱtheȱcurrentȱ
Venezuelaȱ AmericasBarometerȱ surveyȱ alsoȱ
presidentȱ andȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ howȱ wellȱ theȱ
showsȱhowȱChávezȱhasȱbecomeȱaȱfocalȱpointȱinȱ
governmentȱ isȱ handlingȱ securityȱ issues.ȱ
termsȱ ofȱ economicȱ matters.ȱ First,ȱ asȱ shownȱ inȱ
Interestingly,ȱtheȱmoreȱrespondentsȱfeelȱthatȱtheȱ
Figureȱ2,ȱcitizensȱattributeȱmostȱofȱtheȱblameȱforȱ
governmentȱ isȱ improvingȱ citizenȱ security,ȱ theȱ
Venezuela’sȱ currentȱ economicȱ crisisȱ toȱ theȱ
19
lessȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ theyȱ exhibit. ȱ But,ȱ
Chávezȱ administration.ȱ Second,ȱ whenȱ askedȱ toȱ
rateȱ howȱ responsibleȱ theȱ presidentȱ isȱ forȱ theȱ
mostȱ importantlyȱ fromȱ theȱ theoreticalȱ
country’sȱ economyȱ onȱ aȱ 0Ȭ100ȱ scaleȱ (100ȱ beingȱ
perspectiveȱpresentedȱhere,ȱtheȱresultsȱshowȱthatȱ
theȱ
mostȱ
responsible),ȱ
theȱ lessȱ satisfiedȱ Venezuelansȱ
Venezuelansȱ indicatedȱ anȱ
areȱ withȱ theȱ performanceȱ ofȱ
Itȱisȱlikelyȱthatȱfactorsȱ
averageȱ 84.5ȱ unitsȱ ofȱ
Presidentȱ Chávez,ȱ theȱ lowerȱ
toȱ
theȱ
theirȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ
beyondȱeconomicȱevaluationsȱ responsibilityȱ
President.20ȱȱ
Thisȱ isȱ inȱ lineȱ withȱ Canache,ȱ
driveȱtheȱrelationshipȱ
Mondak,ȱ andȱ Seligson’sȱ
betweenȱsupportȱforȱChávezȱ TheȱimpactȱofȱChávezȱonȱhowȱ
(2001)ȱ
workȱ
onȱ
howȱ
satisfactionȱwithȱdemocracyȱisȱ
andȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱȱ Venezuelansȱ thinkȱ aboutȱ
affectedȱ byȱ supportȱ forȱ theȱ
democracyȱ speaksȱ toȱ theȱ
incumbentȱpresident.ȱȱ
findingsȱofȱaȱpreviousȱInsightsȱ
reportȱ thatȱ showedȱ howȱ nationalȱ economicȱ
perceptionsȱareȱtheȱkeyȱdeterminantsȱofȱlevelsȱofȱ
Theȱ natureȱ andȱ strengthȱ ofȱ theȱ effectȱ ofȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ Chávez’sȱ performanceȱ asȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ Chávezȱ inȱ theȱ analysisȱ
presidentȱ (Rodríguezȱ 2010).ȱ Givenȱ thisȱ
indicatesȱ thatȱ whatȱ isȱ drivingȱ theȱ declineȱ inȱ
connection,ȱ itȱ wouldȱ beȱ reasonableȱ toȱ suspectȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ amongȱ Venezuelansȱ
thatȱ performanceȱ evaluationsȱ forȱ Presidentȱ
betweenȱ 2008ȱ andȱ 2010ȱ is,ȱ atȱ leastȱ toȱ someȱ
substantialȱ degree,ȱ howȱ theyȱ feelȱ aboutȱ
Chávezȱ mediateȱ theȱ effectsȱ thatȱ economicȱ
Chávez’sȱ generalȱ performanceȱ asȱ president.ȱ Inȱ
evaluationsȱ haveȱ onȱ democraticȱ attitudes.ȱ Thatȱ
short,ȱ theȱ resultsȱ inȱ Figureȱ 5ȱ supportȱ theȱ
is,ȱ perhapsȱ perceptionsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ relatedȱ
toȱ economicȱ crisisȱ affectȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ
argumentȱ thatȱ Venezuelansȱ associateȱ theirȱ
indirectly,ȱ byȱ affectingȱ presidentialȱ approval,ȱ
currentȱ viewsȱ ofȱ democracyȱ withȱ howȱ theyȱ feelȱ
whichȱinȱturnȱaffectsȱdemocraticȱsupport.ȱWhileȱ
aboutȱ theȱ politicalȱ statusȱ quoȱ ofȱ theȱ country;ȱ
thus,ȱ toȱ theȱ extentȱ thatȱ theyȱ dislikeȱ theȱ statusȱ
ȱ Figureȱ 5ȱ confirmsȱ findingsȱ ofȱ previousȱ LAPOPȱ studiesȱ
regardingȱ democraticȱ politicalȱ cultureȱ inȱ thatȱ educationȱ hasȱ
aȱ positiveȱ effectȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ democracy.ȱ Additionally,ȱ
olderȱ citizensȱ displayȱ aȱ higherȱ degreeȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱ
19
Inȱaȱbivariateȱanalysis,ȱtheȱeffectȱofȱcitizens’ȱperceptionsȱofȱ
theȱ government’sȱ securityȱ performanceȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ isȱ notȱ statisticallyȱ significant.ȱ Explainingȱ thisȱ
unexpectedȱ findingȱ isȱ beyondȱ theȱ scopeȱ ofȱ thisȱ briefȱ report.ȱȱ
However,ȱ oneȱ possibilityȱ isȱ thatȱ citizensȱ whoȱ believeȱ theȱ
governmentȱ isȱ performingȱ wellȱ onȱ publicȱ securityȱ stronglyȱ
supportȱ“lawȱandȱorder,”ȱwhichȱatȱtheȱextremeȱmayȱleadȱtoȱ
lowerȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱ
18

20ȱ Forȱ congressmenȱ thisȱ scoreȱ wasȱ 69.2,ȱ forȱ governorsȱ 60.8,ȱ
forȱprivateȱindustriesȱ65.8,ȱforȱtheȱinternationalȱeconomyȱ73,ȱ
andȱ forȱ citizensȱ 56.5.ȱ Theȱ wordingȱ forȱ theȱ seriesȱ ofȱ surveyȱ
itemsȱ usedȱ hereȱ is:ȱ RESP0.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ isȱ theȱ presidentȱ
responsibleȱ forȱ theȱ country’sȱ economy?ȱ RESP1.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ
extentȱ areȱ theȱ legislatorsȱ ofȱ theȱ Nationalȱ Assemblyȱ
responsibleȱ forȱ theȱ country’sȱ economy?ȱ RESP2.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ
extentȱ isȱ theȱ governorȱ responsibleȱ forȱ theȱ country’sȱ
economy?ȱ RESP3.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ areȱ privateȱ industriesȱ
responsibleȱ forȱ theȱ country’sȱ economy?ȱ RESP4.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ
extentȱdoȱtheȱchangesȱinȱtheȱinternationalȱeconomyȱinfluenceȱ
theȱ country’sȱ economy?ȱ RESP5.ȱ Toȱ whatȱ extentȱ areȱ citizensȱ
responsibleȱforȱtheȱcountry’sȱeconomy?ȱȱ
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theoreticallyȱ plausible,ȱ itȱ isȱ interestingȱ toȱ note,ȱ
however,ȱ thatȱ thereȱ isȱ littleȱ toȱ noȱ empiricalȱ
evidenceȱofȱsuchȱaȱmediatingȱrelationship.ȱWhileȱ
negativeȱ economicȱ evaluationsȱ doȱ reduceȱ
satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ Presidentȱ andȱ negativeȱ
viewsȱ ofȱ Chávez’sȱ performanceȱ affectȱ supportȱ
forȱ democracy,ȱ thereȱ isȱ noȱ independentȱ andȱ
statisticallyȱ significantȱ associationȱ betweenȱ
economicȱ perceptionsȱ andȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracyȱ whenȱ presidentialȱ approvalȱ isȱ
excludedȱ fromȱ theȱ model,ȱ aȱ resultȱ whichȱ isȱ
neededȱ
toȱ
substantiateȱ
aȱ
mediatingȱ
21
relationship. ȱ Therefore,ȱ weȱ canȱ concludeȱ thatȱ
theȱdeclineȱinȱsatisfactionȱwithȱChávezȱbetweenȱ
2008ȱ andȱ2010ȱ isȱ likelyȱ responsibleȱ forȱ theȱ dropȱ
inȱ levelsȱ ofȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ amongȱ
Venezuelansȱ betweenȱ theseȱ years.ȱ Furthermore,ȱ
itȱ isȱ likelyȱ thatȱ factorsȱ beyondȱ economicȱ
evaluationsȱ driveȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ
supportȱforȱChávezȱandȱsupportȱforȱdemocracy.ȱȱ

Conclusionsȱ
Thisȱ Insightsȱ reportȱ assessesȱ Venezuelans’ȱ
perceptionsȱ andȱ experiencesȱ withȱ theȱ country’sȱ
acuteȱ economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ examinesȱ whetherȱ
theseȱfactorsȱaffectȱtheirȱviewsȱaboutȱdemocracy.ȱ
Indeed,ȱ theȱ findingsȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ indicateȱ thatȱ
theȱeconomicȱcrisisȱexperiencedȱinȱVenezuelaȱinȱ
recentȱyearsȱhasȱtakenȱaȱsignificantȱpoliticalȱtoll.ȱȱ
Althoughȱ theyȱ disagreedȱ onȱ whetherȱ theȱ crisisȱ
wasȱ veryȱ serious,ȱ theȱ vastȱ majorityȱ ofȱ
Venezuelansȱ perceivedȱ someȱ degreeȱ ofȱ
economicȱ crisisȱ andȱ 15%ȱ ofȱ themȱ hadȱ
experiencedȱ unemployment.ȱ Additionally,ȱ
manyȱ attributedȱ theȱ blameȱ forȱ theȱ crisisȱ toȱ theȱ
Chávezȱadministration.ȱ

economicȱcrisis,ȱexperienceȱwithȱunemployment,ȱ
andȱ generalȱ economicȱ evaluationsȱ doȱ notȱ
significantlyȱ predictȱ theirȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱ Instead,ȱ theȱ largestȱ determinantȱ ofȱ
supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ isȱ satisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ
currentȱpresident.ȱ
Theseȱ findingsȱ haveȱ importantȱ implicationsȱ forȱ
theȱ futureȱ ofȱ Venezuelanȱ democracy.ȱ Asȱ Boothȱ
andȱ Seligsonȱ (2009)ȱ demonstrate,ȱ politicalȱ
legitimacyȱ isȱ aȱ fundamentalȱ componentȱ ofȱ
democraticȱ stability.ȱ Givenȱ Chávez’sȱ importantȱ
roleȱ inȱ howȱ Venezuelansȱ viewȱ andȱ supportȱ
democracy,ȱ increasedȱ dissatisfactionȱ withȱ theȱ
Presidentȱ couldȱ introduceȱ anȱ elementȱ ofȱ
instabilityȱ inȱ theȱ politicalȱ environment.ȱ Ifȱ
discontentȱ withȱ Chavez’sȱ performanceȱ isȱ
attributedȱ toȱ theȱ failuresȱ ofȱ democracy,ȱ thenȱ
supportȱ forȱ suchȱ aȱ regime,ȱ evenȱ amongȱ aȱ
populationȱthatȱhasȱdisplayedȱlargeȱreservoirsȱofȱ
democraticȱ politicalȱ culture,ȱ mayȱ continueȱ toȱ
dwindle.ȱHowever,ȱsuchȱaȱconclusionȱshouldȱbeȱ
interpretedȱ withȱ caution,ȱ asȱ itȱ isȱ upȱ toȱ futureȱ
researchȱ toȱ focusȱ onȱ disentanglingȱ how,ȱ and,ȱ
amongȱ whatȱ typesȱ ofȱ people,ȱ feelingsȱ towardȱ
Chávezȱaffectȱfeelingsȱtowardȱdemocracy.ȱȱ
Theȱ resultsȱ inȱ thisȱ reportȱ suggestȱ aȱ complexȱ
relationshipȱ betweenȱ Venezuelans’ȱ viewȱ ofȱ
democracyȱ andȱ theirȱ politicalȱ allegiances.ȱ Inȱ
orderȱ toȱ understandȱ theȱ natureȱ ofȱVenezuelans’ȱ
democraticȱattitudesȱandȱtheirȱrelationshipȱwithȱ
Chávez’sȱ regime,ȱ furtherȱ researchȱ isȱ neededȱ toȱ
understandȱ howȱ Venezuelansȱ comprehendȱ theȱ
termȱ “democracy”ȱ andȱ howȱ polarizationȱ inȱ
publicȱ opinionȱ relatedȱ toȱ Chávezȱ hasȱ affectedȱ
theseȱ perceptionsȱ asȱ wellȱ asȱ Venezuelans’ȱ
democraticȱ
attitudesȱ
moreȱ
broadly.

Aȱ notableȱ dropȱ inȱ supportȱ forȱ democracyȱ wasȱ
observedȱamongȱVenezuelansȱbetweenȱ2008ȱandȱ
2010.ȱ However,ȱ inȱ contrastȱ withȱ whatȱ hasȱ beenȱ
observedȱ inȱ theȱ Americasȱ asȱ aȱ wholeȱ (Seligsonȱ
andȱ Smithȱ 2010),ȱ Venezuelans’ȱ perceptionsȱ ofȱ
21ȱSeeȱAppendixȱ2ȱforȱaȱfigureȱexaminingȱwhetherȱeconomicȱ
evaluationsȱ haveȱ anȱ independentȱ effectȱ onȱ supportȱ forȱ
democracy.ȱȱ
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Appendixȱ1:ȱTheȱImpactȱofȱPerceptionsȱandȱExperiencesȱwithȱtheȱ
EconomicȱCrisisȱonȱSupportȱforȱDemocracyȱinȱVenezuela,ȱ2010ȱ
Coefficientȱ
Female
Ȭ0.018ȱ
Ageȱ
0.080*ȱ
Urbanȱ
0.039*ȱ
YearsȱofȱEducationȱ
0.117*ȱ
QuintilesȱofȱWealthȱ
0.041ȱ
CrimeȱVictimization
Ȭ0.013ȱ
ImprovesȱSecurity
Ȭ0.118*ȱ
FeelingsȱofȱInsecurity
Ȭ0.047ȱ
SatisfactionȱwithȱPerf.ȱCurrentȱPresidentȱ
0.130*ȱ
VeryȱSeriousȱEconomicȱCrisisȱ
0.007ȱ
NoȱEconomicȱCrisis
Ȭ0.022ȱ
PerceptionȱofȱGov.ȱEcon.ȱPerformanceȱ
0.034ȱ
LostȱJobȱ
0.030ȱ
NegativeȱGeneralȱEconomicȱEvaluations
Ȭ0.000ȱ
Constant
Ȭ0.001ȱ
RȬsquaredȱ
0.04
Observationsȱ
1,320ȱ
Note:ȱCoefficientsȱareȱstatisticallyȱsignificantȱatȱ*ȱp<0.05,ȱtwoȬtailed.ȱ

StandardȱErrorȱ
0.027ȱ
0.028ȱ
0.022ȱ
0.034ȱ
0.039ȱ
0.031ȱ
0.050ȱ
0.038ȱ
0.046ȱ
0.042ȱ
0.028ȱ
0.057ȱ
0.035ȱ
0.039ȱ
0.048ȱ
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Appendixȱ2:ȱAnalysisȱofȱIndependentȱEffectsȱofȱEconomicȱEvaluationsȱonȱ
SupportȱforȱDemocracyȱinȱVenezuela,ȱ2010ȱ

Dependent Variable: Support for Democracy
Negative General Economic Evaluations
Unemp.
Perception of Gov. Econ. Performance
No Crisis
Very Crisis
Feelings of Insecurity

R-Squared =0.027
F=3.789
N =1336

Improves Security
Crime Victimization
Quintiles of wealth
Education
Urban
Age
Female
-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

95% Confidence Interval (Design-Effect Based)
Source: AmericasBarometer by LAPOP
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