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Introduction






Chapter 1

Democracy through Latin American Lenses
An Appraisal

Roderic Ai Camp

A decade ago, when I served as a consultant to the Ford Foundation’s Bilateral Com-
mission on Mexico, I came to the realization that scholars and the U.S. policy commu-
nity had little, if any, understanding of the Mexican meaning of democracy. Indeed, I
believe that fundamental differences exist between how North Americans view and
operationalize the concept of democracy and how Mexicans and other Latin Ameri-
cans view the same term. When the Bilateral Commission completed its report, the
only dissenting note in the final document was on this very issue, and the report con-
cluded that “the governments of Mexico and the United States conceived of democracy
in different ways, and this is a source of bilateral problems.™

Remarkably, the term democracy, and how the average Latin American citizen
understands it, has not been carefully explored since that report was issued.? The fail-
ure to do so has potentially tremendous consequences for relations between the United
States and Latin America and directly affects individual characteristics of the evolution
of democratization and political liberalization in the region.

But how do we determine what democracy is? What does it consist of? It is a fairly
straightforward process to determine whether a political model contains certain struc-
tural features thought to be associated with democracy, such as competitive elections,
the exchange of power between two or more political parties, a division of powers, and
so on. Scholars do differ, however, on which features most characteristically define
democracy and on the extent, qualitatively speaking, to which they are actually present
in any individual society. They disagree even more strongly about preconditions for
democracy. For decades, authors have explored numerous variables as possible expla-
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nations for the growth of democracy—including structural conditions, such as the lev-
el of economic development, or culturally linked characteristics, such as the level of

interpersonal trust or support for revolutionary change.?

THE PROJECT

How does one go about getting inside the mind of the average Latin American citi-
zen? I believe that, despite many limitations, the most efficacious method for assessing
citizen values today is to design a survey research tool—in this case, a questionnaire on
democracy, to be administered to a representative sample of respondents from selected
countries in the region. The Hewlett Foundation, with additional support from the
Roger Thayer Stone Center for Latin American Studies and the Department of Political
Science at Tulane University, generously funded this effort in 1998-99. I asked a work-
ing group of scholars and experts in survey research in Latin America, as well as coun-
try specialists, to meet in early 1998 to formulate a detailed questionnaire.*

Because we were interested in measuring changes in citizen views over time, we
incorporated into our own survey some questions compiled by Matthew Kenney from
earlier polls done in Mexico and Latin America.® Specifically, we were interested in pos-
sible comparisons with results from the massive, pioneering World Values Survey, a
detailed multicountry project administered in 1981, 1990, and 1995; and the Latin
American Barometer surveys conducted in the 1990s.

Given the resources available and the desire to capture the broadest possible citizen
views of democracy in the region, we chose three countries to survey: Costa Rica, Mexi-
co, and Chile. These three countries were selected for specific reasons.

For decades, Costa Rica has been considered by scholars to be the most “democrat-
ic” country in the region, as measured by traditional Western views of democratic insti-
tutions and by the fact that genuine competitive elections have characterized its polity
for half a century.® Recent evidence from the Latin American Barometer poll suggests
that Costa Rica stands apart from the remainder of Latin America, with general values
more similar to those of Spain—a view that both Mitchell Seligson and Mary Clark
support in this volume. Costa Rica, within the Latin American context, might even be
thought of as providing a “democratic” political norm.

At the time of the survey in midsummer 1998, Costa Rica continued to enjoy a work-
ing democracy. Unlike in Chile or Mexico, political power is more evenly divided
among its three branches of government (judicial, legislative, and executive). In recent
years, the separation of powers has led to a certain level of disgruntlement with the

decision-making process, similar to the gridlock between Congress and the presidency
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in the second term of the Clinton administration. The most important political change
that Costa Ricans witnessed during 1998 was the implementation of new local electoral
laws. For the first time, the citizens elected mayors rather than appointing city man-
agers to administer local governments. This change in institutional structure at the
local level undoubtedly highlighted Costa Ricans’ traditional emphasis on pluralism in
government and electoral politics.

Two major parties dominate the national political scene in Costa Rica: the Partido
Liberacion Nacional (National Liberation Party, or PLN) and the Partido Unidad Social
Cristiana (United Social Christian Party, or PUSC). The PUSC, a party that combines a
heritage of social reform with neoliberal economic policies, controlled the executive
branch at the time of the poll.

Mexico, on the other hand, can be viewed as a country moving, somewhat hesitant-
ly, from an authoritarian to a democratic model.” Moreover, its proximity to the United
States makes it an interesting case for examining the level of cultural influences from
its prominent neighbor. Of the three countries, it has made the fewest strides institu-
tionally toward democracy. In the summer of 1998, Mexico had recently emerged from
a severe economic recession that began abruptly in early 1995. Politically, it was at one
of its most divided points in recent history.

The dominant party, the Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI), in 1997 lost con-
trol of the lower chamber of congress to a coalition of opposition parties whose mem-
bers came primarily from the National Action Party (PAN) and the Party of the Demo-
cratic Revolution (PRD). Mexicans, therefore, were experiencing firsthand the typical
conflicts that occur when executive and legislative branches are controlled by opposing
parties. Mexicans were also anticipating considerable future political changes, as the
three leading parties contemplated additional electoral reforms—including imple-
menting new primaries for electing presidential candidates within their own organiza-
tions, in anticipation of the presidential nomination process in 1999 and the actual race
in 2000.

Finally, Chile was included because it was thought to have made the transition to a
democratic political model prior to 1973, but suffered through two decades of extreme
political repression and authoritarianism after a violent military coup d’état. Yet in
spite of these intense authoritarian experiences, it appears to have achieved a rapid
democratic transition in the 1990s. In its general cultural variables, however, it contin-
ues to rank at the extreme authoritarian end of Latin American cases.

Chile provides an excellent test case of the challenge between democratic and

authoritarian influences, of a generation sharing two extreme political experiences,
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and of the degree to which democratic or authoritarian preferences might persist in an
altered political environment. At the time of the survey, Chile was characterized by an
electorate in which the centrists, ideologically speaking, accounted for nearly half the
population, compared to only a fourth in 1973, at the time of the military coup.

The Chileans were governed in 1998 by Eduardo Frei, a Christian Democrat whose
family boasts a long political history in Chile; he was their second elected president
since General Augusto Pinochet was rejected in 1988. Nevertheless, the armed forces
remained deeply entrenched in the governing process and, through conservative allies,
were continuing to thwart constitutional reforms. The legacies of militarism and
authoritarianism remain institutionalized and visible despite Chile’s significant demo-
cratic achievements immediately prior to 1998. The electorate also remains polarized
on important issues, including whether or not Pinochet himself should be tried in
Spain for alleged crimes against humanity.

After we commissioned a pilot survey of the three countries in March 1998 by MORI
International, of Princeton, New Jersey, and presented our initial findings at the David
Rockefeller Center for Latin American Studies at Harvard University in May, a final sur-
vey instrument emerged. The questionnaire consisted of 43 questions, administered to
3,396 respondents in the three countries in July 1998 (see appendix 2). MORI Interna-
tional made the final results of the survey available in September 1998, and an interna-
tional group of scholars met at Tulane University in January 1999 to analyze the data.

The results of the Tulane conference and a subsequent one at the University of Cali-
fornia, San Diego, in November 1999 are presented here, heavily revised. In mid-March
1999, I commissioned MORI International to include seven of the basic questions
focusing on conceptualizing democracy in a Wall Street Journal survey of Hispanics and
non-Hispanics in the United States. Those data provide the first-ever comparable
responses on conceptualizing democracy among non-Hispanic Americans, Hispanic
Americans, and Latin Americans.

All of the data from the 1998 Hewlett survey are available to the reader on a CD-
ROM included with this book. The contributors to this project believe that the data
should be disseminated to the widest possible audience, and that the material should
be available in a clear, easy-to-use format. Anyone familiar with a computer can easily
use the graphics program on the CD-ROM. This program, designed by the Roper Cen-
ter at the University of Connecticut, allows the reader to cross-tabulate any of the vari-
ables in the survey in a variety of traditional graphic presentations, including pie charts
and bar graphs.

Each reader can explore many relationships between or among the 43 variables in
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the three countries, of which only selected variables have been analyzed in the follow-
ing chapters. To our knowledge, this is the first time that survey data on Latin America
generally, not to mention on democratic values in Latin America, have been made
available directly to readers in CD-ROM format. Readers with more sophisticated sta-
tistical skills may also obtain the raw data set from Global Quality Research, Princeton,

New Jersey.

CITIZEN VIEWS OF DEMOCRACY:
SOME THEORETICAL ISSUES

This book addresses three interrelated questions. First, is it possible to offer some
hypotheses about why certain variables, individually or in combination, are most influ-
ential in explaining citizen views of democracy in Latin America? The second task,
based on the assumption that citizens within and from different societies offer hetero-
geneous definitions of democracy, is to identify how these citizens actually conceptual-
ize democracy. For example, do they equate democracy with liberty, or is social justice
uppermost in their perceptions? In short, what are the most important conceptualiza-
tions that emerge from Latin American definitions of democracy? Third, does how a
person conceptualizes democracy have any consequences for their other perceptions,
and do these consequences have potential effects on social, political, and economic
behavior?

In addressing these three questions, it is impossible to avoid a significant, complex
theoretical debate in the democratization literature: the interaction between culture
and democratic behavior. The reason is simply that values and attitudes are integral to
the most widely used definitions of culture. Since we have chosen to explore citizen
attitudes through a survey research methodology that poses questions about Latin
Americans’ values, we have naturally entered the realm of political culture.?

Culture typically consists of those attitudes, values, beliefs, ideals, and experiences
that predominate in a given society.? Political culture consists of the same components
but focuses on how those values are translated into people’s views of politics, their
assessment of political systems, and their own role in the polity.”® At least three rele-
vant questions about culture and its relationship to democratic governance come to
mind.

The major, controversial question about the relationship between culture and poli-
tics is how culture generally and political culture specifically affect attitudes toward
democracy, and whether these attitudes in turn encourage and sustain democratic

behavior broadly in a society. Ronald Inglehart’s work provides empirical support for
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this argument. The reverse proposition is equally challenging: To what degree does the
existence and practice of democracy actually contribute to certain cultural values and
attitudes? Mitchell Seligson and Edward Muller, who found evidence of this relation-

ship, cogently summarize the debate:

If Inglehart’s causal inferences are valid, explanations of democratization that emphasize political
culture attitudes must be given primacy over explanations that emphasize the importance of macro
socioeconomic conditions. The problem is that the possibility of an effect of years of continuous
democracy on civic culture is ignored. A proponent of the alternative hypothesis that democracy
causes civic culture attitudes could reasonably argue that the supposed “effect” of civic culture on
democracy is really an effect of democracy on civic culture."

Finally, if a relationship does exist between culture and the democratic model, can cul-
ture explain the specific characteristics of democracy in one society compared to
another?

These three questions have provoked controversy in the social sciences for dec-
ades." The controversy emerged from the argument that the existence of a civic culture
characterized by citizen values conducive to democracy fostered democratic institu-
tions and political pluralism." For example, some scholars have argued that the degree
to which citizens were involved in family decision-making as children directly affects
their support for authoritarian or nonauthoritarian political models as adults. In other
words, citizens learn behavioral norms from other experiences that are translated into
their adult political behavior.

This potential relationship between experiences and values depends on a general
process referred to as socialization. Socialization takes place through many agents and
experiences that determine how certain values are learned.* Students of socialization
typically have identified such important agents as family, school, and friends. Indirect-
ly, one of the fundamental issues explored in this book is how these values are learned.
However, the difficulty in examining the relationship between culture and democratic
political beliefs is that culture is so all-encompassing that it is challenging, if not impos-
sible, to determine any causal relationships between specific cultural variables and
democratic attitudes.” To illustrate this dilemma, one only has to ask the question, Do
democratic institutions produce citizens with democratic values, or do citizens with
democratic values, who are a product of general cultural values, produce democratic
institutions?*®

Briefly, what can we say about the question of democracy? Some scholars, including
Kenneth Bollen and Paul Cammack, warn against conceptualizing democracy as the

achievement of certain political principles and confusing political with social defini-
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tions of democracy.” Yet it may well be that individual citizens of their own volition
define democracy in nonpolitical terms. At the outset, it should be made clear that nei-
ther the United States, nor any other long-standing Western-style democracy, can lay
exclusive claim to defining the meaning of “democracy.”

Most of the recent theory on conceptualizing the definition of a functioning democ-
racy is offered by scholars from postindustrial societies. A perusal of the traditional lit-
erature reveals a consensus on such classic components as respect for the rule of law,
civil liberties, accountability of the governors, competitive elections, etc. But theorists
who have come at the question from a Third World or Latin American perspective add
some significant components not found in the North American literature.” The ana-
lyst who comes closest to the Latin American conception of this ambiguous term is
Valerie Bunce, who, in addition to the usual list of democratic principles that most the-
orists include, incorporates the dispersion of economic resources as a fundamental
ingredient."

Unlike most of the recent research on democratization, our data do not primarily
measure scholars’ assessments, regardless of the variables evaluated, of whether a
country is more or less democratic or whether democracy has existed longer in country
X compared to country Y. Instead, much of the research presented here allows citizens
to speak for themselves, rather than selecting some variables that a priori are thought
to measure the presence of democracy. It focuses on citizens’ views of what kind of
democracy exists in their society, whether they believe that a democratic model is actu-
ally functioning in their country, and what their expectations are from democracy.

The data from our survey clearly support the view that most Latin Americans do
not conceptualize democracy in the same way as do North American theorists or citi-
zens. Furthermore, the vast majority of Latin Americans do not have the same expecta-
tions from democracy as do their North American counterparts. It seems probable, giv-
en their responses, that some type of relationship exists between how citizens
conceptualize democracy and what they expect from democracy as a functioning polit-
ical model. Finally, what most distinguishes the Latin American version of democracy
from that of the United States is its emphasis on social and economic equality and
progress.

The findings from these survey data have major implications for understanding the
potential success and permanence of the wave of political liberalization that has swept
through the region since the late 1980s, part of a well-documented, generalized global
trend.” Obtaining a deeper and more thorough understanding of what democracy

means to the average citizen in the three Latin American countries we surveyed sheds
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considerable light on the difficulties of fully implementing democratization beyond
establishing simple electoral structures.

The present survey data may also explain more fully the degree to which democra-
cy’s success in Latin America relies on structural conditions and institutions (for exam-
ple, the separation of powers) or on deeply held values, and whether important citizen
values contradict or facilitate democratic goals. These findings not only will be valuable
for assessing and understanding political developments within individual countries
and the region as a whole, but may have significant implications in informing the U.S.
foreign policy community’s understanding of Latin American democratization. For
example, one of the most important issues in the present bilateral relationship
between Mexico and the United States is the pace, direction, and content of Mexico’s
political liberalization.

The conceptualization of democracy also has implications for economic develop-
ment and the acceptance of certain types of economic behavior, as Kenneth Coleman
suggests in his essay. Many analysts identify a strong linkage between economic and
political liberalization.* However, this linkage encounters a conundrum similar to that
of the democracy—culture connection: the direction of the causal relationship. If a rela-
tionship does indeed exist, then strongly held democratic values, depending on what
those values might be, may offer important insights into a culture’s receptivity to cer-
tain economic behaviors and its desire to practice them.?

It can be hypothesized that the issue of social inequality, one of the major stumbling
blocks to a more equitable and successful pattern of economic growth in Latin Ameri-
ca, is linked to values that have some explanatory power for understanding political—
specifically, democratic—behavior. According to Marta Lagos, Latin American citizens
from eight countries (including Chile and Mexico), given unsatisfactory economic con-
ditions (from their point of view), are demanding that democracy perform more effi-
ciently in accelerating economic growth. Indeed, her research unquestionably suggests
that the implementation of democratic institutions in the region has raised citizens’
economic expectations.

The purpose of this book is not to suggest that cultural values, in this case values
related to democracy, explain political behavior. There are many variables that lead to
differing political processes and behavior, of which culture—specifically, political cul-
ture—is just one. Furthermore, this volume does not in any way settle the theoretical
or empirical debates about the relationship between culture and democracy.

This project suggests first and foremost that although many Latin American citi-

zens remain desirous of democracy and have erected formal democratic institutions,
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they may actually conceive of democracy in entirely different ways from each other
and, even more likely, from their U.S. counterparts. Moreover, their conceptualiza-
tions may affect other political attitudes and behaviors, and possibly the efficacy of tra-
ditional Western democratic institutions. Ronald Inglehart and Marita Carballo
unquestionably established that Latin America—culturally speaking, from a perspec-
tive of specific, basic values—is a region apart from other groups of societies, including
such clusters as South Asia, Northern Europe, Africa, Eastern Europe, and even
Catholic Europe.**

It is probable that some type of linkage exists between how citizens define democra-
cy and their practice of and support for democratic institutions over the long run;
some of the authors in this volume consider this potential relationship. Others explore
the possible existence of a relationship between democratic values and selected eco-
nomic policy preferences in the region. Finally, this book proposes to identify what
variables, if any, are the most important ones that might be linked to Latin American
conceptualizations of democracy—thus, it is hoped, contributing to future theory and
explorations of the issues raised.

The first cross-country survey research that argued that an empirical connection
existed between political culture and political behavior was Gabriel A. Almond and
Sidney Verba’s now-classic The Civic Culture, which examined five countries in 1959,
including Mexico. The authors specifically searched for a causal link between cultural
attitudes and a proclivity for democratic behavior. The difficulties of establishing such
a linkage have been fully explored by theorists such as Arend Lijphart.”

Almond and Verba’s survey instrument contained serious methodological limita-
tions and weaknesses, but it demonstrated that Mexican citizens could not be charac-
terized as either completely authoritarian or democratic in their underlying values but
instead offered a mixture of beliefs that were thought to both support and contradict
democratic practices. Unfortunately, comparable data are not available for Chile and
Costa Rica from this period. Today, four decades after that survey was completed, what
values and experiences do the citizens in these three countries share, and how do they
conceive of their respective “civic” cultures?

In his analysis of democracy and mass belief systems in Latin America, Alejandro
Moreno provides a balanced and well-reasoned argument. He has focused specifically
on issues related to how Latin Americans view democracy, how they view themselves as
democrats, and the consequences of their “democratic” views. One of the most interest-
ing aspects he focuses on in his contribution to this volume is the level of support for

democracy among, respectively, “democrats” and “authoritarians.”
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One of the variables he discovers that exerts a marked influence on democratic atti-
tudes is class, which he conceptualizes with the available survey data as consisting of
distinctions in occupation, income, and education. “The higher the income level and
the higher the education level, the more pro-democratic the individual is. Moreover,
the gap between the highest and the lowest income levels is significantly greater than
the gap between the highest and the lowest education levels. In other words, income
seems more important than education in explaining the variance in support for
democracy. Occupation is a variable that reflects the effects of both income and educa-
tion.” Moreno further argues that these conclusions call into question previous evi-
dence in studies of Latin American political culture that have minimized the impact of
class as a variable in citizens” support for democratic values and institutions.

When Moreno breaks down citizens’ responses by the degree to which they support
democratic versus antidemocratic values, he discovers significant differences in their
political expectations. For example, 26 percent of Costa Ricans professing democratic
preferences view elections as the main task of democracy. But among Costa Ricans who
prefer an authoritarian alternative, only 11 percent consider elections to be democra-
cy’s primary task. Similar response patterns, although not as extreme, occur in both
Chile and Mexico.

The country that best represents the potential linkage between culture and its polit-
ical model (in this case democracy), regardless of the direction of the relationship, is
Costa Rica. As Mary Clark argues in her essay, Costa Rica stands out not only as the
region’s oldest democracy, but as a country in which the political system rests on a
unique political culture.

Costa Ricans’ support for democratic institutions, in spite of substantially lower lev-
els of satisfaction with the way they are functioning, is reflected in the universality of
their preference for democracy. Fully 8o percent (84 percent if those who did not
answer are excluded) of Costa Ricans preferred democracy to any other form of govern-
ment. When this preference was measured by such standard background variables as
gender, age, education, income, residence, and ethnicity, the variation in response was
quite small, suggesting remarkable uniformity in support.

The lowest preference for democracy was among small-town Costa Ricans, of whom
only 73 percent preferred democracy. The strongest support was among black Costa
Ricans, of whom 88 percent preferred this political model. As Clark concludes, “Con-
sidering that about half the citizens of this Central American nation continue to live in

the countryside and that black people are a distinct ethnic and cultural minority in
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Costa Rica, these findings bode particularly well for the breadth of support for and sat-
isfaction with democracy there.”

According to Clark, one of the most impressive findings of the Hewlett survey
among Costa Ricans is their level of participation in such social institutions as the fam-
ily, schools, and the workplace. What is extraordinary is that 51 percent said their par-
ents often or always allowed the children to participate in family decisions. Clark con-
cluded that high scores on measures of social participation “seem to indicate that Costa
Ricans’ upbringing prepares them for citizenship in a democratic society.”

Such familial participation levels have been thought to be supportive of participato-
ry principles in a wider, sociopolitical arena. In fact, family participation was one of the
original variables tested in The Civic Culture. However, instead of providing strong sup-
port for the view that a crucial socializing experience such as family decision-making
helps to explain a proclivity toward democratic political practices, our research raises
major questions about the theoretical linkage between culture and democracy, a theme
that Gabriel Almond himself revisited in 1980.%

Given the longevity and depth of the democratic experience in the United States, it
would be expected that citizens should recall high levels of participation in family deci-
sion-making, which was indeed the case in the 1959 Civic Culture survey. Remarkably,
however, in the March 1999 collaborative Wall Street Journal poll, only 38 percent of
non-Hispanic U.S. respondents recalled similar experiences. How is it possible that
Costa Ricans participated at significantly higher levels in family decisions than North
Americans, and what does this say about the culture—democracy linkage?

Some possible answers emerge. If a relationship between cultural values generally
and democracy specifically does exist, then pluralism in family decision-making may
be important to building democratic political behavior but not necessarily to sustaining
it. Second, if a functioning democracy produces participatory behavior in other social
institutions of society, including the family, then perhaps democracy’s newness pro-
duces a stronger, more immediate influence; the Civic Culture survey was done only a
decade after the establishment of democratic institutions in Costa Rica, but more than
a century and a half after their beginning in the United States. Third, substantial differ-
ences in family structure may exist between the two cultures, and therefore the
responses to the question may not be comparable. Some empirical evidence exists,
however, that suggests that Mexican children raised in an authoritarian family environ-
ment are more supportive of authoritarian political behavior compared to children

who do not share those experiences.?®
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A second important contradiction emerges in the Costa Rican data. Interpersonal
trust has long been considered to be an important indicator of the potential for citizens
to function in a democratic polity.” Indeed, Ronald Inglehart, who helped design our
survey, found interpersonal trust to be an important variable linked to stable democra-
cies in broad, multicountry studies.*® Contrary to expectations, Clark discovered that
Costa Ricans are highly distrustful of others; yet despite low levels of trust, they prefer
compromise and negotiation to conflict. Seligson also initially found no relationship
between trust and a preference for democracy, contradicting Robert Putnam’s recent
important work on Italy.* However, when Seligson conducted a multivariate analysis
of the data and removed the nationality variable, he discovered that interpersonal trust
does become an important, statistically significant variable among several other influ-
ential variables.

It is very difficult to explain this contradiction. Again, it may be that high levels of
political trust are more significant in initiating and sustaining a democratic process in
the beginning phases. On the other hand, it may be that the question used in the survey
to measure trust is far too narrow. Timothy Power and Mary Clark demonstrate that a
sense of civic responsibility—or what Putnam labeled social capital, a combination of
several variables—provides a more accurate appraisal of citizens’ trust.*

The issue of interpersonal trust is raised dramatically, but with contrasting find-
ings, in the data on Mexico. According to Matthew Kenney’s analysis, one of the most
salient changes that has taken place in citizen values over time is a rise in interpersonal
trust. In the 1998 Hewlett data, 44 percent of Mexicans believed that other individuals
could be trusted, a figure comparable to that for the United States and Canada in the
1990s. In 1991, only 31 percent of Mexicans thought people could be trusted. A decade
earlier, in 1980, only 17 percent of Mexico’s citizens expressed such an opinion.

These figures over 20 years indicate a strong and steady increase in interpersonal
trust. As Kenney suggests, it is difficult to attribute this trend to specific causal vari-
ables, at least any available to us from the present survey data. What he did discover,
not surprisingly, is that Mexicans who are most satisfied with democracy are nearly
twice as likely to trust in others.

What explains this pattern in Mexico? As Mexicans move from an authoritarian to
a democratic polity, they have become more trusting, in spite of numerous tensions.
One explanation, in addition to those mentioned previously, is that during the initial
stages of such a transition, increasing trust is a response to increased accountability.
Kenney’s own argument is that perhaps “Mexicans are coming to realize that they can

no longer expect the state to solve the country’s problems and that they must instead
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turn to one another.” There is some anecdotal evidence to support this view. In
response to the devastating earthquake in Mexico City in 1985, residents ignored gov-
ernment incompetence and instead spontaneously organized rescue efforts to save
family, neighbors, and strangers alike.® As a result of this collaboration, the earth-
quake produced a flowering of politically oriented groups and nongovernmental
organizations.**

Joseph Klesner also discovers that the level of interpersonal trust among Mexicans
and Chileans appears to be linked to whether authoritarian or democratic models of
government are preferred. For example, citizens who are distrustful or depoliticized
tend to be more inclined to be dissatisfied with democracy and to prefer nondemocrat-
ic regimes. As Klesner concludes, “[slome segments of the population of each country
remain antidemocratic in profound ways. . . . they can produce strains in democratic
practice and test the tolerance of those who are profoundly democratic in their values.
This is a challenge that both Chile and Mexico will face in the years to come.”

Klesner believes, however, that specific characteristics of the recent authoritarian
regimes in Mexico and Chile shaped citizens’ attitudes within the evolving context of
greater pluralism in their respective polities. He suggests that Mexicans and Chileans
had distinct experiences in the 1970s and 1980s and that the Chileans’ experiences con-
tributed to a situation in which, in response to severe repression under the Pinochet
dictatorship and extreme ideological divisions, they display high levels of distrust in
their fellow citizens and emerged in the 1990s as “depoliticized.” This response is illus-
trated by the fact that many Chileans express little sympathy for any political party, nor
do they vote. Mexicans, on the other hand, are characterized by Klesner as demonstrat-
ing higher levels of trust, corresponding to findings in the essays by Kenney and by
Frederick Turner and Carlos Elordi; but Mexicans lack confidence in the political insti-
tutions—parties, the government, and congress—that have ignored or abused their

interests.

A LATIN AMERICAN DEMOCRACY?

The second issue on which we hoped to shed some light is how Latin Americans
actually conceptualize democracy. The findings on this issue are more straightforward
than those on the linkage between culture and democracy; nevertheless, they are equal-
ly remarkable. The data suggest three fundamental findings. First, among Latin Ameri-
cans there is no consensus on what democracy means. Second, only Costa Ricans see
democracy in largely political terms, very similar in content to the view professed by

North Americans. Third, the Mexicans and Chileans, who are likely to be more repre-
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sentative of Latin Americans from other countries, view democracy in social and eco-
nomic, not political, terms.

The Costa Rican response to defining democracy rests on one basic value: liberty.
Over half of the respondents chose to define democracy as liberty (see table 1). Only a
fifth of Mexicans view democracy as liberty, the same percentage as those who view it
as equality. Indeed, sizeable remaining percentages of Mexicans identify democracy as
voting, progress, form of government, or respect. Chileans respond to the question in
figures closely approximating those for Mexicans. As some of the contributors to this
volume illustrate in their essays, Costa Ricans’ conceptualization of democracy sets
them apart.

It is interesting that Costa Ricans’ responses in conceptualizing democracy are very
similar to those of Americans, much closer than to Chilean or Mexican attitudes. Costa
Ricans also prefer democracy over other forms of government in much higher percent-
ages than Chileans or Mexicans. For several of the contributors, the fundamental ques-
tion becomes why the Costa Ricans favor democracy so much more strongly than do
Chileans or Mexicans.

To explain what he describes as “Costa Rican exceptionalism,” Mitchell Seligson
examines some important variables that democratic theorists traditionally have
thought to be associated with democracy. He first analyzes selected variables individu-
ally. He explores level of social tolerance, for example, and discovers that it does not
offer much insight into why Costa Ricans strongly support a democratic polity. When
he moves on to accountability, he does find a potential linkage with Costa Rican demo-
cratic preferences, but the Hewlett survey lacks sufficient additional questions to test
this relationship fully.

To provide a more sophisticated analysis of what might explain the respective
importance of different variables for Costa Rican exceptionalism, Seligson resorts to
multivariate analysis of the data in which a preference for democracy is the dependent
variable, while he sorts through independent variables collectively to determine if a sig-
nificant relationship exists. His statistical analysis leads to several important conclu-
sions. In the first place, one’s nationality becomes extremely influential in determining
a preference for democracy. As Seligson argues, “the overwhelming explanatory factor
is being a Costa Rican, versus being a Chilean or a Mexican.” This finding is limited in
value, however, because the important question remains, What variables produce
these national differences?

The data from the March 1999 Wall Street Journal poll, in combination with the July

1998 Hewlett survey results, illustrate the differences in citizens” expectations from
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TABLE 1 Citizen Views of Democracy in Latin America and the United States
(percent)

Question: In one word, could you tell me

what democracy means to you? Chile Costa Rica Mexico United States
Liberty/Freedom 25 54 21 68
Equality 18 6 21 5
Voting/Elections 10 3 12 2
Form of Government 12 6 14 2
Welfare/Progress 8 7 14 1
Respect/Rule of Law 10 3 13 1
Don’t Know/No Answer 8 13 3 12
Other 8 7 2 9

Sample: N=3,396, Latin American columns, N=1,659, United States column.

democracy among the four countries (see table 2). Not only do Costa Ricans, Chileans,
and Mexicans have different conceptions of democracy, but they also have different
expectations from democracy. It is apparent that how they define democracy, attribut-
ing greater importance to equality, influences what they expect from democracy. In
fact, citizens in all three Latin American countries might be said to expect greater
equality in economic terms, given their emphasis on progress. While most Latin Amer-
icans define their democratic expectations in the socioeconomic terms of equality and
progress (which together account for 37 to 54 percent of the responses), only 18 percent
of Americans share such expectations.

Americans, on the other hand, define their expectations overwhelmingly in political
terms, half (48 percent) desirous of liberty/freedom. The difference between the Unit-
ed States and Latin America is again supported by the fact that only 34 percent of His-
panics in the United States identified liberty as their most important expectation,

exactly midway between the figure for non-Hispanic Americans and the average for the

TABLE 2 What Latin American and U.S. Citizens Expect from Democracy
(percent)

In one word, could you tell me

what you expect from democracy? United States ~ Mexico Costa Rica Chile
Liberty/freedom 48 16 27 15
Equality 15 30 14 27
Progress 3 24 23 25
Voting/elections 2 10 2 6
Culture of law/respect 4 14 7 15
Other 15 4 9 7
No answer/Didn’t know 14 3 18 4

Sample: N = 3,396, Latin American columns; N =1,659, U.S. column.
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three Latin American countries (19 percent). As might be expected, Costa Ricans come
closest to the U.S. response, having much higher expectations of liberty and much low-
er expectations of equality than do Chileans and Mexicans.

As the data in table 2 suggest, differing perceptions of democracy do have conse-
quences for the public’s expectations and attitudes about government. One of the con-
tributors to this volume, Kenneth Coleman, focuses on how such beliefs affect Latin
American attitudes toward public ownership, a central issue in the neoliberal econom-
ic transformation of the region in the 1990s.

It should not be surprising that U.S. and Latin American citizens would differ in
their views on whether certain services should be provided by the public or the private
sector. Given the antigovernment rhetoric prevalent in the United States, especially in
the last two decades, Americans could be expected to be more likely to favor private
ownership of most services. Coleman found this to be the case, but his more important
discovery is that substantial differences existed among the three Latin American coun-
tries, and that age and religious beliefs influenced these economic policy concerns.

With respect to variables more directly related to democracy, Coleman finds that
“[tIhose who believe that ‘democracy is working well are likely to endorse the private
provision of services—perhaps because the neoliberal thrust of public policy in the
1990s is toward privatization.” Most importantly, perhaps, Coleman concludes that
“[wlith respect to the relationship between democracy and markets, there appear
potentially to be two Latin American political cultures.” He discovers, for example,
that Mexicans have evolved views on this issue that seem closer to those found in the
United States, and he speculates that geographic proximity—a variable considered
below in my analysis of socializing agents—may have played a role. Among his more
significant findings is that little correspondence exists between democratic systems
and support for a market economy when measured by views on public versus private
ownership, suggesting that this relationship, from the point of view of the citizenry, is
at best tenuous.

SOCIALIZATION

One of the most important underlying issues related to specific political orienta-
tions, democratic or nondemocratic, is how those orientations are learned and what
agents determine their composition. In fact, we do not know very much about adult
socialization or what sources contribute most significantly to altering the views and
attitudes of individuals beyond their childhood and adolescent years, the period most
scholars consider to have the greatest impact.* The most comprehensive examination
of adult behavior over time is Theodore Newcomb’s classic multidecade survey, which
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TABLE 3 Hispanic Conceptualizations of Democracy Based on Time
Spent in the United States (percent)

Years Lived in the United States

In one word, could you tell me Latin Non-
what democracy means to you? American 1-5 6-10 10+ Hispanic
Liberty/freedom 32 42 48 54 68

Sample: N = 3,396, Latin American column; N = 1,659, U.S. columns (an oversample of 502 Americans of Hispanic
origin were interviewed).

concluded that existing attitudes may be maintained by creating environments that
block new information, or supportive environments that reinforce an individual’s ini-
tial point of view.*® Some of the agents known to be important in molding values
include geographic origins, family, influential events, occupation, and education.

The data from both of the surveys demonstrate for the first time, with great clarity,
the impact of adult socialization on the conceptualization of democracy. If respondents
to the question about defining democracy in our Wall Street Journal poll are controlled
according to the number of years they have resided in the United States, a linear trend
moving from the Latin American conception (Chileans, Mexicans, and Costa Ricans)
to the Hispanic conception (Latin Americans living in the United States) to the Ameri-
can conception is apparent (see table 3).

About half of the Hispanics in the United States chose to define democracy as liber-
ty, followed by only 8 percent favoring equality. Since the Chilean response in the 1998
Hewlett survey closely approximates that of the Mexicans, this might well suggest that
Latin Americans who migrate to the United States, after residing there for even rela-
tively short periods of time, begin to shed their specific national biases toward the
meaning of democracy and reconceptualize it to correspond with interpretations
shared by the majority of non-Hispanic Americans.

This pattern corresponds to the results of a socialization study of elite Americans,
whose author concluded that “[a]lmost no attitudes were related to the number of gen-
erations an elite respondent’s family had been in the United States. . . . The socializa-
tion process occurs very quickly, within one generation.”” The Hewlett data also might
suggest that experiential processes, such as living, working, and being educated in the
United States, affect basic adult political socialization, including conceptualizing
democracy.

Mexico is one of the most interesting countries from which to draw data on social-
ization. Considering Mexico's physical proximity to the United States, the foremost
representative of democratic political institutions internationally (whether that status
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is deserved or not), it would be fascinating to explore interactions between the two dis-
tinct political cultures. It is apparent from my own research that since the 1970s, elite
Mexicans from all fields have been socialized by international influences from North
America both within Mexico and in the United States. Among the most important of
those agents are higher education and being raised in northern Mexico, in close prox-
imity to the U.S. border.*

Frederick Turner and Carlos Elordi attempt this comparative task here, using all
three World Values Surveys to answer the question, Do Mexico and the United States
represent two distinct political cultures? The authors, citing previous studies of Mexi-
can and U.S. political cultures, note that Mexico has never been a totally “authoritari-
an” culture.* Indeed, they argue that an early study by John Booth and Mitchell Selig-
son suggested that Mexicans held some democratic values, but that these values did
not appear to influence the country’s semiauthoritarian governmental structures.* It
could also be the case, however, that even if a causal relationship were to exist, demo-
cratic values would not necessarily have the same causal impact on the evolution of
government structures as in the United States, since Mexicans conceptualize democra-
cy quite differently from Americans. Moreover, an argument could be made that histo-
ry, day-to-day practices, and existing governmental structures, all of which reinforce
culture, leaned strongly in favor of an authoritarian orientation, strengthening that
posture vis-a-vis shared democratic attitudes.

The authors discover that the political values in the two countries, gauged by tradi-
tional measures, are distinct. For example, they find much stronger support for mili-
tary rule or for an authoritarian leader in Mexico than is the case in the United States.
Both of these variables suggest more authoritarian leanings on the part of the citizenry.
On the other hand, they find dramatic similarities among other responses, similarities
they did not expect to encounter. For example, “[bletween half and three-quarters of
the population of both nations supports gradual reform as opposed to either radical
reform or defense of the status quo, and this orientation is fundamental to the initia-
tion and maintenance of democratic institutions.” The survey also found that in 1998,
the level of satisfaction with the functioning of democracy was only somewhat higher
in the United States than in Mexico.

There is no question that different historical experiences influence citizen views.
But it is equally true that turbulent political times can produce formative socializing
patterns within a society, both across a generation and between generations. In his
analysis of citizen views in Chile, Louis Goodman stresses the importance of the

extreme political changes that have occurred since 1973, when Chile’s democratically
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elected socialist government was overthrown in a violent coup d’état, followed by a
repressive military government. Chile has been characterized by an extremely divided
polity for 150 years, and Goodman suggests that during the country’s democratic histo-
ry, the centrist party typically formed alliances with the left or right to hold the system
together.*!

This historical context and Chile’s intense recent political experience with alterna-
tives on the extreme right and left have produced, in Goodman’s view, a divided citi-
zenry. He argues that the survey data support the interpretation that many of Chile’s
voters are alienated and remain fearful that politicians will plunge the political system
back into the dark experiences of the 1970s. He believes Chilean political fears are a
recent phenomenon, attributing them to “the extreme trauma experienced by Chileans
of all political persuasions during the turbulent Allende years and then during the
extremely repressive government headed by Augusto Pinochet.”

In Latin America, one of the most influential background variables, about which
very little is known cross-nationally, is race. In the Hewlett project, the individual inter-
viewer was asked to categorize respondents on the basis of skin color, which would cor-
respond to citizens of European, dark mestizo, and light mestizo origin. Admittedly, as
our contributors point out, the interviewer relied on subjective judgments when mak-
ing these distinctions, and indigenous people were not interviewed. Mary Clark makes
brief reference to this variable in her analysis of Costa Rica, but Miguel Basafiez and
Pablo Paras explore it as the central focus of their chapter.

Keeping the aforementioned limitations in mind, race as a determinant of political
and economic attitudes across Latin America may be one of the most influential vari-
ables. A typical background variable, income—which Moreno shows to be influential
across the region—is less significant than racial heritage. For example, when the
authors examined level of satisfaction with democracy according to a respondent’s
racial mixture, controlling for income, they discovered extreme variations in citizen

support. The most marked differences were among Costa Ricans and Chileans.

A CONTRARIAN APPROACH TO DEMOCRACY
AND CULTURE

To approach a project as comprehensive as this while attempting to maintain a
degree of intellectual integrity, it is helpful to be challenged by a doubting Thomas. To
this end, I asked Alan Knight, the distinguished English historian of Latin America, to
take his knowledge of Mexico and appraise our efforts as social scientists with his skep-

tical historian’s eye. My request placed him in a difficult position among his fellow col-
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laborators, but he raises many penetrating, critical questions about culture and value
surveys with humor and grace.

One of the most important points Knight makes is that a strong tendency exists
among social scientists (and often historians) to reach broad conclusions about a coun-
try’s citizenry and to skip over penetrating, local differences. In short, Knight is highly
suspicious of characterizing countries as having a meaningful, broad, national culture.
His criticisms are well-founded. Survey research is inherently limited in this regard
because only so many distinctions can be made within a single demographic variable in
order to quantitatively cross-tabulate that variable with another. For example, national
surveys rarely have adequate data to compare societal views city by city, let alone state
by state.

To illustrate, researchers in both the United States and Latin America have long
considered religious affiliation as an essential background variable, highly useful in
denoting differing political attitudes and behavior. Yet recent research in the United
States suggests that an individual’s specific, local religious community produces far
more influential consequences on religious and secular behavior and beliefs than
whether the respondent is Catholic, Protestant, Evangelical Protestant, or some other
denomination.*? The findings by Basafiez and Paras also demonstrate that on some val-
ues, more than one Chile or Mexico exists.

Knight also offers a healthy dose of skepticism about survey research methodology,
which one would expect from any good historian. He notes, for example, that a survey
that proposes to compare three countries might well run into linguistic differences in
posing specific questions. He even argues that the questions themselves may not meas-
ure what they are designed to measure.

The Hewlett working group, which included experts in polling methodology and
language usage in the three countries, addressed these very issues and spent much time
eliminating certain problems, including the use of different words to ask the same
question. Naturally, differing interpretations exist. We cannot reasonably conclude
that we eliminated all potential problems, but this is why survey researchers are so will-
ing to share their methodological shortcomings and experiences with their colleagues.

Generally, what Knight has accomplished, and what I hope is in many respects
unique to this collection, is to identify the sorts of critical questions readers themselves
from differing disciplinary backgrounds and interests might conceivably raise—ques-
tions that will provoke meaningful discussion about concepts of culture, values, and
democracy, about the methodology and reliability of survey research in general, and

about the substance of our findings.
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CONCLUSION

It is apparent from this brief overview that the contributors have discovered numer-
ous relationships and characteristics within each country, about each individual coun-
try, among all three countries, and between Latin America and the United States. In
pursuit of the book’s goals, they have also generated a number of provocative and
promising new relationships, many of which demand in-depth interpretations on the
part of country analysts or deserve future research. Some of the most fruitful research
along these lines is likely to be comparisons with other countries, and especially com-
parisons between Hispanics and non-Hispanics in the United States. If one considers
that seven million Mexicans residing in the United States technically could participate
in some manner in Mexico’s presidential elections and in the future might even be
allowed to cast absentee ballots while remaining in the United States, then the impact
of their newly acquired democratic views and expectations on their partisan choices is
well worth contemplating.

Plenty of evidence exists in this volume to suggest the importance of further efforts
at understanding citizens’ conceptualizations of democracy, even to the extent of devel-
oping differing definitions for distinct societies. It is also apparent that the importance
of social inequality, social injustice, and poverty to many Latin Americans molds their
views of democracy, or perhaps of any political model. If this is indeed the case, then
scholars need to search for other, more powerful variables in explaining political val-
ues, such as the degree of inequality Latin Americans perceive in their societies and the
intensity with which they hold those perceptions, as well as how those political values
are altered over time.

The research presented here does not clarify the linkage between culture and
democracy, does not establish a causal relationship between culture and democracy,
and does not prove the direction of such a linkage. It does suggest important differ-
ences within and between cultures that do seem attributable to differing values and
experiences. Whatever the origins of citizens’ conceptualizations of democracy or oth-
er political models, how they define democracy offers significant new insights into

Latin American politics.
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Chapter 2

Democracy and Mass Belief Systems
in Latin America

Alejandro Moreno

Support for democracy is seen as a cultural matter. In this chapter I argue that support
for democracy is also a matter of information, cognition, and belief systems. The way
people think about democracy is based on cognitive and informational skills and
resources. The concept of democracy varies depending on society’s belief systems, and
mass belief systems depend on individual characteristics such as education, informa-
tional background, cognitive skills, degrees of political “sophistication,” and so on.

To a greater or lesser extent, the concept of “democracy” is a component of a soci-
ety’s belief system. Its centrality, meaning, and attributes vary significantly among
individuals. Education and information shape the way people conceptualize democra-
cy, from abstract views based on elite-defined ideas to more concrete views based on
daily-life facts.

Based on survey data gathered in the 1990s, this chapter focuses on the varied ways
in which individuals and societies support and conceptualize democracy. The chapter
starts by looking at cross-national and individual variations in a wide range of societies
included in the 1995-97 World Values Surveys. Then the discussion moves on to a
more specific analysis of three Latin American nations—Chile, Costa Rica, and Mexi-
co—where the Hewlett survey conducted for this book took place. Before getting into
the data analysis, the next section describes the questions and the theoretical proposi-

tions that guide this chapter.
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DEMOCRACY, POLITICAL CULTURE,
AND MASS BELIEF SYSTEMS

Do people support democracy? Are people satisfied with democratic institutions?
Who are democrats? Who aren’t? How many are there? Does it really matter? These
are some of the scholarly questions about democratic culture that have been asked for
years. Attempts to answer them have come from different theoretical perspectives,
employing different methodologies and data. In the process, each general question
provides a number of more detailed and particular ones. In this chapter, I deal with two
main topics.

First, I focus on support for democracy and on the determinants of that support.
Modernization theorists argued that economic development was conducive to demo-
cratic politics because it produces social mobilization. Understood as the individual’s
propensity to abandon traditional values and adopt modern ones, social mobilization
tends to increase political participation and expand the attitudes and beliefs of society
that are favorable to democracy. In other words, “economic development is conducive
to democracy not only because it mobilizes mass publics, but also because it tends to
give rise to supportive cultural orientations.”

Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba’s classic work The Civic Culture, published in
1963, provided an image of a “democrat” as someone relatively well informed, aware of
and relatively proud of the country’s institutions, with a general sense of interpersonal
trust, and ready to participate in politics or engage in political action.? Nowadays, the
civic culture type may fit a wide range of individuals, both democrats and nondemoc-
rats. Moreover, there is evidence about the decline in some of the particular aspects
emphasized by Almond and Verba. For example, empirical evidence has shown a
decline of deference among the mass publics in advanced industrial democracies,® and
some scholars have even talked about the rise of an “uncivic culture.”

The question is whether people support democracy based on how they conceive it
or based on what they expect from it. As Giuseppe Di Palma has put it, “an incentive to
transfer loyalties to democracy stems, especially nowadays, from a better appreciation
of democracy’s original meaning as a system of coexistence in diversity.”> However, not
all people think of democracy in those terms. Instead, democracy may just be a type of
government indistinguishable from other types.

A second topic of inquiry is precisely the mass meaning of democracy. What is it?
How do citizens view it? According to Robert Dahl, democracy should be a system with

relatively high levels of “contestation” and “participation” in which certain political
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rights are guaranteed—including freedom of expression and association and the rights
to vote and get electoral support.® Democracy should also be a system where citizens
have access to alternative sources of information, where free and fair elections are held
regularly, and where government institutions are held accountable. Do Latin American
mass publics view democracy in those terms? The most likely answer is that only a few
of them do and not in all those terms.

This chapter presents evidence that Latin American mass publics view democracy
in different ways, depending on their age, education, levels of information, values, and
ideology and on the contexts in which they live. This thing called “democracy” is part
of individual belief systems that vary in complexity. As mentioned earlier, some citi-
zens are likely to conceptualize democracy in abstract terms with a philosophical or
academic basis, ranging from a minimal electoral definition that includes free and fair
elections with universal vote to the extension of political rights to traditional and new
minorities. However, many citizens view democracy in more concrete terms. Some
may generally think of democracy just as a type of government and have expectations
about it that may not be exclusive to democratic rule, such as fighting crime or redis-
tributing wealth. These differences do not make the citizens’ views about democracy
right or wrong, but they can tell us why they may or may not support it.

The findings reported in this chapter indicate that Latin Americans are not as pro-
democratic as one might think, and that there are strong individual variations in sup-
port for democracy based on class and values. The mass meaning of democracy can be
as ideal as it can be instrumental among Latin Americans, and it varies depending
upon levels of education and information.

The main task of this chapter is to demonstrate that the meaning that citizens
attribute to democracy varies according to individual belief systems, and that the latter
vary depending upon individuals’ levels of information, education, ideologies, and val-
ues. In other words, “democracy” is a component of mass belief systems. Therefore,
understanding both the mass meaning of democracy and mass support for democracy
should focus on the configuration of mass belief systems in society.

The concept of mass belief systems that I use throughout this chapter draws from
Philip Converse’s seminal 1964 article.” The empirical evidence used here is more limit-
ed than Converse’s; he used panel data to assess the stability and centrality of attitudes
in Americans’ belief systems, as well as open-ended questions that gave him a more
detailed measure of individual political ideologies. Nonetheless, my main argument

rests on similar notions.
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Converse defined a belief system as a “configuration of ideas and attitudes in which
the elements are bound together by some form of constraint or functional interde-
pendence.” In his research, Converse found fundamental differences in the nature of
belief systems held by political elites and those of the mass publics. Generally, elites
held more abstract and more highly organized elements in their belief systems than the
masses. Among the mass publics, education and political information were closely and
positively related, and higher scores on such measures were also related to a wider
range of elements and a higher centrality in the individual’s belief system. As Converse
put it, as one moves downward on a scale of political information, the use of political
concepts was more vague, less organized, and even less central to the individual. That
is, political sophisticates understood and viewed politics more clearly—in the terms
established by political elites—while the less sophisticated individuals tended to be
less ideological and to express less constrained ideas, and their views reflected a “close-
to-home” type of reasoning guided by daily-life facts.

In this volume, Alan Knight argues that individuals may be more familiar with
some objects than others and therefore express a more reliable opinion or statement
about them. For example, individuals may give a more crystallized answer to a poll in
regard to police than to democracy, simply because they may have more personal expe-
rience with the former than the latter. I would say that Knight’s assertion is basically
right, and that it becomes more likely as we take educational and informational differ-
ences into account. Converse demonstrated that there are significant differences in
how individuals think of politics depending on their level of political sophistication. By
no means did Converse argue that some views were more adequate or better than oth-
ers, but simply that they were different.

Following Converse’s findings, which have been continuously tested by public opin-
ion scholars,’ I focus on how differences in education and information lead individuals
to have different concepts of democracy. Some segments of the public emphasize more
general features of a democratic rule and other segments emphasize more of its partic-
ularly defining features. Moreover, parts of the public see democracy in terms that are
not even part of a standard definition of democracy. For example, many Latin Ameri-
cans consider that the fundamental task of democracy is fighting crime. One may
argue, as shown by Mary Clark in this volume for the Costa Rican case, that as one
moves downward on the educational scale, individuals may not distinguish conceptu-
ally between a type of regime and a government. In other words, fighting crime may be
a task of government, but it does not matter if it is a democratic government or a non-

democratic one. However, one may in fact view the protection of minorities as a task of



Democracy and Mass Belief Systems in Latin America 31

democracy. The evidence I give in this chapter shows that each task may be empha-
sized by different individuals: fighting crime by less informed and less educated citi-
zens, and protecting minorities by more informed and more educated ones.

The following sections develop each of the questions stated above, starting with

support for democracy.

SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY:
A CROSS-NATIONAL COMPARISON

Support for democracy varies from country to country. Since Almond and Verba,
scholars have looked at the level of support for a democratic regime as a way not only
to identify different political cultures but also to explain democratic stability. The
causality between a civic culture and democracy is controversial;® but the idea that
political culture and democratic stability are strongly linked has been relatively widely
accepted." The chances for democracy to be stable are greater if democracy is viewed
and taken as “the only game in town.” Observers tend to agree on this even though
democratic outcomes may be uncertain.”? In addition, academic research suggests that
support for democracy and broad civic orientations may contribute not only to demo-

13 and democratic consolidation.*

cratic stability, but also to democratic “effectiveness

How much support for democracy is there among Latin Americans? How does it
compare with support for democracy in other regions and countries? The answer to
both questions depends on how we measure “support for democracy.” Empirical
attempts to measure it in Latin America have been based on opinion surveys that ask
respondents whether they agree or disagree with statements such as “Democracy is
preferable to any other kind of government.” If we just take the percentage of people
that say “democracy is the best system” or “democracy is preferred to any other sys-
tem,” we may be looking at the issue just partially. We may also raise the question of
whether support for democracy is observed when democracy is performing badly.
Mass legitimacy of democracy may sustain democratic institutions even in “difficult
times.”® Moreover, support for democracy in a given society may depend not only on a
majority that views democracy as the best system, but also on lack of significant sup-
port for alternative political systems.” Therefore, although still limited, a more com-
plete measure of support for democracy may include gauging preferences for a demo-
cratic system, fears and concerns about a democratic system, and support for
alternative political regimes.

Figure 1 displays a measure of support for democracy based on those three ele-

ments. The measure is an index of democratic and nondemocratic attitudes based on
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Fig. 1. Support for democracy: National average scores on democratic-attitudes index. The
nations’ placement on the democratic-attitudes index is given by the average score on the first
principal component calculated with data from 48 societies (N = 45,011). Only selected coun-
tries are shown. Source: 1995-97 World Values Survey.

o%b
%

data from 48 societies gathered in the mid-1990s."® The index includes seven variables
from the World Values Survey that tap three main issues: Two variables measure gener-
al support for democracy as a political system. Three variables measure support for
democracy based on attitudes toward its ability to perform well economically, its effi-
ciency, and its ability to maintain order. It is necessary to say that the variable that taps
economic performance is not a measure of how the current government is handling the
economy or whether the current economy is doing well or poorly. Rather, it taps a gen-
eral attitude toward the ability or inability of democracy to cope with economic situa-
tions.” Finally, two more variables measure support for nondemocratic forms of gov-
ernment. Question wording for each of these variables can be consulted in the
appendix to this chapter.

The average scores of different societies on the attitudinal index in figure 1 indicate
several aspects of support for democracy. First, there is an important cross-national
variation. The scores for selected countries show West Germany and Scandinavian
societies—Sweden and Norway—at the highest levels of support for democracy.
Almost four decades ago, Almond and Verba measured German political culture and
saw it as basically less civic than that of the United States or Britain.* That may not be
the case today. Figure 1 shows that Germans from the western and eastern samples
together expressed even more support for democracy than Americans did in the mid-
1990s. On the opposite side, Russia has the lowest level of support for democracy.

Second, support for democracy is high in most stable democracies and relatively
high in newly consolidated democracies, but not as high in societies that were undergo-
ing a process of democratic transition or consolidation at the time of the survey. The

mass public in Spain’s consolidated democracy, for example, expresses a high level of
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support for democracy, which, although lower than that of the United States or Japan,
can be included in the average-score “vicinity” of those two countries. In Latin America
and the Caribbean, the Dominican Republic, Uruguay, and Argentina express relative-
ly high average levels of support for democracy.?* However, the average level of support
for democracy among the Latin American and Caribbean nations is considerably lower
than that in Scandinavian societies.

Although the placements for each nation in figure 1 represent national sample aver-
ages on the democratic-attitudes index, each mean placement has its own variance,
meaning that in each nation some individuals may be much more supportive of
democracy than others. In an earlier work, I demonstrated that the polarization of
democratic and authoritarian attitudes has a strong effect on party support and even
shapes political cleavages in many new democracies.”

Finally, although the Latin American cases mentioned above might be considered
predominantly pro-democratic, support for democracy in Latin America may not be as
high as one might think. Marta Lagos has already called our attention to this.** Accord-
ing to Latinobarémetro data reported by her, support for democracy may be as high as
80 percent in Costa Rica and Uruguay and as low as 42 percent in Honduras.?* The
composite index shown in figure 1 indicates that the average scores on the attitudinal
index are rather low among several Latin American publics, thereby confirming the
fact that support for democracy in Latin America is comparatively low. Chileans, Peru-
vians, and Mexicans express a level of support for democracy similar to that in other
transitional societies such as Taiwan and some former Soviet republics such as Lithua-
nia, Belarus, and Ukraine. This set of scores is below the average support for democra-
cy for all 48 societies used in the pooled analysis. Support for democracy among
Venezuelans is even lower, which suggests that the political and economic crises in
Venezuela during the 1990s have undermined mass public support for a democratic
system. The average score in support for democracy in Brazil is the lowest among the
Latin American samples and is almost as low as the Russian score.

It is probably useful to say that the mean national placements on the democratic-
attitudes index do not reflect the position of a nation as a whole, but simply where the
nation stands on average in comparison to other nations. As Alan Knight argues con-
vincingly in his chapter in this volume, cross-national differences are not persuasive or
even plausible when we talk about categorical differences such as the political cultures
of Mexicans, Chileans, French, or Germans. However, there are in fact variations in
terms of the underlying characteristics that define a Mexican, Chilean, French, or Ger-

man environment, based on economic development, institutions, procedures, and even



34  Alejandro Moreno

the number of years that the society has been democratic. Moreover, each nation shows
clear variation among individuals in support for democracy, which means that some
Mexicans may be more supportive of democracy than some Spaniards, even though the
national average in support for democracy is higher in Spain than in Mexico.

In sum, figure 1 shows an important cross-national variation in support for democ-
racy based on average scores on a seven-item attitudinal index. Variations in support
for democracy can be observed not only between nations, but between individuals as

well.

Individual Support for Democracy: Gender, Age, and Class

This section addresses the question of who are democrats in terms of their sup-
portive views toward democracy. The individual differences examined here are based
on gender, age, and class. The next section examines individual differences based on
values.

As mentioned earlier, economic development is strongly associated with democra-
cy. If structural conditions such as the level of economic development may cause varia-
tion in support for a democratic political system at the societal level, we may also
expect that different structural conditions may cause variation in support for democra-
cy at the individual level. Class is an important factor to be considered. The evidence
shown here indicates that class, based on separate measures of income, education, and
occupation, is significantly linked to supportive or opposing views toward democracy
regardless of the context. In the 45 societies examined as a whole, age and gender make
little difference.

The theoretical expectations are that women may be more or less supportive of
democracy