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Who Wants Peace? 
Predicting Civilian 
Preferences in 
Conflict Negotiations

Ana María Montoya1 and Juan Tellez2

Abstract
Efforts to end civil wars via negotiations often generate sharp divisions in public opinion. A 
large, quantitative literature has found evidence for numerous variables serving as potential 
drivers of public support of and opposition to conflict negotiations. Yet the formation of 
policy preferences is a complex process, and while many factors might make small contri-
butions to an individual’s conflict termination preferences, we lack a sense of which factors 
matter most or how to adjudicate among competing explanations. In this article, we leverage 
a large amount of nationally representative survey data from Colombia (2004–2015) and use 
machine learning tools to systematically explore which variables are the strongest predic-
tors of public support for negotiations with Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia  
(FARC). We find that certain aspects of conflict exposure, individual values bearing on justice 
and punishment, and belief in the efficacy of the state are among the strongest predictors 
of negotiation preferences, while many conventionally important variables in the literature 
have little predictive power. The results have implications for scholars seeking to understand 
broad drivers of (dis)satisfaction with negotiations and shed light on the polarising Colombian 
peace process.

Resumen
Los esfuerzos para poner fin a las guerras civiles a través de negociaciones suelen generar 
fuertes divisiones en la opinión pública. Una extensa literatura cuantitativa ha encontrado 
evidencia de numerosas variables que sirven como predictores potenciales del apoyo y el 
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rechazo de la opinión pública a las negociaciones de paz. Sin embargo, la formación de pref-
erencias políticas es un proceso complejo, y aunque muchos factores pueden influir en las 
preferencias individuales hacia resolución de conflictos, todavía necesitamos saber más sobre 
qué factores importan más. En este artículo, utilizamos una gran cantidad de datos de encues-
tas representativas a nivel nacional de Colombia (2004 - 2015) y utilizamos herramientas de 
inteligencia artificial para explorar sistemáticamente qué variables son los predictores más só-
lidos del apoyo de la opinión pública hacia las negociaciones con la guerrilla, Fuerzas Armadas 
Revolucionarias de Colombia (FARC). Encontramos que ciertos aspectos de la exposición 
al conflicto, los valores individuales relacionados con la justicia y el castigo y la creencia en 
la eficacia del estado se encuentran entre los predictores más fuertes de las preferencias de 
negociación, mientras que muchas variables convencionalmente importantes en la literatura 
tienen poco poder predictivo. Los resultados tienen implicaciones para los académicos que 
buscan comprender los factores generales de la (in)satisfacción con las negociaciones de paz 
y arrojar luz sobre el caso particular de alta polarización del proceso de paz colombiano.

Manuscript received 15 November 2019; accepted 25 August 2020
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Introduction
Societies at war often become deeply polarised in response to calls by warring actors or 
third-partymediatorstonegotiateanendtoconflict.PeaceprocessesinNorthernIreland,
Guatemala,and Israel–Palestineproducedvirulentdebate in thepublicsphereon the
legitimacy of negotiation (Irwin,2006; Jonas,2000).Thenegativeconsequencesofpub-
licpolarisationareparticularly troubling indemocratic states.Bargainingactorsmay
findthemselvesconstrainedbydomesticconstituencieswhowillpunishthemformak-
ing concessions (MattesandSavun,2010),renderingabrokeredagreementlesslikelyin
theprocess.Further,signedagreementsthatfailtogarnerpublicbuy-inaresensitiveto
derailmentbywarring actors and faceother difficulties in implementation (McKeon,
2005; Nilsson,2012).ThesepitfallsareperhapsmostevidentinColombia,wherenego-
tiationsbetweentheColombiangovernmentandtheFuerzasArmadasRevolucionarias
deColombia(FARC)generatedarobustoppositionmovementthatconspiredtoderaila
popular referendum on the agreement (Carlinetal.,2016; MatanockandGarcía-Sánchez,
2017).

Understandingwhypublicsbecomepolarisedinthefaceofconflictnegotiationsis
thuscriticalforbothscholarsandpractitionersinvestedinsuccessfulpost-conflicttran-
sitions.Motivated by this need, conflict scholars have produced a sizeable body of



Journal of Politics in Latin America 12(3)254

quantitativeresearchseekingtounderstandthecausesofwartimeoppositionandsup-
portforpeace.Unsurprisingly,muchofthisliteraturehasfocusedonhowvictimisation
andexposure toviolenceshapepublicapproval forbrokered transitions (Berrebiand
Klor,2006,2008; Blattman,2009; Hirsch-Hoefleretal.,2014; Tellez,2018; Weintraub 
etal.,2015).Otherworknotdirectlybearingonconflict terminationpreferenceshas
pointed to identitarian attachments (Balcells,2012),theinterplayofidentityandconflict-
exposure (Beberetal.,2014),andtheroleofvaluesandbeliefsinhowcitizensthink
about war and peace (KertzerandBrutger,2016).

Whileprovidingafoundationforunderstandinghowcontextualandindividualchar-
acteristicsshapepublic-terminationpreferences,theexistingliteraturestillfacesanum-
berofshortcomings.First,theheavyfocusonvictimisationasakeyexplanatoryvariable
isproblematicifabroadarrayoffactorsultimatelyplaysaroleinattitudeformation,
such as the geography of the war (Bakkeetal.,2009),sociodemographiccharacteristics,
political and moral beliefs (HalperinandBar-Tal,2011),andtheinfluenceofpolitical
parties and elites (Berinsky,2007; MatanockandGarcía-Sánchez,2017).Thisispartic-
ularlytrueinlow-intensityconflicts,wherelargesegmentsofthepopulationhavedirect
exposuretovictimisation.Finally,victimisationitselfisnotmonolithic;itcanvaryin
both intensity and directness and produce varying effects on civilians, as the often-
contradictorynatureofthevictimisationliteratureattests(Baueretal.,2016).Studies
thatconsiderabroaderrangeofvariablesinshapingwartimepublicopinionarethus
needed.

Second,giventheconstraintsassociatedwithstudyingpublicopinioninsocietiesat
war,thebulkofresearchinthisareaisobservationalandreliantonnullhypothesissig-
nificancetestingtodeterminewhetheragivenvariableisavaliddeterminantofconflict
termination preferences.While this approach has value, it also facesmethodological
challenges.Variablesthatarestatisticallysignificantoftendonotincreasetheabilityof
a model to predict the outcome of interest (Wardetal.,2010),castingdoubtson the
generalisabilityof thefindings.Partof thisproblemarises fromscholarsusingallof
theirdata toestimatecoefficients, increasing the likelihoodofoverfittingmodelsand
producing noisy estimates (HillandJones,2014).Asaresult,thereisaneedforresearch
thatusespredictivemethodstoevaluatewhichfactorsmatterindeterminingwartime
preferences.

Weaddressthesegapsintheliteratureintwosteps.First,weleveragealarge,nation-
ally representative set of survey data from theColombian civilwar (2004–2015), in
whichrespondentswereconsistentlyaskedabouttheirconflictterminationpreferences.
Thesamplerepresentsauniquelylongperiodoftimeforthestudyofwartimeattitudes;
further,theColombiancaseisaninterestingoneinitsownrightgiventhecontentious-
ness of the peace process (Arjona, 2016). Second,we undertake an exploratory and
inductiveanalysiswherewesystematicallyevaluatethepredictivepowerofalargeset
ofpotentialpredictorsofnegotiationpreferences.Inductiveanalysisisabasicbuilding
blockofmanyresearchagendas,whichisusefulingeneratingtheoryandhypotheses
thatcanbetestedwithconfirmatorydesigns1 (Gelman,2004; Tukey,1977).Weusethe
random forest algorithm to determine which factors are the strongest predictors of 
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citizens’willingnesstosupportnegotiationswiththeFARC.Theapproachavoidsmany
of the pitfalls associatedwith conventional hypothesis testingmethods (Beck et al.,
2000; HillandJones,2014).

Theresultshaveimplicationsfortheoriesofpublicpreferencesforpeaceandnegoti-
atedsettlements.First,variablesbearingonvengeanceandnegativesocialreciprocity
emerge as surprisingly important in shaping opposition to negotiations (CarlinandLove,
2018).Citizenswithstrongpreferencesforpunitiveresponsestocrimeopposenegotia-
tionsatmuchhigherratesthantheircounterparts,supportingconclusionsfromgrowing
research on the importance of vengeance and negative reciprocity in shaping policy
preferences (Stein, 2015).Second, citizens’ trust in the implementing actorsmatters:
civilianswithlowtrustinstateinstitutionsarelesssupportiveofnegotiationasasolu-
tiontoconflict–regardlessofwhoiscurrentlyinoffice–suggestingthatcitizensmay
considerhowlikelyitisthatthestateisgoingtosucceedatimplementationinitsevalu-
ations.Theresultsreflecttheoreticalaccountsofconflictterminationasariskyprospect,
whereindividualswhoaremoretrustingaremorewillingtoendorsenegotiatedpeace
(CarlinandLove,2018).Finally,theanalysisprovidesanuancedaccountoftheeffects
ofconflictexposureonnegotiationpreferences:citizens inmunicipalitiesplaguedby
ongoingconflictareamongthestrongestsupportersofnegotiation,whiledirectvictim-
isationitselfhaslittlepredictivepower.

Theseresultsspeak,inpart,topreviousfindingsintheliteratureonattitudeformation
whilealsoofferingsurprisinginsightsintocivilianattitudesinwartimecontexts.First,
whilemuchoftheconflictbargainingliteraturefocusesonthedistributiveconsequences
ofnegotiatedsettlements–thatis,whatdomesticaudiencesstandtogainorloseinthe
bargaining process – our study emphasises the importance of considering normative
responsestopeaceprocesses.Civiliansmayseesomeissues(e.g.thosebearingonpun-
ishmentandjustice)asindivisible,creatingbarriersforpeace(AtranandAxelrod,2008).
Second,stateswithlowinstitutionalcapacitymayfindthemselvesdoublyobstructedin
attemptingtonegotiatepeace–bothintheirowninabilitytonegotiateandimplementas
wellasintheircitizens’lowopinionoftheirprospectsforendingthewar.Finally,the
findingshelpadjudicatebetweencontradictoryfindingsintheliteraturesurroundingthe
effectsofconflictexposureandvictimisation.Wepointtoadistinctionbetweenvictim-
isationandproximity;proximity–thepotentialforexperiencingfutureharmshouldthe
conflictfailtoreachsettlement–maybethekeydriverofattitudinaldifferencesbetween
thosewithlowandhighconflictexposure,ratherthanvictimisationitself.

Explaining Support for Peace
Publicsupportloomslargeintheoreticalaccountsofinternationalandsubnationalcon-
flicttermination(Fearon,1994,1995).Recently,accountshavehighlightedhowpublic
opposition to settlement or other conflict termination strategies can lock leaders into
conflict.DebsandGoemans(2010)presentamodelinwhichleaders’wartimechoices
areconstrainedbytheeffectthosedecisionshaveontheirprobabilityofretainingoffice,
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wherethelikelihoodoflosingofficeisdeterminedbythetypeofaudiencetheyfaceat
home.Similarly,Croco(2011)findsthatthethreatofpunishmentinducesculpablelead-
ers to continue conflict at differentially higher rates,whileBeardsley andLo (2013) 
suggest audience typesmayhelpaccount forwhy somecountries interveneas third-
partyactorsinongoingconflicts.

While indicating that public opinion and especially public cohesion on matters of war 
areimportanttoactorsatthenegotiatingtable,manyofthesetheoreticalaccountslargely
assumethatpublicshavesomelevelofunifiedsupportoforoppositiontoconflicttermi-
nation.Yetempiricalaccountsmakeclearthatthepublicisrarelyunifiedinitsprefer-
ences fornegotiation;moreoften thannot,publicsbecomehighlypolarisedon these
issues, both across andwithin the groups that are party to the conflict (Irwin, 2006; 
Kertzer andBrutger, 2016).Thus, understanding how civilians formwartime prefer-
encesholdsvaluableimplicationsfortheoreticalmodelsofwar.

Here, we undertake an inductive analysis to determinewhich factors, among the
manyexplanatoryvariablesdiscussedinthewartimepublicopinionliterature,arethe
strongestpredictorsofindividualpreferences.Oneprominentvariableinthisliterature
isconflictexposure,whichhas(attimes)producedcompetingexpectationsforindivid-
ualpreferencesbearingonwar.2Onesetoffindingsindicatesthatexposuretoviolence
isoftenassociatedwithincreasedpro-socialbehaviour,includingincreasedcommunity
participation,trust,andcooperation(Blattman,2009; Gilliganetal.,2014).Asecondset
offindingsconverselylinkexposuretoviolencewithahardeningagainstthe(perceived)
perpetratorandadesireonthevictim’spartformorepunitiveresponses(Balcells,2012; 
BerrebiandKlor,2006,2008; SanínandWood,2014).

Withrespecttoconflictterminationpreferencesinparticular,theeffectsofconflict
exposureintheliteraturearesimilarlyinconclusive.Beberetal.(2014) and Grossman 
etal.(2015),forexample,finda“hardening”responsetoconflictexposureamongnorth-
erners inTheSudanandIsraelis, respectively.Ontheotherhand,Tellez(2018)finds
increased support for peace among civilians in conflict zones in Colombia, while
Weintraubetal.(2015)findanon-linearrelationshipbetweenexposuretoviolenceand
supportforthepro-negotiationscandidateinthe2014Colombianpresidentialelections.
Withrespecttoattitudestowardstransitionaljusticeinparticular,Nussioetal.(2015) 
findsnodifferencebetweenvictimsandnon-victims.

Thecontradictorynatureofthesefindingsmaybetheresultofunspecifiedmecha-
nisms linking exposure and attitudinal shifts (Bauer et al., 2016).More specifically,
“conflictexposure”intheliteraturetendstoencompassbothvictimisationandproximity
toconflict.Theseexperiencesaredistinctandcanproducedifferenteffectsif,forexam-
ple,victimisation leads toangerandhardening,whileproximity toconflict increases
demandforriskreductionandthusnegotiatedpeace(Bakkeetal.,2009).Inorderto
explore these possibilities, we consider predictors bearing on different victimisation
experiencesaswellasproximitytoconflict.

Beyond conflict exposure, other prominent accounts of wartime public preferences
emphasisetheroleofelitesinshapingpublicopinion.Suchmodelssuggestciviliansare
largelyuninformed,and look toelites forcuesonhowtheyshouldfeelaboutwartime
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policy (BaumandGroeling,2009; Berinsky,2007).Researchin thisveinsuggests that
variablessuchaspartisanattachmentsandmediaconsumption(BaumandPotter,2008; 
Gadarian,2010; MatanockandGarcía-Sánchez,2017) are strong predictors of support for 
negotiations.Aswithmostmodelsofpublicopinion,individualknowledgeandeducation
are also thought to be strong predictors of attitude formation (Zalleretal.,1994).Wethus
considervariablesbearingonpartisanattachments,mediadiets,andsocio-demographic
characteristicsbearingoneducation.

Finally,agrowingbodyofworkemphasises“pre-political”attributesaskeypre-
dictorsofwartimepreferences.Theseattributesincludepsychologicaldispositions,
values,ororientationsthatshapeindividualresponsestothreatandrisk(Hetherington 
andSuhay,2011; Huddyetal.,2005).Theyalsoincludesocialpreferencesfornega-
tivereciprocity: thedesire topunishindividualswhoviolatesocialnorms(Bowles
andGintis,2004; CarlinandLove,2018; KertzerandRathbun,2015).Suchresearch
suggeststhatvaluesorpreferencesbearingonthemanagementofriskorthepunish-
mentofnormviolations–forexample,attitudestowardsvengeance(Stein,2015) or 
thevalueofdemocracy–shouldpredictattitudestowardsthenegotiatedsettlement
ofwars.

Stillother factorsmight shapewartimeattitudes that aren’tdirectlyposited in the
literature. Thesemight include ideological affinities with the warring parties (Irwin,
2006), or whether an individual faces potential losses in a negotiated settlement.A
wealthylandowner,forexample,mightbeparticularlythreatenedandopposedtonego-
tiationwitharural,MarxistinsurgencyliketheFARC(KalyvasandBalcells,2010).For
our purposes,we do not review all potentiallymeaningful variables here, but rather
employ an empirical strategy that allows us to explore a wide range of potential predic-
tors, including those not discussed in the literature butwith hypothetically plausible
effectsoncivilianattitudes.Inthenextsection,wediscussthemethodsanddatausedto
accomplishthisgoal.

Empirical Strategy
Aspreviouslymentioned,evaluatingtheexplanatorypowerofalargesetofpredictors
presentschallengesforconventionalmodellingapproaches.Testingnullhypothesisfor
alargesetofvariablesraisesconcernsaboutmultiplecomparisons,whilevariablesthat
arestatisticallysignificantmaynotmeaningfullyimproveamodel’sabilitytopredictthe
outcome of interest (Ward et al., 2010, 2013).Here,we instead rely on a predictive
frameworktoexplorewhichaccountsofwartimepublicopinionhavestrongempirical
backing.Morespecifically,wemeasurethepredictivepowerofexplanatoryvariables
basedonhowmuchtheyimproveout-of-samplepredictionswhenincludedinthemodel.
Variablesthatproducesubstantialimprovementsinout-of-samplepredictiveaccuracy
havebetterempiricalsupportthanthosewhichdonotmeaningfullyimproveprediction
(Wardetal.,2013).3

Todoso,wemakeuseoftherandomforestalgorithmintroducedinBreiman(2001),
an ensemble machine learning methodology that combines the output of many less 
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complicatedmodelstomakepredictionsaboutanoutcomeofinterest.Therandomfor-
estisbecomingmorecommoninpoliticalscience,bothforbuildingpredictivemodels
aswellasforassessingwhichvariablesarethemostimportantpredictorsofanoutcome
(HillandJones,2014; Muchlinskietal.,2016).Randomforestsbenefitfromflexibility,
beingabletoestimatecomplex,non-linearrelationshipsbetweenvariables,andenjoy-
ing a generally high level of predictive accuracy (Fernández-Delgado et al., 2014).
Moreover,therandomforestallowsustoevaluatethepredictivepowerofallcovariates
withinthesamemodel,ratherthancomparingmodelswithvaryingsubsetsofpredictors
(aswithotherapproaches).4

Data
OurdatacomefromTheAmericasBarometersurveypublishedannuallyby theLatin
AmericanPublicOpinionProject(LAPOP).5LAPOPproducesnationallyrepresentative
samplesofvoting-ageadultsfromalmosteverycountryinLatinAmerica,withthegoal
ofexploringcitizens’attitudesaboutdemocraticgovernance.ForColombia,therelevant
datarangesfromtheyears2004to2015,witheachyearsurveyingapproximately1500
respondents.Thesurveysarecarriedoutusingface-to-faceinterviewsinSpanishand
useasampledesignthattakesintoaccountstratificationandclusteringinthecountry’s
sixmajorgeographicregionsaswellasitsurban–ruraldivide.Wealsotakeadvantage
ofadditionalsurveysthatLAPOPcarriedoutinColombiain2013and2015inareas
deemed“high-conflictzones”thatwerepreviouslyinaccessibletosurveyfirms.Eachof

Figure 1. Average number of respondents preferring negotiation over military solution to 
conflict. Source: LAPOP (2004–2014).
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thesesurveysaddsanadditional1,500respondentstooursampleandgivesusvaluable
informationontheexperiencesofcivilianslivinginconflictzones.6

Ouroutcomeofinterestiswhethercitizenssupportoropposenegotiationasaconflict
termination policy. For this purpose,we rely on a survey item included consistently
between2004and2015.Thistimeperiodcorrespondstothemiddleofthefirsttermof
AlvaroUribe’s presidency, his second term, and the first four years of JuanManuel
Santos’administration.Withrespecttothewar,thisperiodrepresentstheleaduptothe
peaceprocessbetweentheFARCandtheColombiangovernment,whichwhilebecom-
ingpublicattheendofthesample,didnotproduceasignedagreementuntil2016.

Respondentswereaskedtochoosebetweentwooptions7:“Whichofthefollowing
twooptionsdoyouthinkisbetterintermsofendingtheconflict–negotiations or use of 
military force?”

Figure1depictstheproportionofrespondentspreferringnegotiationsovermilitary
forcethroughtheyearsinoursample.Asisclear,respondentsappeartoprefernegoti-
atedsettlementovermilitaryforcethroughoutthesampleperiod,withgenerally60per
cent–70percentofrespondentsfavouringnegotiations.Thisreflectsthatwhileabulkof
Colombiancitizenshavebeenconsistentlyinfavourofnegotiatinganendtothewar,the
detailsconcerninghowtobringaboutitsendhavebeenhighlycontentious.

Predictors
Inordertopredictcivilianpreferencesovernegotiation,weincludealargenumberof
predictorsinouranalysisavailablewiththeLAPOPsurveys.8Werestrictthevariables
underconsiderationtothosewitharateofnon-responseunder15percentandimpute
missingvaluesforthevariableswedoincludeusingAMELIA(Rpackageformultiple
imputation of missing data) (Honakeretal.,2011). In total,weretainsurveydataon
about16,000responsesacrosstenyearsoftheColombianconflict.

First,weincludeasetofsocio-demographicvariables,includingage,gender,educa-
tionlevels,ethnicidentity,sizeofthemunicipalityinwhichtherespondentlives,and
rurality of the municipality according to the National StatisticalAgency. Given the
agrariannatureoftheconflict,ruralityandsizeofthemunicipalitymayplayanimport-
antroleinshapingcivilianperceptionsofthewar.Additionally,weuseresponserateson
assetownershiptoconstructarelativewealthindexusingthemethodologyoutlinedin
Córdova(2009).Wealth, inparticular,mayberelevanttotheconflictif theleft–right
schismisconceivedofbysomeciviliansasclass-basedconflict.

Second,weincludeasetofvariablesrelatedtopoliticalandsocialpreferences,con-
struedbroadly.Theseincludebeliefsaboutthevalueandefficacyofdemocracyinprin-
cipleandinpractice,aswellasmeasuresoftoleranceforopposingvoices,relevantif
support for democratic principles promotes conciliation and compromise in negotia-
tions.Inordertoevaluatesupportfor“pre-political”socialpreferencessurroundingven-
geanceandnegativereciprocity(CarlinandLove,2018; Stein,2015),wealsoinclude
items thatmeasurepreferences for extra-judicial violence against criminals.We then
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construct ameasure of ideological self-placement out ofLAPOP’s original ten-point
ideologyscale.9

Third,wemakeuseofasetofvariablesbearingoncivilianattitudestowardsthestate
and its institutions.Thesesurvey itemsmeasure trust levels invarious institutionsas
wellashowoftenciviliansinteractwiththemandtheirperceptionsandexperienceswith
corruptionmoregenerally.Withrespecttonegotiations,weaktrustininstitutionsorpoor
experienceswith themmaymakecivilians less likely tobelieve thegovernment can
successfullynegotiateanendtowar.Foreaseofinterpretation,wecollapsethesevari-
ables into a latent variable using a principal component plot (scree plot available in
Appendix1), though the resultsare substantivelysimilar if including thesemeasures
individually.10

Finally,weleveragevarioussourcesofdatarelatedtovictimisation,conflictproxim-
ity,andattitudestowardsthewarringactors.Weconstructanindicatorforwhetherthe
respondentlivesinamunicipalitydesignatedasa“conflictzone”bythefederalgovern-
ment’s “National Plan for Territorial Consolidation” (Decreto Presidencial 2332 de
2013,2009).11Wealsoincludevariablesonwhetherrespondentspersonallyorindirectly
experiencedconflict-relatedviolenceinvariousforms, throughdeathoffamilymem-
bers,forcedexpulsion,oremigrationforfearofviolence.

Together, thesevariablesprovidea comprehensive setofpossible factors that can
shapenegotiationpreferences.Inthenextsection,wediscusstherandomforestalgo-
rithmandourstrategiesforinterpretingthemodel.

Analysis
Wefitarandomforestcomprisedof500componentmodels(“decisiontrees”)usingthe
previouslydiscussedpredictors.12Theoutcomeof interest iswhether apersonchose
“negotiatedsettlement”or“militarysolution”astheirpreferredconclusiontothecivil
war.Inordertoevaluatethepredictivepowerofourrandomforestmodel,wetrainour
treesonasubsetofthedata(about80percent)andmakepredictionsontheremaining
data.13

Inorder todeterminehowpredictiveexplanatoryvariablesareofnegotiation
preferences,werelyonpermutationimportance,ametricthatcapturestheincrease
inclassificationerrorresultingfrompermuting,oromitting,agivenvariablefrom
thedecisiontreesinarandomforest.Intuitively,ifapredictorhasastrongrela-
tionshipwiththeoutcomeofinterest,thenpermutingthevariableshouldproduce
asubstantialdecreaseintheabilityofthemodeltoproduceaccuratepredictions.
If,ontheotherhand,permutingapredictordoeslittletochangethemodel’spre-
dictiveaccuracy,thenwecansaythatthevariablehasaweakrelationshipwiththe
outcomeofinterestandisapoorpredictorofthatoutcome.Importantly,permuta-
tion importance is calculated using data that were randomly excluded from the 
model-fittingdataset(“out-of-bag”data;JonesandLinder,2015),whichallowsus
toevaluatethepredictivepowerofeachvariableondatathatwerenotusedtofit
themodel.14
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Beyonddeterminingthepredictiveimportanceofagivenvariable,wewouldalsolike
togetasenseofitsrelationshiptoaperson’swillingnesstosupportnegotiations.Forthis
purpose,werelyonpartialdependenceplotstovisualisetherelationshipbetweenthe
twovariables(Friedmanetal.,2001).Partialdependenceisdeterminedbyobtainingan
averagepredictionfromtherandomforestforeachuniquevalueofapredictor,account-
ingfortheeffectsoftheothervariables.Thisprocessproducesapredictedprobabilityof
endorsing negotiations at each value of a predictor, and is akin to findingmarginal
expectedprobabilities in linear regression,where thechange inoutcomeisestimated
whileothervariablesareheldconstant.

Results
Figure2showsthetopfifteenvariablesintermsofpermutationimportance.Giventhat
therandomforestalgorithmisarandomprocess,wefittheforest200timesandaverage
the resulting variable importance measures.We depict the top ten predictors across
repeatediterations.Table1AintheAppendixprovidesadescriptionofeachvariable.

Thex-axisdepictsthemeandecreaseinaccuracyresultingfrompermutingthevari-
able in question. Excluding the top variable, which measures whether or not the

Figure 2. Top ten predictors by permutation importance of supporting negotiations with the 
FARC. FARC: Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia.
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respondentlivesinahigh-conflictarea(“conf.zone”)forexample,leadstoaroughly25
per cent decrease in classification accuracy in the overall model. This suggests that
knowingwhetherornotsomeonelivesinanareaplaguedbyconflictprovidesimportant
information in predicting whether that person will support negotiations or not.
Conversely,excludingthevariablecapturinghowoftentherespondentattendsreligious
services(notdepicted)leadstoarelativelypaltrydecreaseinclassificationaccuracyof
1.5percent.Thissuggeststhatreligiosityisplayingaminorroleinhowciviliansthink
aboutthenegotiations.

Afewpatternsemergeamongthetoppredictorsofindividualsupportfornegotia-
tions.First,twovariablesmeasuringrespondents’socialpreferencesonpunishmentof
criminality emerge as strongpredictors of negotiationpreferences.Second, variables
capturingcitizens’ trust invariedstate institutionsalsoappearasstrongpredictorsof
negotiationpreferences.Finally,whileproximitytoconflictappearsasacriticalpredic-
torofpreferences,variablesmeasuringvictimisationhave littlepredictivepower.We
discusseachofthesefindingsinturn.

Social Preferences and Vengeance
Modelresultssuggestthattwosurveyitemscapturingcivilianattitudestowardsjustice
and the punishment of social transgressions are important predictors of negotiation pref-
erences.Theseitemsmeasure,respectively,theextenttowhicharespondentsupports
thepolicetakingextra-legalmeasurestocapturecriminals,aswellastheextenttowhich

Figure 3. Partial dependence plots of variables bearing on respondent values and support for 
negotiations.
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therespondentsupportsindividuals“takingthelawintotheirownhands”todealwith
crime.Eachsurveyitemrangesbetween15percentand20percentreductionsinclas-
sificationrateswhenpermutedfromthemodel,suggestinglargedecreasesinvaluable
informationwhenthesevariablesareexcluded.

Figure3visualisestherelationshipbetweenthesevariablesandsupportfornegotia-
tions.Asisclear,respondentswhoexhibitmorepunitiveattitudessurroundingcrimeare
consistently predicted by the model to oppose negotiations at higher rates than their 
counterparts.Civilianswhobelieveitispermissibletosidestepthelawinordertopun-
ishcriminalsareoverwhelminglypredictedtoopposenegotiations.Similarly,thosewho
supportextra-legalpoliceforcearepredictedtoopposenegotiationatsimilarrates.

Clearly,citizenswhoholdpunitivesocialpreferencesappearleastwillingtonegoti-
ateanendtowar.Whileitisunsurprisingthatpunitivesocialpreferencesarerelatedto
attitudestowardsnegotiation,itisimportanttonotethattheyareunlikelytobetapping
intothesameunderlyingconstruct;punitivesocialpreferencesarebroaderthanattitudes
towardswarandarethoughttohaveevolvedinsocietiesinordertomaintainpro-social
norms (CarlinandLove,2018).

The findings support accounts of negotiation attitudes that emphasise the role of
socialpreferences forpunishmentand revenge (CarlinandLove,2018; Stein,2015).
Acrossawidevarietyofcontextsandpolicydomains,peoplewhobelievesocialtrans-
gressionsshouldbemetwithpunishmenthavebeenfoundtoberesistanttodiplomatic
solutionstoconflict,eveninthefaceofsubstantialcosts(HalperinandBar-Tal,2011; 
HetheringtonandSuhay,2011; KertzerandBrutger,2016; Stein,2015).Thisislikely
because such people see participation in an armed group as an inherent violation of

Figure 4. Partial dependence plot of presidential approval, subset by time in office of each 
leader in the sample.
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socialnorms,andbelievethesetransgressionsshouldbemetwithnegativesanctions,
notnegotiations.

Evaluations of the State
Next,wefindthatvariablesbearingoncitizens’evaluationofthestate,thepresident,and
variousotherinstitutionsareconsistentlystrongpredictorsinthemodel.Itemsbearing
on trust of local government andpolitical parties, approval of the president, and the
extenttowhichpeopleexpectthecourtstobeeffectivearestrongpredictorsofnegotia-
tionpreferences,withassociatedmeandecreaseinaccuracyfrompermutationbetween
10percentand15percent.

Amajorconcernhereistheextenttowhichcitizens’evaluationsofthestatemaponto
partisanattachments.Thisisparticularworryinginregardtonegotiationattitudes,given
thatex-PresidentAlvaroUribewouldbecomestridentlyopposedtonegotiatingwiththe
FARCduringthepeaceprocess,whilePresidentJuanManuelSantosbecameitschief
architect.Toaddresstheseconcerns,wesplitthesamplebywhowasinofficeatthetime
ofthesurveyandre-fitthemodel.

Asexpected,therelationshipbetweencitizens’evaluationofthepresidentandnego-
tiation preferences is highly dependent on who is in power at that particular time 
(Figure4):thosewithahighopinionofUribe(Santos)tendtooppose(favour)negotiat-
ingwith theFARC at higher rates than thosewith a lowopinion ofUribe (Santos).
Clearly,negotiationpreferencesaredeeplyentwinedwithevaluationsofthesetwokey
politicalelites.Wedonotfindthesamepattern,however,withrespecttobroaderinsti-
tutionaltrust:acrossbothsubsamples,therelationshipbetweeninstitutionaltrustandthe

Figure 5. Partial dependence plot of trust in institutions and support for negotiations, subset 
by time in office of each leader in the sample.
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propensity for supporting negotiations is largely similar (Figure5).Thissuggestsciti-
zens’evaluationsofstateinstitutionsarenotentirelywrappedupinelectoralpoliticsbut
ratherexerttheirowneffectonnegotiationpreferences.Inthiscase,wefindthatthose
with low (high) trust in the state and its institutions tend to support negotiation at much 
lower(higher)ratesthantheircounterparts.15

Thatcitizens’willingnesstoendorsenegotiatedpeacedependsontheirevaluationsof
thestate,akeyactorinthebargainingprocess(Walter,2002),isanimportantbutunder-
studiedaspectofwartimepublicopinion.Successfullynegotiatingandthenimplement-
ingapeaceagreementisachallengingprocessthatwouldtaxevenhigh-capacitystates;
it is a particularly challenging process for states plagued with low capacity and territorial 
reach (GarcíaSánchez,2014; Nilsson,2012).Thefindingspointtocitizensbeingweary
ofnegotiationswhentheyviewthestateasineffectual.

Conflict Exposure and Perceptions
Finally,weconsidertheimportanceofvariablesbearingonconflictexposure.Wedistin-
guishbetweenvictimisation–variablescapturingharmorlossexperiencedasaresultof
the conflict – and conflict proximity – physical proximity to locales prone to armed
combat.Wefind strong support for proximity (25 per cent decrease in classification
accuracy) as apredictorof attitudes. In contrast, victimisation experiences– suchas

Figure 6. Partial dependence plots for conflict- experience variables and support for 
negotiations.
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whether the respondentor thoseclose to themwereharmed, forced to leave, etc., in
responsetotheconflict–seemtoofferverylittlepredictivepower,withnonebreaking
10percentinpermutationimportance.Unsurprisingly,wefindthatattitudestowardsthe
FARCarealsoasignificantpredictorofnegotiationpreferences.16

ThepartialdependenceplotsforthesevariablesaredepictedinFigure6.Peoplewho
liveinhigh-conflictzonesarepredictedtosupportthenegotiationathigherratesthan
theircounterpartsandthedifferenceinmagnitudeissubstantial.Conversely,directvic-
timisationexperiencesareveryweakpredictorsofconflictnegotiationandthedifference
betweenvictimisedandnon-victimisedciviliansissmall.Finally,trustintheFARCisa
relatively importantpredictorofnegotiationpreferences,and therelationshipappears
curvilinear.ThosewithloworhightrustintheFARCarepredictedtoopposenegotia-
tions,whilerespondentswithmoderatelevelsoftrustaremorelikelytosupportthem.

These patterns point to an important distinction between experiencing violence
directlyandliving“intheshadow”ofviolence(i.e.aconflictzone).Facingthepotential
ofexperiencingviolenceinthefuture,shouldthebargainingprocessfail,isarealitythat
thoselivinginconflictzonesfacemoredirectlythanthoselivingelsewhere,regardless
ofvictimisationstatus.Asa result, citizens inconflictzonesmaybemorewilling to
endorsenegotiationsasameansofriskreduction,evenasvictimisationservestoharden
citizensagainstconflict (Bakkeetal.,2009).Finally, the relationshipbetweenFARC
support and negotiation attitudes points to a logic of strong partisans on both sides of the 
war(ardentopponentsandloyalsupportersoftheFARC)beingunsatisfiedwithnegoti-
ated settlement (Kalyvas,2006; Wood,2003).17

Conclusion
Thestudydemonstratesthattherearevariedanddistinctprocessesdrivingconflictnego-
tiationpreferencesamongcivilians.Importantly,theresultsalsosupport(andcontradict)
extant lines of research on the causes of public intransigence to negotiations and point to 
avenuesforfutureresearch.First,theexploratoryanalysissupportsagrowingbodyof
researchthatsuggeststhat“pre-political”socialpreferences,predispositions,orvalues
are strong predictors of preferences bearing on national and domestic security (Carlin
andLove,2018; HetheringtonandSuhay,2011; KertzerandRathbun,2015).Second,
theresultsappeartocontradictstudiesthatemphasisetheimportanceofvictimisationas
a barrier to peace- building (Hirsch-Hoefleretal.,2014),andinsteadsupportworkindi-
catingthatproximitytoongoingconflictisakeydeterminantofwhosupportsnegotia-
tions (Tellez,2018).However,inlookingatsupportforFARCinvolvementinpolitics,
thepaperbyGarciaandPlata,inthisspecialissue,findnoconsistentdifferenceamong
citizenslivinginsideandoutsideofareasofhistoricalFARCcontrol.Insomerespects
thisispuzzling,ascitizensintheseareasarelikelytoanticipaterenewedconflictshould
theprocesstoreintegratetheFARCfail,andthustheresultsseemtoruncountertothe
idea that proximity to conflict increases support for peace.These results shouldulti-
matelyrenewscholarlyinterestinunderstandinghow,exactly,thegeographyofconflict
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shapescitizenpreferences.Anempiricalpuzzleishowtoteaseaparttheprobabilityof
conflictresurgencefrompatternsofterritorialcontrol.Finally,whilelittleresearchhas
considered how the ability of states to implement complex peace agreements affects
publicbuy-inforpeace,theanalysisclearlypointstoevaluationsofstateefficacyaskey
motivatorsofsupportforpeace.

Ofcourse,theresultspresentedherecannotbeinterpretedcausallyand,whiletheanal-
ysissuggestscertainvariablesarestrongpredictorsofnegotiationpreferences,theprecise
mechanisms linking thepredictors to theoutcomemustbeexplored infutureresearch.
With respect to “pre-political” social preferences, research suggests people who have
strongpreferencesforpunitiveresponsestonormviolationsexperiencethreatmoreacutely
than others (HetheringtonandSuhay,2011); this threat in turnmotivates thedesirefor
harshresponses.Futureworkthattraces,orexperimentallymanipulates,thesenseofthreat
respondentsfeelfromarmedcombatantswouldhelpelucidatethisprocess.

Therelationshipbetweenindividualbeliefinstateefficacyandconflictnegotiation
attitudesislikelymorecomplicated.Weinterprettherelationshipbetweenlowtrustin
stateinstitutionsandsupportfornegotiatedsettlementasresultingfromanimpliciteval-
uation of the state’s ability to successfully negotiate and implement an agreement
(Prendergastetal.,2002).However,itisalsopossiblethatcitizenswithlowtrustinthe
statesimplyhavea“pessimistic”perspectiveofsociety.Futureworkmustdirectlymea-
surehowciviliansthinkaboutthestate’sabilitytonegotiatepeace.Thestudyalsopoints
toopportunitiesforexperimentallymanipulatingrespondent’sbeliefintheefficacyof
thestate–forexample,byprimingrespondentswithstoriesofstatesuccess(orfailure)
inimplementingpolicy,beforeaskingaboutnegotiationpreferences.

Finally,thestudypointstotheneedfordisaggregatingconflictexposure,asdifferent
kindsofcontextsorexperiencescanproducedifferenteffectsonattitudes.Weexpectthe
mechanismlinkingproximitytoconflictandheightenedsupportfornegotiationstobean
evaluationofpersonalriskexposureinthefaceofcontinuedarmedcombat,inlinewiththe
conclusions found in Beberetal.(2014).Researchthatmeasuresrespondentevaluationof
riskdirectly,orexperimentallyprimesparticipantswithinformationonthecostsofwar,
wouldgoalongwaytoclarifyingthisrelationship.Moreover,itwouldbeinterestingto
explorewhetherciviliansoutsideofconflictzonescanbepushedtosupportnegotiationsif
primedwithinformationaboutthepotentialcostsothersmightbearifwarcontinues.
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Notes

1. See Kingetal.(2013,2014) for examples of exploratory analyses later tested through exper-
imentaldesign.

2. One important exception isGarcía Sánchez (2016), looking at vote choice and territorial
controlinColombia.

3. Predictiveapproachestostudyingpoliticalphenomenahavenowbeenappliedbroadly,in-
cluding the study of regime change (Begeretal.,2014),outbreakofviolence(Weidmann and 
Ward,2010),andelectoralvoteshares(Montgomeryetal.,2012).

4. AconciseintroductiontorandomforestsisavailableinHillandJones(2014).
5. WethanktheLatinAmericanPublicOpinionProject(LAPOP)anditsmajorsupporters(the

UnitedStatesAgencyforInternationalDevelopment,theInter-AmericanDevelopmentBank,
andVanderbiltUniversity)formakingthedataavailable.

6. In2013and2015,LAPOPcarriedoutadditionalsamplingformunicipalitiesdeemedpart
ofthefederalgovernment’s“NationalPlanforTerritorialConsolidation.”Theinitiativewas
meantto“recapture”municipalitiesfrominsurgentforcesthroughacombinationofmilitary
anddevelopmentprogrammes(DecretoPresidencial2332de2013,2009).

7. Insomecases,LAPOPalsorecorded(butdidnotprovide)athirdanswer,“Both.”Survey
teamswereinstructednottoprovide“both”asanoptionbutcouldrecorditifprovidedby
respondents.Onaveragelessthan10%ofrespondentschosethisanswerinanygivenyear
ofthesurvey.Giventhelowresponserateandthatitsmeaningisunclear,weexcludethis 
responsefromouranalysisandonlyconsiderrespondentswhopickedoneofthetwochoices
definitively.

8. ThefulllistofvariablesisavailableinAppendix1.
9. Givenhighnon-responseratesforideologicalself-placement,weconstructdummiesforLeft

(1–4),Right(7–10),Centre(5–6),andNoResponse,wheretheomittedcategoryisCentre.
10. Thefirstprincipalcomponentaccountsfor43%ofsharedvarianceamongthesixteeninstitu-

tionaltrustvariablesandhasaneigenvalueof2.6.Thesecondcomponentaccountsfor6%of
sharedvarianceandhasaneigenvalueof1.

11. The use of this indicatormirrors approaches inTellez (2018) and Matanock andGarcía-
Sánchez(2017).

12. Wefindthattheout-of-bag(OOB)errorratechangeslittleaswemovebeyondafewhundred
decisiontrees.Thissuggeststhedefault500decisiontreesisappropriate.

13. We run themodelboth including and excludingyear as apredictor, to account for broad
changesinpublicopinionovertime.Wefindtheprimaryresultsarelargelysimilar,thoughin
discussingsupportfortheresidentandinstitutions,below,weincorporatetemporaldynamics
moreexplicitly.

14. Morespecifically,thecomponentmodels(decisiontrees)ofarandomforestareeachfitto
abootstrappedsampleofthefulldataset,withsomeportionofthedataexcluded(“out-of-
bag”).Eachmodelthengeneratespredictionsfortheout-of-bagdataandtheresultingpre-
dictionsareaveragedacrosstheforesttoproduceaglobalpredictionforeachobservationin
theout-of-bagdataset.Thepermutationimportanceofvariablexjisthusthedifferenceinthe
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classificationerror(usingtheout-of-bagdata)betweenamodelthatincludesxjandamodel
thatpermutesxj.

15. Figure1AintheAppendixdepictstherelationshipbetweensomeoftheindividualinstitution-
alvariablesandnegotiationpreferences.Unsurprisingly,theoppositerelationshipholdsfor
respondenttrustinthemilitary;higherlevelsoftrustintheArmedForcesareassociatedwith
decreasedsupportfornegotiations.

16. ItisworthnotingthatthedistributionofpopularsupportfortheFARCinthesampleishighly
skewedagainstthegroup.

17. Unfortunately, since the trust items are not domain-specific, it is unclear inwhat respect
citizenstrustordistrusttheFARC.Isitaspotentiallegislators?Orasactorswhowilluphold
conflict bargains?Given thegeneral natureof the survey item,we interpret the results in
termsofgeneralstrengthofsympathyorantipathy.
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Appendix 1

Table 1A Summary of Permutation Importance Plot.

LAPOP name
Permutation 
importance Plot label Description

oversample 24.584 Conf. zone Does respondent live in Espada de Honour 
conflict zone?

e16 22.498 Vigilante justice Should people take law into their own hands?

aoj8 20.375 Police vigilante Should police bend the law to catch criminals?

m1 17.792 Pres approval To what extent do you approve of the president?

colb60 14.726 Trust FARC To what extent do you trust in the FARC?

tamano 12.329 City size Size of city (according to DANE)

inst- trust 12.321 Inst. Trust Institutional trust index

aoj12 12.295 Crime justice How much faith in justice system?

income 11.147 Income Based on asset index

l1 10.764 Ideology Left- right scale

 
Table 1B Full List of Variables Included in Random Forest Models.

LAPOP name 
scheme Survey item Answer choices Question type

UR Area of residence (1) Urban (2) Rural SocioDem

TAMANO Size of city (1) National capital (Metropolitan area) (2) 
Large city (3) Medium city (4) Small city  
(5) Rural area SocioDem

Q1 Sex (1) Male (2) Female SocioDem

Q2 In what year were you born? Integer SocioDem

Q12Bn How many children under the age of 13 
live in this household?

Integer SocioDem

ETID Do you consider yourself White, 
mestizo, indigenous, Black, mulatto, 
or of another race?

(1) White (2) Mestizo (3) Indigenous (4) Black 
(Bauer et al., 2016) Mulatto (7) Other

SocioDem

QUINTALL Wealth quintiles See Córdova (2009) for methodology. SocioDem

ED How many years of schooling have you 
completed? Integer

SocioDem

B1 To what extent do you think the courts 
guarantee a fair trial? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B2 To what extent do you respect the 
political institutions in Colombia? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B3 To what extent do you think that 
citizens’ basic rights are well- 
protected by the political system? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B4 To what extent do you feel proud of 
living under the political system of 
Colombia? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

(continued)
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LAPOP name 
scheme Survey item Answer choices Question type

B6 To what extent do you think that one 
should support the political system 
of Colombia? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B12 To what extent do you trust the Armed 
Forces? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B20 To what extent do you trust the 
Catholic Church? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B21 To what extent do you trust political 
parties? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B31 To what extent do you trust the 
Supreme Court? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

B32 To what extent do you trust the local 
or municipal government? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Trust in political 
institutions

N11 To what extent would you say the 
current administration improves 
citizen safety? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Assessing 
government 
performance

M1 Speaking in general of the current 
administration, how would you rate 
the job performance of the current 
president?

(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Neither good nor 
bad (fair) (4) Bad (5) Very bad

Assessing 
government 
performance

ING4 Democracy may have problems, but it 
is better than any other form of 
government. To what extent do 
you agree or disagree with this 
statement?

Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Strongly disagree and  
7 = Strongly agree

Democratic 
attitudes

PN4 How satisfied are you with the way 
democracy works in your country?

(1) Very satisfied (2) Satisfied (3) Dissatisfied 
(4) Very dissatisfied

Democratic 
attitudes

e5 Do you approve of people participating 
in legal demonstrations?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

e3 Do you approve of people working 
to violently overthrow the 
government?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

e16 Do you approve of people taking the 
law into their own hands when 
the government fails to punish 
criminals?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

d1 How strongly do you approve or 
disapprove of people who are 
critical of the government having 
the right to vote?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

d2 How strongly do you approve or 
disapprove that such people be 
allowed to conduct peaceful 
demonstrations in order to express 
their views? Please read me the 
number.

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

d3 Still thinking of those who are critical of 
the government, how strongly do 
you approve or disapprove of such 
people being permitted to run for 
public office?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

d4 How strongly do you approve or 
disapprove of such people appearing 
on television to make speeches?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

(continued)
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LAPOP name 
scheme Survey item Answer choices Question type

d5 How strongly do you approve or 
disapprove of LGBT people being 
permitted to run for public office?

Scale 1 to 10 where 1 = Strongly disapprove  
and 10 = Strongly approve

Political tolerance

COLB60 To what extent do you trust  
the FARC? Scale 1 to 7 where 1 = Not at all and 7 = A lot

Armed conflict

WC1 Have you had a relative or friend killed 
or disappeared as a result of the 
conflict? (1) Yes (2) No

Armed conflict

WC3 Has someone in your family left the 
country as a result of the conflict? (1) Yes (2) No

Armed conflict

Espada Conflict zone (1) Yes (0) No Armed conflict

WC2 Did someone in your family have to go 
into hiding or abandon their home 
as a result of the conflict? (1) Yes (2) No

Armed conflict

EXC2 Has a police officer asked you for a 
bribe in the last twelve months? (1) Yes (2) No

Corruption

EXC6 In the last twelve months, did any 
government employee ask you for 
a bribe? (1) Yes (2) No

Corruption

EXC7 Taking into account your own 
experience or what you have heard, 
corruption among public officials is:

(1) Very common (2) Common (3) 
Uncommon (4) Very uncommon?

Corruption

IT1 And speaking of the people from around 
here, how trustworthy would you 
say they are?

(1) Very trustworthy (2) Somewhat 
trustworthy (3) Not very trustworthy (4) 
Untrustworthy

Interpersonal 
trust and rule 
of law

AOJ8 Do you believe the police should 
always respect the law or in some 
cases act outside of it to capture 
criminals?

(1) They should respect the law. (2) They can 
act outside of the law.

Interpersonal 
trust and rule 
of law

AOJ11 Speaking of the neighbourhood where 
you live and thinking of the 
possibility of being assaulted or 
robbed, how safe do you feel?

(1) Very safe (2) Somewhat safe (3) Somewhat 
unsafe (4) Very unsafe

Interpersonal 
trust and rule 
of law

AOJ12 If you were a victim of a robbery or 
assault how much faith do you 
have that the judicial system would 
punish the guilty? (1) A lot (2) Some (3) Little (4) None

Interpersonal 
trust and rule 
of law

NP1 Have you attended a town meeting, city 
council meeting or other meeting  
in the past 12 months?

(1) Once a week (2) Once or twice a month 
(3) Once or twice a year (4) Never

Political 
participation

CP6 How often do you attend meetings for 
religious groups?

(1) Once a week (2) Once a month (3)  
Once a year (4) Never

Political 
participation

CP7 How often do you attend PTA 
meetings?

(1) Once a week (2) Once a month (3)  
Once a year (4) Never

Political 
participation

Left Ideological self- placement scale (10 
points) 1–4

Political beliefs

Centre Ideological self- placement scale (10 
points) 5–6

Political beliefs

Right Ideological self- placement scale (10 
points) 7–10

Political beliefs

CP8 How often do you attend community 
improvement meetings?

(1) Once a week (2) Once a month (3)  
Once a year (4) Never

Political 
participation

(continued)
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LAPOP name 
scheme Survey item Answer choices Question type

CP13 How often do you attend political party 
meetings?

(1) Once a week (2) Once a month (3)  
Once a year (4) Never

Political 
participation

A4 In your opinion, what is the most 
serious problem facing the country?

See The AmericasBarometer (2015) for  
a full list of options.

Political 
participation

 Figure 1A Institutional Trust.

 Figure 1B Scree Plot of Institutional Trust Variables (B1–B32 in Table 1B).


