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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to identify the political elite of Guatemala by assessing its degree of 

integration and consensus in post-war politics, political parties and among politicians. The 

research question is: How unified is the political elite in Guatemala in terms of inclusion, finding consensus 

and providing legitimacy? The study is based on interviews with academics and particularly deputies. 

Almond & Verba (1963) and their concept of political culture has been a guideline in the work to 

approach different orientations among respondents, it has furthermore followed a framework 

developed by Higley and Gunther (1992) among others, which distinguish different elite types. 

Results in this study have shown that members of the political elite believed that the influence of 

different groups in society had increased but the level of influence was still low, they showed a 

low degree of consensus in different themes and low legitimacy to their institutions. This led to 

the conclusion of a relatively disunified elite but also an ideological unified political elite. 
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1. Introduction  
This introducing chapter gives an overview to the research area; it leads to a problem discussion, 

the purpose and the research question. 

1.1. Post-conflict reconstruction and the role of elites 
A group of countries have approached democratization since the 80’s and mainly during the 90’s 

after the end of the Cold War, what is now called the third wave democracies. Most of these 

countries emerged from internal conflict, one may for example think of Mozambique, Rwanda, 

former Yugoslavia, and Guatemala. The present study is an attempt to explore the case of 

Guatemala. It is a country that lived a long civil war which held for 36 years (1960-1996), and 

went finally through a democratic transition in 1985, introducing a new constitution of majority 

rule. The Civil War of Guatemala ended following the end of the Cold War, this was also the 

case for many other countries that were likewise targets of conflicts in what was called the Third 

World. At the end of the Cold War democracy became a “global norm” and elections were 

reintroduced to legitimize the governments (Öjendal & Lilja, 2009:2). General elections have 

furthermore become a primary tool available to provide internal and external legitimacy of 

governments. The problem has been that elections, and sometimes multiparty-systems, have 

provided a good democratic façade, but not rarely have it meant that conflicts remain unresolved 

among the political elites, even after the employment of a peace treaty. It is common to talk 

about “peace without redress,” and unfortunately it might bring the nation to poor credibility, 

worsen political rivalry, distancing politics from grassroots movements, the state failing to gain 

broad legitimacy from the population and ultimately result in an unstable reconstruction that may 

lead back to uncertainty in the society (Öjendal & Lilja, 2009:2-5).  

                     Political culture demonstrates an interesting factor and it is how the political system 

and its various parts are perceived to function among a group of people, and it also shows the 

political behavior in the group. Scholars in this subject often focus on the political culture of the 

nation as a whole, and fewer scholars are committed to focus on the elite. I believe that elites 

have an important role in the state building of a nation, elites have the capability to change 

political outcomes through their attitudes and actions when they are seen by other influential 

persons, and they have strategic positions in the society that make them more influential than 

other people. Higely & Gunther (1992:9) describe the role of the elites respectively the masses in 

democracies through the following statement: “A lone political assassin can affect outcomes 

substantially but not regularly, and a citizen casting vote in democratic elections can affect 

outcomes regularly but not substantially.” One of the first scholars who made a connection 

between democracy and elite was Joseph Schumpeter, followed by Robert Dahl, Giovanni 

Sartori, Seymour Martin Lipset, Robert Putman and John Higley among others, who continued 

to study this area. Also recently comparable studies have been made on third wave democracies 

(Higley & Burton, 2006:2).  

                   The intention in this study is to identify the elite type, assessing how unified the 

political elite is in Guatemala, by evaluating its degree of integration and consensus in their 

orientations towards three areas: post-war politics, political parties and the role of the politicians. 

A model presented by Higley & Gunther (1992) will be used to distinguish the type of political 

elite. The research question is hence the following:  
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How unified is the political elite in Guatemala in terms of inclusion, finding consensus and providing legitimacy?  

 

The case study should be a contribution to studies of elite political culture in third wave 

democracies. It is descriptive and will involve an intensive research design, which means that the 

study will be realized by gathering detailed information from interviews with deputies in the 

Guatemalan congress and academia.  

1.2 Disposition  
The study proceeds in five sections. The current section was an introduction; the next section 

gives an overview of existing theories about political culture, elite political culture, and elite 

typology, followed by the methodological section that describes the selection of respondents, the 

collected material and analysis of material. The section that follows lays out empirical findings 

and analysis, and the last section present a discussion of the findings; it gives the results and the 

conclusion.  

2. Theory 
This section presents previous research on political culture and elite political culture that will 

serve as a background in the research. The section brings also up the analysis framework that will 

be the guideline in the empirical findings and analysis in the next coming section. 

2.1 Conceptualizing political culture 
Political culture will be a guideline in the research of different attitudes among participants of this 

study. Political culture is the added values and attitudes among a group of people towards politics 

and members of a political system, it can have a variety of different forms; an example is the 

democratic political culture which typically has characteristics of high political participation, 

tolerance and interpersonal trust. Political culture can be described with many traits and quite 

often it will differ between countries, but perhaps even more between different groups of people 

within the same society (Diamond 1999:163; Almond & Verba 1963). The term political culture is 

till today used in different ways, and also by different research areas, as for example political 

scientists, anthropologist and historians apply the term in their fields. It has become a term that is 

over-used and sometimes it’s not clearly defined but instead understood through its usage 

(Formisano, 2001).  

                Before going into the main theme the elite political culture, we first need to clear up 

the concept of political culture which has a common understanding based on the study by 

Almond & Verba (1963) in the work The Civic Culture which is a comparative study about mass 

political culture based on an extensive method of interviews. The usage of political culture in this 

work has become a standard framework in studies about political culture, they define it as: “the 

distribution of patterns of orientation towards political objects among the members of a nation” 

(p. 15). The definition has two parts that need to be explained, it is first necessary to understand 

the different types of orientations, and then find the different political objects. To begin, 

orientations are used by Almond & Verba as aspects towards objects, the aspects are three: 

cognitive, affective and evaluative. Firstly, the cognitive orientation distinguishes what you know 
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and believe about the political system, its functions, inputs and outputs. It is specific beliefs that 

are resistant to contradictory information but are changed when the environment changes. 

Secondly, affective orientations are the feelings, it is the way in which feelings or thoughts are 

held about the politics. Lastly, evaluative orientations are the judgements and opinions, it is 

simply the evaluation of an attitude, for example A is wrong, because A interferes with B 

(Almond & Verba, 1963:15; Putman, 1970:10-13).  

                     The political objects, on the other hand, are the political system, the self in the 

system, inputs, and outputs. The political system is the system as a whole. The self in the system 

means the self as a political actor, the individual political obligations that people perceive to have. 

Inputs and outputs; inputs refer to demands from the citizenry to the polity for example, 

demands from the people expressed through political parties, media, lobby groups, NGOs and 

authorities, outputs are the contrary, for example demands from the courts to the citizenry or the 

care provided by the social care systems (Almond & Verba 1963:15-16).  

                       Cognitive, affective and evaluative orientations towards politics form the political 

culture. Cognitive orientations towards the political system could be saying that the system is 

democratic, socialistic or perhaps corrupt. Feelings about the system would be polarized, united 

or a feelings of patriotism in the system and furthermore, cognitions and evaluations would be to 

give arguments like progressive, strong or ineffective (Almond & Verba, 1963:15). The limit of 

one and another orientation is not absolute and a single belief can overlap the different 

orientations, but the distinction between the three needs to be cautiously interpreted (Putman, 

1970:14).  

                      Explanatory factors will not be part of this study but it has been almost inevitable 

not to consider what may affect or cause political culture. An interesting debate is about the 

causality of political culture. Are the rules of a society forming the political culture or is political 

culture forming the state and society; this is something previous scholars have tried to clarify. 

2.2 The importance of elite political culture  
The political culture of a nation is not homogeneously distributed among different social groups 

in the society, it may for example exist a bourgeoisie political culture versus a proletarian, or 

university students contra militaries, which quite often have distinct views on society and politics. 

The political culture should be considered carefully as there are several sub-cultures that form a 

balance of orientations within a nation, which in turn composes the national political culture. An 

elite group has probably a distinctive political culture from the other groups in society, mainly 

because they access more information about politics (Diamond 1999:163). A widespread theory 

among political culturists is given to the importance of the unity of elites in the rising of the 

democratic political culture. There is a broad variety of definitions of the elite. A rather common 

definition states that elites are those occupying the most influential positions, exercising 

important functions in the polity and whose decisions crucially shape what happens in the wider 

society (Shore & Nugent, 2002:4; Gunther & Higley 1992).  

                       The elite political culture is important to study because it may contribute to a 

“large-scale value change” (Diamond 1999:163). An example of this is the experiences from 

Sweden and England at the aftermath of the industrialist period that demonstrated how 

competitive politics develops, first within a small political elite, and then expands to the rest of 

the population (Dahl 1971:36-37; Almond & Verba 1963:7-8). Several studies have shown that 
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citizen’s political culture is deeply influenced by messages emanating from elites (Stevens; Bishin; 

Barr 2006:608; Higley and Burton 2006:3). The integration and consensus of elites has showed up 

being important to the democratic consolidation because it gives the necessary legitimacy to the 

opposing actors to arrive to a unity, not to mention that a stable democracy also needs a broad 

democratic political culture among its citizens which expands at the same time as the elite starts 

its process of inclusion (Diamond 1999:173-4; Higley & Gunther 1992:11-21). Consolidation of 

new democracies requires the establishment of elite consensus, extensive participation and an 

institutional process that constitute democracy (Higley & Gunther 1992:323). It is although clear 

that it becomes harder to come to a consensus when more and more people are included in the 

process. However, according to Diamond (2002:24) this widening of inclusion has gradually been 

closed off and elites have pursued other ways to limit and control competition. 

2.3 Elite configuration 
The scheme that will guide us through the analytical work has its origin in studies about elite 

consensus and integration which for example Higley & Gunther (1992) use in their work to 

distinguish different types of elites in different nations. The model is based on two dimensions: 

structure integration and value consensus which comes to distinguish the type of elite. The model 

is visualized in the following diagram. 

 

Diagram 1: Structure integration and value consensus on three areas 

 Structure integration Value consensus 

Inclusiveness of 

formal and informal 

networks 

Influence 

among persons, 

groups and 

factions 

Agreement 

among elites on 

rules and codes 

Legitimacy of 

political 

institutions 

Post-war politics     

Political party 

system 

    

Role of 

politicians 

    

 

Firstly, structural integration is “the relative inclusiveness of formal and informal networks of 

communication and influence among the persons, groups and factions” in elites. In the diagram it 

has been divided into two principal themes; inclusiveness of networks, and influence among 

persons, groups and factions. Secondly, value consensus is “the relative agreement among elites 

on formal and informal rules and codes of political conduct and on the legitimacy of existing 

political institutions” (Higley & Gunther 2006:10). On this topic the diagram differentiates also 

two themes; agreement among elites on codes, and legitimacy of political institutions. The three 

latter columns in the diagram (influences, agreement and legitimacy) will be the base of the 

analytical work, and the first (inclusiveness) has been excluded because it has been considered 

that influences among persons, groups and factions is sufficient when treating the extent of elite 

integration.  

             The two dimensions can distinguish mainly three configurations of elites: the disunified, 

the consensually unified and the ideological unified elite. Firstly, we can look at the disunified 

elite which has a minimal structural integration and value consensus, factions disagree on the 
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rules and codes of political conduct, there is low legitimacy given to existing political institutions 

and the struggles for dominance are sometimes violent. Elites distrust each other and the 

environment makes the regimes unstable. Furthermore, the consensually unified elite have a 

unified structural integration and values consensus, no single faction dominates and most elites 

have accesses to governmental decision making, they oppose each other on the ideological 

ground but agree on the rules of the game and believe that institutions are legitimate. Regimes 

with unified elites are often stable and more democratic. Lastly, the ideological unified elite are 

centralized in a dominant faction; elites do not express a deep ideological disagreement because 

policy is constructed from the uppermost leaders, this result in a stable regime, formally 

democratic, but without competition of mass support and therefore weakly democratic (2006:11).  

                   Baylis (2012) doubts when he uses Higley and Co.’s model on countries in Eastern 

Europe, he deals with for example the problem of how much agreement a consensus requires. 

He notes that elites are required only to share an agreement on the "rules of the game," and not 

on policy goals (2012:91). Another problem that he deals with is when politicians have interests 

to show more unity within its elite group than what actually is the case or vice versa. Baylis also 

brings up the question if a dichotomy really is appropriate, is it possible to have multiple poles, he 

asks (2012:92). He suggests addressing these problems by examining attitudes toward different 

areas in political and economic systems in specific contexts. This is correspondingly how the 

model will be applied in this study by studying orientations in three areas: firstly post-war politics, 

secondly, the political party system and finally, views of their own role as politicians.  

3. Method 
This section deals with the scientific approaches and how the study is conducted. It goes through 

the methods that have been used to collect and select materials, and the method that is used for 

the interpretation and analysis of the material. 

3.1 Earlier and alternative method 
The qualitative method is advantageous when the interest is to understand the reality through the 

eyes of the people. The empirical material in this paper is therefore based on qualitative 

interviews (Teorell & Svensson, 2007:11). This method answers the questions of what rather than 

how and why, it is also more suitable on research areas that have not been much explored since 

the results give much more detailed information and less space for causal distinctions. Earlier 

studies on mass political culture have used quantitative interviews or inquire methods (see for 

example Putman, 1970; or McBride Stetson, 1968) their studies are not only descriptive but also 

of explanatory nature which statistical methods are more suitable for, because it is easier to isolate 

different variables and hence easier to find arguments about counterfactual differences (Teorell & 

Svensson, 2007). Putman (1971) believe that the techniques to study elite political culture are not 

necessary different from the techniques to mass political culture, but he also sees the 

methodological problem in the research method and cites Pye stating that: “political leaders have, 

by and large; quite sophisticated and complex political belief systems /…/ and the cruder 

techniques of survey research cannot do justice to the subtleties and nuances which are critical in 

understanding these philosophies” (1971:652). Putman considers the complexity and the 
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psychological factors that may play in, in a study of this kind and the necessity but also 

unfeasibility to analyze these components when the researcher conducts the interviews. 

3.2 Selection of respondents 
The principal sources for material collection were interviews conducted in Guatemala and the 

sample of interviewees was limited to a group of 28 persons, the group of members in the 

selection were MPs and academics. MPs were interviewed because they are considered to play an 

important role in the society as channels between the people and the executive. Obviously they 

are very involved in politics of the country and have therefore also the “strategic positions” 

necessary to influence political outcome. Academics were also interviewed and the main reason 

was to get a bigger picture of the research area but they also served giving background 

information in the study and analysis. Most academia interviewed here worked closely to MPs 

and to political parties and could be considered to have the strategic positions necessary to 

influence political outcomes as well, but when the term “political elite” is used in the analysis it 

primary refers to the selected group of deputies. It is clear that the sample is small and not fully 

representative for the common definition an elite since it would obviously include for example 

business people, politicians at a higher level, journalists, opinion makers, civil society activists etc.  

               Judgements were made after each interview on the trustworthiness in the stories of the 

politicians and it was understood that many deputies would give an embellished picture of their 

work in the congress, but the limited sample was nevertheless necessary due to the practical limits 

and time constraints in this work. This leads to the naturally fact that it is impossible to say that 

the selection of respondents are completely representative to its population. The sample contains 

nevertheless individuals with different backgrounds in terms of, for example, age, sex, region, 

there are both people from rural and urban areas, the time to hold the post, and some were 

elected for the first time while others had work for the congress since more than 20 years. 

Including all these variables in the analysis gives after all a good range of respondents with 

different backgrounds. The interviews were conducted in April and May 2013. 

                    All work that could be done in advance was made before departure, and it consisted 

mainly of sending mails to the MPs and appointing meetings. I expected to have a big loss of 

responses and sent therefore 158 e-mails, the corresponding number of MPs in Guatemala. Most 

e-mails were rejected, and I got only two replies. When I saw that the e-mails didn’t reach the 

recipients, my second try was to send private messages through social media channels and a 

bigger amount of respondents were reached the second time and hence I got more replies. This 

was sufficient to start the investigation. The remaining respondents were reached through the 

snowball method, which is commonly used when networks are hard to reach, it implies that the 

respondents simply give the researcher names and contact information of other possible 

respondents (see for example Edberg 2012). In the end of the field study I started to ask 

especially for women because I realized that not many women had been interviewed. It gave me a 

result of 20% of the respondents being women. There has always been a risk of getting a skewed 

selection and many factors have contributed to this. In this study, at least two factors affected the 

sample of respondents (at least among my MP respondents) and it was to ask specifically for 

women and secondly to do a sample through social media users. It can for example have affected 

a generation less keen on social media, but to minimise the problem, a third way out was the 
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snowball method, but also taking the chance being present in the congress to see if other 

deputies were in their office to ask for an appointment and/or contact details. However, 

sometimes people are simply not reachable for various reasons; they might be exceptionally active 

outside their office, or not wanting to be interviewed, there are many factors that can be 

considered. 

3.3 Interviews in practice 
The study is based on an intensive design meaning that it is not only based on few individual 

analysis units but also more time is spent on each unit (Teorell & Svensson, 2007:80). All 

interviews were in Spanish and at the office of each respondent. The interviews were semi - 

structured and for approximately one hour each with a series of questions covering the political 

system, the self in the system and political parties (see Appendix C). The interview questions were 

in part found in earlier studies (for example Edberg 2012). Most questions were open-ended and 

as more knowledge was gained it became easier to do follow-up questions during the interviews. 

The quality of the interviews improved significantly as my understanding of the situation was 

increased and as I became more skilled in posing questions in an appropriate manner. Sometimes 

a scenario was sketched and they were asked to describe their position in it, to avoid current 

political sensitive situations, they were asked to imagine and describe the position of their 

political opponents. Respondents’ anonymity has been ensured in all cases but I was allowed to 

use their name in the participation list (appendix A). In the analytical part the respondents are 

therefore nicknamed. 

                   The first step in the process of collecting material was interviews of informative 

character; it was discussions to get an overall understanding about politics in Guatemala. Then 

the three first interviews were not recorded but the rest were recorded. It is much recommended 

to record the conversation because you realize and understand more the second time you listen 

to the conversation, and you will have a much more detailed transcription, which can come to 

make more sense and can be useful when dealing with new details that will be of importance 

looking at all interviews together. I noticed once or twice that the recorder was uncomfortable 

for some respondents and made them hesitate to talk about very sensitive subjects or illegalities; 

this is a factor that may bring changes to the candidates’ responses. It can be avoided but it needs 

to be considered. Another experience gained through the field work was with one respondent 

that I informally interviewed, a deputy, we didn’t present each other (he therefore is titled as 

unnamed in the list) and it was a coincidence that we started to discuss, and it was a very open 

interview, in the sense that I believe that the respondent didn’t feel the necessity to give me 

information that sounded “good” because we simply didn’t know each other and he was not 

conscious of the fact that I was using his stories for my study, he spoke for example about how 

to bypass the congressional system. 

                 Sometimes they reacted to the fact that I spoke Spanish and it became necessary for 

me to explain my background and relation to the country, it is an inevitable change to the 

situation and it is hard to say if it was an advantage or disadvantage, but it was however a big 

advantage to speak the same language and they also said that I would understand them better. 

Most of the people interviewed understood my situation of coming from abroad and were very 
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keen to explain the situations in detail, sometimes they gave me many examples, wrote diagrams 

on papers, showed me works, gave me books etc. 

3.4 Analysis of material 
All recorded interviews were typed, and considerable time was devoted to this. Sorting out the 

important parts of the interviews was made, firstly, by going through question by question which 

were summarised for each respondent. Overall summaries of one question gave an overall picture 

of the tendencies within the group, after sometime main categories and tendencies could be 

distinguished and these were the parts that were included in the analysis. All the steps demanded 

evaluations which were carefully considered. The type of analysis used here do not escape the 

subjectivity of the researcher, since what is considered as a representative attitude and an attitude 

worth to include in the analysis is not always quantitatively determined. The validity in the 

research might therefore be higher than the reliability. 

4. Results and analysis 
The basis for this paper consists of twenty-five interviews, as well as observations, individual 

discussions and notes from seminars in the field country. Names of respondents are replaced by 

nicknames in order to guarantee their anonymity. Interviewees were allowed to answer mostly to 

open-ended questions (Appendix C). The analysis is over Guatemala's elite political culture, and 

responses of all added participant have determined the result where the focus was devoted to the 

post-war politics, the political party system and the role of the politicians.  

4.1 Views on post-civil war society and reconciliation 
Given the long history of civil war in Guatemala’s recent past, it's natural to begin by examining 

the awareness of the national history and its impact on today’s politics. The transformation from 

a 36 year long war to a rapid process of national peace has made this procedure to Guatemala’s 

biggest accomplishment in modern time according to the participants of this study, however, not 

without escaping feelings of dissatisfaction and scepticism towards it.1 In general current politics 

in Guatemala is constantly termed as not successful or not bringing any success to the country 

and adding the most mentioned post-war problem which was the increasing poverty and 

criminality.  

                     Guatemala’s Civil War was fought between two main opposing movements, a 

political left and a political right, today, the tensions can still be seen but nowhere near as strong 

as during the civil-war. A group of respondents described Guatemala as a fairly conservative 

post-war society, closely tied to the free market and operating under a capitalistic system.2 

Another group of respondents countered this description and argued instead that the country was 

still induced by a mercantilist system, thus a precondition to capitalism, and the reason was that 

there was no free market; there were too high boundaries to entry and too many private owned 

monopolies.3 These types of arguments were typical among free-market friendly politicians. Most 

                                                           
1
 Erick, Carlo, Oscar, Juan 

2
 Diego, Juan, Oscar, Antonio, Martha 

3
 Sebastian, Fernando, Jacob 
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respondents agreed though that the society had a high grade of racism, exclusiveness, machismo 

and/or discrimination left behind from the colonial period.  

               The guerrilla movement in Guatemala started after the political left was banned to 

participate in the political arena, explained Carlo.4 This was also the beginning of the civil war, 

which was fought between the guerrilla and the military during more than three decades. A 

conservative military governance was at the time ruling the country, and they were also keen on 

creating an anti-leftist doctrine in the society at the time, but Carlo held that the attitudes towards 

the left were kept even after the end of the civil war, he said that: 

 

“The constitution of 1956 was banned, there were communists in the Arevalismo5 but 
after 1955 when the Americans intervened they were banned. I think we are still 
experiencing the consequences /---/ people have not stopped thinking of the left as 
something dangerous, something conspiratorial. / --- / We are still trying to overcome all 
that was caused in the Cold War.”6 
 

Recognizing that there were suspicious attitudes towards the left even today was familiar among 

other MPs as well. One respondent, for example, said that he could not say to his deputy 

colleagues that he was socialist, even if he sympathizes with the ideology; the reason, he 

explained, was that his colleagues would think that he is a guerilla member.7 The anti-communist 

doctrine was very strong in the country and it made the case of Guatemala different from other 

Latin American countries as for example Venezuela, which never had this type of doctrine in the 

military and the defense department because the left wing movement in Venezuela was quickly 

removed during this époque. In Guatemala, by contrast, the left wing movement was not easily 

overthrown, and a strong indoctrination was set up to fight it, in the defense department, but also 

in the society through education, media and churches.8 Juan said that: 

 

“The prejudices are there, installed, [they think that] the left is communism. If someone is 
in the left, he/she is [thought to be] up to something, it's weird. The fact that the war is 
over does not mean that the prejudice are over. There is [today] the Foundation Against 
Terrorism, people from the left are [perceived to be] terrorists. It is like the Cold War 
moved into the 21st century.”9 
 

It is apparent that the leftist fraction has in reaction to this, partly been moderated since the end 

of the civil war. Also the same happened to the social democratic fraction in Guatemala which 

was often described as a right-wing ideology (similar to the US’s social democracy, compared to 

the European socialist democracy). Furthermore, the division of the left and the right, rich and 

poor in Guatemala was dangerous thought a respondent nicknamed Tulio, he explained that the 

nation shouldn’t be speaking in those terms because it could result in an “apartheid sate.” 10 He 

thought that the country could very easily be polarized again and it would therefore be better to 

                                                           
4
 Carlo 

5
 “Arevalismo” is used to describe the politics of Arévalo, the president of the time (1945-1951), who made land 

reforms and was assumed to be socialist and sometimes communist. 
6
 Carlo 

7
 Arturo 

8
 Diego, Oscar 

9
 Juan 

10
 Tulio 
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keep the tone cohesive, and certainly it was not uncommon that MPs hesitated to set themselves 

into the left- and right-wing spectrum. Another MP explained that the way to think in these terms 

did no longer exist it had finished since the end of the war.11 Politicians found other ways to 

express their ideology and said instead that they were for instance “humanists.”12 They perhaps 

avoided ideological confrontations or they simply couldn’t relate themselves to any left-right 

ideology anymore, other explanation that the respondents themselves gave were that it had been 

a long period of repression, fear and de-ideologization during the civil war and this was still in the 

minds of the people. Most participants agreed that it was possible though in theory to form a 

political alternative party but in practice it would be an enormous struggle they said because the 

people lacked resources, and they stressed in particular that there was already an established and 

strong conservative political culture in Guatemala that was very hard to oppose, they explained.13 

MPs avoided to speak about ideological stand points and reduced political issues to practical 

solution in order to avoid to split up the society, explained Tulio.14  

                     Guatemala has officially been democratic since the ratification of the latest 

constitution in 1985, although very few respondents perceive the country to be very democratic,15 

most stresses that it was mainly an electoral democracy or a developing democracy, 16 and then 

there were a couple who didn’t even believe there was democracy at all in the country.17 One 

respondent for example questioned the capacity of democracy to be successful at all, he reasoned 

and said that the humanity is too selfish for democracy to work well and fairly, and this he 

explained was also why collective thinking was hard to establish in any society.18 At first instance 

Guatemala was very often perceived by the members of the political elite to be democratic, but 

they came equally often to the conclusion that it had not achieved a desirable level of democracy. 

The biggest proportion of respondents had therefore critical thoughts concerning the state of 

democracy in the country but in general they agreed that there were democratic rules stated in the 

constitution. They also brought the attention to the problem of some democratic procedures, 

some MPs experienced the interpellations in the congress to be completely meaningless and 

ineffective, they explained that the government did however they liked in the end any way, 

another example was the congressional sessions which they saw too often being postponed due 

to high number of absences.19 This in turn led obviously to a low reliance on the congressional 

procedure among the MPs, and it became a vicious circle were less and less attended to the 

assembly. A MP, Christian, said that he therefore preferred being major in a city rather than a 

deputy since as a major he had more power and could handle different situations more effectively 

because he was alone to make several decisions.20 The perceived inefficiency of the democratic 

procedure gave as a result favorable affinities to stricter and more controlling ways of ruling 

among two or three respondents. 
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                  Members of the political elite perceived sometimes a substantial top-down decision-

making process. Nearly all respondents saw the political power coming from the nonpolitical 

sphere, the economic elite (limited to a few families) and drug trafficker syndicates. These two 

groups were perceived to be the most influential sectors in politics through the control of 

democracy, general elections, political parties, congress  and more.21 It was repeatedly times told 

that these groups had a crucial role in politics but also the church, military and media. Political 

parties on the other hand were thought to have a very small influence in politics.22  The grade of 

top-down perception that some of the respondents had could be explained by considering the 

following story that one of the MPs told, he said that: two, at that time processing court cases 

dealing with the accusations of corruption and genocide on two corresponding ex-presidents of 

Guatemala were in effect trialed not because they had done what they had done, but because they 

stopped doing what the people in power wanted them to do, and had hence gone against the so 

called upper elite. Most important was therefore to keep a good relation with the upper elite in 

order to be safe, he explained.23 The judiciary system was subsequently very much criticized 

among a smaller group of MPs, they said that it was an easily manipulated and vulnerable 

institution.24 Many examples were given among the respondents where they describing this top-

down relation, but another considerable one was a situation from the previous electoral period 

(2008-2012), when the governing state had taken a direction countering the interests of the 

economic elite, and the whole right-wing coalition reacted together through boycotting the 

candidacy of the president at that time.25 It became a well-known case where a huge conspiracy 

was directed through the media towards the president.26 The reliance on institutions was 

consequently low but the critic was also directed to the upper elite or the economic elite, as it was 

called, they were perceived to be the authority. On the other hand, a couple of MPs had a strong 

confidence towards the institutions; the same MPs had also a more positive approach to the 

prevailing democratic system in the country, and they were essentially higher positioned MPs (in 

form of for example vice presidency in the congress) and MPs from small communities. This 

group was more often committed to reduce the negative political and institutional problems in 

the society, and they gave impression of being more politically correct throughout the interviews. 

                  Two respondents in the study believed that the prevailing political system was made 

to ensure fragmentation in the society through schools, churches, military, and media.27 This can 

be contrasted to the previous approach stressed by Tulio about maintaining unity in the society 

through avoiding to speak about social differences which could lead to separation in the society. 

One of these respondents thought that “the model should be to reduce the political parties 

because the strategy [was] to have many parties to split the power as much as possible and that 

[would] benefit two or three [in the end].”28 Maintaining the society unstable and in conflict 

would benefit someone, were their conclusion. There were different approaches to this question 
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among the respondents but it was grounded on an issue of integration. The society was often 

perceived to work on excluding people on all sorts of levels, the MP, Oscar, explained how he 

saw the hostile relations among different groups in the Guatemalan society, he said that there was 

for example “a ladino29 urban world simply disconnected from a rural indigenous world,” the two 

groups were not only geographically isolated from each other, but they were also negatively 

affected because the relationship was bad between non-indigenous and indigenous people.30 

Being present in the country it was almost inevitable to see the impudence towards the 

indigenous people in a regular basis, in Guatemala. Oscar described the everyday racism he faced 

in his professional life as a deputy and he said: 

 

“Many times I have felt discriminated, almost every day. /---/ I don’t sing the national 
anthem because it is not my national anthem, why? because it doesn’t represent me. The 
day I believe we are working towards a multicultural and equal representation then I'll 
respect these symbols. /…/ read the press publication that I made today about the 
minister and you’ll see that 90% of all comments are racist, and have nothing to do with 
the article. /…/ Discrimination exists [here] for being: from the urban or rural area, 
gender, for being in an economic position or another, etc. There are multiple forms of 
discrimination and way to exclude.”31 

 

Women MPs also used to describe situations where they felt badly treated working in the 

congress. They said that they sometimes felt not taken seriously and also that they confronted 

uncomfortable situations which a man wouldn’t experience.32 

4.2 Views on the political party system 
In the setting of elite political culture it’s interesting to examine politicians’ orientations towards 

the party system since parties are the most used channel of civic participation. A curious first 

insight in the research of their attitudes towards parties was the respondents’ objection to name 

political parties for precisely political parties; instead they rather called them “electoral vehicles.”33 

In connection to the term there was without doubt a disbelieving attitude, one respondent 

comment and said that parties are nothing more than “friend-clubs.”34 Many respondents 

proclaimed concern to the system of political parties and their lack of internal political culture 

and also a lack of institutionalization. A common approach was therefore to make political 

parties more institutionalized and stable, this was perceived as crucial for a functioning 

democracy. They often recalled the parties’ considerable volatility, where the average life time of 

a party in the congress was set to approximately 8 years; it was explained by the fact that political 

parties would not be reelected and would therefore disappear or “die out.”35 MPs were in general 

self-critical to their own party; mainly deputies from the bigger political parties. The evaluations 

they made towards the whole party system were described with words of for example “crisis” and 

“weak”. Parties were not perceived to end up being channels for intermediation, space for 

proposals, and they were not thought to deliver public debate.  
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                  Several respondents assure that no political party would define itself with an ideology 

because it wasn’t what formed a party. MPs didn’t really find a feature within the party that could 

help them to identify themselves to the party and they gave the impression of not having a strong 

coherence in the party. On this question nothing special bounded them together, but instead they 

recalled very general ambitions within the party, as for example improving the country’s 

economy. The low coherence in the party could in turn explain MPs’ weak relation to their 

respective and it lead certainly to an indifference towards the party. Edgar for example expressed 

specifically that he didn’t care about the party, but what was most important for him was to help 

the people.36 Another MP told that he liked being in the opposing party no matter what party it 

was and that he would not get into the government even if his current party gained the next 

elections, he would then change party, he said, and stay in the opposition.37 The lack of identity 

facilitated the chance of MPs to change political party, that is, the act of transfugism (in Spanish), 

meaning not being loyal to its party and change side. Something which was indispensable during 

the armed conflict; a person would never move from one party to another, explained Carlo, a 

revolutionary politician would never turn to the opposing party, and vice versa.38 However, it had 

now become very common in Guatemala but it was generally badly seen among their fellow MP 

colleagues because they were thought to be seeking the party that could offer them some kind of 

advantages or seeking to work for the next coming winning and governing party. This was 

nevertheless not seen as a legitimate way to become member of a party within some political 

parties. On the other hand, there were MPs who saw it more or less normal; they had to do it, 

they explained, because it was the only way to remain re-eligible.39 It was therefore not 

uncommon to hear politicians saying that they had worked for two, three or even four different 

parties in their total time as MPs. Small political parties were sensed to be more cohesive though, 

having a common and a more out spelled ideological guideline, these parties appeared therefore 

to have a much more integrated relation among their members, and they seemed to share 

common objectives. Different factions among parties was although hard to distinguish, and this 

was something the MPs themselves also confirmed, saying that it wouldn’t be possible to find 

different ideological approaches in the congress because 90% would just say that they were center 

or neutral.40  

                    The perception of a top-down political system was reproduced in the party system. 

The overall picture that emerged was that an agenda was settled behind the people and 

enterprises that financed the political parties. Parties were said to be political bodies without 

autonomy and independency.41 Participants didn’t describe it as lobbyism but rather as a direct 

possession of political parties. Diego’s comment describes this perception clearly, he said: 

 

“The political parties are owned by the oligarchy of Guatemala, families with historically 
economic power, for example we have the PP [patriotic party] that was created by the 
Multiversion companies, where the owners are the Gutierrez Bosch family. They formed 
the political party to defend the interests of their company /---/. Or the other option is 
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that the political party changes owner and it is bought by another electoral company that 
buys the name of the party but applies another political agenda and in this case PAN 
[Partido de Avanzada Nacional ] was purchased by Fransisco Guitierres which did not 
agree with the rest of his family, who belonged to PP. But political parties have an owner, 
and the owner has interests of economic transactions.”42 

 

Conflicts among donors could be reproduced through the parties, according to Diego, who said 

that it became visible when the party broke up in to two opposing parties, like in the stated 

example above. A few respondents could name their biggest donors and some agreed that donors 

in the end came to have influence over the political parties and political decisions, as for example 

policy privileges to enterprises in sector X or to convince MPs to vote for A rather than B in the 

congress.43 These people thought it was unfortunate, they thought that fewer privileges should be 

given to the economic powers; they also thought that it led to crisis and lack of 

representativeness where private interests were dominant etc. Critics came often to originate in 

the influencing conducts of the economic elite which were thought to be benefitting their own 

interests and not truly being interested about establishing ideologies in the political parties or 

assisting the interests of the population.44 Interviewees claimed nevertheless that economic 

resources and generous donors were indispensable in the work to win votes, biggest campaign 

won most votes, they were convinced. Transparency was a theme that often was brought up as 

an important point to strengthen. Carlo among other participants said it was a hard task precisely 

because corruption was set not only in the political system but also in the judiciary system, he 

said: 

 

“There have been attempts to improve the information about the private financial support 
[to political parties], first to make it public. It has not succeeded because the supreme 
electoral court accepts when they say that "-we will not give up our list of sponsors" -sorry, 
but it is stated in the electoral law that it is compulsory, each donor knows it's a public 
information.”45 
 

One sponsor could often give financial support not only to one political party but to several, said 

Carlo; this had of course led to disputes among the elite group and even among families which 

gave financial support not only to their relatives but also to opponents.46 All the political parties 

in Guatemala had the problem of not being state financed, this, and the problem of transparency 

made the ambiances among MPs distrustful; suspicions about “dark funding” were often directed 

to other political parties or politicians.  

                  A clear problem was seen between the small political parties in the congress and the 

main opposition together with the governing party. MPs used to say that these two parties were 

the ones receiving most money to their campaigns, and thoughts went back to the problem of 

“dark funding” of political parties, dark funding was used to refer to financial support from illegal 

activities as for example drug trade. Fernando said for example that: 
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“The official party has counted with resources necessary to carry its campaigns to all the 
corners of the country /---/ [and] the opposition reinforces, they do business under the 
table and logically they get economic resources, and can then make a campaign with more 
economic resources than any others, and win.”47  

 

It was a fact that the party that came on the second place, thus the opposition, would 

unconditionally win the next coming elections.48 The role of the opposition was according to 

other deputy members to create an inefficiency in the congress and not allowing the agenda to 

proceed. The problem was complicated, the opposing party didn’t want the official party to 

conduct its agenda, therefore they said that they didn’t want to attend the plenary sessions, and in 

the end no agenda was proceeded and the laws remained unchanged. At the time that the 

interviews were conducted the congress had been unable to pass laws since several months back. 

Julio and Ana commented that the governing party was the only one taking advantage of this 

situation, and they also described suspiciousness towards this situation, saying that there was a 

hidden agreement between the people involved in these two parties.49  

               The voting participation had been increasing in Guatemala, particularly in the rural 

areas, said Diego.50 It became on the other hand clear that the practice of clientelism was a direct 

consequence to the growing electoral participation.51 The common understanding of clientelism 

was that parties exchange goods or services for an electoral vote. This was of course very 

unpopular among the MPs who thought that the practice mainly was used among the bigger 

parties. All this led to repeated expressed feelings of much pessimism towards the political parties 

and their system. 

4.3 The role of being politician and attitudes towards opponents  
Attitudes of party politicians towards their own role, and relationships among other politicians 

are central to the understanding of elite political culture. Interactions within the political group 

show the extent to which elite members accept one another as a legitimate participant in a 

situation in which democracy is recent.  

                   A number of politicians expressed feeling of being incapable to influence the political 

process and they felt frustrated when they saw themselves powerless to improve different 

situations.52 One deputy looked back on his experience at the congress and estimated his capacity 

to influence politics to none, he said:  

 

“I do not want to be reelected, because I feel frustrated, I rather work in another position 
where I can do more /…/ At the congress you will see that there are only six or seven 
deputies who decide everything. As a new deputy you believe that you will work to 
improve things, but it is not like this, there are only six or seven deputies who say what 
should be decided in the Congress. The rest of us just wait for the others to tell us what we 
should do.”53 
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A few MPs were perceived to have more power in the congress than the rest and this was 

apparent among several MPs, and some felt also discouraged when they had to go in line with 

their party on questions that they couldn’t defend.54 The resentment was mainly directed to 

individual politicians that had been in the congress for the past thirty years. Fernando thought 

that these deputies were controlling the congress in a “Machiavellian way" and shared this 

experience with other MPs.55 They remarked that many high positioned politicians and officials 

kept the same position even after a new election and a new party was set to govern.56 Carlo 

observed that people in general saw more positively on entrepreneurs who had entered politics in 

recent years rather than on persons who had made a political career for 20 or 30 years in a 

political party.57 It’s true that a big proportion of the MPs that were interviewed in this study were 

entrepreneurs besides being deputies.  

                   A high mistrust was directed towards opposing political parties as previously stated, 

but not less to fellow opposing MPs, who were seen as hypocrites, people without ethics, 

disrespectful, liars, corrupt etc. Worse were the attitudes towards politicians in the government 

and officials in the minister departments since it was they who were most often accused for 

corruption, this was linked to the lack of transparency in the public spending. Regional mayors 

and regional politicians were another group that got much critic from their colleagues; it was 

again about the money funding activity that individual campaigns required, and it led to rumors 

about regional politicians being placed in the political positions with help of drug syndicates.58 

Much of these disbelieving attitudes among politicians were directly related to the substantial role 

of funders and money in politics, it led to considerable skepticism but not least illegitimacy 

towards one another. Illegitimated incorporations of politicians in the political parties was 

another factor contributing to these feelings, an example of this was given by a MP who said that 

candidates had tried to integrate themselves in his political party by simply asking how much it 

cost to be on the ballot.59 Skeptical attitudes towards colleagues could as a consequence be 

distinguished among the respondents.  

                    Corruption was, as mentioned previously, a current issue. Oscar said that politicians 

who were corrupt were probably many, but he also believed that they were only instrumental 

pieces for the main corruption which was thought to be in the economic sector.60 To this view a 

couple of respondents added that the outstanding leaders, that is the “good leaders,” were 

“good” until they got into the congress because once being in the congress the system would turn 

the people corrupt, it would be impossible to escape this once being an insider because it was 

how the system worked.61 Their thoughts indicated that the problem was on the system and not 

on the individuals. MPs were still very aware of the attitudes directed towards them from the 

people, a comment by a deputy could illustrate this, he said that: “the honorable and honest 

people in the country see politics as something dirty and something corrupt, violent, something 
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that doesn’t work.”62 The general view among politicians in the congress to their opponent 

colleagues was bad and politicians themselves felt bad and they also expressed that they were sad 

to see how they were perceived by the people and also portrayed in the media “drinking coffee.” 

They furthermore felt that they were always blamed for everything, when they really were 

spending a big amount of their time working for the country and sacrificing this time that could 

have been spent with their families.63 

                    Important for nearly every respondent was the development of the country, and the 

absolute need to reduce the gap between rich and poor.64 The disagreement was on how it should 

be done, on one side, the respondents believe that attracting more foreign investment and 

privatizing state owned companies would be the solution because it would create more jobs, be 

more effective, less corrupt and it would also be the way to make the country more competitive 

etc. On the other side, the opposing group saw the natural resources as a common property that 

should not be sold out to multinational companies; development would be achieved through 

common ownership and higher taxes on foreign companies operating inside the country etc. The 

question of taxing foreign companies to 5% was upsetting for several MPs.65 This issue reflected 

not only a historical land conflict but also a deep ideological conflict that was quite silent in the 

country because the debate wasn’t public and it wasn’t deliberated in the congress. Ideological 

problems were never debated in the plenum, various MPs evoked.66 Fernando, for example, 

which consider himself a “centre right-wing” politician said that he had never felt that his “left-

wing” colleagues would go against him.67 There were no such discussions in the congressional 

sessions. 

5. Discussion and conclusion 
An essential feature of democracy is trying to integrate as many aspects as possible and find 

unanimity within the plurality. The disagreements in a democracy have to be remembered having 

a natural place in the system. What Higley & Gunther (1992) seek in their model is to see if there 

are deep disagreements among the elites by examining the influence of different groups, 

consensus and legitimacy on the elite level of a nation. We will in the following section be 

concerned about influences, consensus and legitimacy, and try to see the sources of tension 

among politicians. This work will be devoted to study on three areas: post-war politics, political 

parties and the role of politicians. The Guatemalan post-war politics was certainly influenced by a 

heritage from its civil-war. The approval in Guatemala of a new constitution and other 

fundamental laws in 1985 was the transitional point of the country to a formal democracy. 

However, no formal compromise among key elites and factions was made until the end of the 

civil-war in 1996. Here next we’ll begin discussing inclusion and influences among persons, 

groups and factions.  

                 Members of the elite saw an increasing representational degree among the deputies in 

the congress through diverse social groups and geographical areas, particular women saw more 
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women getting involved in politics and more attention was given to the situation of women in the 

society, and a comparable situation was described by MPs from rural areas. MPs were 

nevertheless worried about having nearly an insignificant number of representatives in mainly 

three groups: women, youth and indigenous people. They knew though that the possibility of 

different groups and factions on participating in politics was more possible today compared to 

the period under the civil war, but a group of respondents were still concerned about the 

implemented anti-leftists doctrine during the military rule which they considered had prevailed 

after the political transitions and until today, not to the same extent but still there. They saw as a 

consequence that the biggest influence in politics was a conservative oriented faction. 

                 Political parties were not defined with ideologies; instead it was the head of the party 

that defined the party or distinguished one political party from another. In this situation it was 

hard to distinguish different factions in the congress, but it should be remarked that not all the 

political parties were included in this study. However, still several MPs could admit that there was 

no significant difference among the political parties and apart from this a big group of 

respondents didn’t believe that the political parties would have much influence in the politics of 

the country. The political power was instead said to be limited to the economic elite. 

                 MPs expressed being in the middle of a top-down decision making process, and some 

of them expressed that they didn’t have the capacity to influence political decisions, it was closely 

related to the issue where the economic elite had too much political power, power over political 

parties and even over deputies sometimes. They furthermore recognized that most MPs would 

not identify themselves with an ideology, and many of the participants did in fact hesitate to place 

themselves in a left-right scale, they then described themselves as humanists instead. One MP 

advisor explained that it wasn’t possible to speak in terms of differences in Guatemala, whether 

they were ideological, socio-economical or other because this would immediately lead to a 

polarization of the society, and it would jeopardy to go back to the division that upheld the civil-

war. It was as a result important to maintain a cohesive tone. This could in turn have been 

problematic because it prevented MPs to have their own “profile” since they were in a way 

expected to appear more united than what actually perhaps was the case. In the end, I would say 

that MPs didn’t see the post-war political arena being inclusive even though there was an 

increasing diversity of represented groups in the congress but the problem was still that their own 

perception of being able to influence was very low. They saw the biggest political influences 

coming from a limited economic elite group and finally political parties were not perceived to 

have much political influence either.  

                   Continuing to the discussion about consensus among the elite, it was the level of 

agreement or disagreement on different areas that was brought to light. Most respondents in the 

study agreed that the country was democratic, even though they understood that it was limited to 

an electoral democracy. One of the issues they pointed at was the predictability of the electoral 

results, it had become a rule that the opposition (second biggest) party would become the next 

coming governing party and this had continued for some time and become a cycle, which 

contributed to doubtfulness towards the democratic system of Guatemala. A disagreement 

among the elite was though seen on the validity of the peace process, where some respondents 

rejected it and showed feelings of skepticism and dissatisfaction towards the process. Their line 

was that the peace was said to be settled and it was true that the armed conflict had ended, but 

they questioned if the conflict really had come to an end, and one respondent brought up the 
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example of the organization called Foundation Against Terrorism, which had as a main objective 

to enlighten the people about the crimes that the guerilla had committed during the civil war (and 

not giving the same type of attention to the state military), it gave a one-sided view of the 

conflict. 

                  A group of deputies were unhappy about the role that funders came to play in the 

political parties, they saw the unrepresentativeness that this issue brought to the congress when 

mainly the interests of the funders came to matter in the political struggle, the same issue led also 

to suspiciousness and it created mistrust among the deputies from different political parties. The 

problem appeared mainly to be a battle between big and small political parties, because the small 

parties couldn’t access the same amount of financial support as the bigger ones did. Critic was 

also pointed to the lack of transparency. In addition, it needs to be remarked that it felt a bit 

surreal to hear about political parties having individual persons who possessed the parties, 

owners, so to speak, a citation about this relation was nevertheless included in the analysis 

because it was described with much detail and it felt very useful also when many other 

respondents agreed on the fact that the parties were highly influenced by, and dependent on the 

donors. Political parties were moreover said to be required to ally themselves with an economic 

elite group to be able stay and survive, mainly big parties were consequently no longer perceived 

as autonomous. I would say that the main resentment was directed to the limited economic elite. 

MPs wanted to see more political power on the hands of the political parties and the congress, 

and less on the economic elite. At the time that the interviews were conducted there were several 

political parties and organizations engaged on making this change, thus give support to parties to 

become more legitimated through renewing the “electoral law and of political parties.” To 

summarize there was a consensus on thoughts about the electoral democratic system, but the 

level of consensus was not very high on a series of other questions: the peace agreement wasn’t 

legitimate, the political parties were not fairly financed, and politicians were not content because 

the possibility to influence was low. My judgment is that consensuses in these areas are 

fundamental for a functioning democratic system. 

                       Ending the discussion on the legitimacy to political institutions, low reliance was 

given to the congress for various reasons; there was a lack of debates, the interpellations where 

seen as a waste of time, there were repeatedly times postulations of plenary sessions, there was a 

low level of attendance in the congress and it wasn’t proceeding the agenda, the respondents said. 

The situation was seen as hopeless by several MPs and it gave them reason to see the congress as 

an institution with very low efficiency. As a consequently they stated and showed low legitimacy 

towards it, bearing in mind that it is one of the main political institutions in the country. When it 

came to the judiciary system the attitudes were different, some didn’t want to utter a private 

opinion about an ongoing court case. It was up to the law to decide what was right and wrong, 

the topic was sensitive among a few MPs and it was clear that they were careful to talk about 

ongoing cases. The carefulness was of course a difficulty throughout the whole interviews and it 

was perhaps more noticeable precisely on the questions about the presidential court cases. It 

doesn’t leave a series of other questions perhaps consciously avoided from their part and that 

passed me by during the interviews. Another interesting point was their views on media, they saw 

it revealing distorted stories, it was portraying deputies badly, they were always blamed and they 

meant that it was unfortunate. 
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                     Unfaithfulness was also directed to other political parties, there was too much 

transfugism among politicians and it was very suspiciously seen among those who didn’t 

participate in these procedure, although most MPs interviewed in this study had been 

“transfugas,” that is members of several parties during their period as deputies, a couple even said 

that they were indifferent towards the party they were in. MPs agreed that there was a lack of 

internal political party culture and also of institutionalization of political parties. They were 

perceived to be in crisis and they were weak and also getting weaker. Additionally, much unfaith 

was directed to the government, the state administration and minister departments, and the cause 

was the theme of corruption. Worth noting was that some saw the problem of corruption inside 

the system rather than on the individual. 

                     Furthermore, there were disbelieving attitudes lead towards MPs that had held their 

position in the congress for many years, similar attitudes were headed towards the majors in the 

rural areas, perhaps it was for different reasons but the feelings were the same, very critical. In 

summary, the level of legitimacy was low towards the congress, mostly negative and sometimes 

doubtful towards the judiciary court system; there was moreover likewise a low level of legitimacy 

towards other political parties and politicians.  

                     The analysis remained concentrated on the political elite’s variety of influences 

among factions, consensus and the legitimacy, and with background on the previous discussion 

the work can be summarized in the following diagram. 

 

Diagram 2: Results on structure integration and value consensus on three areas 

 Structure integration Value consensus 

Influence among 

persons, groups, and 

factions 

Agreement among elites on 

rules and codes 

Legitimacy of political 

institutions 

Post-war politics Higher conservative 

influences 

Ex) No consensus over peace 

accord, but consensus over 

electoral democracy 

Doubtful attitudes to e.g. 

judiciary system, an inefficient 

congress 

Political party 

system 

Low influence in 

congress 

No agreement on rules of 

party financing  

Low legitimacy to political 

parties 

Role of 

politicians 

Perceived having low 

influence  

Unhappy about the top-down 

decision making 

Low faith among politicians 

 

                        It’s necessary to remember when we draw the conclusion in this study that the 

selection of respondents was limited and it would have been better to have a bigger and broader 

selection of respondents. The ideal would have been to have a random selection among the 

defined elite population because it would of course have given the conclusion more validity and 

the tendencies would have been clearer. On the other hand the tendencies that I could 

distinguish in this study were the points of departure in the analysis. To speak with academics 

(studying political parties) served as complementary information to political parties in general and 

perhaps more to cover the political parties that I wasn’t able to reach at the time I made the field 

study. Another issue was the limitations of MPs to speak uprightly during the interviews. It was 

very much reflected and I would say that the contrast can be made when we consider the 

unprepared interview with the MP that I wrote about previously, a case where the respondent 

never gave his name and wasn’t formally interviewed, but by accident started to talk to me about 
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the politics in the congress and individual strategies to keep the political position. This would 

almost surely not have been told if he knew about the study and that it would be included in the 

paper. It should be recognized that it is very hard to make a politician tell about for instance 

his/her personal interests in their public career. 

                       In the end, evaluating the political elite make us place it somewhere in between an 

ideological unified elite and a disunified elite. The reason it is an ideological unified elite is 

because the political decision making seems to be highly centralized to a much more limited 

group of people, having a dominant faction of economic interests, the MPs do furthermore not 

express a deep ideological disagreement publicly and policy is perceived to be constructed from a 

limited group of a group of uppermost leaders. There are many different political parties 

competing for mass support, but politicians doubt about the competition being fair and they 

doubt there would be alternative factions among the parties. On the other hand, the elite could 

also be considered disunified since the system still has a low level of integration of different 

groups and factions, then on the individual level MPs disagree on rules and codes of the political 

procedure, and there is a low level of legitimacy towards the political institutions.  

                 In conclusion, the political elite in Guatemala has reached a higher level of integration 

of different groups in its parliament but a big proportion of the MPs do not feel they can 

influence political decisions, they refer to a limited group of uppermost leaders and to an 

economic elite which are the main political decision makers. Furthermore they refer to an already 

dominant faction in the society of economic interests, they do not find consensus over the rules 

and codes of the political conduct and finally they do not express much feeling of legitimacy to 

their political institutions. The political elite in Guatemala has as a consequence tendencies to be 

a disunified elite on one side, and on the other side, they could also head to an ideological unified 

elite. An interesting research area for the future could be to identify the country’s democratic 

stability or instability since Guatemala has had democratically elected civilian governments over 

the past few decades and questions remain about the extent to which the democratic values have 

been internalized in the elite and on the mass level. 
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7. Appendix 

7.1. Appendix A – Participants 
NAME                                                               TITEL and/or POLITICAL 
PARTY/ORGANIZATION 
Abraham Ermitanio Roblero Roblero               Deputy, PP 
Alvaro Colom (lecture)                                      President of Guatemala (2008-12) 
Álvaro González Ricci                                       Deputy, CREO 
Amilcar de Jesús Pop Ac                                   Deputy, WINAQ 
Carlos Santiago Nájera Sagastume                     Deputy, TODOS 
Catalina Soberanis                                               Labour minister (1986-91) and President of the  
                                                                           Congress (1990-94) 
Cesar Arnulfo Duarte Soto                                Deputy, LIDER 
Christian Jacques Boussinot Nuila                     Deputy, TODOS 
Daniel Pascual (lecture)                                     Leader of Comité de Unidad Campesina (CUC) 
Gustavo Yaxon Meletz                                      Collaborator of Daniel Pascual, member of CUC 
Héctor Leonel Lira Montenegro                        Deputy, EG 
Jean Paul Briere Samayoa                                  Deputy, TODOS 
José Carlos Sanabria Arias                                 Asociacion de Investigacion y Estudios Sociales 
                                                                         (ASIES) 
Julio Donis                                                         Instituto Nacional Democrata (NDI) 
Justo David Pérez Gramajo                                Deputy advisor of Felipe Alejos Lorenzana,  
                                                                          TODOS 
Luis Gabriel Torres Martinez                            Deputy adviser of Mario Alejandro Estrada, UCN 
Marco Vinicio Cereso Arévalo (lecture)             President of Guatemala (1986-91) 
Maria Falla                                                        Anthropologist, Estudios sobre Democracia  
                                                                         Social (DEMOS) 
Mario Sosa Velazquez                                       Anthropologist, Instituto de Investigaciones y  
                                                                         Gerencia Politica (INGEP) 
Marvin Orellana López                                      Deputy, LIDER 
Miriam Lissette Pineda Chinchilla                      Deputy, LIDER 
Mirza Judith Arreaga Meza de Cardona              Deputy, LIDER 
Mynor Enrique Cappa Rosales                           Deputy, independent 
Nery Mamfredo Rodas Méndez                         Deputy, LIDER 
Nineth Varenca Montenegro Cottom                Deputy, EG 
Otto Zeissig                                                       Deputy advisor of José Roberto Alejos Cámbara,  
                                                                          TODOS 
Roberto Kestler Velásquez                                 Deputy, TODOS 
Ronalth Ochaeta Aguilar                                    Political scientist 
Sofia Vasquez                                                     Instituto Nacional Democrata (NDI) 
Unnamed, male                                                   Deputy, LIDER 

7.2. Appendix B – Nicknames 
Ana, Antonio, Matteo, Arturo, Christian, Diego, Edgar, Elisa, Emanuel, Enrique, Erick, Estaban, 

unnamed, Fernando, Hugo,  Jacob, Javier, Juan, Julio, Leo, Gloria, Leticia, Martha, Nathalie, 

Oscar, Pedro, Rafael, Sebastian, Tulio, Willy 

7.3. Appendix C – Guiding interview questions 
GENERAL POLITICAL SITUATION 
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• How do you see the democratic development in Guatemala since the new constitution was ratified? 
• Who has political power in Guatemala? 
• How do you see the representation in Congress? 
• Do you see any obstacles among women, indigenous people, youth in their political participation? 
• What are the biggest recent successes of politics in Guatemala? 
• What are the biggest problems of politics in Guatemala? 
• What do you feel about the results of the last national election? 
• What do you think of the new government? And the president? 
• What do you think about the trial process of Rios Montt? 
 
POLITICAL PARTIES 
• What is it that unites the political parties in Guatemala? 
• What unites the members in your party? 
• Political parties are not inclusive or representative – do you agree? 
• What role has the opposition in the Congress? 
• What interests does your political party defend, if any? 
• What ideology does your party have? 
• Does your personal ideology apply the party? 
• What distinguishes the left from the right? 
• Do you consider that political parties are strong or weak organizations? Why? 
• What distinguishes your party from the other? 
• How is the political party financed? How do other political parties finance their parties? 
• How did you work for your campaign ( rallies , posters, knocking on door)? And how did you finance it? 
• Is there someone or some organization that affects how you carry your policy strategy? 
• CACIF (equivalent to the Confedaration of Swedish Enterprise ) has great influence , have you noticed 
its presence in politics often? 
• How do you win the election in Guatemala? 
• How do you believe Guatemala will look like in 10 years from now? 
 
PERSONAL 
• When and why did you start to be interested about politics? 
• When and why did you decided to work for the current political party? 
• Have you felt controlled by anyone in your work? By whom? 
• Have you felt discriminated in the Congress? 
• Why do you think the party elected you? 
• How long have you been deputy? 
• Has any special character helped you in your political profession?  
 

 


