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U.S. policymakers consistently argue that U.S. security 

depends on hemispheric democracy. As an instrument of U.S. 

policy, did foreign assistance promote democracy in Central 

America, 1946 through 1994? 

Evaluating U.S. policy quantitatively, first, with 

LISREL I confirm a democracy measure reflecting the 

procedural orientation of U.S. policymakers and the elite-

mass structure of Central American politics. Second, with 

Granger-causality I estimate the significance of U.S. 

economic and military assistance to GDP growth and to 

procedural democracy in Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, 

Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. 

Finding that U.S. foreign assistance directly promoted 

neither GDP nor democracy in Central America, 1946 through 

1994, I conclude that U.S. policy failed consistently in 

this specific regard. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

U.S. policymakers consistently argue that fundamental 

U.S. security and economic interests depend in part on 

democracy in the Western Hemisphere. Therefore, "the 

impulse to promote democracy has been a recurrent element of 

United States policy toward Latin America in the twentieth 

century" (Carothers 1991). Notably Wilson in the 1910s, 

Truman in the late 1940s, Kennedy in the 1960s, and Carter 

in the 1970s actively supported the emergence of elected, 

constitutional governments in Latin America. Furthermore, 

as a major policy instrument in support of U.S. interests, 

"Foreign assistance is a natural vehicle for...the promotion 

of democracy as a primary objective of U.S. foreign policy" 

(Agency for International Development 1996). 

After World War II, "some U.S. administrations came to 

see promoting democracy as a solution" to fighting communism 

by "opening up political participation and alleviating 

drastic economic inequalities," so undercutting "local 

pressures for leftist revolutionary change" (Carothers 

1991) . In fact, promoting democracy became the organizing 

principle of Reagan's Latin American policy in the 1980s. 

As "the concept of promoting democracy penetrated the Reagan 
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administration's policy toward Latin America" to a striking 

degree, Reagan unified "a tremendously disparate set of 

policies under the stated theme of promoting democracy" 

(Carothers 1991). In 1985, then Assistant Secretary for 

Inter-American Affairs, Elliott Abrams, stated that to 

combat communist subversion, narcoterrorism, and the debt 

problem in Latin America, "the world's strongest democracy 

must be prepared to use its strength to support democracy" 

(Abrams 1985). 

In 1987, arguing before the Senate for additional U.S. 

foreign assistance "for the Central American democracies," 

Abrams stated that, "A key element of this administration's 

foreign policy has been the recognition of the importance to 

our national security of our own hemisphere....We have 

supported [...the remarkable trend toward democracy taking 

place in Latin America...], not only because it is in accord 

with our deepest values, but because we believe it is in our 

interest" (Abrams 1987a). Abrams argued specifically that 

additional U.S. assistance would help El Salvador bring 

communist insurgents "into the democratic process," help 

strengthen Honduran democratic institutions "in the shadow 

of the Sandinista threat," help democratic Guatemala fight 

insurgency, reduce human rights abuses, and increase citizen 

participation in government, and help Costa Rica maintain 

stable democracy and "counter the internal security threat 

posed by continuing Nicaraguan troublemaking." 
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Again in 1987, in support of the Nicaraguan Contras, 

Abraitis argued that, "the Sandinistas will permit their 

territory to become a base for the projection of Soviet 

military power....To defend our interests against this new 

challenge, we...support the development of democratic 

governments in Central America and throughout the hemisphere 

...A secure future for Central America...depends on bringing 

democracy to Nicaragua" (Abrams 1987b). 

Furthermore, U.S. policymakers have argued consistently 

that "freedom and economic development go hand in hand" 

(Shultz 1984). Former Secretary of State, George Shultz, 

argued that, "Our support for democracy compliments our 

support for economic development and free markets—and vice 

versa." Former Deputy Secretary of State, Kenneth Dam, 

discussing the "four interlocking elements" of Reagan's 

Central American policy: "democracy, dialogue, defense, and 

development," argued that freedom was the key to dynamic 

growth, which in turn was the key to meeting "the basic 

human needs of Central America's people" (Dam 1983). 

We can summarize these arguments of U.S. policymakers 

with the following syllogism: (1) after World War II, U.S. 

national security interests depended on promoting democracy 

throughout the Western Hemisphere, including Latin America; 

(2) economic growth and democracy are interlocking, mutually 

dependent processes; therefore (3) U.S. policy instruments 

must attempt to promote both economic growth and democracy. 
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The logic of this argument is compelling; after all, 

this was the logic of the Marshall Plan for Europe. But if 

we are interested in promoting democracy in Central America, 

or in effective U.S. policy to that end, we cannot mistake 

policy's simple, logical rationale for the real-world impact 

of the instruments intended to achieve that policy. We must 

go beyond policymakers' theoretical European-model arguments 

to evaluate whether U.S. policy's means, e.g., U.S. economic 

and military assistance, actually promoted democracy in 

Central American recipient countries, either directly or 

indirectly through economic growth. 

Since U.S. national security emerged intact from the 

Cold War, an empirical evaluation of the impact of U.S. 

foreign assistance on democracy must lead us to one of only 

two possible conclusions. First, if U.S. assistance did 

indeed promote democracy in Central America, then we would 

conclude that U.S. policy succeeded, at least through this 

means, and that promoting democracy in the region might have 

been a necessary (but obviously not sufficient) condition 

for preserving U.S. security. Second, if U.S assistance did 

not promote, or actually hindered, democracy in Central 

America, then we must conclude that because foreign 

assistance failed as an instrument of U.S. policy to promote 

democracy, then U.S. policy itself failed in this specific 

regard. After all, a policy cannot be considered successful 

if its own policy instruments fail to achieve their explicit 
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goals. Furthermore, if U.S. foreign assistance failed to 

promote democracy in Central America, we must conclude 

either that (1) if democracy grew, it grew in spite of U.S. 

policy or with support from policy instruments other than 

foreign assistance, or (2) if democracy did not grow, that 

U.S. policymakers were wrong in their fundamental assumption 

that post-World War II U.S. security depended on democracy 

in Central America in the first place. 

We must make one major decision before we proceed— 

whether to define democracy along dimensions of our own 

choosing or to define democracy as U.S. policymakers defined 

it. Quantitative policy evaluation requires (1) concretely 

operationalized policy and policy goals and (2) explicit 

performance criteria for policy success or failure in 

achieving those goals (Raymond 1987). In order to evaluate 

whether or not U.S. policy promoted democracy in Central 

America through the means of U.S. economic or military 

assistance, first we require a concrete measure of democracy 

based on an explicit definition. At this point, we must 

decide whether our policy goal—our definition and therefore 

our measure of democracy—will be external or internal to 

the U.S. policy process itself. 

Policy goals external to the policy process involve 

normative concerns brought to the study by the researcher, 

attempting to discover whether policy achieved goals other 

than those of the actual policymakers. These are valid 



6 

concerns, since frequently we need to know what policy 

accomplished from a point of view other than that of its 

policymakers, for example, whether policy accomplished 

recipient-country objectives. On the other hand, policy 

goals internal to the policy process accept the normative 

concerns of the actual policymakers, attempting to discover 

whether policy succeeded in the specific outcomes which 

policymakers themselves announced their policy was designed 

to achieve. 

The crucial distinction between external and internal 

policy goals is that policy may or may not "accomplish" 

goals external to it, but policy can "succeed" or "fail" 

only in terms of its own internal goals. Only policy goals 

from policymakers' own arguments allow us to evaluate policy 

"success." Unless policy leads to catastrophic unintended 

consequences, it is misleading to label a policy a failure 

for not achieving goals it was never intended to achieve. 

By far the more convincing (or condemning) form of policy 

evaluation is to demonstrate that a policy succeeds or fails 

in accomplishing its own explicit goals. 

This study will use the more convincing, internal-goal 

form of policy evaluation. This means explicit performance 

criteria for U.S. policy success must be based on a rather 

narrow, procedural definition of democracy. "In attempting 

to promote democracy abroad, the U.S. government tends to 

use an overly narrow version of the conventional Western 
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political science conception of democracy that emphasizes 

elections [and the superficial forms of a country's 

governing institutions] at the expense of everything else" 

(Carothers 1991). U.S. policymakers seldom consider a full 

range of citizen-participation modes, they tend not to 

question whether an elected government is merely a facade 

for nondemocratic practices, and they seldom inquire into 

substantive, or outcome-oriented, aspects of democracy, like 

political and civil rights or quality-of-life concerns. 

Constructing a democracy measure based on U.S. 

policymakers' preferred procedural-institutional definition 

of democracy allows us to estimate the impact of U.S. 

foreign assistance on the same version of democracy which 

that assistance was intended to promote. This study thus 

evaluates the "success" or "failure" of U.S. foreign 

assistance strictly by its own definitions and policy goals, 

rather than by its "accomplishment" of goals external to the 

policy process, whether those goals be a Central American 

recipient country's or this researcher's. 

After developing this procedural measure of democracy 

through literature and logic, I confirm the measure using 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). I then estimate the 

impact of U.S. economic and military assistance on economic 

growth, measured as gross domestic product (GDP), and on the 

confirmed procedural-democracy measure for five Central 

American countries. For these estimates, I use the Direct 
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Granger Method, employing ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression with 1946-through-1994 time-series data, to 

construct five Granger-causality models, one each for 

Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. 

All models indicate that U.S. economic and military 

assistance promoted neither democracy nor economic growth, 

nor did economic growth promote democracy in Central 

America, 1946 through 1994. If post-World War II U.S. 

security depended on Central American democracy, then U.S. 

foreign assistance to the region failed consistently as an 

instrument of U.S. foreign policy toward that end. In fact, 

analysis of these Granger-causality models indicates that 

U.S. foreign assistance to Central America occasionally 

actively hindered democratic tendencies which threatened 

oligarchic regimes that policymakers preferred for security 

reasons or which did not coincide with U.S. policymakers' 

narrowly procedural concept of democracy. 

But while U.S. foreign assistance did not promote it, 

democracy grew in Central America anyway, while U.S. 

security emerged intact from the Cold War. Further study 

would indicate whether U.S. policy encouraged democracy 

through instruments other than foreign assistance, U.S 

foreign assistance helped to ensure U.S. security through 

means other than Central American democracy, both of the 

above, or neither. 



CHAPTER 2 

BACKGROUND 

U.S. Foreign Policy and Central America 

From the early 1800s at least into the late 1980s, U.S. 

policymakers viewed Latin America differently from the rest 

of the world. During this time, U.S. policy toward Latin 

America was guided by what Hartlyn, Schoultz, and Varas 

(1992) call "strategic denial." The specifics varied from 

Monroe Doctrine to containment, but the consistent framework 

of U.S. policy was the exclusion of extrahemispheric rivals 

from Latin America. Furthermore, as the dominant regional 

power, the United States historically sought its version of 

hemispheric order in a coercive or in a hegemonic manner 

(Hartlyn, Schoultz, and Varas 1992; Poitras 1990). 

U.S. Interests, Goals, and Means 

Molineu (1990) categorizes general U.S. policy 

interests in Latin America as (1) security interests, (2) 

political interests, and (3) economic interests, in that 

order. Security interests (strategic denial) include 

keeping the influence of hostile powers out of the region. 

Political interests include supporting governments friendly 

to U.S. global strategy and guarding against instability in 

9 
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the region. Economic interests include protecting private 

commerce and access to raw materials and resources. 

In support of these three interests, the two most 

important U.S. goals have been (1) maintaining a region of 

independent states and (2) preventing strategic attack 

against the United States. More specific goals included 

deterring Soviet strategic capability, preventing hostile 

military bases, defending strategic resources, containing 

revolution or subversion, and encouraging U.S. trade and 

investment. Molineu identifies the means to accomplish 

these goals as (1) close ties with friendly governments and 

militaries, (2) military and economic assistance to promote 

stability. (3) training and material to combat subversion, 

(4) resistance to nationalization of U.S. investments, (5) 

education about external threats, and finally (6) promotion 

of democratic processes. 

U.S. Policy Historical Overview 

Historically, the United States and Latin America 

experienced little political interaction in the 1800s 

(Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1986). United States involvement 

increased sharply with the Spanish-American War of 1898 and 

the 1901 Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, 

asserting a U.S. right to exercise international police 

power. The Roosevelt, Taft ("dollar diplomacy"), and Wilson 

administrations actively and directly intervened in Central 
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America and the Caribbean through the 1920s to separate 

Panama from Colombia and then to protect the U.S. canal 

monopoly in the region, aggressively to protect U.S. 

business interests, to collect customs revenues, chase 

bandits, punish insults to the United States or attacks on 

U.S. citizens, or to impose martial law (Dougherty and 

Pfaltzgraff 1986; Molineu 1990). 

After more than thirty years of military and political 

intervention, U.S.-Latin American relations began to mend 

with the "Good Neighbor" Policy, begun by Hoover and 

continued by Franklin Roosevelt. Resolving that no state 

has a right to intervene in the affairs of another, the 

United States withdrew from Nicaragua in 1933 and advocated 

sharing enforcement responsibility for the Monroe Doctrine 

(Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1986). Improving relations, 

however, did little to promote specifically democratic 

procedures; military governments and dictators prevailed in 

the region (Molineu 1990). 

Following World War II, U.S. policymakers began to 

perceive a growing Soviet threat. In 1946, George Kennan 

articulated the strategy of long-term, patient, firm 

"containment" of Soviet expansionist tendencies (Dougherty 

and Pfaltzgraff 1986; Nathan and Oliver 1989). In 1947, the 

Truman Doctrine recognized that containment would be the 

official U.S. strategy, beginning in Europe. In Latin 

America, a consensus existed that unity was necessary to 
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deter the communist threat, as the Organization of American 

States (OAS) was created in 1948 (Molineu 1990). In 1957, 

the Eisenhower Doctrine called for military and economic 

assistance and for U.S. military power to meet Soviet 

threats to the independence of any Middle East country. 

Though the Eisenhower doctrine was not directed toward 

Latin America, covert CIA action in 1954 had crushed the 

leftist but democratically elected government of Guatemala. 

A military coup had toppled the murderous dictator Jorge 

Ubico in 1944, ushering in a decade of civilian rule known 

as the Guatemalan Revolution (Anderson 1988; Perez-Brignoli 

1989; Woodward 1976). In 1954, the CIA ended this interlude 

of civilian government and clean elections (Perez-Brignoli 

1989), reinstating a right-wing repression which continues 

in Guatemala to this day (Nathan and Oliver 1989). The 1957 

Eisenhower Doctrine thus formulated a renewed U.S. readiness 

to intervene militarily in neighboring countries. 

Strategic denial during this phase of U.S. foreign 

policy meant emphatically excluding any Soviet presence from 

Latin America. More importantly, due to U.S. policymakers' 

preoccupation with communism and narrow concept of 

democracy, strategic denial now meant preventing any leftist 

influence in politics, even in democratically elected 

regimes. 

Preventing real or possible communist subversion 

dominated U.S. policy toward Latin America from the 1950s 
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into the late 1980s, punctuated by two major periods of 

efforts to emphasize democratic reform and human rights 

(Molineu 1990). Kennedy's Alliance for Progress linked 

assistance with political and economic reform, seeking 

democracy if possible, pro-U.S. dictators if necessary, but 

communism under no circumstances (Nathan and Oliver 1989). 

Carter's human-rights stance attempted to distance the 

United States from authoritarian and military regimes, 

withdrawing U.S. foreign assistance, particularly military 

assistance, from Guatemala, El Salvador, and Nicaragua. 

Neither the Kennedy nor the Carter effort was notably 

successful (Molineu 1990), largely because intractable 

privileged classes remained rigidly opposed to reform 

(Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1986). 

Johnson and Nixon both waged anticommunist campaigns in 

Latin America, but Reagan intensified militant anticommunism 

to new levels (Cold War II) in Central America, supporting a 

repressive, right-wing, military regime to prevent a 

"communist" takeover of El Salvador (Molineu 1990) and 

actively conducting illegal operations to bring down the 

Marxist but moderate (Nathan and Oliver 1989), revolutionary 

but after 1984 democratically elected (Seligson and Booth 

1995), Sandinista government of Nicaragua. Bush cooled the 

ideological fervor of U.S. policy, presiding over policy 

during the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the 

collapse of communism as a global threat (Molineu 1990). 
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Development and Reform in Central America 

Latin American political systems have always looked 

unstable by U.S. standards (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1986), 

with elite oligarchies transferring power by coup rather 

than by election, ruling by force over large, profoundly 

poor populations. Since the Conquest 500 years ago, Central 

American economies have tended increasingly to specialize in 

export agriculture, with land ownership concentrated in the 

hands of these powerful, entrenched elites (Brockett 1988). 

Periodically, these economies do transform—from 

Conquest-era resource exploitation, to colonial cacao and 

indigo, to nineteenth-century coffee, to twentieth-century 

bananas, to cotton, sugar, and beef today—but each such 

transformation tightened the grip on society of repressive 

agro-export-based development, further concentrating wealth 

and strengthening the power of the land-owning elites 

(Brockett 1988) . Central American elites have always 

emphasized accumulating wealth, not distributing it (Sloan 

1984) . Attempts to disrupt or reform this system have 

traditionally been viewed as threats by the elites and have 

been met with severe repression (Brockett 1988). 

Exploding populations, landlessness, malnutrition, 

poverty (Brockett 1988), proliferating new interest groups, 

urbanization, education (Wynia 1984), and economic crises— 

the oil shocks and inflation of the 1970s, the debt crises 

and global recession of the 1980s—which neither civilian 
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nor military regimes could manage (Remmer 1991), all have 

increased pressure for political reform, driving traditional 

elite-dominated societies toward political crises. The 

question is not whether marginalized populations will 

agitate for economic equity and a more democratic order, for 

they have done so with regularity. The question is whether 

Central America can sustain current trends toward democratic 

processes (Pastor 1992), or whether attempts to do so will 

continue to frustrate the masses and threaten elites. The 

question is whether reform toward democracy succeeds or 

whether repression continues until the masses feel they have 

little choice except violent revolution (Wynia 1984). 

Into this politically volatile Central America, in 

combined economic and military assistance from 1946 through 

1994, U.S. policymakers poured 4.79 billion in 1970 dollars 

(Agency for International Development 1992, 1994; Department 

of State 1995), almost 20 billion in 1994 dollars. Some 

44.7% of this total went during Reagan's two terms, 15.5% 

during Bush's term. Of this total 4.79 billion in 1970-

dollars over 49 years, 817 million went to Guatemala (26.3% 

of Guatemala's total from Reagan, 15% from Bush); 957 

million went to Honduras (50.3% from Reagan, 17.6% from 

Bush); 1.73 billion went to El Salvador (60.9% from Reagan, 

21.3% from Bush); 537 million went to Nicaragua (4.3% from 

Reagan, 26.9% from Bush); and 750 million went to Costa Rica 

(52.3% from Reagan, 11.2% from Bush). Some 36.1% of the 
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total 4.79 billion 1970-dollars went to El Salvador, 20% to 

Honduras, 17% to Guatemala, 15.7% to Costa Rica, and 11.2% 

to Nicaragua. Of all U.S. foreign assistance to Central 

America from 1946 through 1994, 60.2% went during the twelve 

Reagan-Bush years, 1981 through 1992. 

As noted above, U.S. policymakers pursued U.S security 

interests in Central America primarily through a policy of 

strategic denial, excluding extrahemispheric rivals from the 

region, a policy specifically intended after World War II to 

exclude communism, but which generally condemned all leftist 

political activity. Excluding communist influence depended 

on democratic allies, according to the argument, so U.S. 

foreign assistance went to Central America as an instrument 

of U.S. policy to help promote stable democratic regimes. 

Did 4.79 billion 1970-dollars in U.S. economic and 

military assistance help to relax elite resistance to 

democratic reform, or did U.S. foreign assistance leave 

traditional elite domination unmoved? Did U.S. policymakers 

succeed in promoting their overly narrow, procedural (though 

comparatively politically egalitarian) concept of democracy 

over the traditional elite-dominated varieties of democracy 

perspectives found in Latin America (Martz 1988; Jonas and 

Stein 1990)? Or did U.S. foreign assistance fail as an 

instrument of U.S. policy to promote democracy in Central 

America, even in democracy's most narrowly procedural sense? 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Did U.S. policymakers achieve their democracy goals? 

As a means to the end of U.S. security within a democratic 

hemisphere, did U.S. assistance to Central America actually 

promote either democracy or economic growth? To provide 

empirical evidence, I estimate the impact of U.S. economic 

and military assistance on democracy and on economic growth 

in Central America, 1946 through 1994. Using the Direct 

Granger Method, discussed in detail in the "Method" section 

of this chapter, employing ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression with time-lagged variables, I test for "Granger-

causality" among all economic and military assistance, 

democracy, and economic-growth variables. 

"Granger-causality" is established when a dependent 

variable Y (e.g., democracy), to the left in a regression 

equation, is better "predicted" from past lags of itself 

plus past lags of an independent variable X (e.g., economic 

assistance), together to the right in a regression equation, 

than from past lags of itself alone (Freeman 1983). Then X 

(assistance) is said to "Granger-cause" Y (democracy). If 

these models indicate that economic or military assistance 

"Granger-caused" increasing democracy or economic growth, 

17 



18 

then we conclude that U.S. foreign assistance promoted 

democracy or economic growth. If the models indicate no 

Granger-causality, or a Granger-caused decrease in democracy 

or economic growth, then we conclude that U.S. foreign 

assistance did not promote democracy or economic growth. 

This study constitutes a quantitative policy evaluation 

of U.S. foreign assistance to Central America, providing 

empirical evidence assessing the success of U.S. policy in 

the region. Following Raymond (1987), I first identify the 

policy goal, which is to promote democracy in Central 

America through U.S. foreign assistance. Second, I link the 

desired outcomes of U.S. policymakers to concretely measured 

objectives—U.S. economic or military assistance promoting 

(1) economic growth and (2) democracy, which policymakers 

argue are inseparable. Third, I estimate the impact of U.S. 

foreign assistance on Central American economic growth and 

on democracy, using Granger-caused rising GDP and Granger-

caused increasing procedural democracy as the explicit 

criteria for policy success. 

If U.S. assistance did indeed promote democracy, then 

U.S. policy succeeded in this regard. Arguments that U.S. 

security depends on democracy in Latin America thus might be 

true; at least, this result would fail to contradict those 

arguments. However, if U.S. assistance did not promote 

democracy, but democracy grew in the region anyway, then 

U.S. policy failed through this specific means, though not 
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necessarily through means other than foreign assistance, 

toward its goal of promoting democracy. On the other hand, 

if democracy did not grow in the region, then U.S. policy 

not only failed in this specific regard, but the argument 

that U.S. security depends on democracy in Central America 

is demonstrably false. 

If U.S. foreign assistance failed to promote democracy, 

yet democracy grew in Central America anyway, this would 

strongly suggest that the United States pursued its own 

security interests through a determined use of foreign 

assistance against the interests of a people who never 

desired to become communist in the first place. Likewise, 

if U.S. foreign assistance failed to promote democracy, and 

democracy did not grow in Central America, this could 

suggest even more strongly that the United States supported 

pro-U.S. but nondemocratic regimes, making war on popular 

movements that attempted to reform those regimes, in reality 

intensifying and perpetuating the inequality and repression 

which prompted some Central Americans to support Marxist-

oriented movements in the first place. 

How ironic it would be if U.S. policymakers actually 

incited that leftist political mobilization they so feared 

by actively sponsoring repressive oligarchies in the name of 

democracy! How tragic it would be if policymakers pursued 

U.S. security interests by actively hindering democracy in 

Central America, thinking to promote it. 
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Variables 

I estimate five Granger-causality models, one each for 

Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. 

Each model consists of five variables, three dependent and 

two independent variables. The dependent variables will be 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and two democracy factors, 

Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation. The independent 

variables will be total annual U.S. Economic Assistance and 

total annual U.S. Military Assistance. 

Independent Variables—U.S. Foreign Assistance 

The two measures of U.S. foreign assistance in this 

study are total Economic Assistance and total Military 

Assistance for each year, 1946 through 1994, for each 

country, Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and 

Costa Rica. The primary source for these data is the U.S. 

Overseas Loans and Grants: Series of Yearly Data. Volume II 

- Latin America and Caribbean (Agency for International 

Development 1992) for data from 1946 through 1991. This 

source is supplemented by the 1994 edition of U.S. Overseas 

Loans and Grants (Agency for International Development 1994) 

for data through 1993 and by Country Reports on Human Rights 

Practices for 1994 (Department of State 1995) for estimates 

of 1994 data. All data are deflated by standardizing in 

1970 U.S. dollars to be consistent with the economic data, 

described below. 
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Dependent Variable—Gross Domestic Product 

Because U.S. policymakers consistently argue that 

"freedom and economic development go hand in hand" (Shultz 

1984), the first dependent variable in this study is Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP). These are annual time-series data 

for the 49-year interval 1946 through 1994 for each of the 

five countries. The source for these data from 1946 through 

1984 is Bulmer-Thomas (1987). All economic indicators in 

his data set are calculated at purchasing-power-parity 

exchange rates to convert Central American currencies into 

U.S. dollars on a yearly basis, then standardized in 1970 

U.S. dollars to control for inflation. The source of the 

data from 1985 through 1989 is the Economic and Social 

Progress in Latin America: 1991 Report (Inter-American 

Development Bank 1991), which uses standard 1988 dollars. 

The source of the data from 1990 through 1994 is the 

Economic and Social Progress in Latin America: 1995 Report 

(Inter-American Development Bank 1995), which uses standard 

1990 dollars. All data from these last two sources are 

standardized in 1970 dollars to be consistent with the 

Bulmer-Thomas data. 

Dependent Variables—Democracy 

The two democracy factors constituting the democracy 

variables in this study will be Elite Accord and Mass 

Accommodation. These measures operationalize democracy 
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along two dimensions, (1) a substantive-procedural dimension 

and (2) an elite-mass dimension. The substantive-procedural 

dimension distinguishes between (1) the substantive concept 

of democracy, which emphasizes democratic outcomes (e.g., 

equity, justice, human rights) over the processes by which 

these outcomes are generated, and (2) the procedural concept 

of democracy, which emphasizes institutionalized democratic 

processes (e.g., elections, constitutions, independent 

public or private organizations) over the outcomes generated 

by these processes in operation. 

The fundamental assumptions differentiating these two 

concepts are that (1) substantive democracy assumes that 

favoritism, inequality, and injustice cannot be democratic, 

and that emphasizing procedure alone does not safeguard 

society from exactly these results, while (2) procedural 

democracy assumes that imposing predetermined outcomes on 

society can be neither democracy nor freedom, but that 

democratic procedure usually produces reasonably democratic 

outcomes anyway. This study uses the more conservative 

procedural democracy concept exclusively because the 

dominant orientation of U.S. policymakers has consistently 

been narrowly procedural (Carothers 1991). 

The elite-mass dimension reflects an essential 

characteristic of the structure of Latin American society 

and politics. As discussed more fully below, elites and 

masses play distinct and crucial roles in Central American 
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democratic development, roles which are lost to analysis if 

this dimension is ignored or aggregated. 

Literature. Poe and Tate (1994) discuss three well-known 

measures of democracy, choosing two for testing whether they 

explain variations in levels of global repression from 1981 

through 1987. The first measure, Vanhanen's Index, 

operationalizes "Dahl's two theoretical dimensions of 

democratization—public contestation and the right to 

participate" (Vanhanen 1990). Vanhanen argues (1) that 

these two dimensions "refer to the most important 

characteristics differentiating more democratic systems from 

less democratic ones" and (2) that "satisfactory indicators 

can be found from electoral data." Vanhanen equally weights 

two variables, the first of which he calls Competition, the 

smaller parties' combined percentage of electoral votes, and 

the second of which he calls Participation, the percentage 

of the population voting in the election (Vanhanen 1990). 

I accept Vanhanen's argument that Dahl's theoretical 

dimensions of competition and participation are "the most 

important" for "differentiating more democratic systems from 

less democratic ones." However, Vanhanen's exclusive 

concentration on electoral data leads him to construct a 

logically inadequate democracy measure. Both competition 

and participation as Vanhanen measures them can be 

engineered in nondemocratic regimes. In fact, until the 
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1980s, elections without democracy were pervasive in Central 

America. Fraudulent, manipulated, authoritarian-justifying 

elections have long contributed to what Seligson and Booth 

(1995) call "the region's checkered electoral past." The 

logical problem with overemphasizing electoral measures for 

democracy is that elections are necessary-but-not-sufficient 

conditions for large-scale democracy. This means simply 

that modern nation-state democracy is not possible without 

elections, but elections are possible without democracy. 

The second measure of democracy discussed by Poe and 

Tate, the Freedom House Political Rights Ranking, combines 

elections with other aspects of democracy, making it 

logically better balanced than Vanhanen's Index. In 

addition to open voting and competitive opposition, the 

Freedom House Political Rights Ranking includes degree of 

government control of political parties, degree of coercion 

or fraud in elections, degree of political power contested 

in elections, geographic inclusiveness of the political 

process, and degree of foreign influence (Wilkie, Alberto, 

and Weber 1993). Generally procedural as it is, however, 

this ranking aggregates elite and mass elements in a single 

score ranging from one to seven, masking their separate 

influences from analysis. 

The other Freedom House measure, the Civil Rights 

Ranking, generally emphasizes substantive outcomes. It 

scores countries based on individual and media liberties, 
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including censorship, freedom of speech, freedom to join 

organizations, judiciary independence, number and treatment 

of political prisoners, and police respect for individual 

rights (Wilkie, Alberto, and Weber 1993). Again, elite and 

mass elements are combined in one aggregate number, so that 

analysis of their separate influences is impossible. 

A measure that Poe and Tate mention but do not use in 

their study is Gurr's Polity II (1990) Institutional 

Democracy measure, a purely procedural measure from a data 

set with "no coded data on civil liberties" (Gurr 1990). 

Gurr's democracy measure is "conceived as three essential, 

interdependent elements. One is... institutions and 

procedures through which citizens can express effective 

preferences. Second is... constraints on the exercise of 

power. Third is the guarantee of civil liberties" (Gurr 

1990). Gurr's measure aggregates scores for competitiveness 

of mass political participation, executive recruitment 

openness and competitiveness, and constraints on executive 

power. Though this democracy measure combines mass and 

elite elements alike into one aggregate number, again 

masking the particular contribution of each, the Polity II 

data set also includes all the ordinal-level components, so 

the measure could be disaggregated if necessary. 

Another index similar to the Freedom House Rankings is 

the Fitzgibbon-Johnson Index, which again generally 

emphasizes procedural conditions for political participation 
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and competition, but which again combines elite and mass 

elements in aggregate rankings. This index uses the 

subjective evaluations of experts to rank Latin American 

countries on political democracy every five years, starting 

in 1945 (Vanhanen 1990). The index uses 15 criteria, five 

key criteria being: free speech, free elections, free party 

organization, independent judiciary, and civilian supremacy 

(Wilkie, Alberto, and Weber 1993). However, the five-year 

interval in this measure makes its use impractical in OLS 

regression analyses with annual time-series data. 

With several logically adequate, generally procedural 

measures available, why insist on specifying an elite-mass 

dimension in the democracy measure? Regarding this elite-

mass dimension and the crucial role of elites, John Peeler 

(1985, 1995) argues that democracy can only be consolidated 

or maintained on the basis of conscious, deliberate, and 

sustained democratic (procedural and substantive) accord 

among rival elites. The powerful, independent elites in 

Central America have the ability and the willingness to 

disrupt any political or economic order which threatens 

their interests. Therefore, democratic elite accord is 

requisite for any sustained mass political participation. 

Democracy might occur without elite accord, but it cannot 

consolidate, thus risking instability and collapse, unless 

elites perceive that democracy to be in their interests and 

they settle its rules among themselves. 
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Booth (1993) catalogs ten democracy-consolidation 

factors to assess the risks of collapse for all the newly 

emergent, elected, civilian regimes in Central America. He 

concludes that, while democracy as mass participation has 

deepened throughout the region, only Costa Rica remains 

securely democratic because the crucial element of elite 

settlement is yet missing in all other countries. Those 

imperfectly elite-consolidated democratic regimes remain so 

fragile that their democratic futures are uncertain. Peeler 

goes further to predict that traditional elite intransigence 

renders democracy unlikely except in Costa Rica (1995). 

The problem is not that Central American elites lack 

accord. The problem is that the centuries-old settlement 

they do have was never a democratic settlement, nor does it 

show promise of becoming democratic overnight, as Booth and 

Peeler point out. This traditional Central American elite 

accord is founded on centuries of privilege and family ties, 

the most reactionary kind of accord and the most difficult 

to reform. The ruling families in all five Central American 

countries are direct descendants of the Conquistadors (Stone 

1990). They are related across national boundaries, and 

their ancestors have held power since the Conquest. 

"Revolution," therefore, is not really what happens in 

Central America—rather, it is more like "rotation" (Rubin 

1987). Faces in office may change, but policy seldom does, 

while coups tend to be polite and bloodless affairs. 
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From the Conquest, political change in Central America 

runs historically from charismatic, independent caudillos 

(Hamill 1992) to personalistic, old-fashioned dictators (as 

opposed to militant, nationalistic, twentieth-century 

dictators), to oligarchic juntas dedicated to Latin American 

liberalism, with its twin goals of economic growth (i.e., 

accumulation) and social order (i.e., elite privilege) at 

all costs (Rubin 1987; Woodward 1976). It has been argued 

that in the north of the isthmus (Guatemala, Honduras, El 

Salvador), the elites rule from the plantation, without 

holding office personally (Stone 1990). In the south 

(Nicaragua), in contrast, the elites take office personally. 

But north or south makes little real difference because all 

regimes faithfully represent the interests of the 

traditional agro-export oligarchy (Perez-Brignoli 1989). 

Democratic elite accord simply is not part of this 

tradition, wherein elites own the property and control the 

power, and preservation of this elite economic and social 

privilege is the proper function of government, a function 

served regularly by mass repressions. In fact, under this 

form of nondemocratic elite accord, the only real trouble a 

leader can get into is with fellow elites, as the Somozas 

demonstrated with the 1978 assassination of fellow elite 

Chamorro (Anderson 1988). For the Somozas' long disregard 

for traditional rules of elite behavior among themselves, 

Nicaraguan elites finally abandoned them to the Sandinistas. 
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The Sandinistas then attempted by revolution to replace the 

old nondemocratic elite accord with democratic elite accord 

and with popular mass accommodation. Some among the top 

leadership of the Sandinistas, not surprisingly, were also 

descendants of the Conquistadors, including cousins of the 

Liberal Nationalist Somozas (Stone 1990), and members of 

powerful Conservative clans, as well. 
I-

The available measures of democracy discussed above 

simply do not reflect these realities of elite power in 

Central America. While all measures include some element of 

elite activity, they invariably mask it in an aggregate 

score with elements of mass participation, which makes these 

measures inadequate for identifying movement toward stable, 

consolidated democracies which depend on democratic elite 

accords. Likewise, an overemphasis on elections produces 

inadequate measures, since without full variation we cannot 

test for logical sufficiency if a variable is dependent, for 

logical necessity if a variable is independent (Most and 

Starr 1989). In other words, we can neither claim logical 

sufficiency—IF elections, then democracy—as the Reagan 

administration showed a tendency to do (Carothers 1991), nor 

can we test for logical necessity—ONLY IF elections, then 

democracy—without full variability in either measure1 

Equally inadequate for this study are measures that mix 

procedural with substantive democracy, which only the Polity 

II Democracy measure above avoids, since these begin quickly 
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to introduce normative concerns beyond the intentions of 

traditionally narrowly procedure-oriented U.S. policymakers. 

Measurement. Convinced that procedural and substantive 

aspects of democracy must be kept distinct to evaluate U.S. 

policy on its own terms, that elite consensus and mass 

participation are distinct but equally necessary for stable, 

consolidated democracy (Higley and Gunther 1992; Peeler 

1985, 1995), that elections alone are not sufficient to 

identify democracy, and not finding such a measure readily 

available, I develop a new procedural-democracy measure. 

Leaving substantive democracy for another day, I start 

with Gurr's two measures, Democracy and Autocracy, from the 

1996 Polity III update of Polity II (Jaggers and Gurr 1996). 

These are institutional, purely procedural measures that 

divide democracy's full range of variability between them 

into two aggregate numbers—the high end of the range for 

Democracy, the low end of the range for Autocracy—each 

combining distinct elite and mass elements. But the large 

Polity III data set includes the measures' individual 

components before aggregation, so I can disaggregate both 

Democracy and Autocracy and recombine their elements into 

the purely procedural measures I need, one Procedural-Elite, 

the other Procedural-Mass, both measures having the full 

range of democracy's variability. The first measure will be 

my Elite Accord measure, the second my Mass Accommodation 



31 

measure. I offer detailed descriptions of all components 

and their ordinal scaling when I confirm these measures in 

the "LISREL8" section below. I introduce brief descriptions 

here for their logical implications. 

Elite Accord is an aggregate number composed of three 

aspects of Polity Ill's (1996) Executive Recruitment, 

structural indicators of the processes by which chief 

executives are recruited: Executive Recruitment Regulation, 

Executive Recruitment Competitiveness, and Executive 

Recruitment Openness. Elite Accord is coded 1-10, from a 

low range of 1-6 representing nondemocratic executive 

recruitment (unregulated, selected or designated, closed 

processes), to a high range of 7-10 representing democratic 

executive recruitment (regulated, elected, open processes). 

A high score on Elite Accord reflects elite consensus on 

open and competitive access to executive office and on 

established procedures for transferring power. Elections 

are considered, but so are other means to power by a variety 

of kinds of power seekers, so Elite Accord allows a 

logically adequate range of data variation for analyses. 

Mass Accommodation is an aggregate number composed of 

two aspects of Polity Ill's (1996) Mass Participation: 

Participation Regulation and Participation Competitiveness, 

and one aspect of Chief Executive Responsiveness: Executive 

Constraints. Mass Accommodation is coded 2-17, from a low 

range of 2-10 representing nondemocratic participation 
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(unregulated, suppressed) with unlimited executive power, to 

a high range of 11-17 representing democratic participation 

(regulated, competitive) with highly accountable executive 

power. A high score on Mass Accommodation reflects the 

access of the general population to regular, meaningful 

participation in the political decision-making process and 

the accountability of executive power to those decisions. 

Again, elections are considered, but not to the exclusion of 

other means of access by a variety of kinds of participants. 

Mass Accommodation, like Elite Accord, again allows a full 

range of possible variation in the data for logical adequacy 

in testing either necessary or sufficiency propositions. 

The Polity III data set uses four missing-value codes: 

-66 for polity Interruption with no fundamental changes from 

before to after, -77 for polity Interregnum, interruption 

with fundamental changes after, -88 for Transition to new 

institutions without real polity interruption, and -99 for 

information unknown. The only missing-value code present in 

Central American data from 1946 through 1994 is -88 for the 

following 11 years: 1985 for Guatemala, 1981 for Honduras, 

1948-1949 and 1979-1983 for El Salvador, and 1979-1980 for 

Nicaragua. Because -88 is not really "missing" data—it 

actually conveys a great deal of information—I have recoded 

those 11 years to reflect institutional transitions without 

fundamental polity interruptions. Using the scores before 

and after these "transitions," I have interpolated values 
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into these gaps to reflect rapid institutional change with 

essential polity continuity, smoothing the data to remove 

the unwarranted "interruptions" introduced by -88 values. 

Logic. For conceptual clarity, Figure 1 illustrates the 

logical relationships among Democracy, Elite Accord, and 

Mass Accommodation by displaying these in a two-dimensional 

matrix. 

FIGURE 1 
Logical Relationships Among Democracy, Elite Accord, and 
Mass Accommodation 

MASS 
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Notice that LOW Elite Accord-LOW Mass Accommodation 

neatly defines Autocracy, the logical opposite of democracy. 

Sartori (1969) says, "...in a democracy power is scattered, 

limited, controlled, and exercised in rotation; whereas in 

an autocracy power is concentrated, uncontrolled, 

indefinite, and unlimited. What democracy is not is, in one 

word, autocracy." In Central America, this the caudillo or 
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the dictator. HIGH Elite Accord-LOW Mass Accommodation 

neatly defines Oligarchy, the closed rule of a designated 

few, high but nondemocratic accord among the elite, low mass 

access to decision-making processes. In Central America, 

this is the military junta or the collaboration among ruling 

families and the military. HIGH Elite Accord-HIGH Mass 

Accommodation neatly defines Democracy, democratic accord 

among elites regarding openly shared, limited, controlled, 

and rotating power, with regular access for the masses to 

meaningful political participation. 

LOW Elite Accord-HIGH Mass Accommodation is a special 

case I identify as Stratarchy, meaning organization with 

multiple levels, with power decentralized, but with that 

power resting in a few hands at each level (Lawson 1993). 

Stratarchy resembles oligarchy in that power resides with 

elite groups, but it approaches pluralist democracy with the 

emergence of multiple, issue-specific elites. Oligarchy 

describes a more centralized, top-down elite structure which 

masses hope to influence or join from below. Stratarchy 

implies a more decentralized, bottom-up elite structure in 

which elite groups can actually emerge from the masses. In 

stratarchy, power diffuses throughout the polity as issue-

oriented groups multiply, creating increasing opportunities 

for mass access to effective decision-making processes. 

I argue that the presence or absence of Stratarchy is a 

good test for the logical coherence of Elite Accord and Mass 
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Accommodation as democracy measures for this study. Defined 

as LOW Elite Accord-HIGH Mass Accommodation, stratarchy 

should be rare and unstable in a region characterized by 

five centuries of tenacious elite domination. Logically, 

stratarchy should not exist in Central America; it should be 

purely a theoretical possibility generated by the matrix. 

If we consider this matrix to be a logic diagram (Most 

and Starr 1989), so that Elite Accord is a necessary-but-

not-sufficient condition for Mass Accommodation (i.e., Mass 

Accommodation can occur ONLY IF Elite Accord is democratic, 

but may not occur even then, and cannot occur if Elite 

Accord is nondemocratic), then Stratarchy is logically the 

only null cell. Figure 2 shows this logic matrix with the 

distribution of cases from the two data sets used in this 

study, (1) the five-country, 1946-through-1994 Central 

American data for the Granger models and (2) the 125-

country, 1970-and-1986 World data for the LISREL8 models. 

Figure 2 shows a remarkable agreement between the World 

and the Central American data sets. Stratarchy is indeed 

null, suggesting that Elite Accord is in fact a necessary-

but-not-sufficient condition for Mass Accommodation and 

suggesting a very high degree of logical coherence between 

Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation as dual procedural-

democracy measures. Of 245 country-years (5 countries x 49 

years each) in the Central American data, 19.2% of the cases 

fall in the Autocracy cell, 48.2% in the Oligarchy cell, and 



36 

FIGURE 2 
Elite Accord as a Necessary-but-not-Sufficient Condition for 
Mass Accommodation 
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32.7% in the Democracy cell. Of 250 country-years (125 

countries x two years each) in the World data, 21.2% of the 

cases fall in the Autocracy cell, 44.4% in the Oligarchy 

cell, and 34.4% in the Democracy cell. The remarkable 

agreement between these two data sets suggests that a valid 

measure for Central American democracy can be constructed 

from the World data set. 

LISREL8: 
Confirming a Two-Factor Measure of Procedural Democracy 

In addition to the power of literature and logic for 

defining concepts and developing measures, today we have 

another powerful tool for testing these measures, LISREL. 
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LISREL is a goodness-of-fit, structural equation modeling 

program which specifies phenomena being studied in terms of 

"cause-and-effect" variables and their indicators (Joreskog 

and Sorbom 1989). LISREL treats these cause-and-effeet 

variables as "latent constructs," as theoretical factors or 

summary concepts which "drive" the generation of specific, 

observable indicators. These specific and measurable 

"observables" are the data which the researcher feeds into 

the program. LISREL hypothesizes that these observables 

"load" onto the theoretical latent constructs, combining 

empirically to define their driving latent concepts. In 

other words, unmeasured latent constructs "cause" 

observables, while observables are measurable indicators or 

"symptoms" of these constructs. LISREL allows us to 

estimate networks of coefficients describing relationships 

among latent constructs and their observables, which 

networks we call "structural equation models." 

In its most general form, a LISREL model consists of 

two parts: the full structural equation model and the 

measurement model (Joreskog and Sorbom 1989; Long 1990). 

Structural equation models hypothesize causal relationships 

among latent constructs, each construct driving its set of 

observables. Measurement models hypothesize relationships 

within latent constructs, or how well each construct is 

measured in terms of its own observables, estimating its 

measurement properties (reliability and validity), taking 
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account of measurement error, and estimating unexplained 

variance. In effect, measurement models are components of 

the more encompassing structural equation models. 

I use a measurement model in this study to test my 

two-factor procedural-democracy measure. Using measurement 

models to test for reliability and validity in particular 

measures is called "Confirmatory Factor Analysis," or CFA. 

Not to be confused with "factor analysis," which produces 

"clusters" in need of explanation, CFA tests explicit 

hypotheses about relationships between researcher-specified 

latent constructs and observables. I use CFA to estimate 

how well their observables measure Elite Accord and Mass 

Accommodation, without specifying any cause-and-effect 

structure between the two latent constructs themselves. 

The Measurement Model 

Using LISREL8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to 

develop a measurement model to test my procedural-democracy 

measure, I test hypotheses relating two latent procedural 

constructs, Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation, to their 

respective observable components. I consider that this two-

factor procedural-democracy model properly resides within a 

theoretical context of a full measurement model combining 

procedural with substantive democracy. Figure 3 illustrates 

the overriding construct, Democracy, driving two component 

constructs, Procedural and Substantive (outcome) Democracy. 
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FIGURE 3 
Democracy: 
A Theoretical Measurement Model 
Combining Procedural and Substantive Democracy 
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Ellipses represent latent constructs. 
Upper-case Xs (XN) represent measured observables. 

Lower-case sigmas (0"N) represent measurement-error terms, 
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Substantive Democracy, in turn, possibly drives various 

component quality-of-life constructs, upon which various 

quality-of-life observables load—education, health, life 

expectancy and mortality, general welfare or benefit-

distribution measures, various human rights measures, 

subjective opinions, efficacy or satisfaction, and so forth. 

Leaving Substantive Democracy for another day, in this 

study I concentrate on the Procedural Democracy construct. 

I theorize that Procedural Democracy itself drives two 

latent constructs, an Elite Accord factor and a Mass 

Accommodation factor. I test hypotheses that each of these 

two factors drives three procedural observables, for a total 

of six, and I also test for possible covariance among these 

six observables. 

Six Observables. The six procedural observables which I 

hypothesize to load on Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation 

come directly from Jaggers and Gurr's 1996 Polity III data 

set, the modified and updated version of their Polity II, 

compiled specifically to study structural-institutional 

regime characteristics and democracy or power-concentration 

changes (Gurr 1990). On Elite Accord, I test the loading of 

three aspects of "Executive Recruitment," three indicators 

of the structure of the elite settlement over the rules by 

which chief executives are recruited: Executive Recruitment 

Regulation, Executive Recruitment Competitiveness, and 
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Executive Recruitment Openness. On Mass Accommodation, I 

test the loading of three measures of mass access to 

meaningful political participation, measured by one aspect 

of "Chief Executive Responsiveness:" Executive Constraints, 

and by two aspects of "Mass Participation:" Participation 

Regulation and Participation Competitiveness (Jaggers and 

Gurr 1996). Here I offer detailed descriptions, including 

ordinal scaling (Gurr 1990; Jaggers and Gurr 1996), for 

observables Xj through X3 loading on Elite Accord and for 

observables X4 through X6 loading on Mass Accommodation. 

ELITE ACCORD: 

X! = XRREG. Executive Recruitment Regulation refers to 

established legal modes by which executives are selected, or 

institutionalized procedures for transferring executive 

power. Coded 1-3, where 1 = Unregulated, forceful seizures, 

coup; 2 = Designational/Transitional, designated within the 

political elite, rigged election; 3 = Regulated, hereditary 

succession, competitive election. 

X2 = XRCOMP. Executive Recruitment Competitiveness 

refers to equal opportunities for subordinates to become 

superordinates through competitive elections. Coded 0-3, 

where 0 = Unregulated; 1 = Selection, hereditary succession, 

designation; 2 = Dual/Transitional, dual executive: one 

hereditary-one elected; 3 = Election, competitive elections. 

X3 = XROPEN. Executive Recruitment Openness refers to 

the extent to which all the politically active population 
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(nonelites) have the opportunity to become chief executive 

through regular process. Coded 0-4, where 0 = Unregulated; 

1 = Closed, hereditary succession; 2 = Dual/Designation, 

hereditary plus selected; 3 = Dual/Election, hereditary plus 

elected; 4 = Open, elite designation, competitive election. 

MASS ACCOMMODATION: 

X4 = XCONST. Executive Constraint refers to 

constraints on decision-making powers of chief executives, 

accountability, checks and balances. Coded 1-7, where 1 = 

Unlimited Authority; 2 = Intermediate; 3 = Slight to 

Moderate Limitations; 4 = Intermediate; 5 = Substantial 

Limitations; 6 = Intermediate; 7 = Executive Parity or 

Subordination. 

X5 = PARREG. Participation Regulation refers to the 

development of established institutional structures for 

political participation. Coded 1-5, where 1 = Unregulated, 

no organizations, no controls; 2 = Factional/Transitional, 

relatively stable but violent hostile groups; 3 = Factional/ 

Restricted; 4 = Restricted, some organized participation but 

significant regular exclusions; 5 = Institutionalized, 

stable, regular competition, little coercion. 

X6 = PARCOMP. Participation Competitiveness refers to 

the extent to which nonelites have access to institutional 

structures of political participation. Coded 0-5, where 0 = 

Unregulated; 1 = Suppressed Competition, no opposition; 2 = 

Restricted Competition, some competition, systematically 
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sharply limited; 3 = Factional, some competition, not 

persistently limited; 4 = Transitional, competition but no 

elections; 5 = Competitive, stable, regular competition. 

Method 

From the Polity III data, I compiled a data set of 125 

countries having no missing values across the above six 

observables for the two years 1970 and 1986. I estimate two 

models below, one for 1970 (N = 125 countries) and one for 

1986 (N = the exact same 125 countries), to get some 

indication of how invariant, or consistent, this democracy 

measure might be across these two temporal "groups." 

Because these data are ordinal and in some cases 

skewed, I use LISREL8's Weighted Least Squares (WLS) 

estimation technique. In spite of skewed, ordinal data, WLS 

gives correct Chi-squares, t-ratios, and modification 

indices by computing a correct-weight matrix from estimated 

correlations (Joreskog and Sorbom 1989), then weighting an 

estimated asymptotic-covariance matrix. WLS compares this 

estimated, weighted covariance matrix to the actual-sample 

covariance matrix for goodness-of-fit. 

A good "fit" of model estimates to actual data is 

measured by four kinds of statistics: (1) coefficients and 

t-ratios as the observables load on the latent constructs, 

(2) minimum Chi-squares, meaning that the estimated 

covariance matrix did not deviate significantly from the 
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unconstrained covariance matrix of the observed variables, 

(3) minimum Root Mean Squared Errors of Approximation 

(RMSEA), less than .05 indicating low model discrepancy to 

observed data per degree of freedom (Joreskog and Sorbom 

1993), and (4) Goodness-of-Fit Indices (GFI) near 1.00, 

again measuring how much better the estimated model fits as 

compared to a constant model, defined as 1-(Fitted/Unfitted) 

where, as the discrepancy of fit between a good model and 

the data approaches zero, Fitted/Unfitted approaches zero 

(Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Both the RMSEA and the GFI are 

Chi-square based, but they compliment Chi-square as they 

compensate for two limitations in Chi-square itself. Chi-

square is biased toward significance both by estimating a 

large number of parameters and by large samples; the RMSEA 

is not biased by the number of parameters, and the GFI is 

not biased by large samples. These three goodness-of-fit 

measures taken together allow us a very high degree of 

confidence that a particular model is good. 

Results 

Figure 4 presents the estimated two-factor Procedural-

Democracy measurement model for 1970. The model is quite 

good. Chi-square is 3.66 [6 degrees of freedom], p = .72, 

the RMSEA is 0.0, and the GFI is 1.00. This clearly 

insignificant Chi-square, absolute minimum RMSEA, and 

absolute maximum GFI indicate that the model "fits" the data 
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FIGURE 4 
Procedural Democracy: A Two-Factor Measurement Model, 1970 
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quite well, i.e., that the estimated weighted-covariance 

matrix does not deviate significantly from the sample's 

unconstrained covariance matrix. The t-ratios (in 

parentheses) indicate that all the estimated coefficients 

(above the t-ratios) are significant. 

Notice that after diagnosing the modification indices, 

I hypothesize correlations between error terms 3 and 1 and 

error terms 6 and 3, finding correlation between each pair. 

These are not unreasonable assumptions to make, since error 

in the measure of executive-recruitment procedures and in 

the measure of mass access to competitive participation both 

could be expected to increase as measurement error in mass 

access to executive office decreases. In other words, as 

open access to executive office increases in more democratic 

systems, executive-recruitment procedures and mass access to 

institutional structures for political expression both 

become more complex, therefore more difficult to measure. 

Furthermore, the assumption of no correlation among error 

terms produced a Chi-square of 17.01 [8 df], p = .03, a 

RMSEA of .095, but a GFI of 1.00—not a bad first effort but 

clearly inferior to the final result. 

Figure 5 presents the estimated two-factor Procedural-

Democracy measurement model for 1986. This model is 

slightly better than the 1970 model, with a Chi-square of 

1.95 [6 df], p = .86, a RMSEA of 0.0, and a GFI of 1.00. 

Again, t-ratios are good. This model clearly estimates the 
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FIGURE 5 
Procedural Democracy: A Two-Factor Measurement Model, 1986 
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covariance matrix of its sample excellently. Notice that 

after diagnosing the modification indices, I hypothesize 

correlations between error terms 3 and 1, between the 

Executive Constraint observable and the Elite Accord 

construct, and between the Executive-Recruitment Openness 

observable and the Mass Accommodation construct. Again, 

these are not unreasonable assumptions to make. The 3,1 

error-term covariance is discussed above. A correlation 

between XCONST and Elite Accord could be expected from less 

to more democratic systems as constraints on executive power 

increase with increasing general agreement among elites to 

abide by democratic procedures in public affairs. Negative 

correlation between XROPEN and Mass Accommodation might be 

reasonable by 1986 as institutionalized opportunities for 

attaining executive office begin to level off or fluctuate 

at higher levels while regular, protected mass participation 

in general continues to rise. After all, XROPEN is a robust 

element of Elite Accord, which must achieve higher levels 

before Mass Accommodation can begin to consolidate into 

stable democracy. 

Furthermore, the model assuming no correlation among 

1986 error terms and no additional parameters among latent 

constructs and observables produced a Chi-square of 54.08 [8 

df], p = .00, a RMSEA of .22, and a GFI of .99, clearly a 

model which does not estimate its observed-sample covariance 

matrix well. 
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Conclusion 

Both models exhibit very good "fit." Robust t-ratios 

and coefficients, low Chi-squares, absolute minimum RMSEAs, 

and absolute maximum GFIs all indicate that both models, as 

specified, estimate weighted-covariance matrices which do 

not deviate significantly from their respective sample 

covariance matrices. Coefficients and large t-ratios (not 

unusual with LISREL) indicate both that all six observable 

variables do indeed load significantly on their respective 

latent constructs, as hypothesized, but that these variables 

consistently define Elite Accord more robustly than they 

define Mass Accommodation. Also, Elite Accord and Mass 

Accommodation do indeed consistently, positively, and 

strongly correlate, as both literature and logic suggest. 

The remarkably similar coefficients, t-ratios, and 

error-covariance structures between 1970 and 1986 suggest 

that these models capture procedural democracy with 

excellent consistency over time. Such similarity in error-

term structure, seen both in the covariance between error 

terms 3 and 1 and in the consistent measurement error for 

PARREG, results from systematic measurement "error" or 

coding bias in the data (Bollen 1993) , which necessarily 

produces similar error-covariance patterns over time. 

Given the remarkable consistency in estimates and in 

measurement error between these two models, the different 

latent construct/observable structure from 1970 to 1986 is 
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all the more striking. The 1970 model confirmed the 

structure among latent constructs and observables exactly as 

hypothesized—two distinct but highly correlated constructs, 

each with its three particular observables, all significant. 

The 1986 model, however, could not achieve its good "fit" 

without estimating two additional "crossover" parameters, in 

effect blurring the distinction between the two constructs. 

If democracy is spreading and consolidating in the post-War 

world, then a shift from separate and distinct Elite Accord 

and Mass Accommodation constructs in 1970 toward overlapping 

and interdependent constructs in 1986 is exactly a pattern 

we might expect, as democratic Elite Accord arises first and 

as Mass Accommodation follows. 

The declining correlation between latent constructs, 

from .86 in 1970 to .65 in 1986, might also suggest this 

differential movement as Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation 

come to rise at a similar rate by 1970, then as Mass 

Accommodation continues to rise as Elite Accord begins to 

level off in its maximum range by 1986. From this we could 

predict that the two latent constructs would come to 

correlate highly again if Mass Accommodation also begins to 

level off in its maximum range. 

I conclude that not only do these models confirm a 

logical, robust, two-factor procedural-democracy measure, 

but that they show promise for demonstrating much more about 

the nature of democracy. Most promising is the prospect of 
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constructing the full Democracy CFA model, combining the 

Procedural and Substantive theoretical constructs together. 

Method 

Granger-Causality 

Having defined with literature, developed with logic, 

and demonstrated with LISREL an appropriate and very robust 

procedural-democracy measure, I use the "Direct Granger 

Method" to determine whether economic assistance or military 

assistance "Granger-caused" gross domestic product (GDP), 

Elite Accord, or Mass Accommodation in Guatemala, Honduras, 

El Salvador, Nicaragua, or Costa Rica from 1946 through 

1994. "A variable X is said to 'Granger-cause' another 

variable Y, if Y can be better predicted from the past of X 

and Y together than from the past of Y alone" (Freeman 

1983). For example, consider the two equations, 

1) Y = aY[-l] (Restricted equation) and 

2) Y = aY[-l] + bX[-l] (Unrestricted equation). 

Direct Granger-causality employs ordinary least squares 

(OLS) regression to test the hypothesis that the parameters 

of any past lags of X (b in equation 2) are jointly zero, 

and therefore X adds nothing significant to the prediction 

of Y by Y's own past lags. Rejecting this hypothesis, we 
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conclude that X Granger-causes Y, so that equation 2) is the 

better equation predicting Y. Accepting this hypothesis, we 

conclude that X does not Granger-cause Y, so that equation 

1) is the better equation predicting Y. In other words, 

using two equations to control for the contribution of past 

lags of Y itself to predicting Y, if equation 2) above shows 

a significantly smaller Sum of Squared Errors (SSE) over 

equation 1), then equation 2) with the lagged-X term is the 

better model of Y, and X is said to "Granger-cause" Y. 

Statistical significance for the contribution of X[-l] 

is measured with a partial F-statistic calculated as a ratio 

of (restricted-equation SSE minus unrestricted-equation SSE) 

over the unrestricted SSE, considering degrees of freedom 

(Bowerman and O'Connell 1987). Since SSEs diminish as 

prediction improves, significantly smaller unrestricted SSEs 

under restricted SSEs produce larger F-statistics. Since F-

statistics estimate the probability that the contribution of 

X[-1] to predicting Y is significantly different from zero, 

larger F-statistics mean greater confidence that past lags 

of X contribute to predicting Y. Statistically significant 

partial F-statistics at selected confidence levels, p = .01, 

p = .05, or p = .10 (1-tail), demonstrate Granger-causality 

from X to Y (X >Y). Of course, Granger-causality from any 

lag of X necessarily implies significant parameters for that 

lag of X in its unrestricted equation—significant t-ratio, 

regression-coefficient, and an improved R-square for the 
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equation as a whole, as well as an improved SSE below the 

SSE of the restricted (without that lag of X) equation. 

When testing for Granger-causality with more than one 

lag of X at a time, the partial F-statistic must be used to 

test the entire block of X-lags together. However, when 

testing for Granger-causality with a single lag of X, it can 

be proven that the square of the t-ratio of the coefficient 

of that lag is equal to the partial F-statistic for that lag 

(Bowerman and O'Connell 1987). Defined as the coefficient 

over the standard error (b/se), the t-ratio measures the 

probability that the coefficient is significantly larger 

than its own margin of error, in effect estimating the 

probability that the coefficient of that X-lag is nonzero. 

When testing a single lag of X, therefore, one need estimate 

only the unrestricted equation, as in equation 2) above, 

then square the t-ratio of the coefficient of X[-l] to 

obtain its partial F-statistic. 

I estimated one lag only for all Xs and Ys in all 

equations, to avoid as much as possible multicollinearity 

due to contemporaneous correlation between paired lags of 

highly correlated variables, e.g., Y[-2] and X[-2], Y[-3] 

and X[—3], and so on, and between sequential lags of highly 

autoregressive variables, e.g., Y[-2] and Y[-3], X[-2] and 

X[-3], and so on. Furthermore, one lag is sufficient to 

identify Granger-causality in these highly AR1 (first-order 

autoregressive) data, because the single largest proportion 
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of their variation can usually be "explained" at one lag, 

whatever the source of that explanation. Higher lags might 

explain variance in Y in addition to but not instead of one-

lag explanation, so they introduce multicollinearity without 

improving over single-lag Granger-causality identification. 

One lag might not have been sufficient to avoid some 

regression-coefficient and t-ratio inflation due to serial 

correlation in the error terms (Freeman 1983), but I 

estimated Durbin's 'h' routinely to diagnose error terms for 

AR1, and I applied a grid-search, ARl-correction program to 

every equation, since I knew AR1 to be strongly present. 

The grid-search program mechanically seeks the lowest SSE 

for each regression equation by iteratively reestimating the 

SSE using incremental values of rho, the autoregression 

coefficient. Since rho ranges from -1.0 to 1.0, I used an 

increment of .01 ranging from -.99 to .99 to estimate rho to 

within plus or minus .005. The grid-search routine uses 

each value of rho as a correction factor to recalculate SSEs 

corrected for AR1 (Greene 1992); the lowest SSE is produced 

by the correct value of rho. In the process of producing 

the correct SSE, the program also reestimates corrected 

parameters for all regresson-coefficients, t-ratios, and R-

squares. Therefore, I calculated all partial F-statistics 

from t-ratios corrected (deflated) for error-term AR1. 

All data are differenced for mean nonstationarity; 

variance nonstationarity was not significantly present. 
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Several other diagnostic statistics are important to 

this analysis. Lagrange Multiplier (LM) tests (Greene 1992) 

for heteroscedasticity (as derived by Breusch and Pagel) and 

for portmanteau autoregression and general moving-average 

disturbances (Godfrey's LM test) were estimated for every 

equation. No heteroscedasticity was indicated in any 

equation, nor was any expected since I modeled countries 

individually. Meanwhile, Godfrey's LM test confirmed the 

presence of significant serial correlation in the error 

terms of the following equations: with Mass Accommodation 

the dependent variable for Honduras, with Elite Accord and 

with Mass Accommodation the dependent variables for El 

Salvador, with Mass Accommodation and with Military 

Assistance the dependent variables for Nicaragua, and with 

Military Assistance the dependent variable for Costa Rica. 

In all cases, these error-term disturbances appeared in 

dependent series that showed little variation over time so 

that, differenced for mean nonstationarity, the differenced 

series had a natural tendency to correlate from one lag to 

the next. Because these data are more strongly AR1 than AR 

at higher lags, most of this tendency is corrected, i.e., 

the residuals approach "white noise," when I estimated rho 

routinely to correct for first-order autoregression. 

Finally, when Granger-causality is demonstrated, the 

signs of the X[-l] regression-coefficients are crucial to 

interpreting the models. Positive signs mean X[-l] and Y 
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covary together, rising or falling X Granger-causing rising 

or falling Y; negative signs mean X[-l] and Y covary 

inversely, rising or falling X Granger-causing falling or 

rising Y. For example, a Yes answer to the question, "Did 

U.S. economic assistance promote Elite Accord?" requires 

significant Granger-causality with either (1) a positive 

regression-coefficient from increasing economic assistance 

to Elite Accord, or (2) a negative regression-coefficient 

from decreasing economic assistance to Elite Accord. With 

signs opposite from these, or with no significant Granger-

causality, the answer is, "No, economic assistance did not 

promote Elite Accord." 

Consistent with the logic of my two-factor democracy 

measure, the optimal Yes answer to the question, "Did U.S. 

assistance promote democracy?" requires some arrangement of 

significant positive Granger-causality from increasing 

assistance to both democratic Elite Accord and to Mass 

Accommodation. At the very least, assistance must increase 

one democracy factor without decreasing the other factor, or 

we must see negative Granger-causality from decreasing 

assistance, though it is arguable in what sense decreasing 

assistance could be "promoting" democracy. Consistent with 

U.S. policymakers' linkage between economic development and 

democracy, a Yes answer would also follow if assistance 

promotes GDP, which in turn promotes at least one democracy 

factor without decreasing the other. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

I present the results of my analyses as five Granger-

causality models, Figures 6 through 10, one model each for 

Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. 

These figures represent a summary of the results for each 

country, or a Granger-causality "map" of each country's 

five-variable model for the years 1946 through 1994. The 

arrows indicate direction of Granger-causality (X >Y), 

while the signs in parentheses indicate positive or inverse 

X >Y covariance. These are the signs of the regression-

coefficients of X[-l] from the unrestricted OLS equations. 

All F-statistics are calculated as the squares of the 

t-ratios of those same regression-coefficients of X[-l]. 

Confidence levels for these F-statistics appear at the upper 

left of individual diagrams, three diagrams to a figure, 

showing p = .01, .05, and .10 for each model, to give some 

indication of the relative statistical significance of the 

various Granger-causality paths. The following country-

specific discussions refer to the p = .10 level diagram, 

which necessarily encompasses the Granger-causality paths 

from both the p = .01 and p = .05 F-statistic confidence-

level diagrams. 

57 
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Guatemala 

Figure 6 presents the Granger-causality model for 

Guatemala. Gross Domestic Product (GDP) negatively Granger-

causes both Economic and Military Assistance, while Economic 

Assistance Granger-causes both Elite Accord and Military 

Assistance. Military Assistance, in turn, Granger-causes 

GDP. In 1977, the Guatemalan military angrily renounced all 

U.S. military assistance, complaining that U.S. criticism of 

its human-rights abuses infringed on Guatemalan national 

sovereignty (Moreno 1994). Reagan renewed that military 

assistance in 1985, but Bush stopped it again in 1992. 

Rather than Granger-causing democracy in Guatemala, 

Economic and Military Assistance react negatively to Gross 

Domestic Product. Both decline in real dollars as GDP rises 

before the 1980s, rise during the 1980s as GDP declines, 

then decline after the 1980s as GDP rises. Furthermore, GDP 

is caught in a negative Granger-feedback loop (Granger 1969; 

Freeman 1983) with Economic and Military Assistance, wherein 

rising GDP acts to depress both, causing them to feed back 

to depress GDP, while declining GDP acts to increase both, 

causing them to feed back to increase GDP. This could be a 

rational application of foreign assistance responding to GDP 

fluctuations, except that increasing GDP Granger-causes both 

itself and Elite Accord to decline, acting through Economic 

Assistance, while declining GDP Granger-causes rising Elite 
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FIGURE 6 
Granger-Causality Model for Guatemala 
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Accord! In other words, both foreign assistance and Elite 

Accord in Guatemala react negatively to GDP, which generally 

depresses Elite Accord before and after the 1980s, while 

nothing Granger-causes Mass Accommodation. 

However, although U.S. economic assistance promoted 

Elite Accord in Guatemala in the 1980s, that accord was a 

nondemocratic, negative reaction to declining GDP and to 

Carter-administration humanitarian pressures, a right-wing 

accord militantly opposed to Mass Accommodation. Without 

specifically democratic Elite Accord, Mass Accommodation 

cannot consolidate as democracy (Peeler 1985, 1995; Booth 

1993), and, in fact, as Guatemala struggles with democracy 

today, death squads still operate from the right (Jonas 

1990; Moreno 1994). 

That "insurgency" which led Abrams to plead for more 

foreign assistance for "democratic" Guatemala (1987a), in 

reality, was elite, right-wing counterinsurgency against 

democratic reform, supported by U.S. policymakers with a 

more egalitarian, procedural concept of democracy than 

Guatemalan oligarchs and generals exhibited (Jonas 1990; 

Martz 1988). The irony is not only that U.S. policymakers 

used foreign assistance mistakenly to fight a "leftist 

insurgency" that was in reality an antidemocratic 

counterinsurgency Granger-caused by U.S. economic assistance 

in the first place, but that they gave that assistance to 

the counterinsurgents, the right-wing oligarchs! 
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Honduras 

Figure 7 presents the Granger-causality model for 

Honduras. No Granger-causality is demonstrated away from 

U.S. foreign assistance; however, both Elite Accord and 

Gross Domestic Product Granger-cause Military Assistance, 

which in turn Granger-causes Economic Assistance. The 

regression-coefficient signs indicate that Military and 

Economic Assistance both decline in real dollars as GDP 

generally rises before the 1980s, rise as GDP declines 

during the 1980s, and decline again as GDP rises after the 

1980s. Meanwhile, both forms of assistance rise and fall as 

Elite Accord rises and falls. We can infer from this that 

Elite Accord likewise rises during the 1980s but generally 

declines before and after the 1980s. 

Rather than promoting democracy in Honduras, U.S. 

foreign assistance reacts positively to Elite Accord but 

negatively to GDP, while nothing Granger-causes Mass 

Accommodation. Honduras acquired geographic significance 

for U.S. interests as a base for U.S.-backed Contra 

operations during the Nicaraguan Revolution. For its 

cooperation with U.S. policymakers, the Honduran military 

received the lion's share of U.S. assistance in the 1980s. 

This "special relationship...tilted the balance of power 

within the country in favor of the military at the very 

moment when Honduras was making the delicate transition 
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FIGURE 7 

Granger-Causality Modei for Honduras 
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toward democracy...(which)... endangered the process of 

democratization...." begun with the 1980-1981 elections 

(Moreno 1994). The Elite Accord rising during the 1980s is 

a military accord (scoring 8 on my 1-10 measure) to which 

U.S. assistance reacts positively. U.S. economic and 

military assistance did not cause, but reacted to conditions 

in Honduras, particularly to fluctuations in GDP. 

El Salvador 

Figure 8 presents the Granger-causality model for El 

Salvador. This model is very different from the previous 

two. It is unusually robust at the p = .01 and symmetrical 

at the p = .10 confidence levels, with GDP negatively 

Granger-causing all other variables in the model. Mass 

Accommodation Granger-causes Elite Accord, which in turn 

Granger-causes Economic Assistance. Meanwhile, Military 

Assistance also Granger-causes Economic Assistance and 

negatively Granger-causes Elite Accord, and all this without 

a single Granger-feedback loop! 

Rather than promoting democracy in El Salvador, 

Military and especially Economic Assistance react to all 

other factors, declining as GDP generally rises before the 

1980s, rising as GDP declines during the 1980s, declining 

again as GDP rises after the 1980s. Elite Accord and Mass 

Accommodation likewise decline before but begin to rise 

during the 1980s, Granger-caused by fluctuations in GDP, 
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FIGURE 8 
Granger-Causality Model for El Salvador 
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not by U.S. foreign assistance. In fact, Economic 

Assistance is totally reactive, Granger-causing nothing. 

However, declining Military Assistance does promote 

Elite Accord during times of rising GDP, though rising 

Military Assistance depresses Elite Accord during times of 

declining GDP. U.S. assistance to El Salvador accounted for 

over 3 6% of total U.S. foreign assistance to Central America 

from 1946 through 1994, nearly double the assistance to any 

of the other four countries. Some 61% of El Salvador's 36% 

came in the 1980s as the Reagan administration "prevented 

communist revolution" there (Molineu 1990). In other words, 

most of El Salvador's U.S. foreign assistance came exactly 

when declining GDP was promoting both Mass Accommodation and 

Elite Accord, with Mass Accommodation also promoting Elite 

Accord, at which time Economic Assistance Granger-caused 

nothing while Military Assistance Granger-caused declining 

Elite Accord. 

El Salvador was unigue in the special character of its 

elite structure. A military regime until 1994, between 1931 

and 1979 El Salvador went through six cycles of coup and 

reform by progressive young military officers, followed by 

conservative reaction, repression, and coup again (Ropp and 

Morris 1984; Booth and Walker 1989; Paige 1993; Moreno 

1994), so oscillating between two elite strategies, one 

progressive, the other conservative (Paige 1993). With each 

cycle, any appearance of democracy was adamantly opposed by 
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conservative military officers under an oligarchy determined 

to use violence to preserve a very unequal system of land 

tenure and elite privilege (Paige 1993; Moreno 1994). The 

irony is that the Elite Accord that U.S. military assistance 

acted to depress after 1979 was a progressive and reformist 

cycle of the military regime which the United States was 

enthusiastic about supporting. U.S. policymakers and many 

Salvadorans alike viewed the 1979 reformist coup as the last 

opportunity to avoid civil war in the face of mounting 

middle-class pressure for economic and social reform after 

the massive election fraud of 1972, the repression which 

followed, and after the triumph of the Sandinista Revolution 

in Nicaragua in June of 1979 (Moreno 1994). Once again, 

U.S. assistance supported the right-wing counterinsurgents. 

Nicaragua 

Figure 9 presents the Granger-causality model for 

Nicaragua. This model is very straightforward and easy to 

interpret. Military Assistance Granger-causes GDP, which in 

turn negatively Granger-causes Mass Accommodation, which in 

turn negatively Granger-causes Elite Accord. In other 

words, as Military Assistance rises, GDP rises, but Mass 

Accommodation declines while Elite Accord rises. On the 

other hand, as Military Assistance declines, GDP declines, 

but Mass Accommodation rises while Elite Accord declines. 

Economic Assistance Granger-causes nothing. 
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FIGURE 9 
Granger-Causality Model for Nicaragua 
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Rather than promoting democracy in Nicaragua, military 

assistance until 1977 promotes oligarchic Elite Accord based 

on growing GDP but depressed Mass Accommodation. From 1978, 

disappearing assistance undermines both Elite Accord and 

GDP, though falling GDP promotes growing Mass Accommodation. 

In fact, U.S. foreign assistance declined from a 1975 

high (Agency for International Development 1994) in support 

for Somoza to a 1977 low as Carter's policy distanced the 

United States from the Somoza regime, then declined from 

another high in 1981 to $0 by 1985 as Reagan's policy 

actively supported Contra counterrevolution against the 

Sandinistas. As U.S. foreign assistance declined, both 

Elite Accord and GDP did indeed decline. Not only did 

fellow elites abandon the Somozas to the Sandinistas, but 

the Sandinista revolution and Contra counterrevolution 

intensified the conflict between government and the private 

sector (which allied with foreign forces against the 

Sandinistas), so that these two never achieved a "mutually 

acceptable accommodation" to keep the economy going and to 

keep production up (Moreno 1994). 

Meanwhile, U.S. "hostility toward the Sandinistas 

contributed to the deterioration of the Nicaraguan economy" 

through a U.S. trade embargo, hyperinflation, the loss of 

Western credit, and the expense of eight years of relentless 

warfare (Moreno 1994). Furthermore, while imposing war on 

the country, the U.S. interfered in democratic elections 
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(Carothers 1991; Moreno 1994), disrupting Nicaraguan 

politics, then claiming that "the major change under the 

Sandinistas [from Somoza] is that elections are not even 

regular" (Abrams 1987b). Yet, even with a drastically 

declining GDP and domestic political disruption, "in the 

face of a massive war imposed by the United States," the 

Sandinistas did manage to increase Mass Accommodation as 

"they continued to advance the process of institutionalizing 

basic democratic guarantees, including the right of dissent 

by organized opposition groups" (Jonas and Stein 1990). 

Democratic transitions, especially revolutionary ones 

to remove recalcitrant elites, should be expected to disrupt 

Elite Accord temporarily. However, when U.S. assistance 

persistently undermines either democracy factor or, as in 

Guatemala, Honduras, or El Salvador, when U.S. assistance 

Granger-causes only itself, merely reacts to conditions, or 

actively supports militant counterinsurgency, by definition, 

U.S. foreign assistance cannot be promoting democracy. 

Costa Rica 

Due to lack of variation in Costa Rica's Elite Accord 

and Mass Accommodation, I cannot test hypotheses regarding 

Granger-causality for these two democracy measures. Costa 

Rica is unique in this study, being considered the only 

stable democracy in the area. Given a relatively homogenous 

population and an unusually civil oligarchy, "the Costa 
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Rican elite evolved a political process... genteel and 

nonviolent" (Peeler 1985). Economic and social reforms from 

the 1948 civil war, left in place when elite civility was 

restored in 1949, confirmed the democratic character of 

Costa Rica, though the government was weak (Gonzalez 1990). 

Costa Rica's Elite Accord has long been a civil one, if a 

fragile one when pushed too far (Peeler 1985). 

Even with Costa Rican democracy procedurally constant, 

i.e., with its democracy measures showing no variation so 

that OLS-regression analysis is not possible, I can still 

diagnose the remaining Economic and Military Assistance and 

Gross Domestic Product variables for Granger-causality. 

Figure 10 presents the Granger-causality model for Costa 

Rica. While Economic Assistance Granger-causes Military 

Assistance, GDP negatively Granger-causes them both. Once 

again, U.S. assistance proves to be negatively reactive, 

declining in real dollars as GDP generally rises before and 

after the 1980s, rising as GDP declines during the 1980s. 

Meanwhile, Economic Assistance Granger-causes Military 

Assistance to Costa Rica's security forces, the army having 

been abolished in 1948. 

And once again, as is the case with the other four 

countries in this study, when U.S. foreign assistance 

Granger-causes only itself or merely reacts negatively to 

local conditions, by definition, it cannot be promoting 

those conditions. 
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FIGURE 10 

Granger-Causality Model for Costa Rica 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

U.S. policymakers consistently argue that U.S. security 

depends on excluding rival influence from the Western 

Hemisphere. Excluding rival influence, "the propaganda and 

the subversion of homegrown and foreign communists" (Shultz 

1984), depends on promoting stable democracies in Latin 

America, while "support for democracy compliments our 

support for economic development... and vice versa" (Shultz 

1984). As instruments of U.S. foreign policy toward these 

ends, did U.S. economic or military assistance actually 

promote economic growth or democracy in Central American 

recipient countries, 1946 through 1994? This analysis 

suggests that U.S. foreign assistance promoted neither 

economic growth nor democracy in post-World War II Central 

America. Perhaps U.S. foreign assistance promoted U.S. 

security through means other than democracy in Central 

America, or perhaps U.S. policy promoted democracy in 

Central America through policy instruments other than 

foreign assistance; those are questions for future study. 

For this study, I develop a procedural concept of 

democracy operationalized as two factors, Elite Accord and 

Mass Accommodation, in a logical relationship. Essentially, 

72 
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these two procedural factors incorporate Dahl's dimensions 

of participation and competition, which together are "the 

most important" for differentiating more democratic from 

less democratic systems (Vanhanen 1990). I develop Dahl's 

two dimensions further (1) along an elite-mass dimension 

crucial for identifying stable, consolidated democracy and 

(2) along the procedural dimension itself, including aspects 

of democratic procedure in addition to elections for logical 

adequacy in the measures. 

Elite Accord measures the level of a country's open, 

institutionalized, competitive procedures for acquiring and 

transferring executive power. High Elite Accord corresponds 

to democratic accord, or to oligarchic accord if it is high 

but less open, while lower Elite Accord corresponds to 

nondemocratic, autocratic (lack of) Elite Accord. Mass 

Accommodation measures the level of a country's protected, 

competitive, nonelite access to meaningful decision-making 

procedures. Higher Mass Accommodation corresponds to 

regular opportunity for competitive mass participation, and 

lower Mass Accommodation corresponds to systematically 

restricted or actively repressed mass participation. 

The following two principles express the logical 

relationship between these two procedural-democracy factors: 

(1) higher Elite Accord is a necessary-but-NOT-sufficient 

condition for Mass Accommodation; 
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(2) democratic Elite Accord and higher Mass Accommodation 

jointly are necessary-AND-sufficient conditions for 

consolidated, stable, procedural democracy. 

The logical relationship between Elite Accord and Mass 

Accommodation suggests two criteria for using quantitative 

policy analysis to evaluate U.S. policy success. First, a 

policy which successfully promotes procedural democracy must 

promote specifically democratic Elite Accords—open, 

legalized, and competitive executive recruiting and 

selecting processes, including but not limited to elections. 

Second, a successful policy must promote Mass Accommodations 

which are not threatening to but are based specifically on 

those democratic Elite Accords—open, legalized, protected, 

and competitive mass participation, including but not 

limited to elections. In other words, a policy successfully 

promoting procedural democracy must promote some combination 

of both Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation, in that order. 

At the very least, a policy cannot decrease either factor or 

promote one at the expense of the other. 

The quantitative policy evaluation in this study 

suggests that, as an instrument of U.S. policy from 1946 

through 1994, U.S. foreign assistance failed to meet either 

of the above criteria. Regarding the first criterion, U.S. 

foreign assistance to Central America did not promote 

specifically democratic Elite Accords. In fact, the overall 
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pattern was for U.S. assistance consistently to support 

nondemocratic oligarchies, actively undermining democratic 

Elite Accord at least in El Salvador and Nicaragua. 

Regarding the second criterion, U.S. foreign assistance 

did not promote Mass Accommodations based specifically on 

local democratic Elite Accord. In fact, U.S. assistance 

appears to have undermined Mass Accommodation directly in 

Nicaragua and at least indirectly in all countries by 

failing to promote democratic Elite Accord. Furthermore, 

U.S. assistance either failed to promote or actively 

undermined economic growth in every country in this study, 

and in no case did economic growth promote democracy. 

Leaving aside Costa Rica for the moment, I conclude 

that U.S. assistance failed to promote democratic Elite 

Accord or Mass Accommodation in Guatemala, Honduras, El 

Salvador, and Nicaragua. In Guatemala, U.S. assistance did 

Granger-cause Elite Accord, the only democracy factor that 

U.S. assistance did promote positively in this study. 

However, in helping "struggling democracy" in Guatemala "to 

improve the ground and air mobility of the Guatemalan 

forces" while "fighting an insurgency" (Abrams 1987a), U.S. 

assistance in reality supported an oligarchic elite reaction 

to rising Mass Accommodation, a reaction which took the form 

of vigorous, militant counterinsurgency. While U.S. foreign 

assistance promoted this repressive, nondemocratic accord 

during the 1980s as GDP declined, rising GDP before and 
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after the 1980s Granger-caused declining U.S. assistance, in 

turn Granger-causing declining Elite Accord, which does not 

promote democracy. 

In Honduras, "the key player in U.S. and regional 

efforts to promote democracy and economic development in 

Central America," with "people building and strengthening 

democratic institutions...in the shadow of the Sandinista 

threat" (Abrams 1987a), U.S. policymakers actively allied 

with the Honduran military to use Honduras as a forward base 

for Contra operations. The lion's share of U.S. assistance 

went to the military, actually being Granger-caused by this 

military Elite Accord and by the declining GDP of the 1980s. 

In the process of reacting to oligarchic Elite Accord and 

negatively to GDP rather than causing them, U.S. assistance 

failed to support a fragile Mass Accommodation. 

In El Salvador, U.S assistance was robustly negatively 

reactive, rising with declining and declining with rising 

GDP. As a result, with GDP declining during the 1980s, U.S. 

economic assistance was "helping the government...defend 

itself against communist insurgency," bringing "communist" 

insurgents "into the democratic process" (Abrams 1987a), by 

reacting positively to an oligarchic, military Elite Accord. 

Meanwhile, U.S. military assistance during the 1980s reacted 

to undermine attempts at a less repressive, more democratic 

Elite Accord. This right-wing oligarchic accord itself was 

rising in response to increasing pressure for democratic 
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reform being Granger-caused by that same declining GDP. 

However, after the 1980s, rising GDP Granger-caused 

declining military assistance, which in turn appears to have 

helped to promote rising democratic Elite Accord by ceasing 

to finance repressive, right-wing, military activities. 

In Nicaragua,,before 1977 U.S. military assistance 

promoted GDP growth, but this depressed Mass Accommodation 

which in turn supported oligarchic Elite Accord. After 

1977, declining military assistance Granger-caused declining 

GDP, which promoted rising Mass Accommodation but undermined 

Elite Accord. U.S. military assistance alternately promoted 

one democracy factor at the expense of the other. Years of 

support for the Somozas hindered both democratic Elite 

Accord and Mass Accommodation, until declining assistance 

due to Carter's human-rights policy helped to disrupt that 

oligarchic Elite Accord, opening the door for a leftist 

Sandinista victory. However, Reagan's anticommunist 

emphasis during the 1980s actively and directly undermined 

both GDP and Elite Accord, ensuring the revolutionary 

government's inability to consolidate its increasing Mass 

Accommodation into a stable democracy. 

Nicaragua is different from the other countries in this 

study in that U.S. assistance evaporated there in response 

to the Sandinista victory. Meanwhile, U.S. support went to 

the Contras, aggressively imposing war on the Sandinista 

government, while U.S. assistance increased dramatically to 
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all other countries in response to the threat of an "assured 

communist future" (Abrams 1987b), which the Sandinistas 

represented to U.S. policymakers. With their overly narrow 

procedural-democracy orientation and their preoccupation 

with U.S. security interests, U.S. policymakers could not 

differentiate between indigenous, leftist-but-democratic 

reform movements and imported communism. Officially, 

leftist Mass Accommodation could not be democracy, so making 

war on any Elite Accord which supported a rising leftist, 

therefore "communist," Mass Accommodation became "doing what 

is right...it concerns our security...the subversion of our 

friends and allies in this hemisphere...." (Abrams 1987b). 

Turning to Costa Rica, I include this country in the 

above conclusions though I was unable to estimate the impact 

of U.S. foreign assistance there due to the lack of variance 

in my democracy measures. I include Costa Rica because its 

weak but civil democratic government suffered increasing 

strain from two sources beginning in the early 1980s 

(Gonzalez 1990). Like the other countries in this study, 

first, Costa Rica faced growing social mobilization coupled 

with deteriorating economic conditions due to the worldwide 

recession and regional debt crises that followed the oil 

shocks of the 1970s. This social mobilization together with 

economic deterioration strained a generally genteel and 

nonviolent democratic Elite Accord in Costa Rica, but an 

Accord which well into the twentieth century still regularly 
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repressed independent political and economic demands from 

workers (Peeler 1985). 

Second, Costa Rica lost some control of its own 

territory as U.S.-backed Nicaraguan Contras moved around in 

the country at will, either with the consent of "one sector 

of public officials" or behind the government's back 

(Gonzalez 1990). In other words, while declining GDP 

Granger-caused rising U.S assistance for Costa Rica "to 

police its borders and counter the internal security threat 

posed by...Nicaraguan troublemaking" (Abrams 1987a), in 

reality, U.S.-supported Contra activity contributed directly 

to tension between Costa Rica's Mass Accommodation and its 

Elite Accord and to deterioration in that long-standing but 

fragile Elite Accord. 

To summarize these conclusions regarding promoting 

democracy and economic growth, all five Granger-causality 

models in this study suggest that U.S. foreign assistance to 

Central America consistently failed to promote democratic 

Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation in all five countries. 

U.S. policymakers appeared to exhibit a strong elite bias in 

their overly narrow, procedural concept of democracy, as 

they tended to support oligarchic, reactionary, usually 

military Elite Accords while combatting indigenous Mass-

Accommodation reform movements as "communism." In the 

process of defending militant right-wing oligarchies against 

leftist insurgencies (even against democratically elected 
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leftist regimes), U.S. policymakers used U.S. economic and 

military assistance rather consistently to undermine genuine 

democratic reform, especially in Nicaragua and El Salvador. 

Neither did U.S. assistance promote that positive 

linkage between Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation which 

logically constitutes coherent, stable democracy. In fact, 

when U.S. foreign assistance was not merely reacting 

negatively to GDP, these models suggest that it was rather 

consistently aggravating elite-mass antagonism rather than 

promoting that elite-mass partnership essential to stable, 

consolidated democracy. Furthermore, U.S. foreign 

assistance promoted no positive linkage between economic 

growth and democracy, reacting negatively to GDP in all 

countries except Nicaragua, where military assistance 

actively undermined the economy after 1977. 

Finally, in terms of the logical structure of policy 

evaluation, since U.S. foreign assistance did not promote 

procedural democracy in Central America, then U.S. policy 

failed in this specific regard, through this policy 

instrument, to achieve this policy goal. This in no way 

implies that U.S. policy did not promote democracy in 

Central America through policy instruments other than 

foreign assistance, as it probably did, or that U.S. foreign 

assistance did not promote U.S. security through means other 

than Central American democracy, as it probably did. These 

probabilities are questions for future study. 
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Furthermore, given that U.S. security remains intact 

while U.S. foreign assistance failed to promote democracy in 

Central America, one of only two possible conclusions must 

be true, depending on whether or not democracy grew in 

Central America anyway. First, if democracy did not grow, 

then we would conclude that the argument is false that U.S. 

security depends in part on democracy in Central America. 

Existing U.S. security cannot depend on a democracy which 

did not appear. This conclusion would not be flattering for 

U.S. policymakers, suggesting that the decades of "rhetoric 

invoking hemispheric democracy as a policy goal" (Pastor 

1992) relentlessly defended a demonstrably false premise, 

not to mention all the U.S. foreign assistance that followed 

that rhetoric and failed to achieve that policy goal. 

Second, if democracy did grow in Central America, then 

we would conclude that the argument of U.S. policymakers 

might be true, that U.S. security might depend on democracy 

in Central America. In this event, however, it is possible 

that U.S. security actually benefitted both from the growth 

of democratic tendencies in Central America and from U.S. 

foreign assistance supporting right-wing oligarchies 

actively opposed to those tendencies! This conclusion, 

likewise, would not be flattering for U.S. policymakers. In 

fact, this second conclusion would be most tragic, implying 

the U.S. ensured its own security by making war on fragile, 

emerging democracies, as if mistaking them for communist 
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insurgencies, in a region with profoundly antidemocratic 

traditions, but a region that never wanted to be communist. 

This quantitative policy evaluation suggests that the 

second conclusion above is the correct one. U.S. security 

survived the Cold War intact, and although U.S. economic and 

military assistance failed to promote and even occasionally 

undermined stable democracy in Central America, democratic 

tendencies grew in the region anyway. Figure 11 illustrates 

this regional democracy growth using five-country averages 

for Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation. From lows during 

the Eisenhower and Johnson years, the long-term trend in 

both measures is gently upward, with another notable round 

of repression during the late Carter and early Reagan years. 

Most notable is the dramatic increase in both Elite Accord 

and Mass Accommodation over the last decade. 

Figure 11 supports the argument that this swing toward 

democracy began as early as the 1970s (Pastor 1992), which 

is also consistent with the results of my CFA measurement 

models. This regional trend gained renewed momentum in 1987 

with Costa Rican President Oscar Arias' Central American 

Peace Accord. Arias knew that achieving peace in the region 

would require democratization, which would have to come from 

within the region itself. The Arias Peace Accord rests on 

the two pillars of (1) mutually accepted legitimacy among 

existing governments and (2) the commitment of each regime 

to progressive democratization of the region (Moreno 1994). 
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FIGURE 11 
Regional Growth of Procedural Democracy in Central America: 
Five-Country Averages for 
Elite Accord and Mass Accommodation 
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The "Arias Plan" seems to be succeeding, helping to 

consolidate stable democracies by coherently linking Central 

American domestic and foreign policies, which U.S. foreign 

policy never accomplished. The Arias Plan recognizes that 

(1) U.S. imperialism, (2) a common heritage of intervention 

and unity, and (3) global economic dependency have created a 

unique state system (Moreno 1994). To become democratic, 

this unique state system must develop concepts of democracy 

drawn from its own traditions and historical experience, not 

concepts imposed from abroad, however well-intentioned U.S. 

policymakers might be (Martz 1988). 

Unfortunately, U.S. policymakers "repeatedly 

demonstrated an unwillingness to recognize or accept the 

notion" that Latin American concepts of democracy might be 

distinct from U.S. concepts (Martz 1988). By failing to 

reconcile very different historical concepts concerning the 

nature of democracy and how to promote it, U.S. policymakers 

actually hindered genuine Central American democracy by 

attempting consistently to impose their own egalitarian, 

narrowly procedural concept of democracy upon traditionally 

unwilling, nonderaocratic elites and upon local populations 

with their own ideas about democracy based on centuries of 

experience dealing with those recalcitrant elites. As a 

direct result, U.S. foreign assistance consistently failed 

to support elite attempts to develop specifically Central 

American democratic Elite Accords, and U.S. assistance 
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likewise consistently failed to support popular attempts to 

develop Mass Accommodations specifically linked to local 

democratic Elite Accords. 

In fact, in pursuit of U.S. security in a democratic 

hemisphere, U.S. policy under the Reagan administration 

moved beyond hindering the spread of democratic Elite Accord 

and related Mass Accommodations (Costa Rica, Honduras), to 

supporting counterinsurgencies against democratic Elite 

Accord and Mass Accommodation (Guatemala, El Salvador), 

actively to conducting counterinsurgency against an existing 

popular government attempting democratic Elite Accord and 

Mass Accommodation (Nicaragua) (Jonas and Stein 1990). In 

the final analysis, "the Reagan administration's stated 

emphasis on promoting democracy in Central America had only 

a partial relation to the reality of U.S. policy in the 

region" (Carothers 1991). As implemented, U.S. foreign 

assistance must more appropriately be characterized as U.S. 

policy promoting U.S. security, political, and economic 

interests in a hegemonic manner at all costs (Poitras 1990) 

than as U.S. policy designed seriously to promote democracy 

in Central America because it is the right thing to do. 

However, while U.S. foreign assistance failed at least 

directly to promote stable democracy, indigenous democracy 

grew in Central America anyway. The tragic implication is 

that, though perhaps U.S. policymakers genuinely thought 

they promoted democracy in pursuit of hemispheric security, 
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in reality they traded foreign assistance for short-term 

stability by supporting militant, right-wing oligarchies, 

actively hindering genuine democratic movements, mistaking 

these movements for communist insurgencies because they 

threatened the oligarchs or because they did not match U.S. 

policymakers' own narrowly procedural concept of democracy. 

No one disputes the current trend toward democracy in 

Central America; the controversy arises over whether or not 

U.S. foreign policy promoted that trend. As an exercise in 

quantitative policy evaluation—linking U.S. policy through 

its instruments to its goals with confirmed and appropriate 

measures, translating explicit performance criteria for 

policy success into logically derived and falsifiable 

hypotheses—this study finds no evidence to support a claim 

that U.S. foreign assistance promoted democracy in Central 

America. Rather, this study adds empirical evidence to the 

argument that U.S. policy acted through foreign assistance 

to promote neither economic growth nor democracy, nor did 

economic growth promote democracy, at least not directly or 

in the short term, in Central America from 1946 through 

1994. Because U.S. policymakers themselves argue that U.S. 

foreign assistance is a natural vehicle for promoting the 

hemispheric democracy upon which U.S. security depends, we 

must conclude that U.S. policy failed consistently in this 

specific regard. We can only hope this short-term failure 

does not damage democracy's longer-term prospects. 
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