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PREFACK

This RAND Memorandum is a result of RAND's continuing study of
various problems of the less-developed countries, and in particular
of U.S. military and economic assistance programs in these countries.
Previous RAND research has dealt, for example, with problems of
coordination between economic and military aid programs (RM-3LL9-ISA,
Methods for Improving Coordination Between Economic and Military Aid
Programs (U), by Charles Wolf, Jr. (Coufidential)), and with the
evaluation of military assista:i-c in less-developed countries
(RM-2T717-PR, Evaluating U.S. Military Assistance in less-Developed
Countries: A Comparison of Alternative Programs in Viet Nam and
Iran (U), by Charles Wolf, Jr. and Paul G. Clark (Secret)).

The present Memorandum was prepared for the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense, International Security Affairs (ISA).
The -tudy grew out of conversations with ISA in mid-1962 that
touched on the subject of political consequences of military aid
programs. At that time, a question was raised as to the possibility
of testing whether any predictable relationships seemed to exist
between the size of U.S. military aid programs in the less-developed
countries, and the occurrence of authoritarian, antidemocratic

regimes in these countries.

The purpose of this study is to formulate as testable hypotheses
some of the views that have been advanced in public discussion of
the problem. The several hypotheses are then subjected to various
crude tests on the basis of rough data dealing with the latin American
countries. Although a number of important qualifications and reserva-
tions must be attached to these data, and hence to tests that make
use of them, the study suggests that there does not appear to be any
significant relationship in general terms between (a) either the
scope of authoritarian institutions and practices or the changes in
authoritarian institutions and practices, and (b) the size of U.S.
nilitary assistance programs or of domestic defense programs in the
latin American countries.
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SUMMARY

Public discussion of the political effects ol military rrograms
in the less-developed countries has usuaily concentrated on the eflects
of U.S. miiitary aid programs, rather than on the effects of the domes-
tic defense programs vithin these countries. This emphasis has been
due to the fact that the discussion has frequent.y been connected vith
Congressional consideration of military aid programs. Cne of tke
central themes in the discussion has been the clalzm that such prograas
tend to be associated vith repressive, authoritarian, apd dictatorial
governments.

Ttere are several variations of this certral theme. Coe view,
the "erosion-of-democracy” view, holds that military programs, and in
perticular miiitary aid programs, tend to increase the threat of
overt military takeover, and that military takeover in turn is cbar-
scterized by dictatorial and rerressive government. Anctker versiom,
the "support-for-euthoritarianism™ view, focuses instead on the types
of regimes that tend to desire and to require military programs,
rataer than on the changes in govermmental forms and processes that
are generated by ajlitary programs. This viewv suggests aot that
ailitary programs lead tovard authoritarian regimes, bWt that such

regimes, however they come into being, tend to generate relatively
large demands for military assistance and defense budgets.

To test these hypotheses, the present study mekes use of politi-
oAl data based ypon the basic wvork dome over the last L3 years by
Russell Fitzgibbon, Professor of Political Science and former Director
of the Center for latin Americen Studies at the University of Cali-
fornia at los Angeles. On four occasiaoms, 1S, 1350, 1955, amd 1960,
Fitagibdon conducted & survey among specialists oa latinm America to
elicit from them an evaluation of the politioal climmte and the
charecter of politiocal imstitutions im the individual latin American
counmtries. From these data, it is possible to renk the latim Americenm

countries according to (1) level of political democracy, and (2) the




change in this level relative to the other latin American countries,
based on the subjective estimates of the survey respondents.

Zach of these political rankings is then successively compared
vwith several indicators of the size of military programs in the latin
American countries: total U.S. military assistance in the period
from 1950 to 1960; military assistance on a per capita besis; average
amnual defense expenditures over the same period; and average annual
per capita defense expenditures.

¥hether we consider U.S. military aid programs or domestic defense
programs in latin America, both the support-for-authoritarianism and
the erosios-sf-democracy hypotheses appear to be contradicted by the
statistical results that are swmarized in the study. larger miii-
tary programs d> not appear to be associated with more restrictive
and authoritarian political institutions, nor 1o larger military
Prograns appear to e associated vith movements tovard more restric-
tive and authoritarian poiitical institutions. Moreover, both of
the preceding statezents apply wvhether we consider the total quantity

of military aii or of Jdefense outiays, or vhether per capita quanti-
ties are consilered instead.

A number 3 important alifications and reservations tbat must
be attachel to the Jata usei in the study are discussed. Conse-
quently, the results that have bcen odtained must be interpreted with
the caution wvarranted by a prelim:imary examination of a highly complex
subject that canmot be fully undierstooad without further and deeper
research. Pending suck further research, it would be well to bear
in mind that, although civilian and military dictatorships are fre-
quent and disturding phenomena in latin America, their recurrence
does mot appear Lo Ye explained Oy simple causes like military aid
ar dmestic defense programs. Indeed, the stuldy suggests that these
factors do not appear to play a significant role in the process at
all. Rather, the explamation lies in a complex set of influences
rodoted in latin American history, social structure, and political
tredition.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The political effects of military programs,l lixe those of eco-
nomic development programs, are hard to unravel for reasons that are
powerful and familiar. In the first place, political effects are
themselves difficult to identify, let alone measure. The kinds of
political change that we can observe directly tend to be confined to
sharp, discrete changes: a coup or a revolution; a sharp outbreak
of guerrilla activity; a new constitution; the signing of a treaty
or alliance agreement. Xven in such cases, the apparent meaning of
an abrupt change may be erroneous, or the change itself short-lived.
Gradual changes -- for example, in the extent of public participation
in politics, in the degree of "competitiveness,” in the political
environment, in attitudes and preferences on foreign policy and
defense issues -- are usually still more ambiguous and more difficult
to observe accurately.

Moreover, besides the difficulty of accurate observation, politi-
cal effects tend to be plausibly attributable to many causes -- to s0
many, in fact, that the role of any single cause becomes highly con-

ectural. If, for example, a military coup occurs, is it to be
explained by the increased strength or size of the defense establish-
ment, or by its impoverishment; by the resistance of a conservative
elite to the process or threat of change, or the impatience of a
modernizing elite at the rigidity, venality or ineffectuality of the
civilian government; by personal animosities between military and
civilian leaders, or within the military itself; by too rapid or too
slow a rate of economic and social change, and so on? Not only may
there be many possible explanations, but we frequently are confronted
by the plausibility of opposites.

A further difficulty arises from the fact that the connection
between such possible causes, on the one hand, and military programs =--
or, for that matter, economic development programs -- on the other,

lAs used here, "military programs" refers both to military aid
programs (MA?) and to domestic defensc programs.



is often hard to establish. Even if we think we know which cause
applies in a certain case, it is by no means evident how much of a
role has been played by a particular foreign or domestic program.

Because of the difficulties of accurate observation, and the
multiplicity of plausible causes, it is easier to formulate gross
and simple assertions about the causal connections that are at work
than to dispel them. The present Memorandum tries to examine one
set of such assertions about the political effects of military pro-
grams in less-~developed countries. The Memorandum uses data relating
to latin America to test some of the hypotheses that seem to be
implicit in these assertions.

Perhaps the broadest generalization that emerges is the truism
that, in this case as in others, it is unwise and unwvarranted to
offer simple explanations for complicated phenomena. If this strikes
the reader, as it does the writer, as rather bland, it might be said
in extenuation that eliminating easy misunderstanding is often a
prerequisite to arriving at a better understanding.
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II. SOME VIEWS OF POLITICAL-MILITARY INTERACTIONS

Public discussion of political effects in the less-developed
countries has concentrated on the effects of military aid programs
in particular, rather than of defense programs more generally. This
emphasis has been due to the fact that the discussion has usually
been connected with Congressional consideration of military aid pro-
grams. One of the central themes in the discussion has been that
such programs tend to be associated with repressive, authoritarian,
and dictatorial governments that are either under military control
or have distinctly military overtones.

THE EROSION-OF-DEMOCRACY VIEW

There are several variations of this central theme. One view
holds that military aid tends to increase the threat of overt mili-
tary takeover or overt military control of the political process.
Military influence or intervention in the political processes of
developing countries is presumed to be repressive, and is also pre~
sumed to increase as a result of military assistance provided by the
Unites States, often leading ultimately to direct military takeover.
For example, the point was stated by Senator Fulbright in the Senate
Hearings on the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as follows:

It is true, is it not, that three of the countries
vhich have received the largest amount of our mili-
tary aid -- outside of the Western European
countries -- Turkey, Pakistan and Korea, have all

had military coups supplanting a civilian government,
and nov are upder what could be called a military
dictatorship....

I was wvondering whether there is any relationship
here between these events and the extent of our
military aid. This is in contrast to one other
country that has been a heavy recipient of non-
military aid. I speak of India... in which there
has been a relatively stable, civilian administra-
tion throughout this pcriod, and the reports are
that it is making considerable progress.l

llnternsgégnll Development and Security, Hearings Before the
Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 87th Congress, Part 1I,

May 1961, pp. 610-612,




be

And again:

How do you explain this unusual coincidence that
countries where you put the most military aid --
the underdeveloped countries, not Germany, France,
or developed countries -- are the very ones who
have lost their civilian ygovernments....?l

The same point was echoed vy 3+ nator Alken:

The experience of some o! these countries has been
that when they et a strong military force, the
military Just takes over.2

Essentially the same point, though this time relating to
defense expenditures generally rather than to military aid in par-
ticular, was also made by Senator Fulbright in the Senate Hearings:

The only point is that these ovig military expendi-
tures do not contribute to political stability or
economic growth. On the contrary, they contribute
to the creation of & military dictatorship.... The
countries vhere there have been the bviggest military
programs all seem to turn up with a military dicta-
torship.3

An editorial in the New York Times endorsed this view with
particular reference to Latin America:

The countries in Latin Amrica which are most
stable and most democratic, such as Uruguay, Costa
Rica and Mexico, spend little or almost nothing on
military defense. Amms only encourage right-wing
military dictatorships.

Various explanations are offered of the process through which
the erosion of civilian control and its replacement by repressive
military authority occurs. One view is that military progrems
simply contrioute to increasing the absolute and relative power
of the military elite, thereby changing the internal pattern of

11b1d., p. 661.

elbid., p. 669.
3ij.d., p. 732. Similar views have also been expressed by H. L.

Matthews; for example, in "When Generals Take Over in Latin America,
New York Times Magazine, September 9, 1062, p. luk.

l"l‘he New York Times, June 13, 1961. Quoted in Seymour Melman,
The Peace Race, George Braziller, New York, 1961, pp. 58-59.
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political checks and balances, and replacing it with a new valance
in which the military has primary power. Frank Tannenbaum cxpresses
the point, in re,ard to Latin America, as ollows:

The amin; of the central fovernment's forces upset

the traditional bridling of tyranny at the center

and made it impossivle for anyone to overtiirow the

government except the army, which means that no one

can bc elected or keep office unless he is accept-

able to the amy. All of civilian jovernment (cr

nearly all) is at the mercy of the amy.l

Another view of the process holds that the effect of large

military programs is more indirect. Suclh programs tend to lead to
still larger programs. The result is to overburden a country with
expenditures it cannot support,” leading to inflation, political
instability, and the erosion of civilian govermment as a result
largely of financial and internal difficulties.2

Whichever view of the process is adcpted, the result is essen-
tially similar. The implication is that the greater the guantity of
military aid, the greater the tendency toward an erosion of civilian
and ccmpetitive political institutions, and their replacement by
military and authoritarian controls. If we assume that the relation-
ships are continuous rather than discnete,3 this reasoning implies
that political institutions would become more tightly controlled and
authoritarian as military aid -- or more generally, as the size of
the military establishment and its claim on naturael resources =-- gravs,
This view suggests, as a research hypothesis, that relatively large

lli‘mnk Tannenbaum, "Considerations for the Latin American Policy,"

in The Liberal Papers, Doubleday and Company, Inc., New York, 19¢2,
p. 201.

2International Development and Security, p. 681. The quotation
is from Senator Fulbright's interrogation of Secretary McNamara, and
referred specifically to Turkey. A similar view, relating to South
and Southeast Asia, is expressed by Vera Michaels Dean, "Southeast
Asia and Japan," in The Liberal Papers, pp. 267-268.

3’1‘hat is, if we assume that there is not a threshold below which
military programs are "safe" or neutral in their political effects,
and beyond vhich they are harmful, but that their political effects
grow with the size of the program.




military programs wil' tend to be associated with relatively large
political shifts towarl! authoritarianism and away from democracy.
For easy reference, we call this view the "erosion-of-democracy"
hypothesis.

THE SUPPORT-FOR-AUTHORITARIANISM VIEW

Another version of the connection between political consequences
and military programs focuses on the types of regimes that tend to
desire and to require military programs, rather than on the changes
in governmental forms and processes generated by military programs.
This view suggests not that military aid and other programs iead

toward authoritarian reg.mes (the "erosion-of-democracy” view), but
that such regimes -- however they come into being -- tend to generate
relatively large demands {or military assistance and defense budgets,
for a number of reasons that will be noted below. 1In this view, the
conneztion between military and political factors thus tekes a dif-
ferent “orm. Military vrograms do not necessarily create authori-
tarian regimes, cr incrcase the probability of their occurrence.
Instead, such regimes gencrate a relatively large demand for military
programs. Again, assuming that the relationships are continuous
rather thar iiscrete, this view suggests, as a research hypothesis,
that large military programs wi.l tend to be associated with less
democratic and more authoritarian regimes. We call this the "support-
for-authoritarianism" hypothesis.

Reasoning along this line lay behind the restriction contained
in recent foreign aid legislation against providing military aid in
latin America for "internal security purposes” except in case of a
special Presidential determination to the contrary.l Underlying
this view has been a feeling that internal security requirements,

1See, for cxample, the comments by Senator Morse in International
Development and Security, pp. 618-620, and along similar lines in the
Foreign Assistance Act of 12§g, Hearings Before the Committee on
Eoreig\ Relations, U.S. Senate, 8Tth Congress, April 1962, pp. 420-
21.




particularly in Latin America, were generally of moderate size and

easily within each country's financial capabilities. Vhere such
requirements became sufficiently large to generate a need for U.S.

military aid, the presumption was that the regime requiring the aid

wae likely to be a repressive, dictatorial, and reactionary one.
viev was expressed, for example, by Senator Carlson in the Senate

Hearings on foreign aid in 1962:

Is it not true that in many of the Latin American
countries they are either military dictatorships
or other dictatorships, and with our military
assistance programs, rud probably other programs,
ve maintain the governaents in power? ...

... 1 am concerned about our Nation, through mili-
tary assistance and Federal funds maintaining
govermments that I do not believe would be classed
as democratic or representative of the people.

A similar view was advanced by David Scull, a member of the
policy committee of the Society of Friends:

I would like to record our conviction that mili-
tary assistance...determined primarily by military
considerations, often bolstered totalitarian dic-
tatorships which may have as many unpleasant
characi-ristics as any Comunist regime.... I
know that members of this Committee have expressed
concern over the possible misuse of military aid
to latin America. We Friends would be pleased
indeed if such aid were ended....

The

The New York Times advanced the same view in the 1961 editorial

previously referred to:

Representative O'Hara...put his finger on the main
objection to the proposed policy [that is, of
enlarged military aid to Latin America) when he
said that the Pentagon is asking for 'a blank
check from Congress to maintain governments in
power'; they can be strong only if cherished in
the minds and hearts of the people.3

ll-'breigt Assistance Act of 1962, pp. T76-TT7.
2vid., p. 490.

3Melm.n, p. 8. Explantory words implied in the text have been

inserted in brackets.



Similar views about military aid were expressed earlier in
The Nation by Stanley Meisler:

In most cases, military aid... has tended (1) to
force weak nations into devoting huge percentages
of their vital capital to armaments; (2) to
entrench undemocratic, military governments; and ,
{3) to promote arms races between the govermments.

The reasoning behind the "support-for-authoritarianism” view
can be summarized as follows: (a) military aid helps to keep recipi-
ent governments in power; (b) dictatorships, oligarchies, or otherwise
unrepresentative and antireformist governments, are more difficult to
keep in power than are democratic and representative governments;
(c) therefore, reactionary governments are likely to desire and to
require relatively larger military expenditures and military aid;
and (d) hence, the size of military aid and other military programs
in such countries will tend to be relatively large. In discussion
of the support-for-authoritarianism hypothesis, the operative words
are "maintain,” "support," "bolster," and so forth. By contrast, in
discussion of the erosion-of-democracy hypothesis, the operative
words are "takeover," "military coup," "creation of dictatorship,"
and the like.

lme Nation, April 16, 1960, p. 33%. Emphasis added.
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III. TESTING THE HYPOTHESES WITH LATIN AMERICAN DATA

In this section our aim is to test in a rough way the erosion-
of -democracy and the suprvort-for-authoritarianism views of the con-
nections between military programs and political effects. The tests
are admittedly crude, both because of the nature of the problem itself
and because of limitations in the extent and quality of the data that
are available. The tests are confined to latin America because of
the availability for that region of a unique set of data on political
develorment over the last decade. From these data it is possible to
rank the latin American countries according to:

(1) the level of political democracy, and

(2) the change in this level relative to the
other Latin American countries,

over the period 1950 to 1960. The tests consist of comparing these
political indicators with data, first, on U.S. military aid programs,
and then on the domestic military budgets in these countries, to see
vhether significant relationships appear to exist.

THE DATA

The political data that we use are based upon vork done over the
past 15 years by Russell Fitzgibbon, Professor of Political Science
and formerly Director of the Center for latin American Studies at the
University of California at Los Angeles.l On four occasions, 1945,
1950, 1955, and 1960, Fitzgibbon conducted a survey among specialists
on latin America to elicit from them an evaluation of the political
climate in the individual Latin American countries.’ Each of the

lSee Russell H. Fitzgibbon and Kenneth F. Johnson, “Measurement
of latin American Political Change," American Political Science
Review, September 1961, pp. 515-526; and by Russell Fitzgibbon, "How
Democratic is latin Americat" Inter-American Economic Affairs, Spring
1956, pp. 65-TT; "A Statistical Evaluation of Latin American Democ-
racy," Western Political Mr¥, 1956, pp. 60T7-619; and "Measure-
ment of Latin American Political Phenomenma: A Statistical Experiment,"”
American Political Science Review, Vol. 45, 1951, pp. 517-523.

2A list of the specialists participating in the surveys is
attached as the Appendi:g.
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respondents was asked to rate the 20 latin American countries accord-
ing to 15 political, social, and economic criteria, using a five-
point rating ccale for each criterion. The criteria included freedom
of elections, of the press, of party organization, and of Judicial
processes. Also included were several criteria, that are possibly
lesc directly relevant and also perhaps more easily subject to mis-
understanding, relating to educational level, standard of iiving, and
"a sense of internal unity and national cohesion.” Although one
criterion dealt explicitly with civilian supremacy over the military,
this was not the main focus of the surveys. Instead, their main con-
cern was to evaluate the general character of institutions and prac-
tices in each country "according to a scale of political change
relevant to democracy."l

The initial scores of each respondent were adjusted by a propor-
tional metkod, so that each respondent's total scares for all countries
would amount to 1,00C points (corpared to a theoretical maximm of
1,720), in order to allow for subjective differences between the
optimists anl the pessimists. In the tests discussed here, the
adjusted scores are the basis for a rank ordering of countries accord-
ing to their level of political development at a given point in time.
Changes in the rank ordering of individual countries are used as a
basis for judging the direction of political change over time, as
explained bdelow.

There are many shortcomings in the Fitzgibbon method and data,
including the ambiguity and heterogeneity of the criteria, the wveights
applied to the criteria (the criterion relating to free elections was
given a wejight twice that of most of the other criteria, freedom of
the press a weight half again as large, and so0 on), and the qualificae-
tions and prejudices of the respondents (nearly all of the respondents
were from the United States). Some of these difficulties could be
overcome by independent work with the original rav data. For example,

]Txtzgibbon and Johnson, p. 516.
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it would be possible to separate out respontes to the more distinctly
relevant and unambiguous criteria, to change the weights, and to
separate the responses of the more qualified respondents. It should
also be possible to improve the quality anc test the reliability of
the Fitzgibbon data by comparing the subjective estimates of the
respondents vith objective data relating to the courts, educational
practices and school attendance, press’circulation, the frequency
and character of elections, and s> on. In the rresent Memorandum
however, ve confine the analysis to Fitzgidbbon's own resuits as they
stand, without these modifications. Notwithstanding their limitations,
the Fitzgidbbon data represent a pioneering and useful effort in a
field vhose complexity is ezualled by its importance.

Table > suwwnarizes the Fitzgibbon data that we have used. Coi-
uxm (7) shows the sun of the scores given to eack country by all
respondents during the three survey periods: 1930, 1955, and 1960.

In the statistical tests to be described below, we use Columm (5)
froz Table 1 (the rank ordering of countries in accordance wvith their
total scores on the three surveys) as a crude measure of each country's
relative level of political democrecy over the 1353-1350 period. To
obtain a rough measure of the change in political ievel relative to
sther countries over the period, we use Columm (9), which shows the
difference in each country's rank between the 1950 anc 1300 surveys.
As Tabie 1 indicates, there are numerous ties in Column (3) vhich are
inconvenient {for exampie, five countries showed no change, four <oun-
tries moved down by one rank, and so forth). We therefore maxe use
of change in position simply to establish a dichotomous grouping of
the countries in terms of vhether their rank according to political

llt wvould also be possible to test hov meaningful the data are
by considering vhether the variation in evajuations by all respondents
for each country 1is significantly less than the wvariation in their
cambined evaluations for all countries, as we would expect. The raw
data needed for this amalysis of variance vere not included in the
referenced sources. However, preliminary work done at UCLA with the
rev data apparently suggests that the expected result would probably
be obtained.
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development did or did not rise relative to the other countries. A
rise in & country's rank between 1950 and 19060 indicates that the
country improved its democratic standing, as measured by the Fitz-
gibbon rankings, relative to the other latin American coum.ries.l
This eplit was then compered with a dichotomouc grouping of the mili-
tary aid data, ~lassified in termc of whether the size of m.litary

programs did or d4id not exceed the median.

The data on total and per capita m;litary aid programs in latin
America for the 1950-1960 period are summarized in Table 2.

MILITARY AID AND LEVEL OF DEMOCRACY

The first hypothesis that we test -- & variant of the support-
for-authoritarianism view -- concerns the association between total
military aid and level of poiitical development as indicated by the
total Fitzgibbon scores. Spearman's rank correlation coefficient, L
vas computed from the MAP ranking shown in Column (1) of Table 2 and
the political-level ranking shown in Column (8) of Tatle 1. The coef-
ficient, r_, is .2654, which is not siggificantly different from zero
at a 25 per cent level of significance. The assertion that the total

lThe metkbod used thus focused on political change in relation to
the other countries, rather than on the absolute change in the Fitz-
gibbon score indicated by subtracting Column (1) from Column (5) in
Table 1. Our method seemed preferable because the technique used by
Fitzgibbon in normalizing the point scores of respondents had the
effect of making the "value” of a point in 1950 slightly different
from that in 1900. Hence changes in absolute scores between the two
periods might be misleading. However, as a check on the results ob-
tained from our dichotomous-grouping method, we also examined changes
in absolute scores. The check confirmed the results reported in this
study that vere obtained with the dichotomous groupings.

2'l‘he significance of r, vas tested by the value of t, where:

Cpe arsee L2
Lt = ts , (N'&.]/[l‘rs ]

wvith N-2 degrees of freedom, and N=19. A tvo-tailed test wvas used on
the assumption of a nuil-hypothesis that rg is not different from zero.
(See Sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Utatistics for the Behavioral Sciences

McGrav-Hill Book Company, Inc., New York, 1953, P ?10-212.5
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Table 2

MILITARY ASSISTANCE IN LATIN AMERICA, 1950-1960

— 2 (©] )]
Total MAPE

(1950-1960 MAP Per Capita®

in Millions (1950-1960,

Country of Dollars) Rank Dollars) Rank
Argentina 0.07 16 0.003 18
Bolivia 0.k 1k 0.14 14
Brazil 164.8 1 2.82 7
Chile L8.1 3 T.11 2
Colombia 30.6 L 2.37 8
Costa Rica 0.005 18 0.005 17
Cubeb (16.0) - (2.61) -
Dominican

Republic 8.0 8 3.17 6
Ecuador 18.7 7T 5.07 4
El Salvador 0.02 17 0.009 16
Guatemala 1.1 12 0.34 11
Haiti 2.0 10 0.17 13
Honduras 0.82 13 0.9 10
Mexico 3.2 9 0.11 15
Nicaragua 1.4 11 1.12 9
Panama 0 19 0 19
Paraguay 0.36 15 0.23 12
Peru 50.9 2 5.k2 3
Uruguay 2L .0 5 3.18 1
Venezuela 21.6 6 3.74 5
Source: Military Assistance Progréms - Programs and Deliveries,

FY 1950-1%1, Department of Defense, Director of Military
Assistance, May 1961.

Notes: a.

L.

Total military aid progrem (MAP) includes grant aid,
credit assistance, and deliveries from excess stocks.

Equipment deliveries to Cuba were ended in March 1958.
The Cuba figures are included for general interest but
excluded trom the rank-order comparisons because the
MAP deliveries are for a shorter period than the other
countries.

Population figures used in per capita calculations are
estimates for 1955 from United Nations, Demogrephic

Yearbook (1959).



amount of military aid is unrelated to the level of political develop-
ment cannot be rejected. In fact, the positive sign of the rank cor-
relation coefficient provides more support (although it is rather
weak support, at that) for a conjecture that the amount of military
aid tends to be positively associated with the level of political
development than that the two are negatively associated.l

The se~ond version of the support-for-authoritarianism hypothe-
sis concerns the association between military aid per capita and
level of political development. Spearman's coefficient (computed
from the per capita MAP ranks shown in Table 2, Column (%), and the
political-level ranks shown in Table 1, Column (8)) is .1285, which
is not significantly different from zero at a 50 per cent level.2
The assertion that the amount of MAP per capita is unrelated to the

level of political development in Latin America cannot be rejected.

MILITARY AID AND CHANGE IN POLITICAL LEVEL

The third and fourth hypotheses are related to the erosion-of-
democracy theme, and are concerned with the association between
change in relative political ranking and (a) total MAP, and (b) MAP
per capita. To test the degree of association we use the Fisher
exact-probability test which is a useful non-parametric test for the
association between two independent samples where the sample size is

lIf some of the previously cited conjectures were accepted (see
above, pp. 3-7), we would expcct that a higher rank in the amount of
military aid would be associated with a lower rank in the scale of
political development. In this case, the null-hypothesis would be
that r; is not different from zero, and the alternative hypothesis
that rg is less than zero. Here a one-tailed test would be appro-
priate. To reject the null-hypothesis (in favor of the alternative
hypothesis) at a significance level of 10 per cent, t would have to
be < -1.333. Actually, with the present data, rg = +.2654 and
t = +1.1331, which provides more support for an alternative hypothe-
8i8 to the effect that higher MAP rank is associated with a higher
level of political development.

2Again, a two-tailed t-test was used.
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small (N < 20), and where the observations from each sample fall into
one of two mutually exclusive classes. The test determines whether
the two groups from one sample differ in the proportion with which
they fall into the two classifications of the other.l

To measure change in poiitical position, the latin American
countries are divided into two groups: those whose level of political
development rose relative to the other countries (Group A), and those
whose political level did not rise relative to the others (Group B).
According to the changes in ranking shown in Table 1, Column (9),

8 countries are in Group A and 11 in Group B.2

For comparative purposes, the MAP totals are also divided into
groups for which total military aid from 1950-1960 exceeded the
median (Group I), and those for which total military aid did not
exceed the median (Group II). Similarly, the figures on per capita
military aid are divided into two groups: those above the median
(Group III); and those not above the median (Group IV). Given a
unique median, there are obviously 9 countries in Group I (and Group
II1), and 10 countries in Group II (and Group IV).

Lsee Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics, pp. 96-104.

led

“Group A: Argentina, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
El Salvador, Mexico, Peru, Venezuela.

Group B: Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Guatemala, Haiti,
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Uraguay. Group B includes
both countries whose rank fell, and those whose rank did not change.

As an alternative, the countries were grouped into those whose
political rank fell relative to the others (Group B'), and those
vhose political rank did not fall (Group A'). In this dichotomy,
countries whose rank did not change between 1950 and 1960 (Colombia,
Honduras, Panama, Paraguay, and Uruguay, as shown in Table 1,

Column (9)), were included in Group A', along with countries whose
rank rose. In testing the relationship between politicel change and
military programs, separate computations were made using the "Fall"
versus "No-Fall," as well as the "Rise" versus "No-Rise" dichotomy.
Only the latter results are reported in this Memorandum because in
every case the unrelatedness between change in political level and
slze of military program persists for both types of grouping.
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First, consider the comparison between grouping according to
change in political ranking, and grouping according to military aid.
The following contingency table (Table 3) shows the frequencies.

It should be evident from the table that there is no marked
association between the frequencies in Group A or B, and those in
Group I or II. If there were a close connection between change in
political rank and military aid, we might expect, for example, that
those countries receiving relatively more military aid (Group I)
would be the countries whose political rank did not rise (Group B),
and those countries receiving relatively less military aid (Group II)
would be the countries whose political rank rose. Actually, the
distribution of frequencies is remarkably evenly balanced. In fact,
the Fisher test computations show that the exact probability of
occurrence of frequencies distributed as evenly as those in Table 3,
or more unevenly, is 60 per cent, if there were no relationship
between military aid grouping and political change grouping. Clearly,
the assertion that there is no association between the two groupings
cannot be rejected.

Next, consider the comparison betwveen grouping according to
change in political rank, and grouping according to military aid per
capita. Table 4 shows the frequencies.

The distribution of frequencies in Table 4 is again balanced
quite evenly, though not as evenly as in Table 3. The probability
of occurrence of a distribution as even as, or more uneven than, that
in Table 4 18 39.5 per cent, if there were no relationship between
the tvo groupings. The null hypothesis, that there is no associa-
tion between grouping according to per capita military aid and group-
ing according to change in relative political standing, cannot be
rejected.

DEFENSE EXPENDITURES AND POLITICAL LEVEL

The hypotheses so far considered have been concerned with the
relationship between military aid data and the Fitzgibbon political
indexes. But military aid has comprised only part of the resources
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devoted to military establishments in the Latin American countries,
and generally a small part at that. In fact, for lb4 of the latin
American countries for which unclassified data arc available on
domestic defense budgets, during the 195,0-1960 period total defense
expenditures annually averaged about 2) times more than the average
annual amount of military aid to these countries. Table 5 shows
average annual per capita defense expenditures for these countries,
expressed in 1960 U.S. dollars.

The data in Table ., are of interest in their own right, quite
apart from the specific purposes for which we use them. For example,
the per capita figures show that the highest annual per capita defense
expenditures have been in Venezucla (since 1958 a relatively liberal,
if embattled, country under the leadership of Romulo Betancourt),
vhereas the second-from-lowest per capita defense outlays over the
1950-1960 period were in Haiti. Evidently, a strongly repressive
regime can get along adequately without much military equipment.
Bully clubs can be used to support a repressive, dictatorial regime,
and tanks and automatic weapons can be used to protect a democratic
regime from the use of organized terror and violence against it.
Moreover, it is also noteworthy that annual data for Venezuela indi-
cate that total and per capita defense expenditures have been as
high under Betancourt's presidency since 1958 as they were at the
end of the repressive regime of Perez Jimenez in 1957-1958.

Relationships that do not seem to apply to military aid might
nevertheless apply to domestic military programs. We shall there-
fore investigate whether there appears to be an association between
political development indicators and defense expenditures in Latin
America, even though no such association appeared in the case of
military aid and political development. In this section and the next
ve reconsider thc support-for-authoritarianism and the erosion-of-
democracy hypotheses that were previously tested, but with defense
expenditures substituted in place of military aid data.
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Notes to Table 5

Defense expenditures in current prices were converted to 1960 U.S.
dollars, using price indexes based on 1960 as the deflator, and
1960 official dollar exchange rates. No attempt is made to
adjust for possible overvaluation of local currencies.

Based on annual figures for 1953, 1955, 1956, 1957 only.

Based on annual figures for 1953-1960 only.

Based on annual figures for 1955-1960 only.
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The data and rankings on defense expenditures in Table 5 are
used with the Fitzgibbon political-development measures from Table 1
for the 14 relevant countries.l Since 5 countries had to be omitted
for data reasons, including 3 that had highly repressive and authori-
tarian regimes during the 1950-1960 period, the results obtained
from the li-country tests should be treated with particular caution.

The next hypothesis we test concerns the association between
average annual defense expenditures and level of political develop-
ment, as indicated by the rank ordering according to Fitzgibbon scores.
The rank correlation coefficient between the two series is .L460L,
vhich is significantly different from zero at a 10 per cent level of
significance (degrees of freedom equals 12), for a two-tailed test.
If we had previously expected higher defense expenditures to be
associated with lover political level (that is, one of the hypotheses
implied by some of the previously quoted observations), we could now
confidently reject this hypothesis on the basis of a positive coef-
ficient of .46. 1Indeed, a positive coefficient as large as this
provides some support for the hypothesis that defense expenditures
tend to be positively associated with the level of political develop-
ment in latin Ancrica.2

A similar picture results if wve compare per capita defense out-
lays with the Fitzgibbon political-development rankings, derived from
Table 1. In this case, re is .3967, which is significantly different
from zero at a 20 per cent level, using a two-tailed test. Again, a
positive coefficient of this size permits us to reject the notion
that per capita defense expenditures tend to be inversely related to

1Country rankings, Columns (8) and (9) in Table 1, were recalcu-
lated excluding Uruguay, the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Paraguay,
and Panama, for which data on defense outlays were not available.
Subsequent computations are based on the 14 remaining countries.

21f wve had previously expected this hypothesis, we could now
accept it at a 5 per cent level of significance, using a one-tailed
test.
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political development; in tfact, the coefficient provides support for
the contention that per capita defense outlays tend to be higher in
countries with a higher political level. The positive relation
between per capita defense expenditures and political democracy is
not as surprising as it might seem, in view of the generally positive

correlation between each of them and per capita income.

DEFENSE EXPENDITUR=S AND CHANGE IN POLITICAL LEVEL

Finaily, we turn to a comparison between defense expenditures
and change in relative political ranking in order to test the
erosion-of-democracy hypothesis. Using the Fisher test, as in the
corresponding examples relating to U.S. military aid, we find essen-
tially similar results in the case of defense expenditures. Table 6
shows the grouping of countries according to annual defense outlays
and change in relative political level.

Again, the distribution of frequencies is fairly evenly balanced
among the cells. The Fisher test computations show that the exact
probability of frequencies as evenly balanced as, or more unevenly
balanced than, those shown in Table 6 is 29.l4 per cent, if the two
sets of data were unrelated. The change in relative political stand-
ing appears to be unrelated to defense expenditures as well as
unrelated to military aid.

When defense expenditures are put on a per capita basis, and
compared with the change in relative political rank, the results are
as shown in Table 7.

lFbr a discussion of the observed association between per capita
income (as well as other measures of economic development) and politi-
cal democracy, the standard references are G. A. Almond and J. S.
Coleman, The Politics of the Developing Areas, Princeton University
Press, Princeton, N.J., 1960; S. Lipset, "Some Social Requisites of
Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy," American
Political Science Review, March 1959; and Everett Hagen, "A Framework
for Analyzing Economic and Political Change," in Development of the

Emerging Countries (Asher, et al.), The Brookings Institution,
Washington, D.C., 1962.
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The probability of frequencies as evenly balanced as, or more
unevenly balanced than, those shown in Table 7 is 54.5 per cenmt.
Change in relative political standing appears to be unrelated to
per capita defense expenditures as well.



IV. CORCLUSIONS

Whether we consider U.S5. military aid programs or domestic defense
programs in latin America, both the support-for-authoritarianism and
the erosion-of-democracy hypotheses appear to be contradicted by the
results summarized in the previous section. larger military programs
do not appear to be associated with more restrictive and authoritarian
political institutions. Nor do larger military programs appear to be
associated vitk mocvements toward more restrictive and authoritarian
political institutions. Moreover, both of the preceding statements
apply vhether we comsider the total quantity of ailitary aid or
defense outlays, or whether per capita guantities are considered
instead.

Dictatorships, military and otherwvise, are a frequent and dis-
turbing phenomenom in latin America. But their occurrence and recur-
rence is not properly attributable to simple causes like military aid
or defense prograxs. Indeed, these factors do not appear to play a
significant role in the process at all. Rather, the explamation lies
in & complex set of influences raoted in latin American history,
sdcial structure, and political tradition. One qualified student of
latin Ameriomn politics, George Blanksten, makes this ocbservatiom:

Involved in the prodlem of political instadility...

is the phenomenon of recurrent dictatarship. While
the situmtiom is comtimmlly changing, it is generally
true that at any given moment at least a dMalf-dozen
latin American countries are governed by dictater-
ships, normally military in orientation. The reasoms
for this are many and deep-seated; among them is the
suthoritarian politicel tradition the Spanish Bmpire
inposed uPpon its Americen colomies.... Indeed, this
tradition was 50 marked that many of the nineteenth-
cemtury leaders of the movements for latin Americean
independence delieved that morarcly should e retained
as the newly independent states’ form of aoveruent.l

lrpidel Castro and latin America,” in Nortom A. Xaplan (ed.), The
Revolutiom im World Politics, John Wiley & Soms, Inc., Wew York, 1302,
Pp- 115-113.
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Moreover, the occurrence of specifically military dictatorships
is & much more widespread, frequent, and long-standing phenomenon in
most other areas of the world, outside latin America, than is usually
realized. Indeed, the British and American tradition in this respect
is more of an exception than a rule. The point is made in a striking
form by S. E. Finer, in a perceptive study of the historical reasons
behind military interventions in political activity.l As Finer notes,
of the 51 states existing in or before 1917, all but 19 have expe-
rienced military coups since 1917; and of the 28 states created
between 1917 and 1955, al® but 15 have had military coups.-

Vieving the matter in this light may not make authoritarian
regimes, wvhether of a military or nonmilitary character, more accept-
able in American eyes. 3But it should make them more understandable,
and it should make us more skeptical of easy explanations or quick
solutions -- in particular, of explanations that stress military aid
or defense programs, or solutions based on reductions of these pro-
grams as & contribution to discouraging such regimes. At the same
time, the fact that military programs do not appear to contribute to
dictatorships certainly does not provide a Justification for such
programs. Such Justification as there may be clearly rmust depend on
other considerations.

Returning to the statistical results, it shouid be noted,
finally, that the only significant relationships emerging from the
preceding tests provide mild support for the notion that there may
be a positive relationship between the level of democracy and either

1s. E. Finer, The Man on Horseback: The Role of the Military in
Politics, Frederick A. Praeger, New York, 19uol.

ngid., pP. 3. Of course, such numbers obscure the equally impor-
tant fact that military coups may be extremely different from cne
another in their character, motivation, duration, and effects. In
one context, the “man-on-horseback” may be a modernizing, reforming,
even lidberalizing influence; in another, he may be a reactionary and
repressive traditionalist.
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total or per capita domestic defense programs.l A general political
rationale for these unexpected relationships is beyond the scope of
this study, but they suggest at least one among a number of questions
raised by the previous discussion that warrants further considera-
tion. Perhaps one plausible explanation for the positive relation
between per capita defense outlays and level of democracy is that
both tend to be vositively correlated with per capita income.2

At the same time as these conclusions are noted, the major quali-
fications and uncertainties concerning the data that have been used
should be re-emphasized. The Fitzgibbon measures of political develop-
ment deal in an admittedly imprecise way with some of the most complex
sorts of intercountry comparisons -- an always difficult and hazardous
exercise. The ambiguity of some of the criteria, the possible irrel-
evance of others, and the inevitable subjectivity of the responses
warrant considerable caution and tentativeness in interpreting the
results. The comparisons of defense budgets which have been used
also must be treated with reservations because of the well-known
problems associated with such internatisnal comparisons.

When one dwells on these qualifications, it becomes evident that
conclusions drawn from such data warrant a healthy dose of skepticism.
Lest the reader move too far in this direction, however, he should
ask himself what his reaction to the data would have been if the
results had seemed to confirm his preconceptions. At the least, per-
haps, what the previous discussion suggests is that simple and easy
assertions about the political effects of military programs should be
discouraged. We need closer study, better observation, and more
understanding before we can make accurate and useful generalizations
in this fieild.

lklthough it should be recalled that the tests performed with the
defense budget data warrant special reservations, because unavailabil-
ity of data made it necessary to drop five countries from the tests.

el

“For this reason, it might be interesting to use defense outlays
as a pereentage of gross national product (or what is the same thing,
per capita defense outlays as a percentage of per capita GNP), for
comparison with the Fitzgibbon data.



-3]-

Appendix

PARTICIPANTS IN FITZGIBBON SURVEYS
1945, 1950, 13955, 1790

The lict of participants and their institutional affiliations
is reproduced from R. H. Fitzgibbon and Kecnneth F. Johnson,
"Measurement of Latin American Political Change, American Political
Science Review, September 1961, p. 515.

"In the first two surveys ten persons participated each time;
in the third survey, twenty; and in t*¢ fourth, forty. The following
list identifies by a superscript 'all' thosc taking part in each of
the four surveys and by the appropriate numbers those participating
in fewer instances: Robert J. Mexander" (Rutgers), Marvin Aliskyb
(Arizona State), Samuel F. Bemisl,? (Yale), George I. Blanksten‘?’B’
(Northw: .ernm), spruille Braden)‘ (rormer Assistant Secretary of
State), Frank R. Brandenburgh (National University of Mexico), James
L. Buseyh (C~'orado), Howard Clineh (Director, Hispanic Foundation,
Library of Congress), Harold E. Daviss’l' (Amcrican), Jules Dubois3’
(Chicago Tribune), Russell H. )“1tz.;1bbonp“11 (California, Los Angeles),
William Forbism (Time), Tésus de Galfndez’ (Columbia), Federico G.
o1t (North Carolina), Rosendo Gomez! (Arizona), Stephen S. Goodspeeds’
(California, Santa Barbara), Paul ¥, Hadleyl‘ (Southern California),
Robert M. Hallett3 (Christian Science Monitor), Clarence H. Haringl
(Harvard), Hubert C. Herring®!l (Claremont Graduate School), Henry F.
Holland (former Assistant Secretarv of State), Preston E. James!
(Syracuse), Bertram B. Johansson® (Christian Science Monitor), Miguel
Jorrin3,4 (New Mexico), Harry Kantor3,4 (Florida), Merle Kling"
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(Executive Vice President, W. R. Grace and Company), William S.
Stokes®l (Claremont Men's), Graham H. Stuartl,2 (Stanford), Philip
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