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ABSTRACT 

 

This paper looks at the relationship between U.S. foreign democracy assistance and the level of 

democracy within nations during the year aid was received as well as subsequent years. While 

numerous previous studies have looked at varying ways in which democracy assistance increases 

or decreases the overall level of freedom and democracy within countries, the study will 

specifically test the hypothesis that aid spent during the conditions of one year may have lasting 

effects over subsequent years. It specifically examines whether democracy and governance 

assistance has lesser or greater impact in the years after it is distributed to nations, hypothesizing 

that the two variables have a significant, decreasing positive relationship. The study uses time-

series, cross-national data from 182 countries over the course of 19 years, building on a study 

commissioned by USAID carried out by Finkel (2008). It concludes that lagging democracy 

score variables did not have an effect on the results, and that there was a consistent significant 

and positive relationship between democracy aid and democracy itself. It also affirmed the idea 

that democracy, as a multi-faceted concept, must be examined by looking at a wide number of 

different variables, and that simple models may not be appropriate for this type of examination. 

During a crucial time for democracy globally, and as political debates over the continued 

provision of foreign aid heat up, studies of this type become more important as decisions are 

made over what type of aid should be provided to developing countries.  
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Chapter I: Introduction 

 

 

The purpose of this paper is to explore the relationship between democracy assistance 

and democratization within nations. Over the last several decades, the number of democracies in 

the world, as well as the level of democracy overall within countries (democracy can be present 

in differing degrees, e.g. a country may have fair and free elections, but a censored media) has 

been increasing at a steady rate—Freedom House’s ratings of democracy scores around the 

world have been steadily increasing for nearly 40 years (Figure 1). Democracy promotion has 

also been a vital part of U.S. foreign policy. In recent years, this is seen with the wars in Iraq and 

Afghanistan, but also in the great increases in foreign aid levels to this effect since the fall of the 

Soviet Union in 1990 (Table 1). There appears to be a positive relationship between the two. 
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Figure 1. Average Yearly Freedom House 

Democracy Score, 1972-2010 
Source: Freedom House 
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The issue has become even more important this past year. In the wake of the Arab Spring 

which began at the end of 2010, in what Samuel Huntington (1991) may soon call the fourth 

wave of democracy, it becomes increasingly important to explore the outcomes of the United 

States and other western countries in promoting democracy. From 1990 to 2004, the U.S. 

increased its spending on foreign assistance for democracy promotion efforts from about $100 

million to nearly $900 million. These efforts are focused on a number of different fields—  

 

Table 1. Average Freedom House (FH) Democracy 

Scores and Levels of USAID Democracy and 

Governance Assistance by Year, 1990-2004 
 

Year 

 

Average FH 

Score 

 

Average FH 

Score with 

Five-Year 

Lag 

 

Total D&G 

Assistance 

 

1990 7.32 7.72 $108,723,000 

1991 7.65 7.82 $125,087,800 

1992 7.78 7.82 $175,095,400 

1993 7.56 7.97 $246,193,000 

1994 7.61 7.99 $324,640,000 

1995 7.72 8.04 $380,611,000 

1996 7.82 8.04 $368,095,200 

1997 7.82 8.22 $356,119,500 

1998 7.97 8.30 $426,916,300 

1999 7.99 8.41 $469,717,000 

2000 8.04 8.54 $460,639,700 

2001 8.04 8.52 $463,309,000 

2002 8.22 8.47 $570,017,000 

2003 8.30 8.45 $694,022,600 

2004 8.41 8.36 $890,984,000 

  

*Based on data from 192 countries  Source: USAID, Freedom House 
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elections, parliamentary strengthening, citizen participation, to name a few—but few studies over 

this time have conclusively shown a direct correlation between these efforts and increases in the 

amount of democracy in developing nations, especially citing longer term effects. Where specific 

literature focusing on this type of assistance does exist, results have been mixed, so the little that 

we do understand about the impact of these programs is a subject of controversy. 

The Arab Spring and the potential advent of new democracies in several countries all 

over the world in the past year have again brought this issue to the forefront. How much of these 

new revolutions were spurred by outside forces, and how much can really be attributed to 

economic factors or human agency? What is the prospect for sustainable democratic systems in 

these countries given past data? What can we learn about whether or not foreign aid in the form 

of democracy assistance should have or should continue to be provided to countries in transition? 

And what effect might it have in the long term? Evidence from past studies and literature on the 

subject come to varying conclusions about the effect of democracy promotion effort. 

In this study, a more in-depth examination will be undertaken of the issue of the relationship of 

foreign democracy assistance and its promotion of democracy over the long-term. This study will 

look for areas in which democracy assistance and aid can have possible universally positive 

effects in terms of democratic transition over the long term. 
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature 

 

There have certainly been numerous case studies of specific programs in countries or 

regions, but only a handful of general assessments of the effect of these democracy promotion 

efforts worldwide, and even fewer which effectively look at long-term impacts of aid. Past 

groundbreaking literature on the subject of foreign aid has shown that it is the specific 

government within a country that determines the success of foreign aid programs (Burnside and 

Dollar 1997), although the majority of these studies focus on the effect of aid on economic 

growth, an idea which has been explored for decades, notably in an article by Allison and 

Beschel (1992). While these conclusions and case studies are useful in looking at the issue, they 

only have limited application to understanding these programs as a whole. Building 

comprehensive, universal conclusions about the impact of foreign aid and democracy assistance 

on these issues is crucial to their future use. 

There has been extensive literature over the past several years exploring the factors which 

contribute to democratization, as well as specifically exploring foreign aid as one of those 

factors. This literature arrives at varying conclusions, appropriate to the vast, complex nature of 

the topic. Many studies have discovered the important correlation between economic factors and 

democratization (Rowen 1995; Huber, Reuschemeyer and Stephens 1993; Przeworski 2004). 

Other studies emphasize ethnic conflict and its importance on democratization (Reilly 2000), 

internal political factors (Bunce 2000), and regional political situations (Gleditsch and Ward 

2006). 
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The results of recent literature on the subject of the specific effect of foreign aid and 

democracy assistance programs on the level of democracy in countries have been mixed, coming 

to numerous different conclusions. Up until the last few years, for example, most studies 

exploring this topic came to negative or uncertain conclusions about the effect of aid programs 

and democracy assistance on countries’ actual level of democracy over time. 

A study and analysis by Stephen Knack (2004) found in looking at the relationships of 

aid on democratization that there is no evidence that aid promotes democracy. The study 

describes the potential for aid to have effects through strengthening governments, improving 

education and economic indicators, and conditionality, but is unable to find direct relationships 

in the data. Knack (2004) suggests that there is either a low amount of favorable impact from aid 

on levels of democratization or that there are measurable effects but they are effectively counter-

balanced by democracy-undermining factors relating to dependence on foreign aid. While he 

concludes that there is no real relationship between general levels of foreign aid and the 

development of democratic governments around the world—a conclusion reached by other 

authors (Hook 1998)—he prescribes caution in ascribing these results to the continuing of 

foreign aid and democracy promotion due to the fact that there are almost certainly programs that 

do work. For example, Goldsmith (2001), looking specifically at Africa, attributed the positive 

relationship between development aid and democracy to the enhancement of civil society within 

recipient states. 

Some studies have found that foreign aid is specifically harmful to countries that are in 

transition, or are new democracies, helping to prop up the people in power. Deborah Brautigam 

(2000) explained in her study that high levels of foreign aid can reinforce executive dominance, 
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essentially authoritarian attributes of government, in new democracies. The paper explains that 

the institutional environment of countries receiving aid have an extremely important effect on the 

use of that aid in terms of democracy promotion. Specifically, she looks at long term provision of 

aid, finding that guaranteed aid over long periods of time to developing governments actually 

decreases their incentive to promote good governance and true democracy by giving them a 

reason to stay in power to collect a sort of international patronage. She found that in some cases 

foreign aid can have the exact opposite of its intended effect. Her statistical analysis showed that 

there is a negative relationship between aid intensity and quality of governance, even when 

controlling for economic issues. On the other hand, the study did find some outliers in the cases 

of Taiwan and Botswana, which received high amounts of aid but have become success stories in 

terms of their economic standards of living and the development of democracy. This leaves hope 

for the success of some programs of foreign aid. 

Work by Jakob Svensson (1999, 2000) showed not only that aid given to democratic 

countries is more productive in meeting economic goals – which is somewhat outside the realm 

of this paper – but also that in certain countries, namely heterogeneous ones in terms of 

population, that aid is associated with higher levels of corruption. This has negative effects on 

the advent of democracy in these nations, but he did not find these effects in homogenous 

populations. 

On the other hand, on more specific measures some studies have found opposite 

conclusions. In looking at the effect of foreign aid on democracy in single-party regimes and 

military regimes, specifically in regards to conditional aid, Wright (2009) found that the success 

of aid varies depending on these conditions, showing that dictators with large coalitions and a 
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good chance of winning elections who receive aid often increase levels of democracy in 

response. On the other hand, countries with strong military rulers with small coalitions do not 

increase their level of democracy following receipt of aid. 

Among studies that focus more on specific regions as a whole rather than universal 

themes from the world, similar conclusions are reached. Carapico (2002) explored ideas that 

have become salient over the last year or so in debating the relevance of democracy promoting 

foreign aid from the West in the Arab World—concluding that aid had a likely negative effect 

there. Brown (2005) explored the impact of foreign aid on countries in Africa. The study found 

that aid to authoritarian regimes without conditionality only helps to bolster those regimes by 

providing resources to repress opposition. On the other hand, conditional aid to these countries 

can have the opposite effect. Aid specifically targeted to enhance a multi-party political process 

in African countries can impede the development for democracy. Despite these conclusions, 

Brown (2005) professes that international actors can still play an important role in 

democratization through aid, a similar conclusion to Goldsmith (2001).  

In the last five years, studies have begun to look more at specific categories of foreign 

assistance, including aid specifically given for democracy and governance assistance (Freytag 

and Heckelman 2011, Scott and Steele 2011, Finkel et. al 2007, 2008). This literature has had a 

more universally positive tone about the success of this type of foreign assistance in promoting 

democracy. 

Freytag and Heckelman (2011) looked at the effect of USAID’s democracy programs on 

transitioning countries in Eastern Europe and Eurasia. Using simple regressions, the study found 

that aid did not play a big role in changing the overall democracy scores of the countries 
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examined, but that there were specific areas in which there were some positive results. The study 

also found that more developed governments, or those with more experience in governing, were 

impacted greater politically by aid—in terms of its effects on the overall level of democracy—

than those with less experience. 

A wide-ranging study on this topic supported by the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), using data specifically about democracy-focused foreign 

aid as opposed to total amounts of foreign assistance changed the direction of the debate. Finkel 

et. al (2007) found that democracy and governance focused expenditures by USAID had a 

significant impact on democratic outcomes as measured by Freedom House and Polity IV scores. 

It looked at specific sectors of democratic aid and showed that they had a large impact on their 

respective dimensions of democratic performance – e.g. elections, civil society, and free media. 

The study also found significant lag effects which showed that these types of aid programs could 

probably take several years to mature and become effective and impactful. The question of 

sustainability that was addressed lightly in Finkel’s study is something this paper looks to 

explore more in detail. The most recent study, Scott and Steele (2011), showed similar 

conclusions about the effect of democracy assistance on a country’s overall level of democracy, 

finding a significant positive relationship between the two variables. 

In summary, the varying conclusions of the vast amount of literature on the topic of 

democracy and foreign aid in general warrant future work in exploring some of these specific 

issues more in depth. Given the complicated nature of the topic, more research into specific types 

of aid seems to have the most relevance in finding important relationships as well as the greatest 
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potential for policy relevance. As of yet, there have been relatively few studies looking 

specifically at democracy assistance given the difficulty in separating aid into categories. 
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Chapter III: The Hypothesis and Data 

 

Hypothesis 

 This study will test the hypothesis that USAID democracy and governance assistance has 

a positive relationship on the overall level of democracy in countries over time, and the 

relationship is sustained over time. 

 

Description 

 Data for 182 separate countries are used, with data coming from Finkel et. al’s study 

from 2008 as well as Freedom House’s democracy scoring system (for a full list of countries 

included in regressions, reference Table 3 in the Appendix). While the dataset attempts to 

replicate much of the work done by Finkel et. al (2008), it expands on that study by adding 

lagged dependent variables with a more extensive dataset. The Finkel study (2008) examined the 

1990 to 2004 time period, while this study will add democracy scores up to the year 2009 and 

allow for a lagged dependent variable of up to five years, thus expanding the size of the dataset 

used in the analysis. A more detailed explanation of methodology is included below.
1
 

 There were countries that were not included due to the fact that they did not retain data 

for some of the variables in the dataset—namely democracy scores or export data. Certain data 

were imputed, as per the descriptions below. Due to the very broad number and variety of 

countries included, much of the concern that this may have an effect on the representativeness of 

the sample is mitigated. At the very least, one can draw conclusions about the relationships 

                                                 
1
 For summary statistics for all included variables, please see Table 7 in the Appendix. 
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explored by the regressions in terms of countries which are stable enough to report accurate data 

on basic economic statistics and political situations—which is still of great utility. 

 

Dependent Variable 

Freedom House Democracy Scores (nolag, lag1, lag2… lag5) 

In order to measure what may be considered a somewhat arbitrary variable, the level of 

democracy in a given country will be measured by using a democracy scoring systems that is 

well known and used in testing throughout the literature in measuring democracy outcomes 

(Finkel, et. al 2007, Knack 2004, Scott and Steele 2011, and others). This is the Freedom House 

democracy index. While this score is widely used in the literature, there is contention over 

whether it shows accurate measures of democracy (Munck and Verkuilen 2002).
2
  

Typically, democracy literature also conducts robustness checks with a separate 

democracy scoring system, the Polity IV scores. Due to the limitations of this study, but more 

importantly, the fact that nearly all robustness checks using Polity IV scores and Freedom House 

measurements find similar, if not identical, results, this study relies solely on Freedom House 

scoring (Finkel et. al 2006, Steele 2011). 

 Freedom House, which has been publishing these scores since 1972, uses two separate 

seven-point scales measuring levels of political rights and civil liberties in 192 countries every 

year. A seven is the lowest level of these measures, while a one is the highest. For the purposes 

                                                 
2
 This study specifically cites problems dealing score aggregation and measurement in reference to Freedom House 

(FH). It also submits that FH gives a maximalist definition to democracy, including too many factors, which would 

lead to incorrect scoring. In regards to Polity IV, the definition problems are the opposite, as the study cites them as 

prescribing too minimalist a definition, not including enough variables. It also asserts issues of aggregation and 

redundancy in measurement. While there are certainly problems, looking at these variables which are measured the 

same over time allows us to still draw important conclusions. 
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of this study, as Finkel et. al (2007) cites as “widespread practice” in the field, we will invert 

these measurements, taking a score from 2 to 14 and subtracting it from 15, thus creating a 

variable from 1 to 13. A score of 13 would be the most democratic nations—for example, most 

Western European democracies and the United States are listed as a 13—and a score of 1 would 

indicate the most autocratic—for example, Burma or North Korea. The scores look at a variety 

of inputs including levels of political participation, the nature of the electoral process, the 

function of government, freedoms and civil rights, rule of law, among several others. Each 

country is scored by a group of experts who specialize in the country or region, and the 

methodology of the scores is regularly reviewed by an advisory committee of political scientists 

and experts in the field. Figure 2 details the average Freedom House democracy score (scaled 

according to the original double 1-7 range) for the countries included in the study over the range 

of 1990-2009. The values for these levels, including the 5-year lagged variable, are included in 

Table 1 above. The graph shows an overall increase in the level of democracy, ending more than 

a point higher after nineteen years. Although, it also shows one yearly decrease in the early 90s, 

as well a lowering in scores yearly from 2005 to 2009, making us question the assertion of some 

studies that a firm relationship between aid and democracy exists. 
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As mentioned above, numerous other studies have verified the cross-application and 

legitimacy of the Freedom House scoring method by testing it against others. For example, the 

most widely used alternate scoring system is Polity IV. It differs both in terms of numerical 

scores as well as the process by which it is developed. Its score is a scale from -10 to +10, with -

10 being the most autocratic (“hereditary monarchy” as defined by the project) and +10 being the 

most democratic (“consolidated democracy”). The Polity project uses six measures to determine 

the score, measuring executive recruitment, constraints on executive authority, political 

competition, and changes in the institutionalized quality of the governing authority. The research 

is conducted by teams of experts in academia and reviewed regularly. It is sponsored by the 

Political Instability Task Force which is funded by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). 
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Figure 2. Average Freedom House Democracy 

Score for All Surveyed Countries by Year 
Source: Freedom House 
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The divergence of the in-time democracy score variable and the 5-year lagged variable is 

shown in Figure 3 and listed in Table 1. The graph of democracy scores provided by Freedom 

House show a decreasing level of democracy between 2000 and 2004 when subject to a 5-year 

lag. This may lead to differing results from previous studies of democratic aids lagged effect. 

More about this topic will be explored when discussing policy relevance in the next section. 

 

 

 

Variable of Interest 

USAID Democracy and Governance Assistance (totaldg) 

 The main independent variable in this study will be the overall level of official 

development assistance (ODA) provided by USAID which has been specifically categorized as 
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toward Democracy and Governance (D&G). From the literature (Finkel et. al 2007), this can be 

measured in several ways—this study, replicating what was done in Finkel, utilizes a two-year 

rolling average of appropriations from the calendar year and the year previous. This was used in 

the literature because the funds slated toward this type of assistance are likely not to be 

completely used during the year in which they are budgeted. It is often the case, according to 

officials at USAID, that the funding for a calendar year will not be spent in full until the year 

after it is budgeted for a specific purpose. Thus, a two-year rolling average may be more 

indicative of the actual level of democracy aid for a given year. 

 Using the data-set from Finkel et. al’s study in 2007, all of the aid variables have been 

provided from data from USAID and standardized in 2000 millions of U.S. dollars, using a GDP 

deflator employed by the World Bank. D&G aid is comprised of several different types of aid 

oriented toward six main purposes: elections and political processes, rule of law, civil society, 

governance, human rights, and mass media. Categorizing aid can be a demanding process 

because of the varying nature of the numerous small aid programs that USAID employs. Finkel 

(2006, 2008) used experts in the field to separate each program into its appropriate category.  

 As a descriptive illustration of this variable, Figure 4 shows the overall level of USAID 

D&G assistance during the time period to be covered in this study in millions of U.S. dollars. 

Similar to the democracy scores, there is a steady increase in aid provided from 1990 to 2004. It 

is important, however to note that the rate of increase is substantially higher. D&G aid over this 

period, with the fall of the Soviet Union in at the beginning of the period, increases nearly nine-

fold from about $100 million to nearly $900 million. These numbers are shown above in Table 1, 

as well. 
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Control Variables 

 Based on the literature (Finkel et. al 2007, Scott and Steele 2011), the models will control 

for several variables which are known to influence the development of democracy within 

countries. The controls that were considered and tested include economic indicators, regional 

levels of democracy, total non-US official development assistance and all military aid, political 

conflict, ethnic fragmentation. While mainly referencing Finkel’s (2006) model in order to re-

draw this study with new lagged variable data, ideas from Scott and Steele (2011) are also 

weighed to choose the best control variables, and all of these are mentioned in nearly all relevant 

literature on the topic of democratization over the last decade. They include: 
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Inflation 

 A measure of inflation, specifically the Consumer Price Index (CPI), is a measure of the 

percentage change in the cost of goods and services to an average consumer of a country. The 

data for this variable for all countries were taken from the data set in Finkel (2006), and 

originally reported by the World Bank. About 20 percent of the values for the total dataset were 

missing, and negative values were recoded as missing due to likely errors, but these values were 

imputed in the Finkel study using trends from multiple different variables and tested for 

validity.
3
 Theoretically, we would predict inflation to have a negative relationship with 

democracy, based on the idea that economic concern can hinder democratic improvement. Based 

on insignificant results in the Finkel study though, we are likely to see no significant relationship 

at all. 

 

Gross Domestic Product 

 A further economic indicator, gross domestic product (GDP) is measured as the annual 

percentage growth rate in GDP per capita based on a constant local currency. The data comes 

again from Finkel (2008), via the World Bank. It again contained some level of missing data, 

similar to measures for inflation, and went through a similar imputation process as well. It’s 

predicted, according to the same theoretical basis that was discussed with the inflation variable, 

that there would be a positive relationship between economic growth and democracy scoring.  

 

                                                 
3
 The Finkel study used 40 different variables to establish a pattern in missing variables including GDP growth, 

inflation, income inequality, and democracy indicies. These variables include a wide range of factors including 

demographic indicators, freedom indicators, regional-specific and economic data, among other things. 
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Conflict Index 

 Next, again from Finkel (2008) data, an index of social and political conflict called the 

Banks Index is used. This data was used in Finkel’s original iteration of his study (2006) as one 

of the main control variables. Banks’ index is calculated from a variety of variables within each 

individual country, including the presence of different kinds of conflict, ethnic strife, riots, 

assassinations, and demonstrations. Few variables were missing, those that were were imputed. 

Theory would tell us that higher presence of conflict both socially and politically would hamper 

efforts for positive democratic change, so we would expect a negative relationship. 

 

U.S. Military Assistance Priority 

 This variable is a measurement of the percentage of total United States security-focused 

assistance that was slated for a particular country in a particular year. This variable is essentially 

instrumenting for the priority of a specific country in terms of U.S. strategic interests. Based on 

theory, we would not be able to accurately predict the results. Militarily, the U.S. is known for 

‘propping up’ undemocratic states in order to further its influence—e.g. Saudi Arabia. This 

would mean that we might expect a negative relationship. For other countries, the opposite may 

be true. Finkel (2006) found an insignificant negative relationship, but kept the variable in its 

original baseline model. 

 

Regional Democracy and Governance Assistance 

 Included as a control variable for other types of aid, this measure was similar to the total 

D&G assistance variable, which included appropriations for specific country aid, but only 
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included aid programs that were slated regionally. Like our variable of interest, we would expect 

this to have a positive relationship with the dependent variable, but Finkel (2008) and Steele 

(2011) both found other types of aid to have insignificant effects.
4
  

                                                 
4
 Other variables, including total USAID commitments to countries, regional non-D&G assistance, total official 

development assistance levels, total non-D&G assistance, regional levels of democracy, as well as different 

measures of military priority were tested in initial modeling and found to be either insignificant, too highly 

correlated with other variables, or both. 
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Chapter IV: The Model 

 

Mathematical Models 

 This paper will use a random-effects approach, modeled as follows: 

Yit = α + β1totaldg + β2totaldg + β3totaldg + β4totaldg + β5totaldg + β6totaldg + ui + εij 

 

Yit = lagged or non-lagged democracy score variable 

α = constant 

βn = independent variable coefficients 

ui = between-country error term 

εij = within-country error term 

 

 This model will be constructed for each of six separate dependent variables, representing 

democracy scores for a current year, then lagged one, two, three, four and five years. The 

variable of interest will be the amount of USAID democracy and governance assistance provided 

to a country, and all of the control variables will be included in every model as well. This 

strategy will allow not only an exploration into whether or not there is a positive, negative, or 

insignificant relationship between democracy aid and democracy scores, but also will allow us to 

view side-by-side comparisons of regressions for differently timed lagged variables. 
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Statistical Basis 

Given that the dataset consists of country-level panel data—or cross-sectional time-series 

data—the behavior of specific entities, clustered by time, is examined. In this case, specific 

nations over a given number of years are studied. The data are divided by cluster, or nation, and 

the changes in countries are observed, holding their fixed characteristics constant over time. 

These characteristics would include things that cannot necessarily be accounted for in the data 

such as geographical differences among countries, but that will stay the same over time. Looking 

at this set of data, for a simplified, non-multi-level model, it is standard to choose between a 

fixed-effect of random-effect approach. 

Normally, a fixed-effects approach is appropriate when examining changes in a variable 

over time for country panel data. But, for the relationship of this specific type of foreign aid to a 

country’s democracy score, this relationship may differ not just within countries, but also across 

countries. In this case then, a random-effects model should be used. This model assumes that this 

cross-country variation is random and uncorrelated with independent variables, unlike a fixed-

effects model, where increased cross-country differences are assumed not to change much from 

year-to-year. 

To further confirm the statistical viability of a random-effects model over a simple 

ordinary least squares (OLS) model for each of the six different regressions, it is appropriate to 

run a Breusch-Pagan Lagrange multiplier test on each regression—which tests for the cross-

country variation described above (Appendix, Table 5). For each regression, we find that there is 

significant cross-country variation and thus a random-effects model is a more appropriate 

technique. 
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The model was checked for the presence of heteroskedasticity by conducting a statistical 

test on the fixed-effects version of each individual model (Appendix, Table 6). In all cases, the 

test shows the presence of heteroskedasticity.
5
 To further confirm that heteroskedasticity is 

present and that robust standard errors are thus necessary, we look at the difference between a 

robust random-effects model and a model run without robust standard errors. This test again 

shows that robust standard errors are necessary given the wide variations in the z-statistics 

between the two random-effects models tested. 

Lastly, to determine whether multicollinearity was an issue in the model, pair-wise 

correlations among all independent and dependent variables were examined (Appendix, Table 4). 

This resulted in the omission of variables like total USAID obligations to countries, which was 

correlated with the US military expenditure measure and other variables in the model, including 

the variable of interest. For the final model, there are no variables which correlate strongly 

enough with one another to warrant removal. 

 There are two main drawbacks to this approach: collecting the proper amount of data 

from a representative sample, and possible correlation between countries. These concerns can be 

mitigated somewhat by comparing the results of this paper’s model to those in past works. 

 

Empirical Basis 

 The model used here is based on the work of Finkel (2006, 2007, 2008) and Steele 

(2011). They examine the relationship between aid and democracy scores, moving from a single- 

                                                 
5
 Since there is no statistical program in the STATA software which easily tests for heteroskedasticity, it is assumed 

that the random-effects and fixed-effects models in this case are similar enough for this test to show viable results. 
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to a multi-level approach, which contains some use of random-effects modeling. These more in-

depth statistical looks at the varying relationships that exist between foreign aid, democracy 

scores, and hundreds of other factors while utilizing a more complicated, multi-level approach to 

their modeling of the data, look at similar variables as this study. Within these models though, 

both first-level regressions, which look at the effect of aid on democracy scores, used random-

effects to model a slope of the growth trajectory of individual countries.  

These multi-level approaches are used to increase confidence in the results, but may not 

be really necessary. Steele (2011), for example, tested for robustness using a more simplified 

random-effects AR (1) model, with similarities to this paper. He found evidence that the random-

effects model produces nearly identical results to the more advanced model, in terms of both 

direction and magnitude. Under the axiom that simpler is better when two approaches produce 

similar results, a simple random-effects model is used here. Ultimately, given the results of the 

model conducted in this paper in terms of a relationship between the dependent variable and 

variable of interest, and their matching with outcomes in both the Finkel studies and Steele’s 

work, we gain further confidence—although more complicated models do a better job of 

capturing all of the intricacies of the democracy variable. 

 

Alterations to the Theoretical Model 

Given its inclusion in the original modeling of Finkel’s study (2006), a measure for 

merchandise exports was originally included in the modeling. Regressions with the export 

variable for every lagged variable—all six regressions—show a highly statistically significant 

result at the p=.01 level. They also have a significantly higher R-squared value than models 
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which do not include this variable. The export variable certainly adds to the model both on a 

theoretical level (described more in detail in the chapter on data)—because of the fact that it was 

included in the Finkel study and is a strong marker of economic and global participation for a 

country on the world stage—and due to its individual statistical significance, although it’s worth 

noting that the magnitude of the variable is, in every regression model, close to zero. (Export 

data is also used in Steele 2011 in order to represent the amount of trade activity that countries 

are involved in. More discussion of this was in the prior chapter.) Furthermore, including this 

variable means that the dataset is unable to include just under 200 observations from countries 

that do not have this data available. To ensure that the results of the regressions did not change 

significantly with the omission of these observations, the regressions including and excluding 

these values were test against each other, finding extremely similar results. With a highly 

significant variable in export and a higher R-squared value as well, this is the model that was 

ultimately analyzed. 
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Chapter V: Regression Results 

 

Positive Relationship 

 The first part of the hypothesis seems to be proven by looking at the results of all models. 

All of the models showed a statistically significant relationship between totaldg and the 

democracy score of countries (at the 3% level with Current yr and <1% level with all other 

lagged variables). Looking specifically at the 2-yr lag version of the regression, in terms of 

magnitude, the 0.034 coefficient, statistically significant at the 1% level, would indicate that a 

$10 million increase in USAID D&G funding to an individual country would be accompanied by 

a predicted increase in a country’s Freedom House score of 0.34 at the end of a given year. On a 

13-point scale, this is significant in terms of magnitude as well. The results were not significantly 

different across the different lagged models, as is seen by looking at the regression results in 

Table 2. 

 The results of the non-lagged and lagged democracy score variables measured against the 

democracy and governance aid—which, again, is an average of the previous and current fiscal 

year allocation of funds—yield very similar coefficients in terms of magnitude to the Finkel et. al 

study from which the data came. It found that for every additional $10 million of USAID 

democracy and governance assistance provided to countries, they are predicted to see a rise of 

0.29 points in their Freedom House democracy score at the end of the year. These two equal 

results are a product of very different models, with the Finkel study using a multi-level model to 

measure significantly more facets of the foreign aid-democracy relationship. Regardless, even a  
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Table 2. Impact of USAID Democracy and Governance Assistance 

on Democracy, 1990-2004. Dependent Variables – Current and 

Lagged Freedom House Scores, Random-effects 

 Dependent Variables 

Independent 

Variables 

Current yr 1-yr lag 2-yr lag 3-yr lag 4-yr lag 5-yr lag 

Totaldg 0.030 0.036 0.035 0.032 0.026 0.023 

 (2.30)* (2.67)** (2.66)** (2.65)** (2.69)** (2.92)** 

 

Inflat 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.59) (1.48) (1.77) (1.71) (1.83) (1.97)* 

 

Gdp 0.021 0.016 0.012 0.006 0.006 0.006 

 (3.68)** (3.01)** (2.37)* (1.39) (1.48) (1.15) 

 

Confind -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000 0.000 

 (3.12)** (1.77) (1.02) (0.83) (0.43) (0.19) 

 

Milprior -0.039 -0.058 -0.082 -0.093 -0.090 -0.075 

 (1.04) (1.89) (2.35)* (2.24)* (1.88) (1.51) 

 

Regdg 0.033 0.026 0.027 0.027 0.021 0.014 

 (4.14)** (3.36)** (3.61)** (3.74)** (2.93)** (1.90) 

 

Constant 7.550 7.649 7.711 7.777 7.866 7.950 

 (25.91)** (25.98)** (26.00)** (26.08)** (26.40)** (26.84)** 

 

Overall R
2 

0.0288 0.0278 0.0253 0.0255 0.0254 0.0267 

Wald chi
2 

69.60 58.39 58.39 51.74 43.52 37.34 

N 2,630      

Groups 182      

Note: Standard errors are robust. * Significant at p<0.05; ** Significant at p<0.01. 
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more simplified model produced similar results, albeit with an expected and significantly lower 

R-squared. This positive relationship in lagged and un-lagged variables with the democracy 

score also echoes the study of Steele 2011, which found a comparable result. Moreover, Steele’s 

robustness tests included comparable lagged-variable tests, albeit only for one and two years, 

that showed the same positive relationship between the dependent variable and variable of 

interest. 

 Interestingly, and contrary to other similar studies (Steele 2011 and Finkel et. al 2008), 

democracy assistance provided at a regional level also had a statistically significant positive 

relationship with democracy levels. On a theoretical level, this is not surprising, but given results 

of other studies on the subject with more complex, better fitting models, this result may be 

suspect. 

 Another important factor to note are the low R-squared values of each of the models. This 

was somewhat expected, at least in comparison to the more detailed multi-level approaches taken 

in other studies, due to the decrease in the number of variables explored as a part of democracy 

scoring. This is indicative of the complicated nature and make-up of democracy, and that there 

are many other variables which would have an effect on the Freedom House score over time for 

each country. 

 

Similarities among Dependent Variables 

 It is interesting to compare the magnitudes of the coefficients on the democracy aid 

variable across the different dependent variables that were tested. Given that all of the six 

regressions tested showed statistically significant coefficients on the variables of interest, this is 
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further evidence proving the first part of the hypothesis, which was discussed above. But looking 

at the magnitudes of these variables also shows that there is, in fact, positive correlation between 

democracy and governance aid and democracy scores which diminishes somewhat over time—as 

we would expect theoretically. Interestingly though, it appears via a slight difference in 

magnitude, that the relationship between democracy aid and score is strongest one year after the 

democracy aid is allocated, as the lag1 variable showed the strongest coefficient. 

 As represented in Table 2, holding all else constant, the predicted value increase in 

democracy scores per $10 million democracy aid allocated on average between the current and 

previous years is 0.29 at the end of the current year, 0.35 at the end of the next year, 0.34 at the 

end of the second year, 0.32 after three, 0.26 after four, and 0.22 five years later. 

 Regardless, though, of the perceived decrease over time, the difference among the 

coefficients of the democracy aid in each of the lagged and unlagged models are likely too small 

to draw any conclusions. There is likely no statistically significant different in coefficients across 

the regressions. 

 

Control Variables 

 All of the variables in most models followed the theoretical predictions of the model, but 

did not necessarily adhere to the findings of past literature. GDP was shown to have a significant 

and positive relationship with the level of democracy in early models, but its effect faded over 

time as the democracy scores were lagged further. This backs up what exists in the literature in 

both similar studies (Finkel et. al 2006, Steele 2011) as well as broader literature referenced in 

Chapter 2. Inflation was shown to have a negative effect with the passage of time. Exports, 
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although to a very small magnitude, also show a positive relationship with the amount of 

democracy, and its coefficient was significant throughout all models. Military assistance priority 

showed a negative relationship with the democracy score after the passage of at least a few years, 

mirroring somewhat what was found in Finkel et. al 2008 (although Finkel’s results did not show 

statistical significance). There is a hint of a lag effect in this paper’s results, but it is negative. 

Interestingly, Steele’s (2011) look at this using a different measure for the variable—total 

military aid—found a positive relationship that was statistically significant. This finding may 

warrant further study. Lastly, the variable for index of conflict in countries was negative but not 

statistically significant. In the literature, this variable showed a very slight, but statistically 

significant negative relationship (Finkel et. al 2006). 
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Chapter VI: Conclusion and Policy Implications 

 

 Much of the utility of these types of studies is explained in detail in the above sections in 

terms of the existing literature and its limitations. While much, wide-ranging literature already 

exists on the topic of democratization and foreign aid, there are varying opinions about whether 

or not aid has a positive impact on democratic development. As it becomes possible to further 

compartmentalize the type of aid studied, building a base of scholarly support for democracy-

focused aid initiatives is important to bolster its legitimacy. This study specifically looked at the 

long-term impact of democracy and governance aid dollars spent in countries around the world, 

by calculating whether or not democracy and governance aid effects democracy scores if 

measured as results over different time periods. It found that lagging the democracy score 

variable did not have an effect on the results, and that there was a consistent significant and 

positive relationship between democracy aid and democracy itself. The regressions, though, also 

proved the already well-established idea that democracy is a multi-faceted and complicated part 

of societies, and is affected by innumerable factors. In order to construct a truly accurate model 

of the different factors of democratic society, it is vital to look at a quite complicated, large 

number of different variables. 

 In the current political climate, as the debate over foreign aid heats up, these sorts of 

studies and analysis become more important. Currently in Congress, the topic of foreign aid is 

being hotly debated. Much of this was sparked by the perceived failure of development and 

military aid to Pakistan, especially in the context of the death of Osama bin Laden. High levels 

of foreign aid given to Pakistan is largely said to have failed given the fact that bin Laden was 
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“allowed” to live in Pakistan by knowing members of the establishment. The issue of continuing 

foreign aid to countries like these, as well as impoverished and developing countries worldwide 

has also been an important issue in debates leading up to the presidential election in 2012. In 

Congress, in 2011, there were several proposals that would decrease the overall levels of foreign 

aid anywhere from 10-20 percent. As the debate continues over which types of aid should be 

kept and which should be cut, studies like these, Finkel (2008) and Steele (2011), provide 

important evidence that certain types of aid—democracy and governance assistance, 

specifically—are, in fact, effective and should be continued to be provided. 

 Democracy and governance assistance in particular is not only important because of the 

possibilities that it might be cut, but also due to the fact that this is such a crucial time for 

democracy around the world. The aforementioned Arab Spring still has yet to draw to a 

conclusion. Egypt and Libya are still in a crucial period of flux, needing assistance in order to 

truly establish democratic governments. Tunisia has made great progress, but is still in the early 

stages of a new democratic system. Syria is a country in chaos, and will require support when it 

reaches a more politically stable stage. Outside of the Middle East, there are numerous 

transitioning countries as well. Kyrgyzstan is attempting to consolidate its democracy, and is in 

the early stages of a new government. South Sudan, the newest country in the world, will require 

a close watch as it joins the community of nations. Even Burma, after decades of strong 

authoritarian rule, is showing signs of liberalization. This is an important time for democracy, 

and it is vital to know the best ways that the United States, through aid, can support it. This study 

provides further evidence that aid is effective, and is not lessened even given the passage of time. 
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 In the context of the Arab Spring, with the birth of possible new democracies taking place 

all over the world, as well as the context of a ballooning budget deficit in the United States and a 

debate about decreasing foreign aid, it becomes even more important to undertake studies like 

this to help make important decisions about how to best spend U.S. tax dollars and promote our 

foreign policy interests. The correlation between long-term democratic results and democracy 

and governance focused assistance from USAID provides evidence for continued and increased 

support for these types of programs in a time of great need. 
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Appendix A 

Table 3. Lists of Countries Included in Regressions 
 

Afghanistan Ghana Nicaragua 

Angola Guinea Netherlands 

Albania Gambia Norway 

United Arab Emirates Guinea-Bissau Nepal 

Argentina Equatorial Guinea New Zealand 

Armenia Greece Oman 

Antigua and Barbuda Grenada Pakistan 

Australia Guatemala Panama 

Austria Guyana Peru 

Azerbaijan Honduras Philippines 

Burundi Croatia Papua New Guinea 

Belgium Haiti Poland 

Benin Hungary Korea, Democratic People's Rep 

Burkina Faso Indonesia Portugal 

Bangladesh India Paraguay 

Bulgaria Ireland Qatar 

Bahrain Iran Romania 

Bahamas Iraq Russian Federation 

Bosnia-Herzegovina Iceland Rwanda 

Belarus Israel Saudi Arabia 

Belize Italy Sudan 

Bolivia Jamaica Senegal 

Brazil Jordan Singapore 

Barbados Japan Solomon Islands 

Brunei Darussalam Kazakhstan Sierra Leone 

Bhutan Kenya El Salvador 

Botswana Kyrgyzstan Sao Tome and Principe 

Central African Republic Cambodia Suriname 

Canada Kiribati Slovakia 

Switzerland St. Kitts and Nevis Slovenia 

Chile Korea, Republic of Sweden 

China Kuwait Swaziland 

Cote d'Ivoire Laos Seychelles 

Cameroon Lebanon Syria 

Republic of the Congo Liberia Chad 

Colombia Libya Togo 



 

34 

 

Comoros Saint Lucia Thailand 

Cape Verde Sri Lanka Tajikistan 

Costa Rica Lesotho Turkmenistan 

Cuba Lithuania Tonga 

Cyprus Luxembourg Trinidad and Tobago 

Czech Republic Latvia Tunisia 

Germany Morocco Turkey 

Djibouti Moldova Tanzania 

Dominica Madagascar Uganda 

Denmark Maldives Ukraine 

Dominican Republic Mexico Uruguay 

Algeria Marshall Islands United States of America 

Ecuador Macedonia Uzbekistan 

Egypt Mali St. Vincent and the Grenadines 

Eritrea Malta Venezuela 

Spain Myanmar (Burma) Vietnam 

Estonia Mongolia Vanuatu 

Ethiopia Mozambique Samoa 

Finland Mauritania Yemen 

Fiji Mauritius Yugoslavia (Serbia-Montenegro) 

France Malawi South Africa 

Micronesia, Fed States Malaysia Congo, Democratic Republic of 

Gabon Namibia Zambia 

United Kingdom Niger Zimbabwe 

Georgia Nigeria 

  

 

  



 

35 

 

Table 4. Pair-Wise Variable Correlation 
 

No significant correlation exists between any of the independent variables: 

 

 

Current 

yr 

1-yr 

lag 

2-yr 

lag 

3-yr 

lag 

4-yr 

lag 

5-yr 

lag 

Total 

D&G Inflation GDP Exports 

Conflict 

Index 

Prior 

Military 

Regional 

D&G 

Current 

yr 1 

            1-yr lag 0.98 1 

           2-yr lag 0.96 0.98 1 

          3-yr lag 0.94 0.97 0.98 1 

         4-yr lag 0.93 0.95 0.97 0.99 1 

        5-yr lag 0.93 0.94 0.96 0.97 0.99 1 

       Total 

D&G -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 1 

      Inflation -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 0 1 

     GDP 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 -0.09 1 

    Exports 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 -0.05 -0.02 0.03 1 

   Conflict 

Index -0.08 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.04 0.14 0.04 -0.1 0.08 1 

  Prior 

Military 0.01 0.01 0 0 0 0 0.18 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.13 1 

 Regional 

D&G 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 -0.05 -0.13 0.05 -0.09 1 

Source: Freedom House and Finkel et. al 2008  
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Table 5. Breusch and Pagan Lagranian Multiplier Tests for 

Random Effects: 
 

 

. xtreg nolag totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, re 

. xttest0 

 

Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects 

 

        nolag[ccode,t] = Xb + u[ccode] + e[ccode,t] 

 

        Estimated results: 

                         |       Var     sd = sqrt(Var) 

                ---------+----------------------------- 

                   nolag |   15.82527       3.978099 

                       e |   1.274953       1.129138 

                       u |   13.11567       3.621556 

 

        Test:   Var(u) = 0 

                             chibar2(01) = 14123.92 

                          Prob > chibar2 =   0.0000 

 

 

. xtreg lag1 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, re 

. xttest0 

 

Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects 

 

        lag1[ccode,t] = Xb + u[ccode] + e[ccode,t] 

 

        Estimated results: 

                         |       Var     sd = sqrt(Var) 

                ---------+----------------------------- 

                    lag1 |   15.73182       3.966336 

                       e |   1.148634       1.071743 

                       u |   13.24181        3.63893 

 

        Test:   Var(u) = 0 

                             chibar2(01) = 14371.52 

                          Prob > chibar2 =   0.0000 

 

 

. xtreg lag2 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, re 

 

. xttest0 

 

Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects 

 

        lag2[ccode,t] = Xb + u[ccode] + e[ccode,t] 

 

        Estimated results: 

                         |       Var     sd = sqrt(Var) 

                ---------+----------------------------- 

                    lag2 |   15.67466       3.959124 

                       e |   1.075445       1.037037 

                       u |   13.33772       3.652085 

 

        Test:   Var(u) = 0 

                             chibar2(01) = 14530.44 

                          Prob > chibar2 =   0.0000 
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. xtreg lag3 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, re 

 

. xttest0 

 

Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects 

 

        lag3[ccode,t] = Xb + u[ccode] + e[ccode,t] 

 

        Estimated results: 

                         |       Var     sd = sqrt(Var) 

                ---------+----------------------------- 

                    lag3 |   15.61773       3.951927 

                       e |   1.002794       1.001396 

                       u |   13.43549       3.665446 

 

        Test:   Var(u) = 0 

                             chibar2(01) = 14698.54 

                          Prob > chibar2 =   0.0000 

 

 

. xtreg lag4 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, re 

 

. xttest0 

 

Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects 

 

        lag4[ccode,t] = Xb + u[ccode] + e[ccode,t] 

 

        Estimated results: 

                         |       Var     sd = sqrt(Var) 

                ---------+----------------------------- 

                    lag4 |   15.51046       3.938332 

                       e |   .9349669       .9669369 

                       u |   13.49781       3.673936 

 

        Test:   Var(u) = 0 

                             chibar2(01) = 14836.71 

                          Prob > chibar2 =   0.0000 

 

 

. xtreg lag5 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, re 

 

. xttest0 

 

Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effects 

 

        lag5[ccode,t] = Xb + u[ccode] + e[ccode,t] 

 

        Estimated results: 

                         |       Var     sd = sqrt(Var) 

                ---------+----------------------------- 

                    lag5 |   15.42737       3.927769 

                       e |   .8857725       .9411549 

                       u |   13.55095       3.681161 

 

        Test:   Var(u) = 0 

                             chibar2(01) = 14916.84 

                          Prob > chibar2 =   0.0000 
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Table 6. Modified Wald Tests for Groupwise 

Heteroskedasticity in Fixed Effects Models: 
 

 
. xtreg nolag totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, fe 

 

. xttest3 

 

Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 

in fixed effect regression model 

 

H0: sigma(i)^2 = sigma^2 for all i 

 

chi2 (182)  =   1.5e+07 

Prob>chi2 =      0.0000 

 

 

 

. xtreg lag1 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, fe 

 

. xttest3 

 

Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 

in fixed effect regression model 

 

H0: sigma(i)^2 = sigma^2 for all i 

 

chi2 (182)  =   3.9e+07 

Prob>chi2 =      0.0000 

 

 

 

. xtreg lag2 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, fe 

 

. xttest3 

 

Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 

in fixed effect regression model 

 

H0: sigma(i)^2 = sigma^2 for all i 

 

chi2 (182)  =   3.4e+07 

Prob>chi2 =      0.0000 

 

 

 

. xtreg lag3 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, fe 

 

. xttest3 

 

Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 

in fixed effect regression model 

 

H0: sigma(i)^2 = sigma^2 for all i 

 

chi2 (182)  =   7.2e+08 

Prob>chi2 =      0.0000 
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. xtreg lag4 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, fe 

 

. xttest3 

 

Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 

in fixed effect regression model 

 

H0: sigma(i)^2 = sigma^2 for all i 

 

chi2 (182)  =   5.1e+08 

Prob>chi2 =      0.0000 

 

 

 

. xtreg lag5 totaldg regdg  inflat gdp exp confind milprior, fe 

 

. xttest3 

 

Modified Wald test for groupwise heteroskedasticity 

in fixed effect regression model 

 

H0: sigma(i)^2 = sigma^2 for all i 

 

chi2 (182)  =   5.6e+08 

Prob>chi2 =      0.0000 
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Table 7. Summary Statistics for Variables 
 
 

Variable         |      Mean   Std. Dev.       Min        Max |    Observations 

-----------------+--------------------------------------------+---------------- 

cname    overall |         .          .          .          . |     N =       0 

         between |                    .          .          . |     n =       0 

         within  |                    .          .          . |     T =       . 

                 |                                            | 

sc_wb    overall |         .          .          .          . |     N =       0 

         between |                    .          .          . |     n =       0 

         within  |                    .          .          . |     T =       . 

                 |                                            | 

ccode    overall |  91.38023   52.62157          1        182 |     N =    2630 

         between |             52.68301          1        182 |     n =     182 

         within  |                    0   91.38023   91.38023 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

year     overall |  1997.203   4.262059       1990       2004 |     N =    2630 

         between |             .7197442       1997     2001.5 |     n =     182 

         within  |             4.218274   1990.203   2004.203 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

inflat   overall |  49.57425   553.6463         -1      23773 |     N =    2630 

         between |             198.1961   .5746667   2306.007 |     n =     182 

         within  |             516.2424  -2252.332   21516.57 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

gdp      overall |  1.789837   6.002609        -50         90 |     N =    2630 

         between |             2.374836     -5.976   13.82308 |     n =     182 

         within  |              5.53321  -46.57216   94.42984 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

exp      overall |  29383.31   85200.13          2   912260.7 |     N =    2630 

         between |             80873.02   4.804405     617699 |     n =     182 

         within  |             23124.78  -194723.7   411685.4 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

confind  overall |  22.69185   46.97239          0     770.37 |     N =    2630 

         between |             26.83618          0   136.3993 |     n =     182 

         within  |             38.48462  -113.7075   656.6625 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

milprior overall |  .5703121    3.94783          0         49 |     N =    2630 

         between |             3.757908          0   42.33333 |     n =     182 

         within  |             1.005494  -15.76302   21.86738 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

usoda    overall |  18.89926   77.58219          0       2879 |     N =    2630 

         between |              43.2426          0   380.5636 |     n =     182 

         within  |              65.5876  -356.4644   2639.126 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

regdem   overall |  7.568517   2.682815        3.4         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |             2.644151   3.986667         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |             .5933857   5.335184    8.90185 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

nolag    overall |  7.759316   3.978099          1         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |             3.827652          1         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |             1.136728   1.225982   13.89265 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

lag1     overall |  7.839163   3.966336          1         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |             3.834751          1         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |             1.077193    2.30583   14.30583 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

lag2     overall |  7.898099   3.959124          1         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |             3.838964          1         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |             1.041151   1.964766    14.6981 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

lag3     overall |  7.944867   3.951927          1         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |              3.84347          1         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |              1.00326   2.611534   14.14487 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 
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lag4     overall |  8.001901   3.938332          1         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |             3.843425          1         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |             .9596437   3.201901   11.33523 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

lag5     overall |  8.053232   3.927769          1         13 |     N =    2630 

         between |             3.843672          1         13 |     n =     182 

         within  |             .9266345   2.719899   11.78657 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

totusaid overall |  29.78056   127.1557          0       1861 |     N =    2630 

         between |             111.5279          0   1195.667 |     n =     182 

         within  |             58.51355  -665.8861   1710.241 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

totaldg  overall |  2.221091   7.948326          0        262 |     N =    2630 

         between |             4.710735          0   28.27273 |     n =     182 

         within  |             6.519801  -23.22506   241.0146 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

nondg    overall |  27.56635   123.9536          0       1836 |     N =    2630 

         between |             109.8738          0   1195.667 |     n =     182 

         within  |             54.52672  -668.1003   1469.166 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

regdg    overall |  6.306517   7.325341       -3.6         26 |     N =    2630 

         between |             5.204095          0   15.10667 |     n =     182 

         within  |             5.125686  -5.473483   22.12652 | T-bar = 14.4505 

                 |                                            | 

regnondg overall |   51.3597   50.42628          0        166 |     N =    2630 

         between |             41.73043          0   108.8667 |     n =     182 

         within  |             27.99441  -14.50697    148.893 | T-bar = 14.4505 
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