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Chapter 1: Introduction

From Controversy to Consensus and Back Again

In response to growing calls that US policy abroad ought to praimete
rights and protections ordinary Americans enjoy at home, Congne$976
amended the Foreign Assistance Act to make promotion of “irentei@spect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms throughout the world” gdadyof
the US foreign aid program (Section 502B: 230)S law has since required
foreign aid decisionmakers to restrict the flow of economicraildiary aid to
countries perpetrating human rights abuses unless “extraordinary
circumstances,” which Congress left largely undefined, dictatevaites(231)

The law immediately attracted the attention of internatiomddtions (IR)
scholars, with McKinlay and Little’'s (1977) early finding that “ramneeds”
play no role in an allocation process predicated on the self-santargsts of
“power-political and security concerns” sparking significant def&@g By the
late-1990s, however, this debate had given way to consensus. Scholars

generally agreed that human rights considerations influenced @#rfoaid

! The analysis and findings presented in this maiptsare the author’s alone, as are any errors
or omissions, and should in no way be construadftect negatively on those who so graciously
and patiently served as dissertation committee neesntr reviewers.

2 Congress two years earlier included a “Sense ofy@ss” statement in the Foreign Assistance
Act requesting that the president curtail the flowaid to governments committing gross human
rights violations. Not until 1976, however, did r€pess drop the Sense of Congress statement
to make the language legally binding on US foreighdecisionmakers (Apodaca 2005).

3 “Extraordinary circumstances,” sometimes refert@as “emergency situations,” historically
have involved the allocation of aid to countriestlo@ basis of what US decisionmakers consider
an overriding US strategic or national security ective. The Reagan administration’s
allocation in 1983 of an additional $55 million &id to El Salvador over Congressional
objections probably is the most oft-cited examplditerature—qualitative and quantitative—on
US foreign aid decisionmaking (Walldorf 2008; P@&91 and 1992; Eberstadt 1988; Burgerman
2004).



decisionmaking, though the magnitude and direction of that influendedbed

in light of countervailing strategic, ideological, economic, and mit@aaan
concerns (Cingranelli and Pasquarello 1985; Poe 1991 and 1992; Abrams and
Lewis 1993; Apodaca and Stohl 1999; Callaway and Matthews 2008). This
consensus appeared poised to deepen, and the influence of human rights on aid
allocations set to grow, as the threat of communism faded and US
decisionmakers redirected increasing amounts of foreign aid to waisw
post-Cold War democratic transitions, fostering Middle East peaoéd,
promoting good governance initiatives in sub-Saharan Africa and ledsew
(Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998; Korb 2008; Clark and O’Connor 1997; Stark
2000; Apodaca 2006).

With yet another shift in US foreign policy priorities, thisné¢ in
response to Al-Qaeda’s attacks in 2001 on the World Trade Center and
Pentagon, the consensus was lost and controversy again ensued. Tothe sure
shift toward countering the threat of international terrorisottited urgently—
and rightly—on protecting Americans and preventing further attacks
(Massimino 2000: 23). For many, however, the shift also raised serious
concerns about the United States’ commitment to promoting human rights
abroad and the future of human rights as a US foreign policy. gée
paraphrased by IR scholars and human rights observers, these cdrasrns
been articulated as distinct but overlapping arguments that topdesseat the
conventional wisdom on the issue: some argue that the George W. Bush

administration in prosecuting the war on terror used human rigtagtzetorical



and political foil but, practically speaking, cast the issudeas pursuit of Al-
Qaeda and its terrorist affiliates (Mertus 2005; Apodaca 2008). the
administration’s response to the attacks, so their argument gloegromotion

of human rights [became] one of the major casualties of the 9/ddrider
attacks” (Acharya 2008: i). Others tend to focus not on the Bush atiatiois

but the war on terror itself, asserting that its onset magkegw era in US
foreign policy hostile human rights promotion. They argue that the 6é
human rights ended shortly after September 11, 2001,” when countkéng t
threat of international terrorism became the United Statex'aoehing foreign
policy paradigm (Mertus 2008: 1). Since the onset of the waewart the
human rights gains of the 1970s, including those embodied in the human right
provision, have been in the “process of being dismantled, as securdgroe
have taken precedence over human rights abuses” (Christie 2008: 16). Stil
others focus on the Bush administration’s division of the world into cesntri
that were “either with us or against us” in the war on terrasfB2001). This
third group argues President Bush’s ultimatum created a doubleastandJS
human rights policy whereby decisionmakers disregard human rights
considerations when allocating aid to countries that partnered witbritted
States in the war on terror but held others to the standard radnbiatthe
human rights provision (Ingatieff 2005; Weiss, Crahan, and Goering 2004;
Callaway and Matthews 2008). The implication is that human rights
considerations failed to influence US foreign aid allocations tdbatl non-

partners in the war on terror, and that they are unlikely to agaiong as



decisionmakers perceive international terrorists are capalb®wfting attacks
against the US homeland (Forsythe 2006; Christie 2008).

Interestingly, and despite their variation, each of these angism
assumes the war on terror is best understood as constituting af set
extraordinary circumstances under the Foreign AssistancafAxdt officially
than in practicé. That is to say, each argues that the war on terror severed,
varying degrees, the Congressionally-mandated relationship betwesaan
rights and US foreign aid allocations. Yet, despite the maral legal
implications of these arguments, to the author's knowledge no studyskds
them as a springboard for an empirical analysis of the postiKageé between

human rights and US foreign aid.

The Research Puzzle

This study seeks to provide that analysis. In so doing, my aigitieen
to promote nor undermine any one of the arguments sketched above. RRather,
is to examine their generalizability and advance scholarly letyd in this
small but important subfield of US foreign policy studies. Bynfijlin some of
the first pieces of the research puzzle that is the relatprsdtiveen human
rights and US foreign aid in the “Age of Sacred Terror,” bdispe this study
will pique scholarly interest and spur more vibrant debate on tkise is

(Benjamin and Simon 2002: i).

* The Foreign Assistance Act requires the presidentertify in writing that extraordinary
circumstances exist and warrant the allocation 8ffateign aid to a country involved in human
rights violations. However, presidents, includidgrter, who signed the human rights provision
into law, have been able to sidestep this requintrdae to a number of defects in the human
rights language of Section 502B.



| search for pieces of this puzzle in a pooled cross-sectionatderies
(PCTS) dataset spanning a “global” sample of countries for ¢laesyl977-
2008, the most comprehensive to date. By including years prior to theobnse
the war on terror, | embed my analysis in historical and comparative pirepec
which provides for a deeper understanding and more robust discussion-of post
9/11 US foreign aid decisionmaking. My primary goal is to ansthier
following set of research questions derived from the argumentsediiibove:
did the Bush administration jettison human rights considerations dineng$S
foreign aid allocation process? If so, was this disregard forahurnghts
considerations a historical first? Or, have past administrabioned by Section
502B of the Foreign Assistance Act also set aside these cotiside?a Did this
jettisoning reverse an otherwise positive trend in the relationstiwekn
human rights and US foreign aid? Is there evidence to suggestehaar on
terror represents an “era” in US foreign aid decisionmakingtltatealtered the
previously-established relationship between human rights and aid@, Hbw
does the human rights-foreign aid linkage during the war on terropareno
the Cold War and post-Cold War era? Did US foreign aid decisionmake
ignore human rights abuses by partners in the war on tehite penalizing
those of non-partners? On balance, what do the answers to thesengusssyi
about the war on terror as a set of extraordinary circumstancethe prospects
for human rights considerations to influence US foreign aid decisikimgy as

the war on terror progresses, if not in name than spirit?



Significance of This Study

In providing empirical answers to the research questions highdighte
the previous section, this study adds to the cumulative knowledge andrigchola
understanding of the relationship between human rights and US fordign ai
several ways. Only one quantitative study, Demirel-Pegg and Mizko
(2009), addresses post-9/11 US foreign aid allocations, but only imgassce
the authors’ focus was the nexus between US economic aid allocatdns
democracy promotion. From a quantitative standpoint, then, this studglqua
places human rights and US foreign aid allocations during theow#error as
the focus of inquiry. Additionally, | make in this study the naaitribution of
analyzing the human rights-US foreign aid linkage for two prelyous
unexamined groups of aid recipients—partners and non-partners in thawar
terror. From a theoretical standpoint, | offer readers a shatyspeaks to the
relative explanatory power of the three IR approaches that haveaterhthe
study of human rights and US foreign aid for more than four dechde2q03;
Barratt 2008; Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998; Robinson and Finn 2008g
first, which Congress had in mind when noting that human rights, irpitkge
with the constitutional heritage and traditions of the United Staskould be a
“principal goal of US foreign policy,” is the positivist school American

exceptionalism (P.L. 87-195, 23D). American exceptionalism traditionally

® In fairness to the theories in question, | onletsk the broad contours of what may be
considered the common understanding of these #sedni the human rights-US foreign aid
literature. | leave the various, lesser known aseld sub-strains of each theory that may apply
to this vein of literature to future researchers.

® This school, “associated with Hamilton and mastsflents since Woodrow Wilson, would
have the USA actively involved in world affairs fathe promotion of human rights] —on the



takes inspiration from President Truman’s 1949 inaugural address, lasotue
“Four Points” speech, in which he called for expanding the USdoraid
program beyond rebuilding post-World War |l Europe to facilitating th
transition of African and Asian countries from colonial possessians t
independent and functioning members of the international community (Hattor
2003; Veillette 2008; Thorbecke 2000). While recognizing other considerations
influence the aid allocation process, American exceptionahsits purest form
contends that the process is at heart a humanitarian endeavor aimed at promoting
international peace and prosperity (Hattori 2003; Callaway anth&tes 2008).
As Hattori (2003) points out, studies in this liberal tradition prodesd three
ethical tenants that are missing in its two main theoretical rivals:

the first identifies foreign aid as an “imperfect obligation” the

industrialized to the “less developed” states to provide “basic fieeds

which are identified as fundamental human rights...the second ethical

justification identifies foreign aid as a moral response to pnabléhat

can be remedied with technical expertise...finally, foreign a&d i

identified as embodying the ideal of humanitarianism (230).

Understood as such, foreign aid is akin to a gift of money, materiel
technical expertise to a less fortunate member of the ini@nah community
(Williams 2000). The upshot of this approach is that US foreign aid’s purpose is
to promote American liberal values, such as respect for individgats,

democratic norms, and the rule of law abroad and thus improve the human

condition on a global scale (Lai 2003; Lipset 1996; Gaddis 1992; McCormick

assumption that US impact would be for the bet(Edrsythe 2006: 161). To be sure, though,
there is an “alternative, negative kind of excepdiism, namely, unilateralism and
disengagement from international cooperation” tlgatmore commonly highlighted in the
gualitative analysis of human rights and US foreagmh (Powell 2008: 107). Mertus (2008), for
example, emphasizes this negative exceptionalisheirstudy when she argues that the United
States has held disfavored countries to higher hutighits standards while ignoring the abuses
of friends and allies.



and Mitchell 1998; Forsythe and Beetham 1995; Monten 2005; Callaway and
Matthews 2008). Proponents of this approach tend to view its preaepts
holding, or at least holding their own, in the face of other considerdtamnsn
to influence aid allocations irrespective of presidential admatistr or era in
decisionmaking (Walldorf 2008).

The second approach, realism, lays out the familiar counterargument
that US decisionmakers allocate foreign aid to secure polgiggbort abroad
for the purpose of enhancing US national security (Waltz 1979; Morgenthau
1962). Whereas *“allocating foreign assistance on the basis hofalet
considerations [inherent to the American exceptionalism approach] ssigges
positive relationship between aid and respect for human rights, one does not
expect improved respect for human rights from the allocationsomigh
assistance on the basis of donor self-interest [upon which resliBlanded]”
(Callaway and Matthews 2008: 26). Following this logic, reaéisgsie that US
decisionmakers generally allocate foreign aid to security@est such as treaty
allies and partners in the war on terror, irrespective of theiahuights records
(Hattori 2003).

The third, and perhaps the least employed approach in the liggrétar
pluralist-business approach, asserts that US foreign aid decisionnmkiased
on preferences of politically powerful domestic interest groups @dg¥a
1984). Most studies employing this orientation view the US business
community, particularly US multinational corporations (MNCs), as the dominate

interest group. They view MNCs as leveraging their econoraid tb tempt or



cajole US decisionmakers into funneling foreign aid to countries based
economic interests and trade relations rather than human rigtgecarity
concerns (Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998). In addition to evaluateng th
relative utility of these theoretical approaches, | alsousttalthe merits of my
own pragmatic version of American exceptionalism, which | outiineéetail in

the next section.

In addition to my primary and secondary goals of providing insight into
the human rights-foreign aid linkage since the onset of the war @1 terd
evaluating the relative utility of the theories of aid decisiakimg mentioned
above, respectively, | also address a number of topics that n@yiriterest to
US policymakers. These topics include: trends in US foreign aid allocattens;
relative importance over time of key considerations on US foreigh a
decisionmaking; historical adherence (or lack thereof) to the humghis
requirements enumerated in Section 502B of the Foreign Assistantcanl
the overall influence of human rights on the foreign aid allocgpiatess.
Having a deeper understanding of these issues could make for moreefor
US foreign aid decisionmaking in the future. Additionally, US sieamakers
interested in promoting respect for human rights and American excaigm
may find my analysis of considerations that have tended to truntpywahauring
the foreign aid allocation process of particular interest.

Finally, | have a practical contribution in mind for this study. US foreign
aid is a scarce resource and its allocation a trust betweekntbacan people

and the elected representatives who make allocation decisions obehaif.



In a 1994 article published iHuman Rights QuarterlyPoe, Pilatovsky,
Ogundele, and | expressed a belief that the American publicvesster know

how foreign aid decisionmakers are spending US taxpayer dollads a
portraying American interests abroad. | believe this contribusotoday too
often overlooked in the literature, and | seek to advance it again ori beirgl

late mentor, Dr. Steven C. Poe, and other coauthors. If ordinaryidamer
want their elected representatives to embrace Americanptexaealism, to
follow the letter and spirit of the human rights provision and, iW@ag, use
foreign aid to promote respect for human rights throughout the world, | hope this
study informs them of how we, as a nation, are faring and whathseddne if

we are to achieve this lofty goal.

Theoretical Orientation

The theoretical orientation | employ in this study is the strael relied
on in the 1994 article. | approach the relationship between humanaightsS
foreign aid from the positivist school of American exceptionaligrowever,
my approach differs from the purist variant outlined in the previocisose |
reject the assumption that regards the “United States as an excepiemmitst
of a violent and immoral world” when allocating foreign aid (Wipfle79:
183). | assume instead that the United States is a willingfdbread primarily
self-interested participant in that world and that US foreigndaicisionmaking
reflects this reality. Consequently, and not surprisingly, d edgect the claim

that US foreign aid is best regarded as a gift predicateUS decisionmakers

concerns for the global downtrodden. | make room for such pureigifggn

10



my understanding of American exceptionalism, but only in cases of
overwhelming recipient need—as in the aftermath of natural disastn the
guise of humanitarian assistance.

As the opening sentence of this chapter suggests, | envision America
exceptionalism as an outgrowth of the uneven but growing accepadcdy
the late-1960s, entrenchment of human rights norms in the US elecfbings
entrenchment, | contend, took root on the heels of the Civil Rights Movement
and amid growing popular discontent with the Vietham War and the sgigmi
amoral foreign policy decisions of the Nixon administration (Lunszldi993;
Sunstein 1997; Holsti 2000; Forsythe 2000). The culmination of this
entrenchment was the election in the mid-1970s of decisionmakensgwtili
advance and, ultimately, adopt into law the human rights provision. Thus, |
regard the provision incorporation into the Foreign Assistance Aatrasonal
response by elected representatives to citizens’ demandsef@xpression of
morality in US foreign policy. As Finnamore (1998), then, | #i origin of
this norm “not in preexisting state interests but in stronglgl behcipled ideas
(ideas about right and wrong) and the desire to convert others to deasé io
avoid repeating foreign policy missteps of the past (518).

In the decades since the adoption of the human rights provision, “moral
entrepreneurs™—the same ordinary Americans and nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) that secured that adoption—have continued to advance
these ideas and elect representatives who share their vaildeshoams

(Nadelmann 1990: 120). Bureaucratic structures, such as the State Depsartment

11



Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, enable their ef&srtiave
Congressional reporting requirements on the executive branch concerning
human rights conditions abroad. Against these electoral and imstélti
backdrops, US rhetoric in support of human rights has been translated into
foreign aid reality (Poe et al. 1994; Apodaca and Stohl 1999; Poe 1991 and
1992; Abrams and Lewis 1993; Holsti 2000). This translation is all e m
noteworthy, as are the efforts of these entrepreneurs, sindeuthan rights
provision is effectively nonbinding owing to a variety of definitional
deficiencies, vagaries, and loopholes in the Congressional language.

With this theoretical orientation in mind, | content that Ametzes
exhibited genuine exceptionalism in US foreign aid-giving desthie overall
self-serving nature of the allocation process. This exceptiomdiizs been
manifest in the positive influence of human rights and other humiantar
related considerations, such as recipient need and democracy promotion, on
foreign aid decisionmaking. While this influence has not been as wniss
strong as purist variants of the American exceptionalism contetdalne
reached a “tipping point” that affords them anything close t&entéor-granted
status), | view human rights considerations as embedded in and infigehei
allocation process. Moreover, despite giving way to other consiolesaéind
subject to setback, | regard human rights considerations as ntesiinel
occupying the moral high ground in the US foreign aid narrative thankset

ongoing efforts of moral entrepreneurs (Sunstein 1997; Finnamore andkSikki

" For a concise and excellent overview of theseaigfssee Clair Apodaca’s 2005 article, “US
Human Rights Policy and Foreign Assistance: A Shistory,” in Ritsumeikan International
Affairs 3: 63-80.

12



1998). For the purposes of this study, the issue is whether thesprenéurs
succeeded—through the human rights provision and ongoing pressure—in
securing the influence of human rights considerations on post-9/11 aid
allocations or whether the United States sacrificed the “huights rof others to
advance its own security and prosperity” after the onset of theowderror

(Forsythe 2006: 6).

Expected Results

| anticipate finding that the influence of human rights consiaeraton
US foreign aid decisions diminished somewhat as decisionmakemsntedraid
toward advancing the war on terror. However, and in contrast toaghmants
that spurred this study, | also anticipate finding that human ragintsiderations
survived the 9/11 attacks and were positively related to aid athoesati In
looking forward to the empirical models in Chapters 4-6, | expedind that
greater respect for human rights—and, for that matter, incraasegher
indicators of American exceptionalism—exerted a positive influemtethe
Bush administration’s foreign aid allocations, though strategic coscare
likely to prove more influential. | also anticipate finding the bmnrights-
foreign aid linkage under his administration represents less ofla ith past
administration’s practices than the conventional wisdom and the arguthant
inform it permit. When examining post-9/11 aid allocations as theautly of
a new “era” in US foreign policy, | expect to find that humanhtsg
considerations had a positive effect on allocation decisions anchibadffiect

will be most pronounced during the post-Cold War era. Finally, | antécipa

13



finding that the US decisionmakers did not institute a human rigible
standard when allocating aid to partners and non-partners in thenvtarror.
Taken together, then, | anticipate rejecting most of the hypotleapésated in
the next chapter, which are worded consistent with critics’ aggtsrabout the
human rights-foreign aid linkage during the war on terror and, gtusjds with

my own rather pragmatic version of American exceptionalism.

Outline of Chapters

To determine whether the arguments sketched above are grounded in
empirical “reality,” | proceed in the coming chapters as foloiwm Chapter 2, |
take stock of the empirical literature on the relationship betweeman rights
and US foreign aid. In the process, | identify the conceptual and metlyaxibl
issues and selection of variables that will facilitate constmiof well-specified
guantitative models of US foreign aid decisionmaking. Toward the end of
Chapter 2, | offer and discuss a set of hypotheses derived fronedbarch
guestions highlighted above. | provide in Chapter 3 an overview of thamlhta
methods used to construct and test these hypotheses. Chaptere 4hé ar
empirical chapters. In Chapter 4, | present and discuss the fnftinghodels
of the human rights-foreign aid linkage under the George W. Bush
administration and its predecessors. In Chapters 5 and 6, | do kkéwvis
models of eras in decisionmaking and partners and non-partners in the wa
respectively. | use Chapter 7 to synthesize the overall fisdhthis study. In

the process, | revisit the hypotheses and research questions and dseube

14



findings advance scholarly knowledge of the US foreign aid aitotatrocess.

To further the secondary goal of this study, | also evaluatehapt@r 7 the
utility of the theories typically employed to explain US fgreaid allocations,
including my own. Finally, | offer suggestions for future reskeand conclude
with a final word on American exceptionalism and the need for moral
entrepreneurs to continue to push to elevate human rights considetations
greater prominence. With this roadmap in mind, | now turn to a revighe

literature on human rights and US foreign aid decisionmaking.

15



Chapter 2: Literature Review

Introduction

In Chapter 1, | briefly discussed the impetus for this study—three
common arguments about the linkage (actually lack thereof) betiveaan
rights and US foreign aid allocations during the war on tereord my primary
goal of investigating that linkage via empirical analysi®. advance this goal, |
presented a research puzzle—consisting of three sets of respagstions
inspired by those arguments—and outlined a research design thatgedmis
fill in pieces of that puzzle. | also highlighted the threairmtheoretical
orientations typically employed by scholars when analyzing étetionship
between human rights and US foreign aid, in addition to my undenstaoéi
American exceptionalism, and my secondary goal of evaluating riflative
explanatory power.

The purpose of this chapter is to examine past multivariate stiaties
conceptual and methodological innovations and variables that will ehsure
begin to construct well-specified models of US foreign aid decisamg in

Chapter 3 My review of the literature unfolds in three sections. @wimthe

8 My review is not exhaustive. The literature on lummights and US foreign aid has exploded
over the last decade, owing in large part to carcabout the war on terror. Since this is a
guantitative analysis of US foreign aid decisioningk | have opted to highlight only those

multivariate studies that directly examine the uefice of human rights considerations on aid
allocations.  Moreover, | limit my inquiry to stwdi published since Cingranelli and

Pasquarello’s (1985) study, which introduced the-stage decisionmaking model that has come
to dominate the analysis of US foreign aid and sgtumuch of the subsequent interest in the
topic. For a concise overview of quantitative gsdon human rights and US foreign aid prior
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point-counterpoint progression of the literature, particularly earlynenreview
proceeds chronologically. The first section examines the stuafiethose
scholars whose exchanges in the mid-1980s set the tone for the odgbatg
over the influence of human rights on US foreign aid allocations. sébend
section highlights a more recent and diverse set of scholars whgohaae the
debate since the early-2000s. The last section synthesizesdimgd of the
literature review to assist in the explication of hypotheses. With thiggesion

in mind, | turn to the scholarly debate at the heart of this chapter.

A Debate on Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Begins...

In an effort to address the methodological shortcomings or
misspecifications of past studies, which consisted primarily of simptelaton
matrices and bivariate regression models (McKinlay and L1@&7; Carleton
and Stohl 1985; Schoultz 1981), Cingranelli and Pasquarello in 1985 conducted
one of the earliest and to date most controversial multivarialgsasaof the
relationship between human rights and US foreign aid decisionmaHihgir
primary contribution to the literature was the introduction of a s$tege
conceptual model for analyzing the allocation process, which hasistcoene
an industry standard. Based on interviews conducted in 1982 with
Congresspersons and executive branch officials involved in the alocat

process, the authors conceptualized US foreign aid decisionmaking as follows:

to that of Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985), Bee’s (1990) “Human Rights and US Foreign
Aid: A Review of Quantitative Studies and Suggestifor Future Research,” Human Rights
Quarterly12: 499-512. For an excellent overview of quaiitie studies that include aid donors
other than the United States, including multilaterestitutions, see Neumayer’'s (2003he
Pattern of Aid Giving: The impact of good goverrana development assistance
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in the initial stage, US policy-makers performed a funcdoalogous

to “gatekeeping”; some countries were systematically exdldoam

the recipient pool, while others were passed on to the secondo$tage

the decision process. In the second stage, policy-makers interacted t

decide the level of assistance to provide (540).
The authors went on to persuasively argue that past studies, in focusing
exclusively on the second-stage level of assistance anahgis effectively
ignored the possibility that different considerations may axere influence at
one stage than the other. The first stage of their analysisi@ttall country-
years in the study, some 30 Latin American countries for gagsy1979-82,
with a dichotomous dependent variable; “1” denoted aid recipientsginea
year and “0” non-recipients. The second stage, which included onpjenetci
countries, used a continuous dependent variable representing the level of
assistance US decisionmakers had allocated to these coutdsesy logit and
ordinary least squares (OLS) to estimate models for theaggiglg and level of
assistance stage, respectively, the authors observed for #tetifire a
statistically significant relationship between human rightsl anilitary and
economic aid. Specifically, they showed that the Reagan adniiioistizssed
human rights criteria to deny countries military aid at theelggeping stage
while rewarding the “relatively enlightened human rights pecasti of recipient
countries with greater levels of economic aid (560). Recipient “needsurezh
by a constellation of variables, including gross national productcppita
(GNP), was shown to be the most important determinant of whetbaurdry

would pass the gatekeeping stage during the allocation of ecoaamicThis

finding was replicated in their military aid model, where volushérade with
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the United States also played a statistically significal in the initial yes/no
gatekeeping decision to allocate aid. In contrast to previousestuite
McKinlay and Little’'s (1977), which tended to back realist explamatiof aid
allocations, American exceptionalism and the pluralist-businesareatpn thus
found support in Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) two-stage model.
Conceptual and methodological innovations notwithstanding,
Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s study drew immediate (andfialgg) criticism
from numerous scholars. In perhaps the most significant critique and
reappraisal, Carleton and Stohl (1987) drew attention to three shargowi
the study’ While accepting the utility of the two-stage allocation model,
Carleton and Stohl (1987) took exception with Cingranelli and Pasquarello’
(1985) operationalization of human rights based exclusively on US State
DepartmentCountry Reports on Human Rights PracticgSarleton and Stohl
(1987) showed that a parallel scale of human rights constructed fnonegsty
International information differed significantly on its coding fong countries.
This led the authors to surmise that tBeuntry Reportssuffered from a
systemic political bias against leftist regimes, which Risrey, and Vazquez
demonstrated for the first time in 2081. Even more problematic in my

estimation was Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) exclusion $akhdor as

® The following year McCormick and Mitchell (1988kvieled a similar critique against
Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985). Their argumisniot rehearsed here, however, since it
largely mirrors that of Carleton and Stohl in terofidbasic criticisms.

1 The authors found that US State Departn@mintry Reportsended to forgive allies’ human
rights abuses but not those of leftist regimes.eyTtvent on to say that this tendency had
diminished between the years of 1976 to 1995 ampatimesized that it would continue to do so
over time. Moreover, they found that hypotheses tiere consistent with critics’ claims about
the inherent bias dfountry Reportexplained “only a very small percentage of thdarare in
the differences between the two repo@®iintry Reportsand Amnesty International reports]
(Poe, Carey, Vazquez 2001: 679).
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a “non-routine” case of US foreign aid allocations (545). Carlatmh Stohl
(1987) showed that the relationship between human rights and economic aid
uncovered by Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985) disappeared entirely when
they reinserted El Salvador into the model. Carleton and Stohlometat also
criticize Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985) for choosing to analyihethose
US foreign aid programs that, in Cingranelli and Pasquaredipision, were
clearly economic in nature and directly distributed by the USe@Guouent.
Reanalyzing, as opposed to replicating, Cingranelli and Pasquaseikdissis of
economic aid at the second stage of the allocation process, butggrdgate
economic aid as the dependent variable, Carleton and Stohl (1987) found that
there was no relationship between human rights and aid allocatiohsy T
concluded their critique by arguing that Cingranelli and Pasquaf&885)
achieved their results only after questionable sampling technidumes; closed
by stating that Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s findings posdd tttallenge to
previous correlation-based and bivariate findings supporting the realist
explanation of aid-giving (Chomsky 1978; Schoultz 1981a and 1981b; Stohl,
Carleton, and Johnson 1984; Carleton and Stohl 1985 and 1986).

Poe in 1991 challenged Carleton and Stohl's (1987) findings. @agdor
many of the sampling and variable-related shortcomings of Cingramel
Pasquarello’'s (1985) study, he reexamined the relationship betweseanh
rights and US military aid under the Carter and Reagan admatiosis in 1980
and 1984, respectively, for two distinct groups: Western hemisphere iesuntr

and a random sample of countries, excluding microstates like iBrunea
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departure from previous studies, and in an effort to amelioratethire
suspected biases d@@ountry Reportwhile more closely approximating the
foreign aid decisionmaking process, Poe (1991) combined the human rights
measures of Amnesty International and the State Departmenaisingle 5-
point ordinal scale based on Stohl and Carleton’s (1985) coding rulealsdle
included a second, but today rarely employed, human rights variablegede

by Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985) that tapped year-to-yeagehanscores

to determine whether the United States rewarded or punished coasttiesir
human rights practices improve or worsen. To this, he added sevenall cont
variables, including what | consider an overly inclusive, conceptualiydhed,

and, by his own admission, crude “strategic importance” iHdake index
consisted of a dummy variable for leftist and Marxist-orientedeghments; a
variable tapping a country’s tendency to comply with US interastfédicated

by UN General Assembly roll call votes; a variable repméag US bilateral
economic interests (US exports to and imports from a country); ameaure

of a country’s humanitarian need, represented by GNP per capita P2&73.
findings suggest that both the Carter and Reagan administration keph huma
rights abusers in the Western hemisphere from passing the gatekstage of

the aid allocation process. Interestingly, and despite thesplilar view that

Carter made human rights a centerpiece of his foreign policgdagerhile

! The “strategic importance” index tapped whetheoantry was non-communist but bordering
a communist neighbor; in the Western hemisphere, Uhited States’ traditional sphere of
influence; hosted a US military presence of 50@nore; had critical minerals that the US must
obtain from abroad; or faced a violent threat friva left. | believe components of the index
would have been better tested separately beforesacly aggregation. In any event, since its
publication some of the index’s components havents®wn to exert an independent influence
over the allocation process in a number of stukigklight later in this review.
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Reagan generally deemphasized such concerns, the negative effecise$ a
achieved moderate statistical significant (.05 level) only fo# Reagan
administration. In contrast to Carter, the Reagan administragemisgly
penalized human rights abuses at both the gatekeeping and levsistdras
stage when allocating military aid. Under both Carter andgRe, and not
surprisingly, leftist countries tended to pass the gatekeepigg &ss often and
to receive less aid than others in the West. He also found that US
decisionmakers favored needy countries in the Western hemispherehtiubug
the allocation process. For the random sample of countries the Bndierg
more robust, with human rights practices and recipient need influetiveng
initial decision to allocate aid and the amount allocated under both
administrations. Having demonstrated the influence of human rightslibaryni
aid allocations, which | would add are arguably the tougher case reakst
concerns likely inform much of the process, Poe again asserted amnc&me
exceptionalism explanation of US foreign aid decisionmaking. Hdumbed by
noting that “as a result of these findings it seems thatfteet®f human rights
considerations on military aid can no longer be denied” (211).

The next year Poe (1992) followed up his 1991 study with a parallel
study on economic aid allocations, the only other difference of whashthe
inclusion of a control variable tapping a country’s population sizkerevel of

assistance stage of the analy$isHe found that under the Carter and Reagan

12 poe justified the inclusion of this variable bgaing that “it is reasonable to believe that the
large the population of a country, the more dollarath of aid that country will require to
achieve the goals of the US government, ceteribgsr This reasoning, however, should not
affect the gatekeeping decision” (154).
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administration the human rights abuse variable was in the hypotthggiziive
direction for the Western hemisphere sample, though it achieved omly we
statistical significance (0.1 level) and only in the case ofeCarThe variable
tapping year-to-year change in human rights conditions in a coaistryerged

on statistical significance under Carter, though as in thequewtudy failed to
achieve it in any model. Leftist countries were once again ishowbe less
likely and needy countries more likely to pass the gatekeepagg,stvith the
latter achieving high statistical significance at the .01 leAethe second stage,
recipient need dominated decisions. However, neither the humas mghthe
human rights change variable—though in the anticipated positive direetion
achieved significance. For the random country sample, and at the egagke
stage, both the Carter and Reagan administrations considered need and
penalized leftist governments during allocation decisions, witheCaalso
regarding trade and Reagan strategic importance of the camtsignificant
too. At the level of assistance stage, Poe first addresseprdbem of an
outlier in the dataset. Egypt received massive amounts of a@Bihand 1984.
Unlike Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985), who lacked theoretis#figation

for excluding El Salvador from their study, Poe took pains to yusidypt's
exclusion. He noted that Egypt’s higher than average economicvald gere
attributable to a unique historic event. Both Egypt and Isrd@cbiwvas not in
the study) receive massive amounts of economic aid as a conditioe Gdmp
David Accords, a pattern of allocations that continues today, though my

preliminary examination of the aid data indicates the amountsatdibdave

23



been in a general and gradual decline (Tarnoff and Lawson 2009; Kegley a
Wittkopf 1982). Thereafter, Poe found that human rights abuses had a
statistically significant effect on aid allocations in thei@pated direction but

that this expression of American exceptionalism was temperg¢debpnfluence

of the realist-oriented strategic and population size variablesth ariables
were in the anticipated positive direction for Carter and Reagaite recipient

need influenced allocations only under Reagan.

Abrams and Lewis (1993) added further evidence of a relationship
between human rights and foreign aid, making a rare approach on tket subj
from the field of economics. They conducted a maximum-likelihood tobit
analysis of US economic aid allocations to 117 countries in 1989 usimg in
opinion a problematic expert opinion measure of human rights compiled by
Charles Humana (1986) as their independent variable. Despite wieat bgi
the inherent limitations of their human rights measure, they feolgtdrespect
for human rights played a positive and statistically significaoie in
determining levels of assistance, as did recipient need and a duanialyle for
Central Americd® Racial and religious biases, measured as the percentage of
Anglos and Christians in a country, respectively, did not influerccalkcation
decisions. While previous studies had been more circumspect about the

implications of their findings, Abram and Lewis (1993) broke withst

¥ Humana’s Human Freedoms Index (HFI) suffered faomumber of problems, all of which
tend to call into question any causal inferencesetiaon its use. For example, the index relied
on Western academics’ estimation of human rightslitimns in the countries they studied rather
than ground-truth, standards-based evidence. ibddity, the questions were not derived from
the UN International Bill of Human Rights. Rath#rey tended to overemphasize one aspect of
human rights—freedom of association. For a moteileel critique of the HFI, including these
and other problems, see Barsh’s (1983) “Measuringhéh Rights: Problems of Methodology
and Purpose,” iluman Rights QuarterJyol. 15, No. 1, pp. 87-121.
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tendency. They forcefully argued that their findings showed Corigmnesstion
of Section 502B into the Foreign Assistance Act had its intendedt edf
bringing American exceptionalism to the fore of the allocationcess.
However, in my opinion, the persuasiveness of their argument wtserfur
undercut by their use gfer capitaforeign aid as the dependent variable. From
a conceptual standpoint, Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985) found during their
1982 interviews that US foreign aid decisionmakers did not conceptaadize
per capita terms. Rather, they discussed aid in terms of dolas amounts
allocated annually. Additionally, Uslaner (1976) had previously shbamnthe
use of a per capita dependent variable is methodologically questioraide
the per capita transformation can lead to erroneously high or lowlattons
and induce unwarranted statistical relationships between vartables.

Poe and Sirirangsi in 1994 expanded the inquiry into human rights and
US foreign aid to 133 countries for the years 1983 to 1988, analyzimgroc
aid allocations for each year separately. Combining State Degar and
Amnesty International measures of human rights abuses into & Sifgint
index, as Poe (1992) had two years prior, but this time incorportaedom
House’s scales of political and civil rights too, the authors found hinatan
rights abuses worsened the prospects for aid allocation in the gatdiieeping
model for some years but did not lower the amount of aid allocati IOLS

regression models at the second stage. Moreover, while the hughés r

14 Uslaner instead maintains that the “solution mbfgms of standardization is better met either
by the use of direct linear transformations on thiginal variables, where possible, or by
examining order-preserving transformations (such kata weights) on the estimated
coefficients” (131).

25



coefficient at the second stage was in the expected (negdinetion, it
repeatedly failed to achieve statistical significant. Thaastfurther found that
gatekeeping decisions were consistently dominated by consideratifons
recipient need (measured by GNI per capita). Whereas needased:;
ideological disagreement with the United States (a dummy varfablleftist
countries) decreased, the likelihood of economic aid allocation. These s
considerations also dominated amount decisions, alongside the intended
recipient country’s population size (logged) and proximity to the dri8tes
(@ dummy variable for Central America). The authors concluded ron a
uncharacteristically realist-oriented note, saying:
while the US government can make the claim that human rights are
considered in the decision-making process, it is not an arguhenst
likely to be very convincing given the outcomes of the aid allocation
process, where human rights abusing countries, because of their
political and strategic attributes, are at times allocatdustantially
more economic aid than others (507).
On balance, then, the analysis called into question Poe’s (1992) prénaing
that human rights considerations influence aid amounts, as he admitted, b
suggesting that they might have been sample bound.

In an exploration of whether human rights considerations influenced
decisions at the second stage of the allocation process on thetaai aid,
which only one study up to that time had shown (Cingranelli anduBestp
1985), Poe teamed with Pilatovsky, Ogundele, and Miller in 1994 to conduct
one of the first PCTS analyses of economic and military aid. ir Tdeta

consisted of aid allocations to 24 Latin American countries foy¢hes 1983 to

1991. Latin America was chosen because the authors reasoned thagrekSs
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had been particularly high for countries in the region since thoailation of the
Monroe Doctrine. As such, the authors envisioned the study as a ntiagd ¢
test of the influence of human rights on foreign aid than previous studigeir
goal was to determine whether humanitarian-related consideratssogiated
with American exceptionalism, such as human rights and recipieat, mad
influenced allocations to a region where realist-oriented conceraie w
presumably so entrenched. They argued that the test was dotfldyltdi
because the years examined covered those for the Reagan presidértbg
first few years of George H.W. Bush’s, who had followed in Readanésgn
policy footsteps in attempting to roll back communism in the regigprodaca
2003). The authors employed the same 5-point ordinal scale measwmman
rights as Poe (1992) and included control variables for country sizgétaCe
America, and the presence of 500 or more US military personeebintry. In
an effort to sidestep the potentially confounding methodological Sssfie
autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity, seminal problems for Ogi®sson
models using PCTS data, the authors adopted Stimson’s (1985) recommendation
to use generalized least squares-autoregressive moving ay&lageARMA)
with dummy variables as an estimation technique. After eshgdlie initial
aid model, and following Stimson (1985), the authors rather thamdmrgl
cases introduced dummy variables for the outliers of El Salvadoaida Peru,
Bolivia, the Dominican Republic, and the 1989 Panamanian intervention.
Thereafter, the findings were generally consistent with @mgl and

Pasquarello’s (1985), indicating that human rights and recipiedtingeenced
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economic aid allocations. But other findings led the authors toatfeice with
their realist-oriented interlocutors. The authors admitted that:
more self-serving strategic concerns such as location inralent
America, population, and ideological disagreement [by leftist
governments], are also extremely important. Further, soméeof t
country dummy variables (e.g., the Panamanian intervention, El
Salvador) are clearly tapping strategic considerations not aecbfort
adequately by other variables entered in the model. These findings
indicate that while human rights abuse is somewhat important in
determining economic aid allocation levels in the general case, strategic
considerations are the overriding concern (553).
In the military aid model, which used an identical specificatisnts economic
counterpart, the authors identified ElI Salvador, Honduras, and Colombia as
outliers and dummy variable candidates. Thereafter, the resuhtsiofinalysis
indicated that human rights abusers were penalized, albeit madly,lesser
military aid. Recipient need and US military presence in-cguaiso had their
expected positive effect on military aid allocations, though in #se ©f the
latter that effect was small and barely achieved stalstggnificance.
American exceptionalism thus was found to influence the aid abocptocess,
even in what the authors envisioned as a realist realm, though onoe aga
strategic variables predominated.
Meernik and Poe in 1995 offered the first genuinely global analysis of
military aid allocations, focusing on the decade of the 1980s. Degdram
the traditional analysis of aid allocations by presidential agnation, the
authors sought to test the so-called “Cold War consensus” of the 1980s, in which

Democrats and Republicans supposedly agreed to increased coopeayation t

ensure the defeat of communism (McCormick 1992: 205). Noting the frastra
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with the relatively poor explanatory power of two-stage multatarimodels to
date, which hovered around 20-35 percent of the variance, Meernik and Poe
opted for a Heckman (1979) selection or “censored” probit model. Wiodt m
past studies had accepted the conceptual utility of modeling awbirstages,

they had failed to forge a methodological link between the two. ginigithis

link, the authors effectively dealt with the selection bias thaésin the second
stage of the aid allocation process (which | discuss in grdatail in the next
chapter). The goodness of fit for the gatekeeping and levekistaice stage

was 53 percent and 80 percent, respectively, a substantial improvement ove
previous studies’ approximately 30 percent that seemingly bore outiliheof

the Heckman (1979) method. The findings suggested that US decisionmakers
tended to take human rights abuses into account at the gateketpyey
consistent with Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) finding, but notatere

At the second stage, however, year-to-year change in human rights praesces w
statistically significant and indicated that a one-point improvemsenthe 5-

point human rights scale garnered a recipient country an additionahi$zm

in military aid. Recipient need (GNP per capita) and havingpmmunist
neighbor also made a country more likely to pass the gatekeeagey sthile a
leftist country had an increased chance of being “screened outSonilitary
assistance (Meernik and Poe 1995: 406). Having a communist neighbor
increased levels of assistance as well. The same coudddbistrade with the

US, which gave limited support to the pluralist-business approach to aid

allocations. Interestingly, North Atlantic Treaty Organiaati (NATO)
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membership was not important at the gatekeeping stage but the epgiasie
level of assistance stage. The authors explained this findingotayg that
almost all NATO members were able to meet their deferigeremments but, for
those that could not, their importance to furthering the goals cfettigrity pact
meant they tend to acquire enormous amounts of aid. The authors eonciud
noting that human rights considerations were balanced againstesalig,
realist-oriented interests during the allocation process but hadabpersistent
feature of aid decisionmaking during the Cold War. The authors ended by
arguing that future researchers needed to “pry open the ‘black boXJSif [
domestic and governmental characteristics as well as thenatiteal
environmental factors that influence foreign aid decisions aaréngtpoint to
explain and predict future trends” (409).

Lebovic (1998) sought not to open the black box of aid allocations but
foreign aid itself:> He convincingly demonstrated that aid is a multidimensional
category, “a whole that encompasses distinct forms of assisthacean be
directed at distinct objectives” (118). In making this argumentieh@nded
readers to bear in mind that not all military aid is secustgted and not all
economic aid is developmental. His analysis focused on the leaskstance

flowing from four economic and military aid component programs andaaédc

!> Lebovic’s study has been excluded from previoterdiure reviews on the topic precisely
because he questions the utility of the traditiaraluipings of aid into an economic and military
category (Poe and Sirirangsi, 1994). While | dbfotlow his lead in this study by breaking up
and mixing these categories, | accept the possitiliey of doing so and offer a real-world
policy-oriented reason for why researchers may wantfollow Lebovic (1998) in my
suggestions for future research.
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to 112 countries in 1980 and 1984. His aim was to determine whether
McKinlay and Little’'s (1977) realist-oriented “donor interests” tme
exceptionalism-oriented “human need” they dismissed best explaited a
allocations (80). In a methodologically innovative step, Lebovic (1998ktbgg
the dependent variable to ameliorate the influence of the well-knawiers
that had plagued previous studies. He was thus able to include Egget, El
Salvador, and other such outliers in the analysis. Lebovic used #iseefs
independent variables—proxies for each of the three theoretical atioerst
typically employed to analyze aid allocations—in a factor aslyand
multivariate models: UN roll call votes in agreement withlimted States and
an index of “military inducements” (military expenditures apeaxcentage of
GNP and standardized distance from the United States and Soviet tmion)
measure US political-military interests; exports to the Wn8&ates and total US
direct private investments to measure pluralist-business dela® economic
interest; and GNP per capita and human rights as indicatosmairican
exceptionalism. The factor analysis revealed a significaférdifce in each
administration’s handling of these programs, particularly the EcanSapport
Fund (ESF), which was specifically established by the Foreigistasce Act to
assist countries in which the United States had a securiky bta that did not
qualify for development assistance. Whereas Carter tended ttheideSF,

contrary to Congressional intent, as a supplement to address human need,

'8 The four types of economic assistance were loadsgeants from the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID), Food for Bea Peace Corps, and Export-Import
programs. The four types of military assistanceluded aid from the Military Assistance,

Foreign Military Sales, Economic Support Fund, dnternational Military Education and

Training programs.
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Reagan tended use the ESF and all other programs in a “single-dina¢hs
policy aimed at securing US political-military interests (12Though Lebovic
did not draw the conclusion, | view this finding as substantiatingcismti of
Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (198bituitive selection of aid programs they
regarded as solidly economic in nature (one of which was the. ES#)ovic
(1998) then constructed OLS models based on the grouping of programs
obtained from the factor analysis—two groups of four programs foh ea
administration—and all programs together. Taken together, the Ghdlsn
tended to suggest that political-military considerations best egalallocations
by Carter and Reagan. Human rights were shown to generally datmge
amount of aid allocated by both administrations, with the human rightblea
reaching statistical significance in the model analyzlhgid programs together
and the more human needs groupings under each pre¥id&wcipient need
also tended to play a role, as did economic interests under ReadpvicLe
concluded by observing that aid programs are not necessarily fungible
Morgenthau (1961) and likeminded realist argue, but that McKinlay @tid's
(1977) early contention that self-serving donor interests dominatel@dtains
nevertheless appears consistent with his findings. He addetth¢halbservable
changes in program use between Carter and Reagan were largeiter of
emphasis, though, since the persistence of political-militanysiderations
across each administration argues for continuity in the aid demsking

process.

" For Carter, this grouping consisted of USAID ahd £ood for Peace program. It was the
same for Reagan, save the addition of the miligasistance program.
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Returning to the analysis of aggregate foreign aid, rather tlsan it
constituent programs, Meernik, Krueger, and Poe (1998) tested the eaplanat
power of the three IR approaches (though renaming them) on@dtains for
127 countries during and after the Cold War era. Whereas the rfsgste
approach” had hallmarks of realism, including locating the prirdatgrminant
of US aid decisionmaking in the nature of the internationalrsdfi-system, and
was measured by US military presence (100 or more troops) anchydum
variables for formal alliance with the United States, thecittal [pluralist]
approach” proceeded from the understanding that foreign aidefeation of
the preferences of MNCs as measured by level of imports tdJ$heand
adherence to free market principles (level of trade/GNP). “Stedist,” or
American exceptionalism, approach emphasized human needs in thefqanse
Amnesty International-US State Department combined human right&ERd
per capita variable. This last approach also included the merdogical
interest of promoting democracy abroad, based on Gurr’s Politgdiine type
score. Total bilateral aid (economic + military aid) serasdthe dependent
variable despite the potential pitfalls of combining categoriesicbtong—and
in my opinion rightly—regarded as conceptually distinct. The authses a
Heckman (1979) selection model, consisting of probit and OLS with panel-
corrected standard errors (PCSE), to estimate the gatekeapthdevel of
assistance stage of the allocation process, respectivelyor Ase results, both
during and after the Cold War, the human rights variable was tisttis

significant and in the expected positive direction at the gatakgegtiage.
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However, the sign on the variable was in the opposite directidredevel of
assistance stage. This rather paradoxical finding suggestes aothors that if
a country adhered to basic human rights criteria to pass tHeegpieg stage it
was not be penalized with reduced aid amounts for subsequent human rights
abuses. US military presence was positively related to Eidaéibns at each
stage of the process before and after the Cold War, and thecealdebe said
of democracies and needy countries. As expected, those countties wi
communist neighbor were more likely to receive aid, and more of ipglthie
Cold War but not thereafter. Taken together, the results tendadyest that
there are significant differences between the Cold War and pddtWar and
that the two are rightly regarded as distinct eras when it comes tibogatians.
The post-Cold War dummy variable further drove home this point. Cesntri
tended to receive $29 million less in total aid after the Cold ¥mgesting that
as the communist threat diminished something analogous to a “peatendivi
emerged. The authors conclude by noting that their analysis sedjgleat the
security-driven goals inherent to the systemic [realigtf@ach had become less
important in the post-Cold War era as the statist [Americaemionalism]
approach rose in prominence. They cautioned, however, against asshating
the promotion of human rights and democracy would continue to ascend in
importance if the international environment changed or a majoatthoethe
United States reappeared.

Returning to the more traditional analysis of administration-specif

rather than era-oriented allocations, Apodaca and Stohl (1999) andl&xed
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economic and military aid allocation decisions to 140 countries foyehes
1976 to 1995. Their goal was to highlight differences in allocations uhder
second Reagan and G.H.W. Bush administration, in addition to theédiwst f
years of Clinton administration. US economic and military arccppita served
as the dependent variables notwithstanding the theoretical and metheoalolog
limitations noted by Uslaner (1976). The authors used the Politrabr Scale
(PTS) as the independent variable, which effectively systeesatize 5-point
State Department-Amnesty International scale employed in preginases.
Their models also included a previously-untested control variable, mhst a
allocations, which the authors argued was theoretically jubtfecause Guess
(1987) had found that some foreign aid appropriations had been included in
continuing resolutions (CR) as a result of bureaucratic inamtladesagreement
over annual appropriations bills. Interestingly, and unlike in previawdest,
presidential administrations were coded as dummy variables dsn@arter
administration as a reference category instead of modeled &dparBhey used
logit to estimate the gatekeeping model and a least squaresyduariable
(LSDV) covariance procedure to estimate the level of assestandels. At the
gatekeeping stage for economic aid, the authors found that only thtrCli
administration failed to use human rights as criteria fordiegi whether a
country would receive aid. Past aid and recipient need proved signifarant
each administration, as did economic interest (US exports) foto@liand the
Latin American region for Carter, the first Reagan, and the G.HBWsh

administration. At the second stage, the human rights variable athieve
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statistical significance at the .01 level and was in the aated negative
direction. Past aid again proved influential, as did recipierd.n®erhaps most
interestingly, the dummy variables representing presidential resinations
failed to achieve statistical significance, indicating thdbcakions under
Reagan, G.H.W. Bush, and Clinton were not much different than those under
Carter (the categorical referent). This suggested thaaltbeation process is
marked by continuity of interest, a conclusion Lebovic (1998) previously
offered. For military aid at the gatekeeping stage, théeCadrReagan (both
terms), and G.H.W. administration were found to have relied on human rights
considerations in making gatekeeping decisions. Past aid and megipied
also were influential for all but Clinton. At the level ofss$ance stage, the
human rights variable was in the anticipated direction but fadedchieve
statistical significance. Only the variables past aid, Ulgany presence, and
Latin America achieved significance. The second Rea@an,W. Bush, and
Clinton administration dummy variables also achieve statistigaificance and
tended to reduce military aid relative to Carter. Taken togethese findings
suggest that political and security considerations often overruledrSagood
intentions and rhetorical commitment to the promotion of human rights.
However, based on the finding that human rights had influenced nubst ai
gatekeeping decisions, including Reagan’s, despite his public alemtathat
human rights were not the proper aim of US foreign policy, the ausdgresd
with Donnelly (1995) assertion that over this period “human rights lactua

became more and more institutionalized in US foreign policy” X238podaca
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and Stohl (1999) nevertheless went on to say that “overall budget cuts, not
concerns for human rights, were the most important inputs in thetren of

individual nation’s military aid allocations” (195).

...And New Voices Join In

In more recent years, new voices have joined the debate over Ughforei
aid and human rights initiated by Poe, Stohl, Apodaca, Meernik, and Gatigra
and Pasquarello, among othé&tsLai (2003) was one of the first. His goal in so
doing was to test Meernik, Krueger, and Poe’s (1998) claim thatftbence of
human rights considerations was increasing and security intdegstsasing in
the post-Cold War era. Lai (2003) argued that the authors had tailed
anticipate the emerging threat posed by “rogue states” ipasteCold War era.

In attempting to reassert realist explanations of aid almtstLai compared the
determinants of US foreign aid decisionmaking in the Cold War (1982+8d
post-Cold War (1991-96) eras using a Heckman (1979) selection model.
Following Lebovic’'s (1998) example, Lai (2003) took the natural log of his
dependent variable—total (economic + military) foreign aid—to ifatd the

inclusion of statistical outliers. In an interesting coding tegnai which in my

18 Though | regard Douglas Gibler as one of the rfustight provoking of these new voices, |
do not review his 2008ournal of Politicsarticle, entitled “United States Economic Aid and
Repression: The Opportunity Cost Argument,” in thisdy. In that article, Gibler attempts to
show that human rights records influence US foraignallocationsndirectly. He argues that in
monitoring human rights abuses the US Governmdattfely raises the costs of repression.
In light of this monitoring, regimes that hope &zeive US foreign aid must weigh the utility of
abuses against a possible loss of millions of doltd US assistance. While this is an interesting
argument, the indirect effect Gibler investigatemnot what Congress had in mind in drafting
Section 502B of the Foreign Assistance Act. Cosgdrew alirect link between human rights
abuses and US foreign aid, stating that no “assistanay be provided to any country the
government of which engages in a consistent patbérgross violations of internationally
recognized human rights” (P.L. 87-195: 230).
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estimation mitigated much of the conceptual confusion associatedPoge’s
(1991) overly-inclusive strategic index variable, Lai (2003) createatriable to

tap the evolving nature of security threats—and only threats—to thiedJ
States. To do so, he examined State Department and execudineh br
documents to identify rogue states. Lai then combined this infomrmuiin
older, established measures of US security concerns. The dumrapledre
created coded countries with a communist neighbor during the Cold Wiar, La
American countries long considered by US decisionmakers as vhtnidrtited
States’ sphere of influence, and countries bordering a rogue statg the
post-Cold War era as “1” and all others “0”. In contrast to pagties (Poe et

al. 1994; Apodaca and Stohl 1999; Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998), Lai (2003)
found that human rights—as measured by combining Freedom House politica
and civil rights measures into a 7-point ordinal scale—did not influgmee
initial yes/no gatekeeping decision to allocate aid in eitmeiCold War or post-
Cold War era. Nor did the Freedom House measure influence sstamed
decisions concerning levels of aid, though a secondary dummy ‘eatagdging
human rights achieve moderate-to-high statistical signife4r05-.01 level) for
various models and suggested that abusive countries are likely werksss aid

than others? Interestingly, his finding for Gurr's Polity 98 democracyiahle

also was contrary to previous findings, perhaps owing to the inclusion of

19| ai (2003) coded the dummy variable “1” if a caynscored a 6-7 on the Freedom House
scale, which he reasoned are the two categoriesvess for the most egregious human rights
abusers and “0” for all others. This decision Wwased on the belief that a lack of variation in
the more commonly used 5-point PTS may lead toarording results. Lai reasoned that “since
a small number of the cases [for the PTS] are énwibrst two human rights offender groups
(Groups 4 and 5), statistical significance to trasiable may be due to US aid to states in the
middle group (Group 3) and not because the USAidm@ states in the worst two groups”
(109).
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Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) coyntries

which scholars have routinely excluded from previous studies bynarghat

US foreign aid decisionmakers rarely considered OECD countriesd during

the years under examination (Apodaca and Stohl 1999). In any event, US

decisionmakers allocated democracies less aid than non-demas@acording

to Lai (2003). Curiously, security concerns also appeared to Inepastant, if

not more so, to aid decisionmaking in the post-Cold War as i@dleWar era.

Lai’'s composite threat variable also achieved statisticahifgignt at the

gatekeeping stage, but not thereafter, suggesting threat percepbtiots

decisionmakers mattered in deciding which countries they altbeatebut not

in which countries were allocated more. He also found that pasagg&d by

one year, and population (logged) were statistically significadt @ositively

related to levels of assistance, as was the Correlates of{ @WZAN) alliance

variable. Looking across his findings, Lai opted to conclude on a

methodological note. He asserted that methodological pitfalls,cylarty

autocorrelation, had confounded the findings of previous studies on the

relationship between human rights and US foreign aid. He opined imglos

that realism continues to be the best explanation of allocation decisionmaking.
Cooper, Olson, and Van Belle (2005) sought to extend the general study

of US foreign aid, including its relationship to human rights, with an

investigation into the role political considerations have played irstéiseelated

foreign aid allocations before and after the Cold War. Their a@s to

challenge what they perceive as the conventional wisdom thatiaienakers
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allocate such aid apolitically and solely on the basis of human nesking a

cue from Lebovic (1998), the authors focused exclusively on aid flofxamgy

one component of the US foreign aid program—the US disaster assistdief
fund—for the years 1964 to 1995. They operationalized four variables—the
COW alliance measure; a Cold War dummy variable (1964-89); retyipee
(Polity IV); and need/level of development (GDP per capita)—to adtctor
considerations previously demonstrated to influence US foreign aid
decisionmaking. In a welcome departure from previous studieshwvafien
mention but rarely incorporate US domestic considerations into their mdugels, t
authors heeded Meernik and Poe’s (1995) admonishment and opened the “black
box” of US domestic politics. Cooper, Olson, and Van Belle (2005)
incorporated three domestically-focused variables—the US buddieit das
percentage of the total government budget), US disasters (pyrageariage
estimates and deaths), and media attention to a foreign digasteber of
references in thélew York Timesdex)—into the analysis. Office of Foreign
Disaster Assistance (OFDA) data in millions of constant 1994 &Ji&rs served

as their dependent variable. The authors employed Cingranetli a
Pasquarello’'s (1985) two-stage conceptual model along with thokniéan
(1979) selection method to estimate allocation decisions. Agdatekeeping
stage, they found that alliance ties strongly influence aicseernaking before
and after the Cold War. The Cold War variable also was statigtsignificant,
though, suggesting the United States allocated disaster-relatéat ajblitical

(presumably humanitarian) reasons to non-allies too. Poorer cowvires
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more likely than their wealthier counterparts to receive thsasid, while
democracies and non-democracies were almost equally likelgctve such
assistance. The US domestic variables also achieved sthtsgnificance.
Larger domestic deficits constrained disaster assistance, bytnudestly,
suggesting the OFDA and Congress somewhat factored in a potegative
reaction from taxpayers to high allocation outputs. Cooper, OlsonyVand
Belle (2005) also found the impactidéw York Timesoverage was significant,
but only marginal, with an increase in ten stories covering atdisancreasing
the probability of receiving aid from 47 to 50 percent. US disasigtsonly
marginal effects, as well. At the level of assistarteges and in contrast to
results of the gatekeeping analysis, the US foreign policy afcltdeariables
proved statistically insignificant. This suggested to the authatSQFDA must
“defend which disasters it recognizes as worthy, not the lefveésponse to
each” (469). In short, the findings provide at least some supporthéor t
hypothesis that the allocation of disaster aid is not an objeceljtical
process and that it is influenced by political considerations aelad abroad.
Their findings also reinforced the utility of time-tested explanavariables of
US foreign aid allocations—irrespective of how the dependent foreign ali
variable is parsed out (see Lebovic 1998)—and highlighted the importance of
testing for US domestic effects on decisionmaking.

Finally, Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz (2009) returned to a more direct
analysis of the human rights-US foreign aid linkage. They aedlgata on 151

countries from 1977 to 2004 in an effort to determine whether the impact of
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human rights varied by countries’ level of democracy or economidajevent
and, as a secondary matter, whether respect for human rightebame more
or less influential in the allocation process since Cold War’s difte authors
chose to focus solely on economic aid (constant US 2004 dollars), ialeizh t
logged at the level of assistance stage so that outliers coutatlbded in the
study. The PTS served as the human rights variable, the nagiafl GPD per
capita for recipient need, level of trade with the US as a umegduralist-
business interests, with population (2002 figures logged) and alli&@@&V (
measure) tapping US strategic considerations. Gurr, Marsimall,Jaggers’
(1995) Polity IV democracy measured level of democracy. Valaeshis
variable, which range from -10 to 10, were transformed by the ausbotisat
the most democratic countries had the highest values, autoctiagiéswest,
and “transitional” countries scored -6 to 6. Using a Heckman (197&)tiesl
method, the authors found that recipient need was the most important
determinant and human rights of no significance at the gatekestpigg during
the Cold War. However, in the post-Cold War an interesting findmerged
for the human rights variable. The variable demonstrates afisagmi but
negative effect on allocations, suggesting that greater respelstifnan rights
decreased the likelihood of decisionmakers allocating aid. The adtinthrsr
found that human rights were among several variables that influémedevel
of economic assistance allocated in the post-Cold War era, incloeignge
type and recipient need, but their influence was again unexpectediyveega

Together these finding tended to support the pioneering single-stadies of
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US foreign aid (Schultz 1981a and 1981b; Stohl, Carleton, and Johnson 1984)
and that of Carleton and Stohl (1987), the latter of which suggested US
decisionmakers do not incorporate human rights considerations into the aid
allocation process. The authors went on to find that US decisionnfekersa
tendency to hold autocratic countries with poor human rights practices t
higher standard of human rights practices than autocracies Vatively good
practices, suggesting change in human rights practices oveniatters in the
post-Cold War period and, more generally, that a systemic doubleasiamdy

be present in the allocation process. However, US decisionmalogcallty
allocated countries with low economic development and better humghats ri
practices less aid than those with poor practices. The authdosimgcsurmise

their findings “generally...support the refrain of critics that &l& behavior is

not consistent with human rights rhetoric” (196). In so doing, they hadke
back to Poe and Sirirangsi (1994) concluding remarks and make theecwrst

contribution to this ongoing debate.

Discussion and Hypotheses

With the contours of this ongoing debate fresh in mind, | turn in this
section to explicating hypotheses that not only speak to the respasstions
outlined in the first chapter but also build upon, compliment, and extemésghe
findings on human rights and US foreign aid decisionmaking highlightdtein t
literature review. To achieve this goal, | synthesize the ejmoal and

empirical themes that emerged during the review below and, when apfeppr
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incorporate them into the hypotheses. One such theme is theimearsal
acceptance of Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) two-stageptaatenodel
of the aid allocation process. Persuaded that theirs remains diseé m
theoretically defensible conceptualization and motivated by a desieasure
my findings fit neatly into the existing literature, | follow thexample. Thus, |
explicate each hypothesis as effectively two-in-one; thatlisvord the
hypotheses such that they simultaneously relate to the (a) gatekead (b)
level of assistance stage of the US foreign aid decisionmaking process.

| group the hypotheses by, and word them consistent with the
expectations of, the three arguments about US foreign aid decaomgn
during the war on terror that spurred this study. The argumergs bin claims
that decisionmakers in the post-9/11 environment jettisoned human rights
considerations during the allocation process, except for when these
considerations served as a readymade excuse to penalize cotlnatrifailed to
partner with the United States in the war on terror by dentyiegn aid. Save
for this exception, then, critics argue human rights consideratiolesl fo
influence US foreign aid allocations—let alone in the manner Se50@B of
the Foreign Assistance Act requires—during the war on terrbhus, the
hypotheses run counter to my expectations of American exceptionafidna
positive relationship between human rights and foreign aid in all but one
instance. Hypotheses 1-3 relate to the argument about the réiagjomslack
thereof, between human rights and US foreign aid allocations und&.¥de

Bush administration. Hypotheses 4-5 treat those allocations fssthe a new
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era, the war on terror, which critics argues has been indiffevéhe promotion
of human rights, and contrast them with allocations made during themwa
terror with previous eras. Hypotheses 6-7 examine the human rigeig aid
linkage for partners and non-partners in the war on terror, wdrgies argue
only for a linkage in so far US decisionmakers applied the hungirs
provision’s requirements to non-partners but not partners when atigpcati

foreign aid.

Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Allocations under the George W. Bush

Administration

As mentioned, the first set of hypotheses evaluates the relaponshi
between human rights and foreign aid allocations under the G.W. Bush
administration and, for historical and comparative perspective, previous
administrations also bound by the human rights provision. This appi®ach
designed to determine whether human rights promotion was a yasu8ltl,
as critics claim, because the G.W. Bush administration rediréd® foreign
policy away from “soft” power concerns like human rights and towagdtimg
the threat posed by international terrorism (Nye 2009). Crists@ntent this
casualty was a historical first, with some adding thatbituptly ended the
positive influence human rights considerations had been exerting on &ighfor
policy.

Studies on previous administrations highlighted in the literaturewevie

tend to cut against the discovery of “firsts” in the decisionnakirocess. On
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the whole, they argue for continuity in decisionmaking from admirnistrdo-
administration, particularly when it comes to the influence otesjra security
concerns (Lebovic 1998; Lai, 2003; Meernik and Poe 1995; Carleton and Stohl
1987; Poe 1991 and 1992). However, the results are somewhat more mixed on
the influence of human rights. Some studies have shown human rights
considerations have at times enjoyed a modest but positive influentks on
foreign aid allocations, primarily at the gatekeeping stageadfgss. Such has
been the case in a study on the Reagan administration, the G.H.NYaBdson
occasion, the Carter administration (Poe 1991 and 1992; Apodaca and Stohl
1999; Poe et al. 1994; Stohl and Carleton 1985). Still others, including more
recent studies, have reached the opposite conclusion (Lai 2003; Deegwe

and Moskowitz 2009). To my knowledge, findings for the G.W. Bush
administration have yet to be added to this literature. The hypetbrpkcated
below promise to elicit those findings. In so doing, they proitadé neatly

into the empirical literature, most of which focuses on aid allmcaby
presidential administration (Stohl, Carleton, and Johnson 1984; Carleton and
Stohl 1985; Poe 1991; Lebovic 1998; Apodaca and Stohl 1999). Again,

consistent with critics’ arguments, my initial set of hypotheses is asvill

Hypotheses la-bAfter 9/11, human rights considerations had no
significant effect on the G.W. Bush administration’s decisions
regarding (a) which countries would receive aid and (b) the amount

these countries could expect to receive.
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Hypotheses 2a-:bThe failure of human rights concerns to influence
foreign aid allocations consistent with the human rights provision (and
my own expectations) under the G.W. Bush administration at the (a)

gatekeeping and (b) level of assistance stage was a historical first.

Hypotheses 3a-b In contrast to the G.W. Bush administration, as the
human rights record of a country improved, the (a) probability of that
country receiving aid and (b) the amount it could expect to receive

under previous administrations improved.

Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Allocations during the Era oililae

on Terror

In contrast to the first set of hypotheses, which treats th@mvgerror as
a finite policy pursuit of the G.W. Bush administration, the seconttesss the
war on terror as aera in US foreign policy in which human rights concerns
have ceased to influence US foreign aid allocatiths.| thus assume for the
purposes of hypotheses 4-5 that the war on terror representsadigparshift”
in US foreign aid decisionmaking, as some critics of the watend, one that
has fundamentally altered allocation outcomes in ways that are andithetibe
promotion of human rights. One can expect this paradigm to endure, so their

argument goes, so long as combating terrorism remains the UBistes’

2 Thus, while the theoretical understanding andrpmegation of findings differ for the first and
second set of hypotheses, owing to the differimuarents about the war on terror from which
they are derived, the years for the G.W. Bush adhtnation and era of the war on terror are
coterminous. For a fuller discussion on this issee the introductory section of Chapter 5.

2L As | demonstrate and discuss in greater detaiChapter 5, there is cause to believe this
assumption is grounded in the empirical “reality.”
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overriding foreign policy goal (Christie 2008: 13-15). Consequently, any
observable disruption in the human rights-US foreign aid linkage bettiree

war on terror and previous eras | take on critics beha#tdsast in part, owing

to this shift (Mertus 2008; Apodaca 2006). Whether the current adratiosts
allocations are indicative of this shift is a matter of speuahat is beyond

the scope of this study. Here, | simply examine allocationsdes made
during the war on terror using the data at hand (2001-2008). In so doing, my
hypotheses extend the findings of studies that have examined the hghten
foreign aid linkage in the Cold War and post-Cold War eras (Medfmueger,

and Poe 1998; Lai 2003; Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009; Meernik and Poe
1995). As indicated in the literature review, past studies sutgddinkage is
bound up with the nature and scope of US strategic securityshrédhbereas

that threat was communist expansion during the Cold War (Meernikg&rue
and Poe 1998; Apodaca and Stohl 1999; Meernik and Poe 1995), it morphs into
rogue regimes in the post-Cold War era (Lai 2003). Poe (1991gatlasl on
researchers to improve scholarly understanding of the “evolutiomeo¢ffects

of human rights on aid allocations” over theoretically interediimg periods,
particularly as threats to US security emerge and subside. (Mégrnik and

Poe (1995) echo this call. The aforementioned studies have answeredllthis
for Cold War and post-Cold War eras. With the following hypothesigempt

to do likewise for the war on terror:

48



Hypotheses 4a-bin contrast to the war on terror, during the post-Cold
War era the greater the respect for human rights the greater the (a)

prospects of a country receiving aid and (b) more of it.

If the United States’ promotion of “human rights ended shortlyr afte
September 11, 2001,” as some critics argue, might that promotion édekd
through the post-Cold War and into the Cold War era too (Mertus 2008: 1)
Meernik, Krueger, and Poe (1998) found that respect for human rights had
become an increasingly influential determinant of US foreigratdations as
the threat of communism faded and the post-Cold War era emergead?oB
(1991; 1992) and Poe et al. (1994) found that human rights considerations
influenced aid decisionmaking even before the threat of communismd. fade
Together these findings provide some optimism for believing theateta of
human rights that the war on terror supposedly ended may encompé&ssddhe
War and post-Cold War periods. To explore this possibility, | offgypthesis
on the relationship between human rights and foreign aid that spedkthtea

eras in decisionmaking:

Hypotheses 5a-bThe war on terror ended a positive trend in the
human rights-foreign aid linkage, one that subsumes the post-Cold War
and Cold War era and is evident at the (a) gatekeeping and (b) level of

assistance stage.
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Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Allocations to Partners and- Non

partners in the War on Terror

The third and final set of hypotheses treat US aid allocationsg the
war on terror as a self-contained quantitative case studyNavember 6, 2001
speech, President G.W. Bush told countries that they could chose tahee “e
with us or against us” in the war on terror. The following hypabdest
whether the President’'s ultimatum was a mere rhetoricahmatase or a
meaningful policy statement that created a double standard in tfardigh aid
allocation process similar to what Cooper, Olson, and Van Belle (2006)
when focusing on disaster aid. | have worded the hypotheses tb elici
differences, if any, in the human rights-foreign aid linkage foineas and non-
partners in the war on terror. Countries that were “with us” camesidered
partners and “against us” non-partners in the war on terror. Hot&gn aid
decisionmakers turned a blind eye to, or otherwise failed tdéecdisincentives
for, the human rights abuses of partners while penalizing those gfanorers
as some contend, hypotheses 6-7 promise to illustrate this hypodfis final

set of hypotheses is:

Hypotheses 6a:bHuman rights considerations failed to influence the
(a) prospects of a partner receiving aid and (c) the amount they could

expect to receive.

Hypotheses 7a-bin contrast to partners in the war on terror, US

decisionmakers held non-partners accountable for their human rights
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practices such that those with poor human rights records were (a) less

likely to be allocated aid and (b) could expect lesser amounts.

Conclusion

The discussion of themes from the literature review that help@adoton
my explication of the above hypotheses continues in Chapter 3. Betguse
focus in the next chapter is the construction of multivariate mookeldS
foreign aid decisionmaking, the discussion turns from conceptual andcainp
themes to variable selection and methodology. It is to these sgpfethe

discussion that | now turn.
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Chapter 3: Modeling the Human Rights-US Foreign Aid
Linkage

Introduction

In this chapter, | construct multivariate models of US foreign aid
decisionmaking to test the hypotheses explicated in Chaptef@maéd by the
literature review, | operationalize in the first section the ddpet variables,
independent variables, and control variables. In the second section, |Htighlig
methodological issues, including the potentially confounding methodological
problems that may arise for models employing PCTS data angroppsed
correctives. The final section discusses preliminary model robustnes eamec
data preparation, including my identification and coding of presidential
administrations, eras in aid allocations, and partners and non-gdrtribe war

on terror.

Variables Operationalizations

Dependent Variables

Selecting the dependent variable, or variables, is a contentiousinssue
the study of human rights and US foreign aid. While some opt tdotske
(economic + military) foreign aid (Meernik, Poe, and Krueger 198822D03),
arguing it lends insight into the broad contours of the US foreign amgrgm,

others treat economic and military aid as conceptually distiaegorizations
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(Cingranelli and Pasquarello 1985; Poe and Sirirangsi 1994). $&fsptsuch

as Lebovic (1998) and later Cooper, Olson, and Van Belle (2005), remind
readers that US foreign aid is a multidimensional whole contpo$evarious

aid components that may be disaggregated into distinct funds. Whibeites
(1998) admonishment is well-advised, and serves as the basis for ome of
suggestions for future research, disaggregating aid into its vanmaesnd
components makes little sense for the purposes of this study. gimaeants

that spurred this inquiry recognize, either explicitly or imglcithe traditional
categorical distinction between economic and military aid wiméking few
specific claims about particular funding components or, for thatemattal
foreign aid. Moreover, examination of Foreign Operations budgeesénjand
related appropriation reports suggest both the White House and Congress
observe this traditional distinction (Library of Congress 2010).e8as these
considerations, and in an effort to ensure my findings fit neatbhyth@ existing
literature, | test my hypotheses against the two most ofted dependent
variables in this subfield of foreign policy studiésS bilateral economic and
military aid.

For each dependent variable, | obtained aid figures from the US Agency
for International Development (USAID)'§JS Overseas Loans and Grants,
Obligations, and Loan Authorizationsommonly known as theGreenbooK.

The Greenbookprovides a complete and official record of allocations—as
opposed to actual disbursements—authorized by US foreign aid decisioamaker

on an annual basis (Poe 1992). To accommodate Cingranelli and Pascuarello’
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(1985) two-stage decisionmaking model upon which my hypotheses atk base
operationalized the dependent variables twice. The first operatatah is a
dummy variable representing the initial yes/no decision of whethevuntry
will pass the gatekeeping stage. Thus, | have coded the dependaibliesaat
this stage as “1” for countries allocated aid and “0” for thdleeated nothing

in a given year. As with most previous studies, the dependeablexiat the
second stage—where levels of assistance are determined—are ashtado
dollars. Consistent with Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985)vieterdata, |
recorded these figures in gross US dollars (millions of con2@®8 dollars)
rather than per capita dollars to avoid the potential methodolagjitiallties
highlighted in the literature review that the per capita foansation may
create®” To compensate for extremes in the gross amounts of US foreign ai
allocated within and between countries, | followed the lead of gpaslies
(Lebovic 1998; Lai 2003; Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009) in adopting
Uslaner’s (1976) suggestion of taking the natural log of the dependéatdtlgar
While this transformation complicates the interpretation of thgnitude of the
coefficient for continuous explanatory variables, it can be overcomoeigh
statistical means and does not influence the direction or statistgnificance

of affected variables. Moreover, the transformation allows enedorporate
into the analysis such “non-routine” cases as El Salvador, Egyptseael, and
more importantly for an analysis of aid allocations during the evaterror,

Afghanistan and Irag.

22 n the interest of thoroughness, | also testeaual change in economic andmilitary aid as
dependent variables. The models proved unsatisfgatith the explanatory variables generally
performing poorly relative to gross aid allocations
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Independent Variable

My primary criterion in operationalizing human rights is to remai
faithful to the conceptualization espoused by the arguments thatdpthis
study. The arguments beg for a measure that approximatdsiriien rights
“reality” in which US foreign aid decisionmakers during the wvear terror
operated—one in which the human rights abuses of would-be aid recipients
were widely known but, at least according to the war’s critigepred to
varying degrees. With this in mind, my options are to operationdl@eeality
based solely on US State Departme@ountry Reports which US
decisionmakers are required by the Foreign Assistance Aobrisider when
allocating aid, or to combine thReportswith other readily available sources of
information. The CRS 200&Report for Congresentitled, “East Timor:
Potential Issues for Congress,” identifies one such oft-used sasirdennesty
International. Official transcripts of US decisionmakers degatimman rights
and foreign appropriations also cite Amnesty as a soumegf€ssional Record
2011).

With this “reality” in mind, and based on its respectability in the
literature and fewer missing values, | operationalize the drmddhuman rights
using thePolitical Terror Scale (PTS). However, had | opted to employ only
the State Department measure, my model results would hawe Virdaally

identical to those presented hereafter since the PTS and Stpsatident
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measures are highly correlated at F95Developed by Stohl et al. (1984) and
currently maintained by Gibney, Cornett, and Wood (2010), the PTS esmploy
5-point scale to measure the level of state-sanctioned politiolnee and
terror a country’s citizens endure in a given year based on ihteraly-
recognized human rights norrfs. The scale is based on an average of scores
derived from Amnesty International reports a@ountry Report$® As
constructed, the scale ranges from countries that score ar‘lha¥ing a secure
rule of law under which politically-motivated imprisonment, torture, muodder

are extremely rare to those that score a “5” because tesoexpanded to the

entire populatio® For ease of interpretation, this study adopts the common

% Though the variables are virtual proxies for omether, in the interest of thoroughness |
substituted theState Department human rights measureinto my models to test for the
possibility that US decisionmakers discuss Amnéstgrnational reports but, ultimately, fall
back on Country Reportswhen determining aid allocations and that modefed#hces—
however unlikely—could arise. In any case, subtituthe State Department measure of human
rights for PTS with the same two year lag produgetially identical results. For example, in
the G.W. Bush economic aid model presented in @hapt whereas the PTS human rights
coefficient at the level of assistance stage wéi2;.the State Department coefficient was -.750.
24| considered other prominent measures of humantsjgnost notably Cingranelli-Richards
(CIRI) Human Rights Dataset, which also is a statslidased index of fifteen internationally-
recognized human rights measures for 195 countiigsortunately, the CIRI data only covers
the years 1981 to 2007 and the research desighi®fstudy and the arguments it seeks to
address require an analysis of the entire periagreal by the human rights provision. Thus,
measures going back to 1977 were a serious coasigerin my selection of an independent
variable. | also considered Freedom House measirewil and political rights. However,
based on their high correlations with the PTS—Qiercent—the Freedom House measures
almost certainly would produce similar results hoge presented hereafter. | also considered
combining the PTS and Freedom House measures. \owgiven their high correlation and
the theoretical, conceptual, and methodologicdiatiities posed by combining the PTS 5-point
scale with the Freedom House 7-point scale, | didpuirsue this option. Finally, | also tested a
conceptualization of human rights appearing in @nglli and Pasquarello’s (1985) and Poe’s
(1991) study—hange in human rights—by coding a “1” for any improvement and “-1” and
worsening in human rights conditions from year ¢ary The coefficient on the variable carried
a positive sign in most models, but it failed tchiewe statistical significance in bivariate
analysis.

% For some country-years one of the two scores wasimg. In these cases, | used the available
score rather than treating the case as missingienGts more complete coverage, the State
Department score usually were the available score.

% The PTS is a 5-point ordinal scale originally deped by Freedom House and first compiled
by Gibney and Dalton (1996). According to the ovéd coding, which | have reversed, the scale
is as follows: level 5: Terror has expanded to Wiwle population. The leaders of these
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practice of reversing the scale such that greater redpeduman rights is
recorded as the higher values. Thus, if better human rights esacire
associated with higher levels of aid, as American exceptiomalatends, the
coefficient on the human rights variable should carry a positive isigthe
models to come. Consistent with previous studies (Apodaca and Stohl 1999;
Cingranelli and Pasquarello 1985; Poe and Sirirangsi 1994), | laggédrtien
rights variable two years. The two-year lag reflects the real-world, inevitable
delay between the compilation and deliveryGafuntry Reports-again, the US
Government’s official record of abuses—and vetted Amnesty Interradti
information toUS foreign aid decisionmakers and their allocation decision. In
effect, it “approximates the information available to decisidter®ain the year
immediately previous to the fiscal year under study, when foraggistance

decisions are typically made” (Poe 1992: 151).

societies place no limits on the means or thoroagirwith which they pursue personal or
ideological goals. Level 4: Civil and political Hts violations have expanded to large numbers
of the population. Murders, disappearances, andreoare a common part of life. In spite of its
generality, on this level terror affects those viiterest themselves in politics or ideas. Level 3:
There is extensive political imprisonment, or aergchistory of such imprisonment. Execution
or other political murders and brutality may be coom. Unlimited detention, with or without a
trial, for political views is accepted. Level 2hére is a limited amount of imprisonment for
nonviolent political activity. However, few persorse affected, torture and beatings are
exceptional. Political murder is rare. Level 1:.uBtries under a secure rule of law, people are
not imprisoned for their views, and torture is rareexceptional. Political murders are extremely
rare. For additional information see, “Tllitical Terror Scale: A Re-introduction and a
Comparison to CIRT by Reed Wood and Dr. Mark Gibney iHduman Rights Quarterly
Volume 32, Number 2, May 2010, pp. 367-400.

27| also tested lags of 0-3 years. The two-year dagaveraged performed best and, as
discussed, remains the most theoretically defemsibDf the lags tested, the human rights
variable elicited similar results as those report@t terms of the sign of the coefficient—
though statistical significance tended to dimirastthe extremes.
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Control Variables

To ensure any influence human rights considerations may have on US
foreign aid allocations is not overestimated, and to further myajaailaluating
the explanatory power of the three most common theoretical ajphm®odo the
study of US foreign aid decisionmaking, | employ a number of covdridbles.

My choice of control variables is based on theoretical considagtitheir
performance in previous studies highlighted in the literature wexdeand my
own preliminary analysis. Taken together, they tap to varyingedsgthe
constellation of considerations believed to have influenced the USyrioadl
program since its inception under the Marshall Plan (Veil2@@8; Eberstadt
1988)?® The first two control variables tap a humanitarian consiaeratther
than human rights and an ideological consideration that, as mentionkd in t
literature review, are regarded by some scholars—myself irttade
additional indicators of American exceptionalism. The next fa realist-
oriented considerations previously shown or theorized to influence roagig

allocations. The final control variable taps interests relabethe pluralist-

% Responding to Meernik and Poe’s (1995), and fdhgwCooper, Olson, and Van Belle (2005)
example,this study also opened the “black box” of the statexamine how oft-mentioned, but
rarely tested domestic variables influence theadliocation process. Two such variables were
tested in preliminary models: th&S deficit and a dummy variable calleddiVided
government” that identified those years in which differentrfigs controlled the White House
and Congress. Both variables were conceptualizegatential domestic constraints on aid
allocations, with the latter understood to alsostin a presidential administration’s ability to
resort to “extraordinary circumstances” withoutkiig political backlash from Congress.
Interestingly, neither added much to the modelshe T™ivided government variable was
generally negative, indicating that the prospeétseoeiving aid and the amount received were
lessened when divided government was present, Heutvariable regularly failed to achieve
statistical significance. ThES deficit variable showed little relation to aid aligions. This
finding may be because foreign aid is not a bigeicdoudget item—typically constituting one
percent or less of the annual US budget—and i$yrar¢eopardy of dramatic funding cuts since
its contributes so little to the deficit (TarnofichiLawson 2009).
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business explanation of US foreign aid. My operationalizations otdh&ol

variables are as follows:

A. Humanitarian Interests (other than human rights)

The results of previous studies highlight the importance of including a
variable that taps whether US decisionmakers consider level ofomn
development, or “recipient need,” during the allocation process. Whileusa
measures are available, in this study | emgk®P per capita (constant 2000
dollars)?® Higher values represent higher levels of economic development for a
country and, thus, less neells such, American exceptionalism anticipates a
negative relationship between GDP per capita and US foreign bathastages
of the allocation process. | obtained the data from\Whld Bank’s World
Development Indicators, 2009.he data are logged because of their skewed

nature and lagged by two years.

B. Ideological Interests

| include one ideological variable indicative of American exosgtism in
the form of democracy promotion. | incorporate the variabdee of
democracy, into my models in recognition that the United States has a
longstanding goal of exporting American democratic values abrédhat US
decisionmakers have used US foreign aid as a vehicle to furteegdal (Lai

2003; Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998). Whereas Lai (2003) found that US

# During preliminary analysis, | tested various meas of need to include most measures of
GDP andGNI reported by the World Bank. | chose to employ GO#? papita because the
figures are more complete than most GNI measuwsicplar during the 1970s, and tended to
perform better in the models.
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decisionmakers tend to allocate economic aid to less democratittriesymost
studies—consistent with American exceptionalism—indicate otherwvié,
some suggesting there is a tendency to allocate more aid todexm@cratic
countries since the end of the Cold War. In keeping with pastigesactl
operationalize level of democracy using Gurr, Marshall, and Jag{2009)
Polity IV dataset. The variable ranges from -10 to +10, with higher values

denoting more democratic countries.

C. Strategic Interests

| incorporate five variables tapping US strategic interggts my analysis,
which previous studies have employed to explain US foreign aicattdos on
the basis of realist expectatiofls.Past studies have shown that countries that
are allies of the United States have enjoyed greater atccel foreign aid and

more of it (Poe and Meernik 1995; Meernik et al. 1998; Lebovic 1988). Two

30 Other realist-oriented control variables testegrgliminary analysis but discarded because of
poor performance, statistical insignificance, oedtetical considerations include a variable
tapping US military troop deployments constructed by Dr. Tim Kane (2011) based on the
DOD’s Deployment of Military Personnel by Countand a dummy variable identifying the
location of majorUS military bases. The former on rare occasion achieved statistical
significance but, interestingly, carried a negatsign on the coefficient, indicating countries
hosting greater numbers of troops were less likelgeceive aid and to receive less of it. This
finding is likely due to the fact that most of lagj troop deployments throughout the world for
the years in question were to developed countsigsh as German and South Korea. | tested but
did not include a number of regional variables. e Thgional dummies generally performed
poorly in preliminary models, save a Central Amanicdummy that was positively related to
economic aid in select models. The significancthefCentral America dummy in the Cold War
gatekeeping stage, for example, could have beengta the emphasis US decisionmakers
placed at that time on advancing the war on drugsetloer, older interests flowing from the
Monroe Doctrine. However, ocular inspection of teta suggested much of the dummy’s
influence was attributable to the “non-routine” easf El Salvador. Subsequent testing
supported this view, with an El Salvador dummy geriing comparable to the Central America
dummy. Since these dummies are of little theoaktinterest in this study and, most
importantly, did not affect the significance or afition of the human rights variables in my
models, | excluded them. 1 highlight the issueehso that a more detailed study of the El
Salvador and/or Central America case might be uaklen in the future by interested
researchers.
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measures of alliance are common in the literature. Overasiedecade, studies
have tended to employ the COW dyadic alliance measure. HowleeeZLOW
dataset is not sufficiently updated for the purposes of this studgseQuently,

| fell back on the older practice of employing a dummy variate identifies
countries in formal alliances with the United States. Tharalés in question
are NATO, which Poe and Meernik (1995) found to be a significant dieiznin
of US military aid allocations, and major non-NATO allies, sashThailand,
Australia, and South Korea. | coded tAdly variable as “1” for alliance
members and “0” for all others.

Population serves as a second strategic variable. More populous countries
on average are more important as an economic and military p#raretheir
less populous brethren, according to classical realism, primaiigube their
size affords the former group greater industrial and manpowerigafiaan the
latter (Morgenthau 1961; Mearsheimer 2001). As such, realists ateidif$h
decisionmakers will allocate foreign aid, and more of it, to nmopulous
countries. To test this claim, | incorporate population figures fiioen\World
Bank’s (2009)World Development Indicators Online.l logged these figures
because they are extremely skewed and lagged the variable @do/@acount
for a country’s population at the time of allocation decisions

Another important, but rarely tested, strategic consideration for
decisionmakers is whether a would-be aid recipient country isgedgem a
militarized dispute with the United States. Presumably, countries at

loggerheads with the United States on a particular issueessdikely to pass
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the gatekeeping stage to receive aid and, when they do, as has been théhcase wi
economic aid for such countries as Syria and Iraq, less 8inte my preferred
measure for this variable, the COW militarized interstadpudte dyad measure,

was only current through 2003, | operationalized the variable using the
international crisis behavior (ICB) dataset. The variableoded “1” for a
country that was the target of direct US military interv@min a given year and

“0” for all others.

The forth strategic variable indicative of realist concernsa islummy
variable representing countries sharing a land border with anothetrgo
perceived by US decisionmakers as posing an ideological (and pqssyisical
threat) to the United States, which | refer to hereaftethasat neighbor.
Realists anticipate that for security and containmenteg@lareasons US
decisionmakers look favorably on these countries during the foreign aid
allocation process (Lai 2003). | conceptualized threats as incleadmgunist
regimes during the Cold War, rogue regimes during the post-Cold War, and state
sponsors of terrorism for all years in the study. Using Lariginal threat
proximity variable, which he graciously made available on his webas a
base, | updated it by coding any countries sharing a land bordeometof the
three threat groups mentioned above as “1” and all others “0”. | dbdeat
neighbors based on the COW'’s Direct Contiguity Deg¢asion 3.1. | identified
countries posing threats to the United States as followswiwlfy convention
(Poe 1991; Poe and Sirirangsi 1994; Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998; Lai

2003), | regard communist regimes as those that were either mseanksficial
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observers of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance for thes Y37 to
1990. Post-Cold War rogue regimes consist of those identified b Ltas
2003 study. | also updated Lai’s list based on the US Goverrsragfihition,
which indicates rogue regimes:

display no regard for international law, threaten their neighbow, a

callously violate international treaties to which they aretypaare

determined to acquire weapons of mass destruction, along with other

advanced military technology, to be used as threats or offensvely t

achieve the aggressive designs of the regimes; sponsor terrorism around

the globe; and reject basic human values and hate the UnitedaBtates

everything for which it stands (2004).

| identified and coded countries that meet this definition by exagni
US State Departmerackground Noteand Country Reports.| identified the
final group tapped by the threat variable, state sponsors ofiserrdrased on
information contained on the US State Department’s Office ofCt@ dinator
of Counterterrorism websit¢See Appendix 3.1: Communist Countries, Rogue
Regimes, and State Sponsors of Terrorism for a list of ttmsaries). Unlike
most variables in the model, | lagged this variable by only oae y&his is to
reflect the reality that the emergence of a threat—ayifiom a coup by leftist
guerillas or a regime’s vocal opposition to the United StatéiseirUN General
Assembly, for example—is more quickly reported by mass mediatsuhd
relayed by US diplomats to aid decisionmakers in Washington thamabt¥fi
vetted and confirmed reports of human rights abuses.
My final strategic variable is a dummy variable identifypay tners in

the war on terror, which | include only in the war on terrorraaalels. On its

website, the DOD defines the operative category—partners in theomwa
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terror—as countries that joined the US-led coalition establishedepter@ber

12, 2001 to confront the threat of international terrorism. The DOD website lists
some 60 countries as having partnered with the United States imathen
terror since 2001, including a narrative on each country that flegydar in
which their partnership begéh.(See Appendix 3.1: Partners in the War on
Terror.) | have coded the first year in which a country wastiiikd by DOD

as a partner and all subsequent years, unless a country withdmewtheo
coalition (Mexico), as “1” and all other countries “0”. To thig,lisadd post-
invasion Afghanistan (2002) and Iraq (2004), which have been key pairiners

the war on terror.

D. Economic Interests

Finally, 1 include one variable measuring a country’s economic
importance to the United States in the analfsisBy way of reminder,
proponents of the pluralist-business orientation argue that US agdiadins are
determined by the preferences of dominant domestic interest gemgier
classes in American society. Most emphasize the influendgSobusiness
groups and economic elites, given their disproportionate access tocessand

capitalist clout, and their interest in expanding trade and op&m@wgmarkets

3L For all but four countries on the list, the yelaeyt became a partner in the war on terror is
mentioned in an accompanying narrative on the DGibsite. Bosnia/Herzegovina, Djibouti,
Jordan, Morocco, and Nepal were exceptions. Isdleases, various authoritative sources—
including Patterns of Global TerrorispCountry Reportsand official public statements by the
United States or governmental representative afetloeuntries—were employed to identify this
date. The complete list is available online gb#itvww.centcom.mil/en/countries/ coalition.

% In preliminary analysis, | also tested a variathat Meernik, Krueger, and Poe (1998)
employed as a proxy for the pluralist-business ruaigon—free market—in addition to the
level of US exports to andimports from a would-be aid recipient. The variables performed
poorly in almost every model and carried mixed sign the coefficients.
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abroad. To this end, trade partners are viewed as prime regipfdd§ foreign
aid. In an effort to open those markets and deepen businessdgsemts of
this argument anticipate US decisionmakers afford these papnefierential
treatment during the aid allocation process. To speak to thisigllmasiness
orientation, | coded @rade partner variable by adding a country’s annual
exports to and imports from the United States. Since my préfaoarce,
Kristian Gleditsch’'s Expanded Trade Dataset, was current broyugh 2000, |
employ the COW trade flow data. The data are available 068@W Dataset
Hosting Program homepage. The export and import data are measured
millions of US dollars. | lagged the data two years to reflexS
decisionmakers’ delayed access to accurate trade statistics.

Table 3.1 summarizes the control variables outlined in this section,
including the theoretical orientation they tap, coding rules, and dat@es.
After the presentation of this table, | move in the next sectionetthodological
issues that need be addressed and dataset preparation that mpistcelkosior

to any analysis.
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Table3.1

Control Variablesin the Human RightssUS Foreign Aid Models

Variable Interest Theoretical Operationalization Source
Orientation
GDP per Humanitarian American A measure of recipient “need,” in millions of World Bank (2009)World
capita (Human/recipient Exceptionalism constant 2000 US dollars, two years prior to an aldevelopment Indicators
“need”) allocation.
Level of Ideological American A scale ranging from +10 to -10, with higher Gurr, Marshall, and Jagger’s
Democracy (Democracy promotion) Exceptionalism scores denoting more democratic countries, (2009) Polity IV dataset.
measured one year prior to an aid allocation.
Ally Strategic A dummy variable, with “1” denoting a NATO or NATO and Department of
(Collective security) i major non-NATO ally and “0” otherwise. Defense (DOD) websites,
Realism among other sources.
Population Strategic Realism The natural log of population two years prior to aiwWorld Bank’s (2009)Norld
(Manpower) (classic) allocation. Development Indicators, CD
Dispute Strategic/ideological Realism A dummy variable, with “1” denoting a coynt  International Crisis Behavior
(Security threat) that is a target of US military action and “0” all database
others.
Threat Strategic/ideological Realism A dummy variable identifying countries tehtire Lai's (2003) threat variable,
Neighbor (Containment) a land border with a US-designated threat—a Colgpdated in conjunction with
War communist regime, post-Cold War rogue  the Correlates of War (COW)
regime, or state sponsor of terrorism—in the yeamirect Contiguity data.
Partners Strategic Realism A dummy variable that identifies partnershie DOD website.
(Collective security) war on terror.
Trade Economic Pluralist- Exports from + imports to the United States, COW trade flow data.
Partner (domestic business) business measured two years prior to the aid allocation.
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Methodological Issues

Since the mid-1990s, empirical studies on the relationship between
human rights and US foreign aid have increasingly relied on PCi&Satis. My
study is no exception. | employ a dataset of 191 potential eigierts—all
countries listed in th&reenbookwhether allocated aid or not—for the years
1977-2008. By employing such an expansive dataset, | seek to enhance the
generalizability of this study’'s findings while avoiding any plolgs sample
selection bias. But there are numerous other benefits to using B&a. By
pooling observations across both space (countries) and time (ybardgtaset
does more than simply expand the number of cases under examinatadso It
avoids the “small N” problem an analysis of either dimension emapunter on
its own if the number of explanatory variables exceeds the degfdeedom
required by an empirical model (Stimpson 1985). Pooling likewise sltbe
researcher to test hypotheses across both dimensions simultan@oiatihg
confidence to one’s findings (Schmidt 1997). Finally, PCTS data allba/s
researcher to examine the influence of variables across taedo not vary
significantly within cases—so-called temporally-invariant vagabtthat are
present in this study (Stimpson 1985). Employing a PCTS dalasetffords
me greater overall confidence in my model results, partiguighen I move
from discussing specific findings to drawing broader conclusions and
highlighting direction for future research.

The benefits derived from PCTS data are not without potentia,cost

however. PCTS data regularly violates a number of assumptionsbyabe
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statistical workhorse of IR—OLS. In violating these assumptiwhgh center

on error term estimates, regression analysis performed of @& may lead

to over- or underestimated confidence levels in one’s findings (Betkatz
1995). The two main culprits are autocorrelation (or serial letioa) and
heteroscedasticity. | address each of these potentially confounding
methodological problems below for binary and continuous dependent variables,
since Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) two-stage allocation Inmoalees

use of both. Thereafter, | address the remaining methodologicallspitf

multicollinearity and selection bias.

Autocorrelation

Autocorrelation is a common problem in the analysis of time-sdeats
While researchers record their data in discrete temporal (imithis case annual
aid allocations), neither time nor aid decisions are so disciédeallocations in
one year are often related to previous decisions, particularlydirgaamounts
(Apodaca and Stohl 1999). Or, to put it in methodological terms, an aid
decision at time t is at least partially related to theisien made at t-1
(Stimpson 1985). This may even be the case when the decision (aa$-19
deny an aid allocation, since political pressure may build tfierean US
decisionmakers to provide or resume aid now (at t). While numerown®pti
are discussed in the literature to correct for autocorrelatiook,B€atz, and
Tucker (1998) offer one of the simplest and most widely acceptees”fifor
binary variables. Following their advice, | control temporal dependenmy

probit (gatekeeping stage) models by including a count varialile natural
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cubic splines or time dummié$. According to Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998),
inclusion of these variables neutralizes autoregressive prodastesanalysis

by marking the “number of periods since either the start o$ah&ple period or

the previous occurrence of an ‘event’” when combined with either the dummy or
spline variables (126%f. In this study, the count variable marks the last year
(previous occurrence) in which US decisionmakers allocated aadctmuntry

(the event) in all modefS.

Beck and Katz (1995) recommend including either a lagged dependent
variable or otherwise transforming the data to correct for autlation when
employing a continuous dependent variable, as is the case in mynOdé&s.
Once autocorrelation is accounted for, Beck and Katz continue, tarcher
should estimate models using OLS with robust standard errors. Vttihe
recommendations allow for the accurate estimation of confidenersals and
improve the reliability of statistical test, | opt to inclutleme dummies in my

level of assistance modef.

% The count and natural cubic spline variables wateulated using Tucker’s (199B'SCS: A
Binary Time-Series-Cross-Section Data Analysisityt{iversion 4.0.4download for STATA.
The download of the BTSCS procedure is available nfimst statistical programs online at
http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~rtucker/programs/btstssss.html

3 As the authors show, the spline variables esdgnsiave degrees of freedom in a model that
time dummies otherwise would consume but produdeally identical results as time dummies.
Testing confirmed this in my models as well.

% Based on advice from Dr. Lai in an e-mail exchartis study locates the spline variables
evenly across the country-years in question beggwmiith the first, third, fifth year and so forth.

| arrived at this decision after experimenting witlirious placements of the splines, which had
no substantial effects on the model results.

% In addition to the other possible control variabheentioned in previous footnotes that | tried
and discarded, | also included a lagged dependegighlte called past aid” in preliminary level

of assistance models. My initial inclusion of theiable was in recognition of Beck and Katz’'s
(1995) methodological suggestion and Apodaca aoll'St(1999) substantive findings. It also
held the promise of making my model more robuse Variable performed as expected; it was
positively associated with gatekeeping and levehsdistance decisions in the economic and
military aid allocation models. However, in a nieniof models it tended to undercut the utility
of my methodology—the Heckman (1997) method—byddiifg the statistical significance of
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Heteroscedasticity

The second potential methodological pitfall encountered when analyzing
PCTS data is heteroscedasticity. OLS assumes error ggantsomoscedastic,
exhibiting constant variance across cases (Stimpson 1985). Whertaimse
are not constant, the accuracy of coefficients falls into quesha.study such
as this with a global sample consisting of diverse countriestosetzlasticity
could well pose a challenge. Therefore, in modeling both the egyiglg and
level of assistance stage of the foreign aid allocation procesgploy White’s
(1980) robust standard errors clustered on recipient countries. e’$Vhit
technique corrects for heteroscedasticity, when detected, latahsence does

not substantively alter model coefficients.

Multicollinearity

Another potentially confounding problem, multicollinearity, represents a
situation in which two or more explanatory variables in a regressiodel are
highly or perfectly correlated. When multicollinearity is prasecoefficient
estimates for the explanatory variables may change radigatl erroneously
large standard errors appear as the data and models undergmeeafse |
followed Lewis-Beck’s (1980) advice for detecting multicollinggriwhich
entails first inspecting a correlation matrix of the explanat@iyables for any

correlation of 0.8 or higher. This inspection initially gave me @dosconcern

rho. Since my primary concern was accurately modehe two-stage aid allocation process
identified by Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985)ainmethodologically sound manner, | sided
with the majority of past studies in excluding treiable from the analysis. As with previous
discarded control variables, | flag the issue herencourage future research on the matter.
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because the partners and ally variable were correlated asOgbi2ly above the
recommended levél. (See Appendix 3.2: Correlation Matrix of Explanatory
Variables for details.) In light of this suspect correlatidook additional steps

to investigate the possibility that multicollinearity could pogga@blem for the

two models of eras in the war on terror that include the partmeéhe war on
terror variable. | regressed the explanatory variables on onbearend re-
specified the models by dropping variables in and out—particulaelypartners
variable—in an effort to uncover any possible confounding findings that could
arise in the presence of multicollinearifyTaken together, these auxiliary tests
alleviated my concerns. Paying particularly close attenoathé human rights
variable during these re-specifications, | found that the sign oncdiicient
remained the same and the magnitude of the coefficient did not change
dramatically in the modef§. Additionally, | observed no unexpected shifts in
the models. | thus concluded that multicollinearity did not pose @useri

problem for the two models.

Selection Bias
Finally, there is the issue of sample selection bias highligimettie

previous chapter. In political science, this bias is most ofteountered in

%" The correlation between the two was reasonabksézrable, however, since the DOD website
lists NATO and Major non-NATO allies as partnerghe war on terror.

% The highest Ryielded during this process was 0.48, which i®tethe 0.7 level that typically
warrants additional investigation (Lewis-Beck 1980)

% For instance, when | dropped the partner varifiol the economic aid model for the era of
the war on terror as an initial test, the coeffitseon the human rights variable changed only
slightly; in any event, the difference are appaiercomparing the Chapter 4 and 5 models. As
discussed in Chapter 5, the only noteworthy difieesin the models aside from the performance
of the partners variable was in some of the otkatist-oriented variables, which one would
expect when a variable as “weighty” as partnethiénwar on terror enters the model.
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survey data. Those who participate in a survey, either throughicelec self-
selection, may be systematically different from non-partidipa As previously
indicated, interviews conducted by Cingranelli and Pasquarello (k885
decisionmakers suggest a similar bias is built into the foraignallocation
process since only those countries decisionmakers allow to passekeegang
stage are eligible for some level of assistance thereafrom a methodological
standpoint, failure to account for this bias—which poses a threat tertbe
terms—could prove detrimental to my level of assistance modgbsdalyicing
unreliable parameter estimates that lead to erroneous cafesahce (Greene
1981; Berk 1983). As a handful of previous studies have argued (Meernik and
Poe 1998; Lai 2003; Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009), the Heckman (1979)
selection model is one method of accounting for the nonrandom selection
decision that initiates the US foreign decisionmaking proce¥¥ith the
Heckman method, a selection term—the inverse Mills ratio—is comhdote

the selection (gatekeeping) model and incorporated into the outcews ¢f
assistance) model to compensate for bias. Based on its treaappticability

and demonstrated utility, | employ the Heckman method in thisystud
However, because its demonstrated utility is limited to only tenedies in this
subfield, | also estimate separate OLS models as a robustredsand draw
attention to this auxiliary analysis in my discussions of findifighe results
differ substantially from those obtained from the Heckman modaeiseiié is no

substantial difference, | report the findings of this analysis in the footnotes
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To provide statistically reliable results, the Heckman methquires the
researcher to omit at least one explanatory variable—the insttahvariable—
in the probit model from the OLS model. In order to serve asedilte
instrument, the variable must be critical to the selection buth®bttcome
equation. Identifying a variable that meets that criterion inU8eforeign aid
decisionmaking process is a difficult task since it requiresriable that affects
the yes/no decision to allocate aid but not the amount allocated, and
decisionmakers’ motives are not so easily parsed into dissteedes. The task
is doubly difficult since | specify 18 Heckman models that span fasigential
administrations, three eras, and two functional groups and a crediileniast
in one may be less so in another. In search of such an instrumdsmtified
two candidates from past studies: the first was ally, whiemiel-Pegg and
Moskowitz (2009) employed because “alliance should be important ibd$he
decision to provide aid, but once that decision has been made it should vary little
and be less significant in determining the amount of aid” (190& s€kond was
the GDP per capita variable, which proved a credible instrumeh&afd2003)
because countries with high GDP per capita are less likelypthamer countries
to “need, request, or receive assistance” (111). The GDP péa papved a
credible instrument and, at times, exceptionally “strong” insgntmn my
economic models. For the military aid models, the ally varialble evedible in
some models but not others. | therefore turned to my disputdblaaa an

instrument. It proved the “strongest” instrument because coustrggged in a
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dispute with the United States are carefully scrutinized $ydecisionmakers at

the gatekeeping and less likely to be allocated assistance.

Robustness Checks

In addition to performing the robustness check on each Heckman (1979)
model mentioned above, the results of which are reported in the coming
chapters, | also tested the overall robustness of my findings on trenhights
variable by moving two sets of countries in and out of my data3étese
additional checks were in recognition of the possibility that mgistten to
incorporateall potential aid recipients listed in tii&eenbookinto my model—
i.e. a “global” sample—is not without tradeoffs. Specificallyfotus these
checks on the influence of wealthy democratic countries. Aledd countries
were potential aid recipients, according to USAID, and a numberreaee/ed
economic and military aid over the years, including since the ohsia¢ war on
terror, which argues for their retention in the models. Nevedbeltheir
inclusion may influence the findings of my models because of treter
respect for human rights, on average, relative to the rest of asuhsted as
potential aid recipients by th@reenbook With this in mind, | excluded and
reintroduced these countries into the models to observe wheth&githen the
human rights coefficient “flipped” or any variable that ackvstatistical
significance became insignificant.

The first set of countries | excluded from my models consistatase

in the G8. While altering the magnitude of various coefficientdudieg the
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human rights variable, in no model did the sign on the coefficientfribim
positive to negative (or vice versa). Additionally, those varialibes had
achieved statistical significance in the models reportechap(ers 4-5 remained
significant after the removal of G8 countries. To push the robustiesk
further, | also excluded a wider set of democracies—OECD cesntfrom my
models. The signs on the human rights coefficients remained unchangéd
economic and military aid models despite the exclusion of these rigsnt
including for the human rights variable. However, at the gatekgegiage of

the G.W. Bush administration and war on terror economic aid models, the
statistical significance of the variable changed from sicanit to slightly below
significance. Interestingly, further investigation indicated thisange in
significance was not attributable to the exclusion of the OE€a @roup.
Rather, it was attributable to the removal of a select subeEGD countries

that regularly received aid—including Turkey, Spain, and Greece—frmam
models. Given the theoretical importance of these countries tcathervterror,

as denoted by their designation as partners in the war onQiie izebsite, |
opted for their continued inclusion in the models. Nevertheless, the OECD
check highlights the sensitivity of US economic aid models—even when the
dependent variable has been logged to mitigate the influence dcfrsutlio
select cases (at least at the gatekeeping stage) anddti¢o carefully consider
and justify sample selection criteria in this vein of literatud return to these

themes in Chapter 7 when | offer suggestions for future research.

75



Dataset Preparation

| now turn to dataset preparation. As you will recall, the Bt of
hypotheses explore the linkage between human rights and US foreign aid
allocations under the G.W. Bush administration and previous administrations
bound by the human rights provisith.Preparing the dataset for administration
models is a relatively straightforward process. Presideatiministrations are
coded according to a president’s term in office: Reagan (1981-88)g&EHo.
Bush (1989-92), Clinton (1993-2000), and George W. Bush (2001-08). The task
requires more thought, however, for the second set of hypothesesahahex
the war on terror as a distinct era in US foreign aid allmest As with past
studies (Lai 2003; Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009), the Cold War era
includes the years 1977 to 1990. However, deciding where the post-Cold War
ends and war on terror begins is more conceptually “sticky”itHfast appears.
According to aCongressional Quarterly Weekl2001) article, Congress in
October 2001 deferred a decision to incorporate funding specifealparked
for the war on terror into the US foreign aid program. The sanwéeandicates
that Congress made that decision the following year. On i& ths would
suggest that for the purposes of US foreign aid allocations theonvéerror
began not in late 2001 but 2002. However, this line of reasoning ignores the
possibility that US decisionmakers may reprogram aid (Pok £9824). In the
absence of reporting requirements, reprogramming is difficult ectetBut a

CRS report on aid allocations following the war on terror providee support

“0 Though President Carter was the first administratd be bound by the mandate, | excluded
his administration from the analysis because it fkas to “redirect” existing aid allocations to
countries prior to the provision becoming law.
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for the view that existing aid funds were reprogrammed asudt ref the onset
of the war on terror (Tarnoff and Nowels 2005). In any event, thaebidgs
cannot be ruled out. Consequently, this study identifies the post-Colgeais
as 1991-2000 and the war on terror as those years since.

Finally, the & set of hypotheses explores US aid allocations to partners
and non-partners in the war on terror. To accommodate these hgsothes
divided my dataset into partners and non-partners. The DOD listtokepain

the war on terror was the basis for this division.

Conclusion

The variables and methodological issues discussed above are combined
into models and tested against the hypotheses related to president
administrations in the next chapter. The same is done for thendrpartner-
related hypotheses in Chapters 5 and 6, respectively. By wagnofder, in the
coming empirical chapters these hypotheses perform double duty; thegtace t
using models that employ economic and military aid allocationsthas
dependent variable. To smooth the integration of findings into théingxis
literature, this study follows the practices of constructiegasate models for
each administration and era, and for partners and non-partners irathenw
terror. Thus, Chapter 4 includes eight models (four administratiotvgox
dependent variables), Chapter 5 six models (three eras x two dependent
variables), and Chapter 6 four models (partners and non-partnero x tw

dependent variables). With the methodological specifications outlined above
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and this progression of models in mind, | turn to the empirical arabfs

Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Models of Human Rights and US Foreigd Ai
Allocations by Presidential Administration

Introduction

In the previous chapter | operationalized concepts to assist in the
construction of Heckman (1979) models that explore the relationship between
human rights and US economic and military aid allocations beforeatiad
9/11. In this, the first of three empirical chapters, | presentebalts for the
first set of model§! By way of reminder, the models examine the human
rights-foreign aid linkage under the G.W. Bush administration and, Storloal
and comparative perspective, the three previous administrations also lound
the human rights provision of the Foreign Assistance Act. Table 4.14.2n
report the results of my two-stage models for economic aid ahigryn aid
decisionmaking, respectively. In my discussions of findings, |dxamine the
summary statistics associated with the models. | then exdherectual model
results for the gatekeeping and level of assistance stages) ai@ presented
side-by-side in each table. The primary focus of these distissss the
performance of the human rights variable in the G.W. Bush admtiostra
model—nhighlighted in the first ron—and its bearing on my administnat

related hypotheses. | then draw attention to the results aftistlty significant

*1| constructed the models in Chapters 4-6 using BAumtercooled (version 10.1) with
updates current through April 2011.
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control variables that assist in my secondary goal of evaluatingethgve
explanatory power of the three theoretical approaches researgtpecally
employ in studies of US foreign aid. | examine the performafhtkee control
variables indicative of American exceptionalism, realism, and plbealist-
business explanation of aid allocations in turn. To further understaoflithg
influence of human rights considerations on aid allocations, | alsadech
companion to the results table that reports the substantive effeitts human
rights variable—provided it achieves statistical significance—henpredicted
values of aid allocations for the model of interest (the G.W.hBus
administration). Additionally, | report predicted aid values foredelother
variables of interest in the main text. Finally, and on assitylnote, rather than
proceed in a mechanical fashion, examining the gatekeeping and dkvel
assistance stage results in turn for each model, | interwi@véwvo in my
discussions of findings. This tack enables a structured but flowimgtinarof

the relationship between human rights and US foreign aid allocations to develop.
With this introduction in mind, | now turn to the models for economic aid

allocations by presidential administration.

Discussion of Findings: Human Rights and Economic Aid Allocatiorisy
Presidential Administration

In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks the G.W. Bush administration
reframed the rationale for US economic aid. Administration afficrelied
heavily on the human rights rhetoric through the reframing pro@essdaca

2006). They declared shortly after the onset of the war orr thabthe United
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States would allocate economic aid, and more of it, in an effoedoce the
global inequality and poverty administration officials argued wie root
causes of terrorism (G.W. Bush 2002). In helping countries imghavéving
conditions of their citizens, the administration reasoned that titesess would
embrace the promise of a brighter future rather than radieahilslideology.
Promoting “hope was an answer to terror,” and economic aid a vdbicits
spread (G.W. Bush 2002: 1). To quicken this spread, the G.W. Bush
administration established two new funds—the Global AIDS Initiativéd03

and Millennium Challenge Account in 2004—that are folded in with allrothe

economic aid funds into the dependent variable.

Looking first at the summary statistics, reported in therastof Table
4.1, the first item of note is that the rho is statistical figamce across the four
administration models, indicating the selection and outcome equatiascin
are correlated. Thus, my initial administration models lend @rapsupport to
Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) two-stage conceptualizatiomeofUS
economic aid decisionmaking and suggest that | am accounting feeldation
bias inherent to the allocation proc&ss.The second is that the G.W. Bush
administration apparently acted on its declaration. Having meida the
rationale for economic aid, the G.W. Bush administration dramatieapignded
its scope. The percentage of cases passing the gatekeepm@ustiaallocated

aid at the level of assistance stage in the models grewaidy r®9 percent

“2In modeling the second stage (OLS) level of amsist decisions as a single equation, to check
for model robustness, | obtained essentially tleesgesults as those reported in Table 4.1.
While the magnitude of the coefficients changedngwo the removal of the selection bias
term, the sign and statistical significance ofékplanatory variables remained unchanged.
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(1054/1189) under the administration, 11 percent higher than the next closest
administration, Clinton’s, and 22 percent higher than that of the Reagan

administration, which allowed the fewest cases to passed th& gate.

US economic aid under the G.W. Bush administration grew in reatter
as well, to higher than any time since the post-World War dbnistruction
period of the early 1950s (Lawson 2009), with top recipients including post-
invasion Iraq and Afghanistan followed by partners in the war oortéke
Pakistan and Russia and then Israel. Lawson (2009) goes on to heponbst
of this growth—allocated as cash grants rather than the histpricere
common loans—was guided by the administration’s “more strategisesof
importance, cast frequently in terms of contributing to the glosaalon terror”

(2). Despite the rationale for and rhetoric employed to reframe US econdmic ai
and justify greater aid flows, critics argue that US denisiakers implemented
these increases with no regard for the human rights provision or tleecam
exceptionalism it embodies (Mertus 2008; Apodaca, 2006; Christie 2008). The
empirical results reported in Table 4.1 speak to this argumehighlighting

the role human rights considerations played in the administration\ss ne

framework for economic aid.

Row 1, columns 4 and 8, report the performance of the human rights

variable for the G.W. Bush administration model at the gatekeepinigpaglcbf

*3 This calculation is based on the number of unaemkobservations (those country-year cases
that advanced beyond the gatekeeping stage) dingletthe total number of observations (all
country-year cases that in theory could pass tiekgaping stage) in the models. Percentages
for the remaining administration are: Reagan 67%qr (590/874), G.H.W. Bush 76 percent
(359/468), and Clinton 78 percent (776/986).
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assistance stage, respectively. The human rights variabighily statistically
significant (.01 level) at both stages of the G.W. Bush model. dfere the
magnitude of the coefficients suggests human rights had a gedfatetrr under

the G.W. Bush administration than the next closest—the Clinton
administration—or any other.  The findings thus lend no empisigaport to
critics’ claims about the failure of human rights to influence-9ékt economic

aid decisionmaking. | therefore rejedtl (a) gatekeepingand (b) level of
assistance (economic). But neither do the findings lend support to my
theoretical orientation. American exceptionalism, the same |rstaohel as
embodied in the human rights provision, which anticipates a positive sitpe on
coefficients, is notably absent. The coefficient's sign ah lsthges of the
allocation process is negative. The findings thus suggest thatotec#diers in

the G.W. Bush administration neither created incentives for good hugtda ri
behavior nor disincentives for poor behavior when allocating economic aid

during the war on terror.

The substantive effects of this negative human rights varialde ar
reported in Table 4.1.1. The G.W. Bush administration allocated enormous
sums of economic aid to countries with poor human rights recordspes haf
advancing the war on terror. Strong examples of this tendency dramrthe
dataset include Pakistan, Sudan, and Azerbaijan. The average annu&tgredic
aid amounts reported in the table show the effects of this atbacatrategy.

The total change in the human rights variable, highlighted infittie row,

indicates that a country transitioning from least to greatsgiect for human
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rights (an improvement on my human rights variable from “1” to) ‘&duld
expect a 95 percent reduction in the predicted amount of economic aid.
Moreover, the previous four rows indicate an average reduction of around 57
percent in predicted aid amounts of aid as human rights practipesvied from
one point to the next. While intuitively one might expect such rezhgtsince
countries with the best human rights records almost always aedthy
democracies with little need for economic aid, the findings rstill counter to
the plain language of the human rights provision and its aimadadihg aid in

ways that advance human rights abroad.

To seat the relationship uncovered for human rights and economic aid
under the G.W. Bush administration into historical and comparativequtinsg
and to provide an exploratory answer to hypotheses two and three, | now
introduce the results for previous presidential administrations bounthey
human rights provision into the discussion. Donnelly (1995) has persuasively
argued that human rights norms have become more and more embedded in US
foreign policy decisionmaking, particularly under the Reagan admitstydut
the results suggest the US foreign aid decisionmaking processbenan
exception. Incorporating the findings from past administrations into my
discussion strongly suggests a commitment to promote human righighithe
US economic aid program has been lacking for some time. | agadlook no
further than the G.W. Bush administration’s immediate predecessohuman
rights variable is negative and statistically significant ime tClinton

administration model at both stages of the allocation processdé@me Clinton
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entered the White House criticizing G.H.W. Bush for failing tesgrfor human
rights improvements abroad, but the findings suggest his administcadior
better (and at the gatekeeping stage worse) (Apodaca 2005). drCated on

his campaign pledge to make human rights considerations a pillas fafr@ign
policy approach, they are conspicuously absent from the allocationsproce
Under the Clinton administration, Russia, Colombia, Egypt, and otherr@sunt
with poor human rights records received many of the largest tlnsaof
economic aid. With these historical comparisons in mind, | rejta-b
(economic)and conclude that decisionmakers in the G.W. Bush administration
were not the first to fail to employ human rights considerationa manner
consistent with the requirements of the human rights provision. Invade

the magnitudes of the coefficients are somewhat lessened pint séhe G.H.W.
Bush and Reagan model at the gatekeeping and level of assistaiges
respectively, the human rights coefficients are negative andstistdlty
significant across all models. This suggests on average tlaegrespect for
human rights has not improved the prospects of a county receiviragy #e
amount received, ceteris paribus. For previous administrations, then, my
findings mirror those of Poe and Sirirangsi (1994) and Carleton and Stohl
(1985), among others, in suggesting that the influence of human rights
considerations on economic aid decisionmaking has not been as Congressional
drafters intended. Based on these consistently negative findings,withih

deal a significant blow to my expectations of American excegdignal also

rejectH3a-b (economic)

85



TABLE 41 Human Rightsand US Economic Aid Allocations by Presidential Administration

Heckman models of the influence of human rightssaerations on the prospects of US decisionmakkrsading economic aid
(gatekeeping stage) and the amount allocated (&h\adsistance stage) for the G.W. Bush administrand, for historical and comparative
perspective, past administrations also bound bytiman rights provision of the Foreign Assistanceé A

Gatekeeping Stage
(Probit Selection Models)

G.W. Bush

Reagan

Level of Assistance Stage
(OLS Outcome Models)

Clinton

Variables Reagan
Human Rights -.266**
(.112)
GDP Per Capita -.38**
(.154)
Level of .026*
Democracy (.014)
Ally -.168
(.333)
Population -.046
(.123)
Dispute -1.49%**
(.51)
Threat Neighbor -.085
(.288)
Trade Partner -.085
(.107)
Constant 6.6***
(2.5)

-.368**

(.135)

684+

(.171)
.005
(.014)
-01
(.180)
-.248*
(.141)
-475
(.557)
.097
(.326)
244+
(.105)

10.6***

(2.94)

~.065
(.191)
___a

.053**
(.023)
-1.04
(.866)

366*
(.146)
-.269
(.719)

2.01%
(.755)
-.081
(.097)
-1.48
(2.66)

-325*
(.127)
___a

.046%
(.018)
941
(1.21)
3825
(.136)
-1.74
(1.17)
-.03
(777)
-145
(.073)
-1.19
(2.16)

Note Robust standard errors in parentheses. *p ¢pk*05, **p < .01 (two-tailed).---*Omitted Heckman instrumental variable.

Reagantotal obs. = 874. Uncensored obs. = 590. Rh@&. -Wald test of rho = 0.001. Log likelihood -3a4.99.
G.H.W. Bushtotal obs. = 468. Uncensored obs. = 359. Rhd% Wald test of rho = 0.01. Log likelihood = -822.

Clinton: total obs. = 986. Uncensored obs. = 776. Rhé% Wald test of rho = 0.01. Log Likelihood =-164&4.

G.W. Bushtotal obs. = 1189. Uncensored obs. = 1054. Rh6E Wald test of rho = 0.0000. Log likelihood2287.07.
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Table4.1.1 The Substantive Effect of Human Rights on the Predicted Values of Economic Aid Allocated by
the G.W. Bush Administration

Average Annual Predicted Economic Aid

@) (b) (©) (d)
Initial predicted Predicted economic  Change in predicted Percentage change in
Variable economic aid amount aid amount after economic aid amount,  predicted amount of
variable change b-a economic aid, c/a
G.W. Bush Administration
Human Rights,

Change 1to 2 147.4 69.2 -78.1 -53%

Change 2to 3 69.2 32.2 -37 -53%

Change 3to 4 32.2 14.7 -17.4 -54%

Change 4to 5 14.7 6.6 -8.1 -55%

Total change 1to 5 147.4 6.6 -140.8 -95%

Note: Values derived from the G.W. Bush administratioodel presented in Table 4.1. Values have been cavato constant millions of
US dollars and are calculated for those countréssing the initial gatekeeping stage of the alioogirocess that were allocated some level
of assistance (uncensored observations). Predici®unts and percentage were calculated holdinghar variables constant while
changing the value of the human rights variable.
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Turning to the control variables, and in doing so my secondary goal of
evaluating the explanatory power of the three primary theofi@sd-giving, |
find support for American exceptionalism. Though the GDP per cegitable
performed poorly at the level of assistance stage in my pnglign analysis,
which along with theoretical considerations led to its use as rokriem (1979)
instrumental variable, it performs as expected at the gatekeepigg. sThe
variable is statistically significant and negative acrossgatkkeeping stages,
suggesting decisionmakers consistently take into account recigedt when
determining which countries will gain access to US economic mithel case of
the G.W. Bush model, the finding also suggests that the administralimned
through on its reframing commitment to attempt to address globadrtyo
Interestingly, the administration under which need influenced #otations
most—if we take the magnitude of the coefficient as an indicatiwas that of
G.H.W. Bush, whom many political commentators credit as the first
compassionate conservative (Wead 1986).

Additionally, apart from the G.W. Bush administration’s gatekeepim)
G.H.W. Bush’'s level of assistance decisions, decisionmakers exhiaited
commitment to American exceptionalism by rewarding higherel¢ée of
democracy with increased access to and levels of economic aidieffueracy
variable is consistently positive and on average moderatelystsiaily
significant (0.05 level) across the models. Under the G.H.W. Bush
administration democracy promotion rhetorically served as an iangort

justification for US economic aid as Cold War communist advesgassed
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into history. The G.H.W. Bush administration established two ecanaidi
funds—the Support for East European Democracy (SEED) and Freedom for
Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open Markets Support
(FREEDOM)—specifically to facilitate democratic tramit in former Soviet

bloc countries (Tarnoff and Nowels 2005). The findings suggest that US
decisionmakers under the G.H.W. Bush administration considered a would-be
recipient country’s level of democracy before admitting it ithe pool of
intended aid recipients, as did Clinton’s. The same cannot be sie GLWV.

Bush administration, though the findings suggest his tended to hanttheout
largest economic incentives. Predicted economic aid increase®vwang from
lowest to highest levels of democracy (-10 to 10 on the Polity scale) raonged f

a low of $18.7 million to a high of $43.6 million for the Clinton and G.W. Bush
administration, respective.

Looking at the realist-oriented variables, it is worth noting ghatimber
perform contrary to realist expectations. For example, in tleirtgtances in
which the ally variable achieves statistical significance cthedficient carries a
negative sign; decisionmakers in the Clinton administration \eseelikely to
grant an ally access to economic aid and those in the G.W. Bush stdzation
lesser amounts of aid. The finding is particularly interestihngnone considers
that the ally variable includes major non-NATO allies suchifasland and the
Philippines, which are less developed countries important to US tsebuti
may lack the requisite resources to meet their bilateral alhekctve security

commitments. Taking into account the findings for the threat neightr a
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dispute variable, for every administration it apparently was nmopmitant to
check enemies than reward friends during the allocation process.

Additionally, decisionmakers showed no favoritism toward more
populous countries and countries sharing a land border with a US-dedignate
threat. Only at the level of assistance stage and, even thenn@diect cases
did either variable achieve statistical significance amd/d¢he positive sign that
realist anticipate. One such interesting case is the theegtbor variable in the
Reagan administration model. As G.W. Bush would do some two decasfes lat
the Reagan administration—which was also populated, at least upataRs
reelection, with realist-oriented ideologues—proclaimed interndttenarism
the chief threat to the United States and freedom-loving peoplegwinere
(Apodaca 2005). Unlike the G.W. Bush administration, though, the Reagan
administration viewed leftist—particularly communist—ideology as the
wellspring of this terrorism and allocated significant amountcohomic aid to
countries bordering regimes espousing this ideology. These couciés
expect on average to receive $178 million dollars more in predictatbmic
aid annually than others. Honduras and Costa Rica, both of which shared a
border with the US-designated threat in the 1980s (Nicaragua)stianeg
examples of such countries. Moreover, other countries on the frontlinks of
battle against communism and the war on drugs could expect similar prieferent
treatment. The Philippines, Pakistan, and El Salvador were atmemguntries
receiving the most from the Reagan administration—a policy theV& Bush

administration largely continued based on an examination of the data.
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Nevertheless, the G.H.W. Bush administration did depart from its @eskacin
deemphasizing threat proximity as a primary determinant ofeaigls, which
suggests a level of pragmatism missing under the Reagan adaioimss
mostly counter-communist allocations. Finally, countries engagediispate
with the United States, such as Libya (on several occasion®,|less likely to
pass the gate under Reagan and Clinton and to receive less aitherddd.\W.
and G.W. Bush administrations.

As for the pluralist-business orientation, the G.H.W. Bush adminastrat
—again expressing its pragmatism—favored a foreign policy apprtaath
emphasized economic over ideological goals, and it shows in thee peatner
variable (2005). For the first time, the trade partner variabt®re positive
and statistically significant under the administration. The firglingicate that
decisionmakers have since continued to favor trade partners att¢heegang
stage, where the variable is positive and statisticaiiyifccant. In short, the
higher the volume of trade (exports + imports) between the UnitgdsSand a
country, the higher the probability of the latter receiving ecoa@iud. Mexico
and Brazil are two trade partners drawn from my datasen@kging this
trade-aid connection. Having passed the gate, however, trade pdrthest

enjoy greater levels of economic aid under any administration.
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Discussion of Findings: Human Rights and Military Aid Allocans by
Presidential Administration

In contrast to economic aid program, the G.W. Bush administration had
no need to reframe the rationale for military aid after the toofséhe war on
terror. Military aid remained an avenue for friends and allieshefUnited
States to acquire US military training and hardware (Té@rod Nowels 2004).
Rather, the change to US military aid program under G.W. Bush wasfone
increased scope. The summary statistics attest to thisagecend, as a brief
aside, the advisability of modeling military aid allocations aswa-stage
process based on the statistical significance of rho acrbssnaalels®
Decisionmakers in the G.W. Bush administration allowed roughly 67 percent
(795/1189) of countries to pass the gatekeeping stage and receive sdroé leve
military assistance, which was the first percentage inersaxe the Reagan
administration—also intent on dismantling an international threabugr
economic aid as well). Yet this increase was only threeeptage-points above
that of the Clinton and G.H.W. Bush administrations, both at 64 pefcerar
G.W. Bush that access including granting post-invasion Afghanistanragd |
and Pakistan and Jordan some of the largest military aid packagssucted,

verging on or in the billions of dollars, making these countries sufntiee top

* As with the economic model, | ran a single-sta@eS) equation as a robustness check on my
findings. In the case of the G.W. Bush model, thenan rights variable also failed to achieve
statistical significance at the level of assistastaye—which affords additional confidence in
the results reported in Table 4.2. However, in shegle-stage equation, the threat neighbor
variable—which is only weakly (0.1 level) signifite—became statistically insignificant. As
such, | consider its statistical significance ie theckman (1979) models as tentative empirical
support only.

“5 Based on the calculation method outlined in thevipus footnote, percentages are as follows:
Reagan (58 percent, an increase over Carter), G.HBMgh (64 percent) and Clinton (64
percent).
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aid recipients. To determine whether this percentage increase thrdé.W.
Bush administration was associated with the human rights-miktalr linkage
critics contend, | draw attention to Table 4.2.

Looking at the G.W. Bush administration model, again located in
columns 4 and 8, the sign on the coefficient suggests that humanhaghts
negative effect on military aid allocations at both the gatekgeand level of
assistance stages under the G.W. Bush administration. However, antlie i
case of economic aid, the coefficient fails to achievesstal significance at
either stage of the allocation process. The findings thus sudbast
decisionmakers in the G.W. Bush administration did not take into account
human rights considerations when allocating military aid, de<icontend. |
therefore accepHla-b (military) and conclude that human rights concerns
failed to significantly influence the administration’s mitita aid
decisionmaking. This failure to heed the human rights provision in aifigca
military aid was not without precedent. The same may be saptevious
administrations under examination as well. Since the failurenwts first, |
rejectH2a-b (military).

Though the human rights variable carries a positive sign at the
gatekeeping stage for the Reagan and G.H.W. Bush administratiolsmode
which is my first findings suggestive of American exceptionaksm adherence
to the human rights provision, neither achieves statistical signde
Moreover, where statistical significance is achieved—in #meestwo models at

the level of assistance stage—the results are again negafiee. added
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historical context, Cohen (1982) found “extraordinary circumstances”
influenced the Carter administration’s allocation decisions—to Indaniesi
particular—despite Carter's personal commitment to advancing muiglats*°
Stohl, Carleton, and Johnson (1984) found that this influence arose ate¢he le
of assistance stage and persisted through the Reagan and G.HiWeBIss |
have seemingly found this same influence, which led decisionmakel® in
Reagan administration to allocate annually predicted militatyrathe amount

of roughly $250 million to countries with some of the poorest human rights
records, as in the case of El Salvador in the mid-1980s. ThegctiH3a-b
(military) too.

In examining the two control variables also indicative of American
exceptionalism, | find less support for my theoretical orientati@n in the
economic aid models. GDP per capita is negatively related tekegping
decisions in all but the Clinton model, though its statisticaliSagnce is weak
(0.1) in the Reagan model. Nevertheless, this suggests decisionmalezedigen
sought to “screen out” wealthier countries from the militady@ogram so as to
bolster the capabilities of less developed (and democratic) frigtwmks and
Meernik 1995: 406). Interestingly, the wealthiest of those not sateeane
found favor during the allocation of military aid under the Clinton and/.G

Bush administration. Poe and Meernik (1995) found a similar dynanaor&

6 For example, Carter denied a number of abusivénlLAmerican countries US security

assistance over the course of his presidency: AirgerBolivia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti,

and Nicaragua, among others. At the same time, envéehe Carter administration continued to
allocate security assistance to Indonesia despiegbvernment’'s well-documented human
rights abuses by claiming that there was not aistarg pattern of human rights violations—as
defined in Section 502B—since Jakarta had a plaplace to someday release its political
prisoners (Apodaca 2006).
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in their study of military aid allocations in the 1980s, though thé&PGoer
capita variable fell short of statistical significance in theel of assistance
stage. A review of the data explains the counterintuitive fincinipis study:
South Korea and Greece were among some of the highest GDP per capi
countries in the pool of intended recipients, securing in some yearsdspafa
$700 million in military aid. Additionally, the democracy variable a® a
fairly consistent and positive influence on gatekeeping decision&masican
exceptionalism anticipates. Aside from the Reagan administration,
administrations have consistently granted countries with higheilslevie
democracy greater access to military aid. But these highets seemingly
were of no value in securing larger aid packages.

Interestingly, the realist-oriented variables meet witheairesults under
most administrations; but, where they achieve statistical feignce, the
variables exert substantially greater influence on US anylit aid
decisionmaking than others in the models. Countries engaged in a disghute
the United States, not surprisingly, were less likely to gasesscto US military
aid irrespective of presidential administration and those bordarocagnmunist,
rogue regime, or state sponsor of terror more likely under thegaRea
administration. Predictably, decisionmakers in every administrationided
allies with greater amounts of military aid—none more so ti@n Reagan
administration based on the magnitude of the coefficient. As wgithcitnomic
model, the Reagan administration tended to give the greatest sumbtanfy

aid to friends in the fight against communism, such as South Korema. A
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Apodaca (2005) found, the results also indicate that decisionmakelee in
G.H.W. Bush administration typically took their cues from the Reagan
administration in terms of the considerations affecting aid allmes. One
interesting difference, however, is the tendency of the G.H.W. Bush
administration (and its successors) to extend greater amountsitafynaid to
countries neighboring threats. Lai (2003) found that as the threat of communism
faded the G.H.W. Bush administration shifted some aid from alliesuntries
sharing a border with rogue regimes or state sponsor of temgrndings tend

to suggest the same.

Finally, the trade partner carried the positive coefficient degoté the
pluralist-business explanation of US military aid anticipatenty half of the
models. However, the variable failed to achieve even weak tistatis
significance in every administration model and at both stagésecdllocation
process. Not surprisingly, then, the issue of conflict or cooperatitn av
potential recipient tended to dictate which country would receivigami aid

and how much.
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TABLE 4.2 Human Rightsand US Military Aid Allocations by Presidential Administration

Heckman models of the influence of human rightssaterations on the prospects of US decisionmakkrsating military aid (gatekeeping
stage) and the amount allocated (level of assistatage) for the G.W. Bush administration andhfetorical and comparative perspective,
past administrations also bound by the human rigtasision of the Foreign Assistance Act.

Gatekeeping Stage Level of Assistance Stage
(Probit Selection Models) (OLS Outcome Models)
G.H.W. Clinton G.W. Bush Reagan G.H.W. Clinton G.W. Bush
Variables Reagan Bush Bush
Human Rights .004 .046 -.035 -.139 - 719%** -522** -.069 -.281
(.086) (\11) (.7) (.09) (.28) (.225) (.148) (.194)
GDP Per Capita -.211* - 48*** -.082 -.322%** 277 .328 .609*** .596**
(.118) (.133) (.101) (.088) (.513) (.339) (.18) (.238)
Level of Democracy .007 .044xxx .04 xxx .027** -.035 .012 -.014 -.026
(.012) (.015) (.013) (.012) (.041) (.036) (.025) (.028)
Ally -.863** -.101 - 768** -.19 4.68** 3.3+ 3.03*** 1.66%**
(.357) (.322) (.294) (.183) (1.24) (1.17) (.953) (.518)
Population .051 -.067 .077 -.13* .04 .206 .264* .343*
(.099) (.106) (.074) (.07) (.403) (.25) (.154) (.177)
Dispute -8.16° -1.19%* -1.67%x -7.9xk ---° - P R
(.159) (.446) (.559) (.32)
Threat Neighbor 1.02%* .044 .394 -.06 .861 1.5* 1.29* 1.07*
(.332) (.272) (.346) (.215) (1.06) (.828) (.762) (.641)
Trade Partner -.001 .033 -.035 .06 321 -.011 -.056 .026
(.084) (.083) (.058) (.06) (.293) (.183) (.099) (.123)
Constant 1.94 5.27** .814 5.76*** -.097 -3.82 -7.81%* -7.88**
(1.89) (2.05) (1.37) (1.31) (8.3) 5) (2.89) (3.28)

Note Robust standard errors in parentheses. *p ¢pXk*05, ***p < .01(two-tailed). --2*Omitted Heckman instrumental variable.
Reagantotal obs. = 874. Uncensored obs. = 505. Rh&& Wald test of rho = 0.01. Log likelihood =-1438

G.H.W. Bushtotal obs. = 468 Uncensored obs. = 301. Rho & \¥ald test of rho = 0.02 Log likelihood = -794.47

Clinton: total obs. = 986. Uncensored obs. = 628. Rh83: Wald test of rho = 0.01. Log Likelihood =-15B0.

G.W. Bushtotal obs. = 1189. Uncensored obs. = 795. Rh&% -Wald test of rho = 0.001. Log likelihood 914.22.
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Conclusion

The findings for the economic and military aid models presemted i
this first of three empirical chapters produced interesting andetsoes
unexpected results. The results supported critics’ claims aheuhuman
rights-foreign aid linkage during the G.W. Bush administration inctmee of
military allocations for H1 but not economic aid or military allocations
elsewhere. As for economic aid, the findings indicate that a negativemstap
between human rights and US foreign aid existed under the admiorsizat
others. Thus, | found no support for my theoretical expectatioAsnefican
exceptionalism based on the human rights variable. While decistersnia
the G.W. Bush administration allocated economic aid to countries @ritle &f
the poorest human rights records, presumably to advance the war ontlerro
findings nevertheless suggest that they kept an eye toward prometmagracy
and addressing recipient need (GDP per capita). The findingsdisate that
recipient need influenced all other administration’s decisions limcate
economic aid and all but one administration’s decisions militady \&hich
along with the results for the democracy variable lend some support to American
exceptionalism apart from human rights. However, as with previoagsest
realist-oriented variables when statistically significant amdhe anticipated
direction exerted on average the most influence on aid allocafi@vic
1998; Apodaca and Stohl 1999; Poe et al. 1994) and the pluralist/business-

oriented trade variable the least.
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Chapter 5: Models of Human Rights and US Foreigd Ai
Allocations by Era

Introduction

In this second empirical chapter | examine US economic aritznyil
aid allocations during the war on terror relative to previous dPast studies of
aid allocations during the Cold War and post-Cold War included twoooe m
presidential administrations per era (Meernik, Krueger, Poe 199420G8,;
Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009). This study includes only one fowvane
on terror—the G.W. Bush administration. The absence of a secondrar thi
administration in the war on terror model may prompt some readexbject to
the forthcoming analysis, concluding that it is for now prematuteam
sympathetic to this position in light of the findings from the previchspter
that there has been a negative and statistically signifretationship between
human rights and US economic aid since the onset of the warron tévly
hope is that the current administration is, and its successoypmidecute the
war on terror in ways that not only create the incentives foraugmnents in
human rights practices but also their overall human rights redaridg the
allocation of US foreign aid. However, objections notwithstandingre are
theoretical and empirical grounds to suggest the war on terroccamsyitute a
new and ongoing era in allocations. From a theoretical standpoint, migitsn

scholars have persuasively argued that the war on terror yalteasl the

99



trappings of an “era” that will structure aid allocations fatatkes. As Apodaca
(2006) puts it, “although the war on terrorism began as a respmtise events
of 9/11, it soon became a global and permanent condition” hostile to the
promotion of human rights (176). Christie (2008) also notes the warronger
permanency, noting that the war “by default [has] become theatésaiture of
international relations in the period since 9/11” and currently i=mcited as a
“paradigm” in US foreign policy (13-15). Lebovic’s (1998) empiridalding
that once a US foreign policy paradigm—in his analysis the @tdd threat of
communism—is established, US “policy resides less in the eléstel@rship
than within the forces impinging on it,” which makes US foreign aid
“surprisingly impervious to change,” further drives home the p@ia®-130).
The results of preliminary analyses also provide moderate togsémpirical
support for modeling the war on terror as a distinct era. Whareal into
multivariate models for all years (1977-2008) as a dummy varidi@eyar on
terror variable was positive and strongly statisticallynigant (0.01) for
economic aid at both stages of the allocation process and moglstatetically
significant (0.05) for military aid allocations. Bearing thésdings in mind, |
thus accept era-related arguments as deserving of empix@alireation and
treat the G.W. Bush administration’s allocations as the first (but probabtlienot
last) guided by the paradigmatic forces of the war on terror.

Given this overlap in the models with the previous chapter, | neither

rehearse the findings of the war on terror models nor revisit uhstamtive
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effects of the human rights varialffe. Instead, | move immediately to an
examination of the influence of the human rights variable duringmiireon
terror relative to the Cold War and post-Cold War eras. Howéwemverlap
between the G.W. Bush administration and war on terror model is npletem
As previously noted, to demonstrate the theoretical importanceud§isg
partners in the war on terror as a distinct group of aid recgidm purpose of
Chapter 6, | include a dummy variable identifying partners in threowaerror
models. With this distinguishing factor in mind, | turn first tg discussion of
findings for human rights and economic aid allocations.

Discussion of Findings: Human Rights and Economic Aid Allocatis by
Era

Table 5.1 presents the model results for the relationship between human
rights and US economic aid allocations for the war on terror and\@atdand
post-Cold War eras. Looking first at the summary statistegmrted in the last
row of the table, and focusing on the number of total and uncensored
observations in each model, there is an interesting historical t@hthe 1,297
cases eligible for economic aid during the Cold War, US decisikera
permitted 899 (69 percent) to pass the gatekeeping stage andealltivain
some level of aid. This percentage climbs by double-digits to 7&emte

(1084/1369) for the post-Cold War and, as previously presented, 88 percent after

" Readers should note, however, that the modeltsedifler somewhat based on the inclusion
of the partners variable. Most importantly, thoutijie inclusion of the variable did not
substantially impact the performance of the hunigints variable. On a related note, the
findings for the single-stage level of assistancelefts did not change substantially either owing
to the inclusion of the partners variable.
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the onset of the war on terror. Tarnoff and Lawson (2009) concludedke
striking trends in economic aid allocations over the past two dedaaebeen
the growth of development assistance, such as humanitarian and foaddid,
the increased emphasis on security assistance since theobriket war on
terror. No doubt these factors are undercurrents to the trend unctnvseed
The summary statistics also provide support for Cingranelli asdqueello’s
(1985) two-stage conceptualization of the aid allocation process avfadyring
aid by era in the form of statistically significant rho paetens across all
models. The Wald test of rho thus supports the general utilityooleling aid
allocations as gatekeeping and level of assistance decisionasdhe case for
economic and military aid decisionmaking in the previous chapter. nBights
into the role human rights considerations played in these decisionthevenas

in question, | look to the model results of Table 5.1.
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TABLE 5.1 Human Rightsand US Economic Aid Allocations by Era

Heckman models of the influence of human rightss@erations on the prospects of US decisionmakiersasing economic aid

(gatekeeping stage) and the amount allocated (tfhadsistance stage), 1977-2008.

Gatekeeping Stage

(Probit Selection Models)

Level of Assistance Stage
(OLS Outcome Models)

Variables Cold War Post-Cold War  War on Terror Cold War Post-Cold War ~ War on Terror
Human Rights .009 -.284** -.373%** -.185 -.364*** - 762%**
(.075) (.127) (.135) (.15) (.12) (.148)
GDP Per Capita -.469%** - T742%%* -.683*** S S -
(.132) (.174) (.17)
Level of Democracy .023** .053*** .006 .045** .037** .055%**
(.1) (.016) (.014) (.02) (.018) (.02)
Ally -12 -.458* -.03 -.782 .533 -1.49%**
(.193) (.245) (.287) (.772) (1.11) (.451)
Population -.123 -.048 -.246* .35+ .345** 578***
(.089) (.101) (.142) (.136) (.137) (.1112)
Dispute .019 - 772%* -475 -.63 -1.6** -2.87***
(.451) (.377) (.557) (.663) (.735) (.528)
Threat Neighbor .185 .378 .076 1.44% -.016 AT72
(.199) (.413) (.326) (.663) (.603) (.547)
Partners in War on — — -.053 B B .529%*x
Terror (.255) (.218)
Trade Partner .07 .153% 242%* -.085 -.128* -.188**
(.075) (.081) (.105) (.083) (.076) (.061)
Constant 6.73*** 7.89%** 10.6%** -.846 -.232 -2.98
(1.85) (2.01) (2.93) (2.36) (2.17) (1.95)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *p <pl<*05, ***p < .01 (two-tailed).

Time dummies ditad.

---2Omitted Heckman instrumental variable.” ©nly applicable to the G.W. Bush administratiod avar on terror models.
Cold War total obs. = 1297. Uncensored obs. = 899. Rhé$%: -Wald test of rho = 0.0000. Log likelihood1945.15.

Post-Cold Wartotal obs. = 1369. Uncensored obs. = 1084. Rh66: Wald test of rho = 0.02. Log likelihood =385.1.

War on Terror total obs. = 1189. Uncensored obs. = 1054. Rh68& Wald test of rho = 0.0001. Log likelihood2277.67.
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Row 1 of Table 5.1 highlights the performance of the human rights
variable in each era. To provide historical and comparative perspective on the t
the human rights variable in the war on terror, | first look atpibst-Cold War
model. Did human rights considerations exert a positive effectaroetc aid
allocations during the post-Cold War that was nullified by the oofstte war
on terror? The model indicates the answer is “no.” The human vghéble is
negative at both stages of the allocation process and, as Deegceldnd
Moskowitz (2009) found, statistically significant (0.05 level or tgBa The
finding deals another blow to my expectations of American@ia®alism and
seemingly undermines the consensus formed at Cold War's end that the
influence of human rights considerations would increase as the tbfeat
communism recede(Meernik, Krueger, and Poe 1998; Korb 2008; Clark and
O’Connor 1997; Stark 2000; Apodaca 2006).Indeed, the human rights
variable’s negative and statistically significant post-ColdrWerformance
arguably offers a glimpse of what is to come in the post-9/11 envanoinm
Consequently, I rejedi4a-b (economic)and find cause to question the notion
that the post-Cold War era entailed a peace dividend that led itecr@ased

emphasis on human rights in US foreign policy.

Turning to the human rights variable in the Cold War model provides
some hope for American exceptionalism. As Meernik, Krueger, an{1068)
found, the human rights variable is positive at the gatekeeping stagetheB
possible support this finding could have provided to American exceptionialis

short-lived by the failure of the coefficient to achieve diaas significance.
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Additionally, the coefficient is negative (though again stafdigansignificant)

at the level of assistance stage. The findings thus sudggshuman rights
considerations on average had no discernable relationship with US ecambmic
allocations during the Cold War decisionmaking process. Thus, no support is
found for the claim that the war on terror ended a positiverehainan rights

that subsumed the post-Cold War (and possibly the Cold War) at both the
gatekeeping and level of assistance stage of the economitoaatian process.

On the contrary, the findings suggest a positive era in human -fgims
consistent with my theoretical expectations and required byudhgan rights

provision—has yet to be realized. As such, | also réjéetb (economic)

Turning to the control variables that are secondary indicators of
American exceptionalism, | find recipient need (GDP per appg negative
across all eras and significant at the 0.01 level for all gateigegtage
decisions. This finding supports the notion that American exceptiongiifant
informs gatekeeping decisions even in the face of the selfagemonor
interests, such as advancing the war on terror. Moreover, thesgries
regularly are selected by US decisionmakers to receiveedeeconomic aid
despite an apparent overall lack of realist-oriented strategporiance to the
United States. Strong supporting examples include numerous African and
Southeast Asian countries; Cameroon, the Central African RepulthiopE&
and Bangladesh and Cambodia are a few examples. It is wortly @btthis
point that the relationship between need and US economic aid is onenodshe

enduring, as evident in the literature review, and empirical supporthis
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enduring finding is mounting in this study as well (McKinlay &tlat1979;
Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009; Meernik and Poe 1995; Meernik, Krueger,
and Poe 1998; Lai 2003). The same may be said of the democradyeyaria
with the exception of the war on terror gatekeeping stage\véh@ble is
moderate to highly statistically significant across allsera'he findings thus
indicate that US decisionmakers over the past three decadesdrasistently
sought to promote democracy by allowing more democratic countessato
economic aid and allocating these countries greater amounts of aid.

As for realist explanations of economic aid allocations, neither the
population nor ally variable is in the anticipated direction at thekgaping
stage, though more populous countries did receive greater amourdsrotlze
Cold War and post-Cold War eras. In contrast to Lai's (2003) finding,
realist-oriented threat neighbor variable led to increased l&dagons to
countries sharing a border with a communist neighbor or state spurtsoror
during the Cold War—West Germany and South Korea are strong eesampl
respectively—but not to those sharing a border with a rogue regisgoosor
of terror thereafter. This finding supports previous studies suggesti
geopolitical strategic considerations were of greater impogtéo US economic
aid decisionmakers during the Cold War than post-Cold War era (Meerni
Krueger, Poe 1998; Poe 1991). On the other hand, the findings suggest that
involvement in a dispute with the United States was of greater iammar

during the post-Cold War and war on terror. Dispute involvement desrdas
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probability of a country passing the gatekeeping stage during th€plasWar
era and, as with the war on terror, the amount of economic aid it could expect.

The pluralist-business explanation of economic aid allocations finds
modest support in at the gatekeeping stage of the post-Cold War armhwa
terror models. The trade partner variable is statisticafipifscant (0.1 or
higher) and positive for post-Cold War gatekeeping decisions, whichlpyoba
reflects in part the United States’ efforts to provide tradé aid to bolster
former Eastern bloc market openings and democratic transitidunstiQgton
1991). For example, Belarus in 1992 went from no trade with or aidtfrem
United States during the Cold War to significant levels of teatehundreds of
millions of dollars in economic aid thereafter, as did numerous othelgging
Bulgaria, Estonia, and Lithuania. However, the trade variable fails to peaform
Meernik, Krueger, and Poe (1998) found during the Cold War and is negatively
related to levels of aid in the post-Cold War and war on terror models.

Finally, the results of the partners variable provides stbohdjmited

support for studying economic aid allocations to partners in tlieowderror.
The partners variable is positive and highly statisticallypiBgant (0.01 level)
in the second-stage model. While partners did not receive predétessitment
at the gatekeeping stage, the findings indicate that they temdederage to

receive greater levels of economic assistance than non-partrers, paribus.
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Discussion of Findings: Human Rights and Military Aid Allocains by Era

Table 5.2 reports the results for eras in military aid allooati As with
the economic aid models, | find support in the summary statfstianodeling
eras in military aid allocations as a two-stage procd$se Wald test of rho is
statistically significant across all models. And, again &k wie economic aid
models, | find that the cases passing the gatekeeping stagendoreze
observations) relative to those that did not (total observations) dvags gr each
era. The “United States provides military assistance tdrig&ds and allies to
help them acquire US military equipment and training,” and morenaget
friends and allies gained access to military aid annually aieoriket of the war
on terror than in either the Cold War or post-Cold War period (Tharod
Nowels 2005: 7). But the post-9/11 growth in military aid allocatluaes been
far less dramatic than for economic aid. Whereas 56 percent gret@&@ht of
cases passed the gatekeeping stage during the Cold War analoogtat era,
respectively, the percentage rose slightly to 67 percent (795/1189) dieing
war on terror. This rather modest increase stands in contrasheto
approximately threefold (21 percent) increase for economic aié Sifid and
calls into question arguments that center on a dramatic expanslwnamber
of post-9/11 countries receiving aid. On a conceptual note, this difdreate
of passing the gatekeeping stage also tends to argues for mastelimgmic and
military aid separately as the war on terror proceeds. Tsube Lebovic’s

(1998) reminds us that the “aggregation of qualitatively distinct tyesid

108



[economic + military] can obscure the role of interests and huneeds in
foreign policy as well as the means by which donors pursue treigh policy
objectives,” and the models presented in this chapter support his point (118).
Turning to the actual model findings, | find that human rights
considerations exerted a statistically weak but positive infieeon Cold War
gatekeeping decisions. This finding provides the first (and orly)ative
empirical support in this study for US decisionmakers’ adherentge human
rights provision and American exceptionalism in human rights promotoso
doing, it mirrors the findings of Cingranelli and Pasquarello (1985) Roel
(1991), and argues for the “importance of human rights pragpicesrily in
the initial stages of military aid allocation decisions” (el and Poe 1995:
406). However, the human rights variable enjoys no such influence teereaf
Despite this initial encouraging finding, the variable is negati statistically
significant at the level of assistance stage. Poe and Meestikricovered this
rather paradoxical dual finding for the Cold War in their 1995 studderiik,
Krueger, and Poe (1998) later found the same, and interpreted the fiadidg a
now: “having cleared certain basic criteria regarding human rifdttshe
gatekeeping stage], states that make it into the pool of aipigets are not
penalized for those abuses they do commit” (79). This negativieonslaip
between human rights and military aid at the level of assistance stageCiolthe
War model carries through to the post-Cold War model as well, thoutiie
case of the latter the coefficient fails to achieve siegilssignificance. As such,

| rejectH4a-b (military). My findings indicate that the post-Cold War era was
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no kinder to the human rights-military aid linkage than the war oorte In
both eras, human rights considerations would seem to be of little to no
consequence to decisionmaking

As for hypothesis 5, the war on terror did not bring a supposed era of
human rights to an end in the case of military aid allocationsnything, the
model results indicate that the post-Cold War era brought the oskibi®
semblance of such an era—at the gatekeeping stage during the Geldd/éa
end. | thus find no support fét5a-b (military).

Despite the mostly disappointing results for the human rights vayiabl
the secondary indicators of American exceptionalism fair sdraewetter. As
with past studies, the models indicate that US decisionmakersitendensider
recipient need (GDP per capita) when deciding whether to allacatauntry
military aid during the Cold War and war on terror (Meernik aod P995; Poe
1991; Lai 2003). Interestingly, at the second stage recipient neaoh®ecnon-
factor during the Cold War and even positively related to levelmibifary
assistance thereafter. Bahrain is a case in point; despredatively high GDP
per capita, US military aid began to flow—sometimes in the hundoéds
millions of dollars annually—after the Cold War. Level of demogralso
exerts a moderately statistically significant (0.05 lewlyl positive effect on
military aid allocations after the Cold War, a partial ieggion of Meernik,
Krueger, and Poe’s (1998) findings that suggest democracy promotion and
stabilization became a military aid funding priority as thedh of communism

subsided.
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As for remaining control variables, the ally variable performauatrary
to realist expectations at the gatekeeping stage in athedels. Only at the
level of assistance stage in the Cold War and post-Cold War snddes the
variable exhibit a positive and highly statistically significg®t01 level)
relationship on military aid allocations that realism anticipatehich Poe (1991
and 1992) also found. | interpret this finding as once an ally madstithpa
gatekeeping stage, where membership was of no advantage or even a
disadvantage, it found enormous favor thereafter and was allocatéatyraid
to ensure it could meet its security-related obligations. Thdiceet on the
Cold War ally variable—one of the largest thus far encounteréakeaevel of
assistance stage—indicates US decisionmakers allocatedtladiianade it past
the gatekeeping stage a staggering $220 million more miléal than non-
allies, ceteris paribus. Greece, Portugal, Spain, and Turkey, staas stubng
examples on this count, as they “were allocated greatelsleb¥aid than all
other countries in the world save for Egypt and Israel” througli98€s (Poe
and Meernik 1995: 407). This advantage began to fade in post-Cold War era
and ended with the onset of the war on terror, according to myndgsdi
Countries adjacent to a US-designated threat found similar favor, hthiaug
lesser amounts, during the post-Cold War only. Sharing a bordeawi8-
designated threat in the form of a rogue regime or state spohserrorism
during the post-Cold War garnered countries increased militaryTdidreafter,

that favor seemingly migrated to partners in the war on terror.
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TABLE 5.2 Human Rightsand US Military Aid Allocations by Era

Heckman models of the influence of human rightssaerations on the prospects of US decisionmakirsasing military aid (gatekeeping
stage) and the amount allocated (level of assistatage), 1977-2008.

Gatekeeping Stage Level of Assistance Stage
(Probit Selection Models) (OLS Outcome Models)
Variables Cold War Post-Cold War  War on Terror Cold War Post-Cold War ~ War on Terror
Human Rights .123* -.056 -.138 -.854%** -.102 -.309
(.065) (.067) (.09) (.241) (.142) (.194)
GDP Per Capita -.165** -.055 -.359%** .069 .561** .418*
(.083) (.09) (.096) (.447) (.177) (.239)
Level of Democracy .009 .037** .027** -.024 -.011 -.034
(.01) (.012) (.012) (.038) (.024) (.026)
Ally -.524** -.056* -.18 4,25%*=* 2.98%** .64
(.266) (.276) (.226) (.1.13) (.889) (.502)
Population .048 .073 -.16** -.113 .26* .237
(.081) (.07) (.073) (.345) (.152) (.162)
Dispute -5.57*** -1.48%** -7.8%%* — — B
(.326) (.34) (.284)
Threat Neighbor .283 -.032 -.107 1.35 1.19* .886
(.265) (.228) (.225) (.841) (.644) (.642)
Partners in War on S P 492%x% S S 1.69%+*
Terror (.176) (.235)
Trade Partner -.025 -.06 .075 .37 -.03 .026
(.062) (.05) (.058) (.254) (.096) (.123)
Constant 1.96 1.04 6.25%** 4.28 -8.08*** -5.65*
(1.51) (1.33) (1.42) (7.04) (2.8) (3.28)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *p <pl<*¥05, ***p < .01 (two-tailed). Time dummies dted.

---2Omitted Heckman instrumental variable.” ©nly applicable to the G.W. Bush administratiod avar on terror models.
Cold Watr total obs. = 1297. Uncensored obs. = 737. Rhé3: -Wald test of rho = 0.0002. Log likelihood1937.76.
Post-Cold Wartotal obs. = 1369. Uncensored obs. = 874. Rh@% -Wald test of rho = 0.007. Log likelihood 14D.63.
War on Terror total obs. = 1189. Uncensored obs. = 795. Rhé5 -Wald test of rho = 0.0001. Log likelihood842.03.
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Partners not only gained access to military aid more reduityalso were
allocated more at the level of assistance stage. Whereas tpmpddaled to
perform at the gatekeeping stage as realists anticipate, aadhthg at the level
of assistance stage as well, the dispute variable performedpasted. Not
surprisingly, US decisionmakers were strongly disinclined to prosadmtries
engaged in a dispute with the United States access to mdithry Finally, and
in stark contrast to realist-oriented explanation, the models provide ppuort

for the pluralist-business explanation of military aid allocations.

Conclusion

If the war on terror may be considered an emerging era ifotgfgn
aid allocations, as some content and my analysis suggests, thgdindithis
chapter suggest that the negative relationship between human rights a
economic aid observed in this new era has more in common with prerasis
than not. Nevertheless, American exceptionalism found strong suppibe in
overall performance of GDP per capita and democracy variable thbilesalist
and pluralist-business explanation of economic aid allocations found oak/ we
and occasional support. As for military aid, the results indittze human
rights considerations did not exert a statistically significenfluence on
allocations during the war on terror. Rather, it did so only duhegXold War
and, even then, with mixed results. Self-serving donor interest® iguise or
realist-oriented variables were less influential in the econalianodels than
the military aid. The findings indicate that disputes with theddhStates were

of paramount concern to decisionmakers at the gatekeeping stapeative or
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era, with allies, countries bordering a US-designated threatpamaers in the
war on terror garnering increased amounts of military aid. aKdoser look at

the last group, partners in the war on terror, | now turn to Chapter 6.
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Chapter 6: Models of Human Rights and US Foreigh Ai
Allocations to Partners and Non-Partners in the @var
Terror

Introduction

In this, the third and final empirical chapter, | examineGl&/. Bush
administration’s foreign aid allocations as a single quantitati@se study,
focusing on economic and military aid allocations to partner courimés us”
and non-partners that were “against us” in the war on terrorh(R0€2).
Having demonstrated in the previous chapter that partners weadishicgtlly
significant grouping of countries in all but economic aid gatekeeg@uisions
and that this group garnered greater amounts of economic and madithry
during the era of the war on terror because of this partnership, seangh for
evidence of whether partners in the war on terror benefited &odouble
standard in US human rights policy. This double standard may leel stat
section 502B of the Foreign Assistance Act continued to guide aictdlos to
non-partners, ensuring that human rights considerations played their
Congressionally-mandated role in the process, but during allocatipastters
US foreign aid decisionmakers set aside this mandate to enduemehed the
60 or so countries supporting the war on terror.

In search of this possible double standard, | turn in the next sectioa to
results for the economic aid models. The presentation of findingseoioce

along the now-familiar lines laid out in Chapters 4 and 5. Firstehewy | draw
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attention to a modeling issue: the first relates to the ancld the ally variable
in all non-partner models and dispute variable in the partners modehand
second an instrumental variable change in the military aid nfodgartners.
On September 12, 2001, NATO declared—consistent with Article 5 of the North
Atlantic Treaty—that it considered the terrorist attacks onlthi#ged States to
be an attack against all member-countries (NATO 2010). Other csuattied
with the United States, including major non-NATO allies, followendt $n
expressing support for the war. As a consequence, the allyoleahas been
dropped from the non-partners models since no allies were non-parinée
war. The instrument change in the partners model arisessforilar situation.
Because no partners were engaged in a dispute with the Unitess, Stee
dispute variable could not serve as an instrumental variable. Hovesvetth
Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz (2009) found in their analysis of aidigivay
era, the ally variable proved a theoretically defensible and metigidally
credible substitution. Bearing these changes in mind, | discudseimext
section economic allocations to the two groups.
Discussion of Findings: Human Rights and Economic Aid Allocatisnto
Partners and Non-Partners in the War on Terror

Looking at the model statistics at the bottom of Table 6.1 higslig
an interesting finding. The G.W. Bush administration tended to allocate
economic aid to a greater percentage of non-partners than partneesy-tNree

percent (698/743) of non-partner cases passed the gatekeepiagobttte
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allocation process as opposed to 80 percent (359/446) of the partne¥ chses.
the case of the latter, inspection of the data indicates the 2nhpémnat failed to
pass the gatekeeping stage typically were wealthy Westewpé&an partners.
Yet US decisionmakers during this period did begin to allocate ecoraad+—
in some cases for the first time ever—to wealthy Westemodeacies that also
happen to be partner in the war on terror (Tarnoff and Nowels 20C&)ad@
and Belgium are two such examples drawn from the partners dafdaes, the
G.W. Bush administration said “yes” at the gatekeeping stagmtatng some
level of economic aid to even the wealthiest partners in theowaerror at
times. Nevertheless, if one’s arguments about the war ar terder the G.W.
Bush administration hinges on partners’ securing greater accessrtomic aid
than non-partners, the summary statistics suggest the premise . flawe
Turning first to the probit estimates for the prospects thattagyan
the war on terror would pass the gatekeeping stage, located in the first column of
Table 6.1, indicates human rights considerations failed to influenekeggting
decisions for partners and non-partners alike. American excepsioniglithus
on shaky empirical ground in both case, a dilemma that is fiexa=erbated by

the performance of the human rights variable at the level @ftasse stagé

8 With all but seven percent of non-partner casksitied to the economic aid pool, one has to
wonder if US decisionmakers propensity under the&/@Bush administration for saying “yes”
so often at some point might erode the methodofbgitility—as opposed to theoretical
justification—for employing Cingranelli and Pascoelo’s (1985) two-stage decision-making
process. Nevertheless, the Wald test of rho stppopdeling economic aid allocations to
partners and non-partners as a two-stage process.

*®The single-stage (OLS) check on the partners anepaotners level of assistance allocations
produced substantially similar results as the Herki1979) models. The human rights
variables were negative and statistically significéhough the magnitude of the coefficients did
decline in both, including by more than half in fhertners model. Thus, while | can be
confident of the sign and significance—which arg t®&my acceptance or rejection of the
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As with the gatekeeping stage, the human rights variablesar negative sign.
However, at the level of assistance stage the variabkatistigal significance
(.05 level or greater) in both models. The findings lead me tepattca
(economic) since partners’ human rights records failed to influence their
prospects of receiving aid. However, | rejétib (economic) not because
human rights considerations had the positive influence | expected bet eat
negative relationship to levels of assistance.

The substantive effects reported in the fifth row of Table 6.1.1 irdicat
that a partner country with the worst human rights score of “1” cexpected
an initial predicted economic aid allocation of $809 million dollarstaggering
99 percent more than partners making the hypothetical switch teettescore
of “5.” In addition, looking at the point-to-point changes in the human rights
variable (recorded in rows 1-4) indicates that every one-pointoveprent on
my inverted PTS on average cut a partner’s predicted econadnarenunt by
about 74 percent. Most of these predicted aid dollars flowed to postanva
Afghanistan and Iraq, by far the largest to any partnerbienwar on terror.
While allocations to the two are regarded in this study as aegraitpart of the
US strategy for winning the war on terror, since they are thgrawuth of a
policy aimed at denying international terrorists a foothold in eitoentry, a
closer look at allocations to Afghanistan and Iraq is rengaliSince becoming
partners in the war on terror, economic aid to both countries saaredlly

from $500+ million to Afghanistan to in the billions for Irag. Howevensin

hypotheses—the magnitude of the coefficient shbeldiewed with some reservation,
depending on whether one agrees that that two-stage! is the most appropriate method for
modeling allocations.
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remaining partners receiving aid took home approximately $100 million
annually.

The performance of the human rights variable in the non-partners model
also proves intriguing. One might anticipate based on the findinganed
above that partner allocations were responsible for the negatattomship
between human rights and economic aid at the post-9/11 level ofaassist
stage, but the non-partner findings suggest otherwise. As withepgrtthe
results indicate human rights did not influence gatekeeping decenuhgere
statistically significant and negatively related to levelas§istance decisions.
The implication is that US decisionmakers did not hold non-partneritghar
standard of respect for human rights than partners during the ecoagmmi
allocation process. | therefore rejéd¢? a-b (economit As noted in Table
6.1.1, the substantive effects of the human rights variable suggestotat
partners with a score of “1” could on average expect to receivéastibly less
in predicted economic aid than their partner counterparts. Howeveg, onc
Afghanistan and Iraq are removed from among the partners, tia¢ pnedicted
economic aid allocation to non-partners is comparable to that of partners.

In looking to the control variables, recipient need (GDP per Qapitce
again provides strong and consistent support for American excepsroratlthe
gatekeeping stage. Poorer partners and non-partners werdikalyré¢o gain
access to economic aid. One plausible interpretation for this fimditige case
of partners is that the G.W. Bush administration chose not to depaatners

simply for being “with us,” as critics contend, but rather to favmse at the
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gatekeeping stages whose counterterrorism capabilities laggied lo¢hers due
to lack of resources. The data suggests partners from Kewy&ganda to
Mongolia are prime examples. Interestingly, only in the non-pestmodel at
the level of assistance stage did US decisionmakers extenésedraid to
countries with higher levels of democracy.

Looking further down Table 6.1 shows the realist-oriented variables
fared poorly in the partners and non-partners models. Non-partners engaged in a
dispute with the United States could expect to pass the gate§estpge less
and receive less aid than countries engaged in no such dispute, dnaiseh
realist explanations of economic aid giving fall flat. Thefqrenance of the
threat variable is particularly problematic for realism. QOmeuld expect
partners assisting in the war on terror that also shared a lader oith US-
designated rogue stage, state sponsor of terror, or both to be ketyetHan
others to gain access to US economic aid and more of it, albeisg equal.
But this is not the case, and only at the level of assistaage s the coefficient
positive—though still statistically insignificant. In contrashe t pluralist-
business explanation of aid allocations receives a modest boostguisbeof a
positive and highly statistically significant (0.01 level) caaéint for the trade
partner variable in the partners model. Higher levels of tvattethe United
States afforded partners greater access to economic aids petebus, though
the results suggest this access did not precipitate allocatiosgdsdhat led to

increased amounts of aid.
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TABLE 6.1 Human Rightsand US Economic Aid Allocationsto Partnersand Non-Partners
in theWar on Terror

Heckman models of the influence of human rightssaterations on the prospects of US decisionmakiersating economic aid
(gatekeeping stage) and the amount allocated (thadsistance stage) to partners and non-paitnédre war on terror, 2001-
2008.

Gatekeeping Stage Level of Assistance Stage
(Probit Selection Models) (OLS Outcome Models)
Variables Partners Non-Partners Partners Non-Partners
Human Rights -.318 -.241 -1.32%** -.533*
(.237) (.189) (.226) (.159)
GDP Per Capita -.209%%* -.418%%* ---2 -8
(.372) (.137)
Level of Democracy .036 .012 -.02 .088***
(.03) (.019) (.036) (.02)
Ally -.209 ---P -.945* ---P
(.372) (.491)
Population -.839%** .215 .254 B Gk
(.198) (.18) (.191) (.115)
Dispute -2 -1.21%* --° -2.74%%x
(.581) (.601)
Threat neighbor -.039 -.831* .658 -.352
(.778) (.44) (.632) (.508)
Trade Partner 1.01%** .108 -.128 -.21%x*
(.143) (.09) (.166) (.062)
Constant 35.02%** 1.96 4.84 -5.45%**
(4.81) (3.24) (3.19) (2.01)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *p <pl<*05, ***p < .01 (two-tailed).

---2Omitted Heckman instrumental variable.” Bropped because all allies were partners in theomaerror.
---°Dropped because no partners engaged in disputeJnited States.

Partners total obs. = 446. Uncensored obs. = 359. Rh@6&- -Wald test of rho = .005. Log likelihood = -754.
Non-Partnerstotal obs. = 743. Uncensored obs. = 698. Rh&%. -Wald test of rho = .02. Log likelihood = -14D83.
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Table6.1.1 The Substantive Effect of Human Rightson the Predicted Values of Economic Aid Allocationsto
Partnersand Non-partnersin theWar on Terror

Average Annual Predicted Economic Aid

(a) (b) (©) (d)
Initial predicted Predicted economic aid  Change in predicted Percentage change in
Variable economic aid amount  amount after variable economic aid amount, predicted amount of
change b-a economic aid, c/a
Partners
Human Rights,
Change 1to 2 809 213.8 -595.1 -73%
Change 2to 3 213.8 56.5 -157.3 -74%
Change 3t0 4 56.5 14.9 -41.5 -75%
Change 4to 5 14.9 3.9 -11 -73%
Total change 1to 5 809 3.9 -805 -99%
Non-partners
Human Rights,
Change 1to 2 110.9 64.5 -46.4 -43%
Change 2to 3 64.5 37.4 -27.1 -43%
Change 3t0 4 37.4 21.6 -15.7 -43%
Change 4to 5 21.6 12.4 -9.1 -44%
Total change 1to 5 110.9 12.4 -98.5 -89%

Note: Values derived from the Partners/non-partners tsqatesented in Table 6.1. Values have been caetvé@nto constant millions of US
dollars and are calculated for those countriesipgghe initial gatekeeping stage of the allocafioocess that were allocated some level of
assistance (uncensored observations). Predintedrds and percentage were calculated holding eapay variables constant while
changing the value of the human rights variablenfio(worst) to 5 (best).
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Discussion of Findings: Human Rights and Military Aid Allocations to
Partners and Non-Partners in the War on Terror

In the final analysis of this last empirical chapter, | foousthe G.W.
Bush administration’s military aid allocations to partners and raotners in the
war on terror. As was the case with economic aid, decisionmek#re post-
9/11 environment moved quickly to increase or, if previously denied, rashtabl
military aid flows to countries deemed capable of advancing the(Teanoff
and Nowels 2005; Gabelnick 2002).US decisionmakers once again allocated
military aid to countries that had previously been denied US milgssistance
because of their poor human rights record—most notably, Pakistan and
Indonesia—atfter they pledge to support the war on terror (Apodaca 2006).
Unlike in the economic aid model, where the percentage of non-parses ca
allocated aid was 13 percent higher than that of partners, the pge@htcases
allocated military aid is more evenly split between the grobas thany would
expect. Non-partners passed the gatekeeping stage at afr&7 percent
(499/743) compared to 66 percent (296/446) for partners. This suggestsspartne
were not allocated military aid significantly more often tlmm-partners just
for being “with us”—the United States—in the war on terror.

As for the actual model findings, | open the examination by nohiag t
Apodaca (2005) argues the G.W. Bush administration sidestepped Section 502B

when allocating military aid to “frontline allies in the fighgainst terrorism”

0 Bear in mind, however, economic aid allocationsilgaoutstrip military aid allocations
despite the post-9/11 increase in the latter. dfdiand Lawson (2009) report that US military
obligations as a share of total aid obligationskpdaat 42 percent in 1984 but has since been in
decline and as of 2008 represented less than t@mtesf total aid.
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and, in so doing, provided numerous countries with poor human rights scores aid
(73).  She cites a number of examples, including Pakistan, and ow-foti

work, Armenia and Azerbaijan (2006). The human rights variable at the
gatekeeping stage tends to support her analysis, owing to the megatlv
statistically significant coefficient. At the level of edance stage, however,
human rights considerations seemingly had little impact on deciakinghas

most critics clain® | thus rejecH6a (military) and accepiti6b (military) since
human rights considerations failed to influence aid allocations.

Looking at the non-partners model, respect for human rights isvebgit
related to the initial decision to allocate military aid. Hweere the human rights
variable fails to achieve statistical significance as #tage. | thus find that the
G.W. Bush administration did not use human rights behavior as a bathe for
initial decision to extend military aid to this group. | am consetiyded to
rejectH7a-b (military) and conclude that there was no human rights double-
standard for partners and non-partners in the war on terror. Ne#taers nor
non-partners with better human rights records found favor during iitaryn
aid allocation process under the G.W. Bush administration. Conversely,
decisionmakers did not penalize poor human rights performance in both groups.
American exceptionalism thus finds no support in military aid diloea to

partners and non-partners.

> As with previous models, the OLS single-stage &qndor the level of assistance stage
produced similar results into terms of the stat#tinsignificance of the coefficients. However,
in the case of non-partners, the sign on the aoefit turned positive—but again remained
insignificant—in one specification of the singlegé model.
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TABLE 6.2 Human Rightsand US Military Aid Allocationsto Partnersand Non-Partners
in theWar on Terror

Heckman models of the influence of human rightss@erations on the prospects of US decisionmakiersasing military aid
(gatekeeping stage) and the amount allocated (téhadsistance stage) to partners and non-paimére war on terror, 2001-

2008
Gatekeeping Stage Level of Assistance Stage
(Probit Selection Models) (OLS Outcome Models)
Variables Partners Non-Partners Partners Non-Partners
Human Rights -.58*** .015 -.463 -.192
(.198) (.101) (.308) (.210)
GDP Per Capita -.179 -.339%** 125 .702**
(.238) (.1) (.342) (.277)
Level of Democracy .048* .025* -.098** -.002
(.026) (.013) (.04) (.027)
Ally .862%** ---C -8 =L
(.317)
Population .052 -.099 -.237 AB4rx
(.176) (.082) (.32) (.184)
Dispute -2 -7.65%** —e? -8
(.257)
Threat neighbor -.135 -.258 1.24* 22
(.437) (.233) (.733) (.512)
Trade Partner -.418 .099 .514* -.163
(.182) (.061) (.271) (.137)
Constant 6.74 4.41%** 4.35 -9.95%*
(4.22) (1.52) (5.91) (3.89)

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *p <pl<*05, ***p < .01 (two-tailed).

---2Omitted Heckman instrumental variable.” Bropped because no partners engaged in disputenitad States.
---°Dropped because all allies were partners in theomaerror.
Partners total obs. = 446. Uncensored obs. = 296. Rh@5. -Wald test of rho = .01. Log likelihood = -668.
Non-Partnerstotal obs. = 743. Uncensored obs. = 499. Rh@6. -Wald test of rho = .0000. Log likelihood = 7P154.
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Looking down the list of control variables, American exceptionalisman
explanation of US military aid allocations meets with mixesults. Support
arrives only at the gatekeeping stage, where the results indld&te
decisionmakers favored poorer non-partners, most of which thamnditates
are in sub-Saharan Africa and Eastern Europe. Partners aipénioers with
higher levels of democracy also had better prospects of sgaid, though the
variable’s weak statistical significance (0.1 level) in both neogdieggests this is
best regarded as a tentative finding. In contrast, realist-atigat@bles have a
stronger showing in the military than economic aid models for pararet non-
partner in the war on terror. US allies who were partners mere likely to
gain access to military aid than non-allied partners and nonepsrtaith a
dispute less likely to gain access. Interestingly, despitetrdmesnational
character of international terrorism, partners adjacent to rraditionally
defined US-designate threats like rogue regimes andsgiatesors of terrorism
garnered more military aid than others. The coefficient ingscptartners that
also shared a border with one or more threats—such as Turkey {bgrolan
and Syria)—could expect to receive an average $25 million more diciae
military aid annually that other partners. The results also atelienore
populous non-partners could expect greater amounts of aid as wells cete
paribus. Finally, | also find weak statistical support (0.1 )efeelthe pluralist-
business explanation of US military aid allocations, at leaghéncase of
amounts of aid allocated to partners in the war on terror, thdveginftuence of

the trade partner variable is less than half that of the threat neighboreariabl
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Conclusion

In this final empirical chapter | examined economic andtamy aid
allocated under the G.W. Bush administration to partners and non-partners in the
war on terror. | found no empirical support for critics’ claim&adfuman rights
double standard between partners and non-partners in the war onhennan
rights considerations failed to influence gatekeeping decisions vesre
negatively related to levels of assistance decisions for both groupise
economic aid models. As for the military aid models, human rights
considerations typically failed to influence decisions; only in tase of
gatekeeping decisions for non-partners did the human rightdladarry the
positive sign | expected. Taken together, these findings castlematse doubt
on American exceptionalism in the guise of human rights promotion and, by
extension, the efficacy of the human rights provision for allocationson-
partners and partners in the war on terror. Any claim of riae
exceptionalism derived from my models in this chapter thus ridehen t
performance of the GDP per capita and level of democracy variable.

Having completed the empirical analyses and evaluated the
hypotheses for this and the previous two chapters, | now summbagze t

findings and explore their implications in the concluding chapter.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

Introduction

In this final chapter | summarize the empirical findingstlaé study.
The summary begins with a table that provides a hypothesis-byHegmot
synopsis of the findings from Chapter 4-6. Rather than rehdsse tindings
again, | focus here on translating them into exploratory answeéhe teesearch
guestions that spurred this study as outlined in Chapter 1. In angweese
guestions, my goal is to begin to fill in some of the pieces ofatearch puzzle
surrounding the relationship between human rights and US foreign aid during
the war on terror that this analysis has uncovered. Havifigetiiimy primary
goal, | then examine how this study speaks to our secondary goallwhteng
the relative utility of the three main theoretical orientati@mployed by
scholars studying human and US foreign aid. | offer suggestiontutime
researchers that promise to build on the findings of this studydvahee our
understanding of US foreign aid decision-making during the war oorter

before concluding with some final words on American exceptionalism.

Summary of Findings

Table 7.1 highlights the findings for the economic and militady ai
decision-making models constructed for this study by hypoth&saflecting on
the research questions, | may now offer a number of answers basma on

acceptance or rejection of various hypotheses. First, the findiogs rae to
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conclude with a fair degree of confidence that human rights coasates have
exhibited a negative relationship with economic aid allocations $hecenset
of the war on terror. This runs counter to Section 502B requirenagiks
consequently, my expectations of American exceptionalism in the fufr
human rights promotion. Interestingly, it also leads me to repast of the
critics’ claims—embodied in the hypotheses—regarding the vwaaley of
human rights considerations in the post-9/11 environment (though obviously not
for the reasons | had anticipated). On their face, then, the finsiugggest that
the G.W. Bush administration’s economic aid allocation decisions were
predicated at both stages on the “extraordinary circumstancesie ofvdr on
terror. But the negative relationship between human rights and ecoaanmic
observed during the war on terror was not a first. | also foundndgative
relationship between human rights and aid under previous administratons a
previous eras at the gatekeeping and level of assistance sttge atfocation
process. The findings indicate the same cannot be said of the Busi
administration’s military aid allocations, however, where humghtsifailed to
influence allocation decisions. But this was no first either. Qatlythe
gatekeeping stage in the Cold War model did the human rights vaeidblat a
positive relationship with military aid decisionmaking. | am the# to
conclude that human rights have been for the most part a rhetefreah rather
than a policy reality of economic and military aid-giving.

If extraordinary circumstances are meant to apply on a casaday

basis, as a plain-language read of the Foreign Assistanceu§gests, how
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might they have become the norm for economic aid allocations undéx\tthe
Bush administration? The findings of this study highlight one suchbpdgs
Section 502B and other human rights provisions are “shot through” witlylega
permissible exceptions, as previously mentioned, one of which is tlegly'ne
people” clause. Congress originally included such clauses toypacif
Congresspersons who believed that denying impoverished people ecambmic
because the regime ruling over them engages in human rights atadedife
doubly difficult (Apodaca 2006). Recall, that in reframing the rateriar
economic aid, the G.W. Bush administration declared global povertpad “r
cause” of terrorism and its alleviation a primary goal of tf& economic aid
program. And, indeed, | did find that recipient need (GDP per capitgdla
significant role in economic aid allocations under his administratiWhether
the G.W. Bush administration adopted this tack in a genuine éffaeduce
poverty or political maneuver to sidestep Section 502B requirenteats open
question | hope will be an ongoing topic of debate for IR and human rights
scholars who may read this study. Interestingly, given the prormance of
the human rights and strong performance of the need variables aallos
administrations, it appears as though this is an open question fooywevi
administrations too. As such, it may be that in its reframingidfthe G.W.
Bush administration was updating and articulating for the agerrof te well-
worn refrain and emphasis on addressing need in US economic aidiatisca
This possibility, along with the fairly consistent performancehef democracy

variable, offers a degree of empirical insight into the mostggative
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relationship between human rights and economic aid. Why the wveegati
relationship? In short, it appears as though addressing need andipgomot
democracy overshadow human rights considerations during the decikiogma
process, which may lead US decisionmakers to allocate aid toaggiith poor
human rights records for the sake of advancing these “higher’t@soriOn a
final point, and for my part, | see little reason why the US economic agtgn
would be incapable of promoting better human rights practices vddlgcing
global poverty (and for that matter promoting democracy) sanatiusly.
Packaging these liberal values into a cohesive aid policy réthercontinuing

to go about their promotion piecemeal seems a viable and, heretoforegd unuse
strategy.

When | examined the war on terror as a new era in US foretyn ai
allocations, which empirical evidence presented in this study sisgges
justified, | found that human rights considerations fared no betteorse than
in the post-Cold War era. Human rights have been negativelyedetat
economic aid since the post-Cold War era and failed to influenceamiaid
allocations since then as well. The supposed “peace dividend,” wtaod |
other proponents of American exceptionalism had hoped would boost the
influence of human rights considerations in the post-Cold War peritel] ta

materialize in the US foreign aid allocations process (Vignard 2003:1).
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Table7.1 Summary of Findingsby Hypothesis

US Economic Aid US Military Aid
Allocations Allocations
Gatekeeping Level of | Gatekeeping Level of
Stage Assistance Stage Assistance
Stage Stage
Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Allocations by the G.W. Bush
Administration
Hypotheses la-bAfter 9/11, human rights considerations had no
significant influence on administration decisions about (a) which . .
countries would be allocated aid and (b) the amount allocated. Rejected  Rejected Accepted  Accepted
Hypotheses 2a-b The failure of human rights considerations to
influence US foreign aid allocations consistent with the human rights . ted Reiected Reiected Reiected
provision’s mandate (and my own expectations) under the G.W. Bu jecte €jecte €jecte €jecte
administration at the (a) gatekeeping and (b) level of assistance stage
was a historical first.
Hypotheses 3a-b In contrast to the G.W. Bush administration, as the
human rights record of a country improved, the (a) probability of it_ . . . .
receiving aid and (b) the amount it could expect to receive inedeastReJec'[Gd Rejected Rejected Rejected
under previous administrations.
Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Allocations in the Eraf the War
on Terror
Hypotheses 4a-bln contrast to the war on terror, during the
post-Cold War era greater respect for human rights improved the Rejected Rejected Rejected Rejected
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(a) prospects of a country receiving aid and (b) more of it.

Hypotheses 5a-bThe war on terror ended positive era in the human
rights-foreign aid linkage, one that subsumes the post-Cold War and
Cold War, and is evident at the (a) gatekeeping and (b) level of
assistance stage.

Rejected Rejected

Rejected

Rejected

Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Allocations to Partneasid Non-
partners in the War on Terror

Hypotheses 6a:tHuman rights considerations failed to influence
the (a) prospects of a partner receiving aid and (c) the amount .
they could expect to receive. Accepted Rejected
Hypotheses 7a-bIn contrast to partners in the war on terror, US
decisionmakers held non-partners accountable for their human righE
practices such that those failing to respect human rights were €8) le
likely to be allocated aid and (b) could expect lesser amounts.

ejected Rejected

Rejected

Rejected

Accepted

Rejected
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Moreover, the findings indicate that only during Cold War militady a
allocations and at the gatekeeping stage did human rights egesitave but
weakly significant influence on the process. On balance, the mtatelsto
suggest that military aid allocations are dominated by consioiesabf national
security and threat perception with human rights considerations only
occasionally influencing the process. It thus seems safe ttuderthat the war
on terror did not cut short an era of human rights promotion in US foagign
decisionmaking. On the contrary, the findings indicate that era has yeirnb beg

Finally, 1 found that respect for human rights was negaticelbted
to levels of economic aid for partners and non-partners in the warm@n and
likewise for partners in the military aid models. Thus, | found no suppothe
argument that there was a human rights double standard at work un@wWthe
Bush administration; those countries that were “against us” dummgvar on
terror were not held to a higher human rights standard—consisténtthe
human rights provision. On the contrary, they were seemingly dieletsame

low standard during the aid allocation process as those that were “with us.”

Theoretical Implications

As for the secondary goal of this study, my own rather pragmati
brand of American exceptionalism led me to expect more mixedgesulthe
relationship between human rights and US foreign aid during thenvéerror
than either the pure variant of American exceptionalism or attyechrguments
that spurred this inquiry would admit. My expectations were grounddukin t

assumption that the US foreign aid decisionmaking process is acoson of
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the larger US foreign policy decisionmaking process, with all gbeer
struggles, competing claims, inconsistencies, and contradictionarthabund

to emerge when major foreign policy players clash (Hinckley 1882ernik,
Krueger, and Poe 1998; Apodaca 2006). While the models bore out the utility
of this assumption, they proved a disappointment for my expectations of
American exceptionalism. | had hoped that my version of Amaeric
exceptionalism—and, in truth, a purer one—would find support in the empirical
models. Recipient need (GDP per capita), level of democratyimrat least

one model, human rights performed as expected, but for the most part the human
rights variable fell short of my expectations and—owing to thetinegaign it

often carried—performed worse than even critics of the wdemwar imagined.

| thus conclude that American exceptionalism survived the war oor.téut in

a diminished version sustained only by the importance to deciskemsnaf

addressing recipient need and promoting democracy abroad.

Directions for Future Research

During the course of this study a number of potentially fruitfabagch
avenues arose that | had to set aside as suggestions forréseaech. Here, |
offer two sets of suggestions. The first focuses on empnesalarch related to
US foreign aid allocations as the war on terror progresses ttandseon
conceptual and methodological issues that future researchers anayonbear
in mind in exploring this research puzzle. On the first count, aileet
examination of regional variation and case studies in aid abbocappears in

order. No doubt some regions have been important and will continue tangrow
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importance as the war on terror progresses. The Middleigdlseé obvious
example. An analysis of US foreign aid allocations to theoregncluding to
partners in the war on terror in each region, seems an approprxatsteye in
advancing the exploratory findings of this study. Researchpitwahises to
provide additional insights into whether the G.W. Bush administratiad’'s a
allocations were the first in an emerging era also seewthwhile avenue for
further exploration. Throwing open the “black box” of US politics and
demonstrating how its contents influence the human rights-US forethn ai
linkage is a mostly unexplored research avenue that remainsopgate This
study opened that box in the preliminary analysis, and as noted pteCi&
constructed models that included variables tapping the annual US loiadiget
and years in which the president and congress were of opposits,paotie of
which presumably constrain the US foreign aid allocations. Howeegher
variable produced particularly interesting results and were dropped the
study. Yet it is clear from various presidential budgetary estyu and
Congressional deliberations examined in preparation for this shatyUS
domestic considerations and party politics play a significantinofereign aid
allocations and the impact of human rights on the decisionmaking protlkes
significance of these considerations seemingly begs fawvcalevel linkage
model that combines domestic and international variables and exphaies
interaction and relative influence in the allocation process. Anothatua to
consider is alternative conceptualizations of the dependent vari@ie could

follow in Lebovic’'s (1998) footsteps and analyze nontraditional, but
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nevertheless theoretically and methodologically defensible, grouphgsd
programs. The G.W. Bush administration’s Foreign Assistance evwrark
seems a reasonable starting point. Under this framework, the attation
conceptualized foreign aid as promoting five primary objectivesowgaging
recipient countries to govern justly and democratically; to iniregteople; to
promote economic growth; to improve living conditions for those in need; and to
ensure peace and security.The Framework documents indicate that the Bush
administration grouped aid programs aimed at advancing the warran—+
both economic and military aid programs—almost exclusively in thegand
security category. Thus, an analysis of the relationship betweeanhughts
and “peace and security” aid could further inform our understandingdof
allocations during the war on terror and reenergize the analypi®grammatic
aid.

On the second set of more process-oriented suggestions, | offer a
cautionary tale to future researchers. During the prelimiaagjysis phase of
this study, it became clear that much—frankly, too much—of model output on
the relationship between human rights and US foreign aid depends on the
sample of countries and years one chooses to collect data on aywkanBhe
robustness checks | performed in Chapter 3 highlight this point, as did
preliminary analysis on various regional subsets. On that noteuthan rights
variable in some preliminary (mostly regional) models “flippeijns as |

moved specific countries and groups of countries in select organizationbk—s

2 The Framework is available online at http://20@DQ. state.gov/documents/organization/
88433.pdf. The primacy of counterterrorism for peand security is illustrated online at
http://2001-2009.state.gov documents/organizatids258.pdf.
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as the OECD and NATO—in and out of the sample. The variable alagezha
statistical significance in some instances. These findingdweld after | logged
the second-stage dependent variables in preparation for usefinainyodels,
which is widely assumed to smooth the extremes in foreign laidagibns and
thereby reduce the influence of outliers. This suggests futgeanehers—
when in doubt—should opt as | did to employ a “global” sample of countries,
since all (even wealthy democracies) are regarded as pbtaidtieecipients,
according to USAID, and identified as such in theeenbook In any event,
these same researchers would be well advised to carefully coribeie
samples, have a theoretical basis for the retention or removal @fages, and
proceed with caution—shying away from broad generalizations oulspien—
when discussing their findings. Finally, it is worth noting that tbtisdy
followed others in demonstrating the general theoretical and methaxidlog
utility and durability of Cingranelli and Pasquarello’s (1985) twagst

decisionmaking model of the US foreign aid decisionmaking process.

Final Words

Having offered some suggestions for future research, | opt to revisit
American exceptionalism and conclude on a theoretical note. Maigeder
American exceptionalism as a myth. In their view, its proporepésticularly
those who adhere to a belief that the United States is a “shsitijngipon a
hill’—are at best naive and at worst delusional (Reagan 1989)ondrsense,

the findings of this study supply critics of this purist variantAsherican
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exceptionalism with ample empirical ammunition. Human rights denstions
typically failed or had the opposite effect on aid allocatioasAaerican
exceptionalism predicted. Truth be told, these findings have lefttane
contemplate whether those of the study | coauthored in 1994—which
demonstrated a positive relationship between human rights and Ughfare

and informs my pragmatic American exceptionalism—were sabgled. Yet

the findings of this study also indicate that human rights considerationsdgert
positive influence on gatekeeping decisions during Cold War militady a
allocations. For students of US foreign aid such paradoxes—the cagiaidi

and positive influence of human rights in one instance and the opposite
elsewhere—are hallmarks of the allocation process. As Apodaca (20367,

the “evolution of the United States’ human rights policy can best beasiodd

as a succession of paradoxes and not as a simple linear adeatice91). If
American exceptionalism and the human rights provision are to aemgeiding
principles for the US foreign aid program moving forward, and wé¢oaresolve

such paradoxes, | return to the begin of this study—to the morapesrtieurs

who have been and can continue to be agents for positive change. Asnerica’
exceptionalism lies not in the human rights provision, per se, but in the
willingness of ordinary Americans to demand that our elected septatives
embrace this exceptionalism and consistently hold recipients dotggn aid

accountable for their human rights record.
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Appendices

Appendix 3.1: Partnersin the War on Terror, 2001-2008

Source:US Department of Defense. List available online at
http://www.centcom.mil/en/countries/coalition.

Albania, 2001
Armenia, 2004
Australia, 2001
Azerbaijan, 2001
Belgium, 2001
Bosnia/Herzegovina, 2002
Bulgaria, 2001
Canada, 2001
Croatia, 2001

Czech Republic, 2001
Denmark, 2001
Djibouti, 2002
Dominican Republic, 2003
Egypt, 2001

El Salvador, 2003
Eritrea, 2002

Estonia, 2002
Ethiopia, 2001

Fiji, 2004

Finland, 2002

France, 2001
Georgia, 2003
Germany, 2001
Greece, 2001
Hungary, 2001

Italy, 2001

Japan, 2001

Jordan, 2001
Moldova, 2001
Mongolia, 2003

Kazakhstan, 2003
Kenya, 2001
Kuwait, 2002
Kyrgyzstan, 2003
Latvia, 2003
Lithuania, 2001
Macedonia, 2003
Morocco, 2001
Nepal, 2002-05
Netherlands, 2001
New Zealand, 2001
Nicaragua, 2004
Norway, 2001
Pakistan, 2001
Poland, 2001
Portugal, 2001
Republic of Korea, 2001
Romania, 2003
Russia, 2001
Singapore, 2003
Slovak Republic, 2002
Slovenia, 2004
Spain, 2001
Sweden, 2001
Thailand, 2001
Tonga, 2003
Turkey, 2001
Uganda, 2004
Ukraine, 2001
United Kingdom, 2001
Yemen, 2002
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Appendix 3.2: Communist Countries, Rogue Regimes, and State
Sponsorsof Terrorism

Council of Mutual Economic Assistance
Members: Albania, Bulgaria, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Germany (east),
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, USSR, Vietnam. Observers:
Afghanistan, China, Ethiopia, Laos, Nicaragua, North Korea, Vietnam,
Yemen (south), Yugoslavia.

Rogue Regimes
Cuba, Iran (1991-2008), Iraq (1991-2003), Libya (1991-2005), North
Korea (1991-2008), Sudan (1991-2001), Syria (1991 to present)

State Sponsors of Terrorism

Cuba (1982-2008), Iran (1984-2008), Sudan (1993-2001), Syria (1979-
2008), North Korea (1988-2008)
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Appendix 3.3: Correlation Matrix of Explanatory Variables

| PTS GDP yAll Pop Dispute Polity Threat TradRartners
_____________ A e

PTS | 1.0000
GDP | 0.4837 1.0000

Ally | 0.2794 0.5149 1.0000

Pop | -0.3559 -0.0348 0.2123000

Dispute | -0.1792 -0.0501 -0.083®8A5 1.0000

Polity | 0.3300 0.4526 0.37200845 -0.1964 1.0000

Threat | -0.0797 0.0958 0.2169880 -0.0613 0.0345 1.0000

Trade | 0.0961 0.6917 0.440%388 -0.1231 0.4067 0.0825 1.0000
Partners | 0.2450 0.45428253 0.1813 -0.1017 0.3777 0.1915 0.39330000

142



Bibliography

Abrams, Burton and Kenneth Lewis (1993) “Human Rights and the
Distribution of US Foreign AidPublic Choice77: 815-821.

Acharya, Amitav (2008)Preface” in Kenneth Christie’dAmerica’s War
on Terrorism: The Revival of the Nation-State versus Universal Human
Rights Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press.

Apodaca, Clair (2005) “U.S. Human Rights Policy and Foreign Assistance: A Short
History” in Ritsumeikan International Affair3: 63-80.

----- (2006)Understanding U.S. Human Rights Policy: A Paradoxical Legacy
New York: Routledge.

Apodaca, Clair and Michael Stohl (1999) “United States Human Rights
Policy and Foreign Assistanciiternational Studies Quarter3:185-198.

Barbieri, Katherine, Omar M.G. Keshk, and Brian Pollins (2@&)elates
of War Project Trade Dataset Codebook, Version Av@ailable online at
http://correlatesofwar.org.

Beck, Nathaniel, and Jonathan Katz (1995) “What To Do (And Not To Do)
With Time-Series Cross-Sectional Dats&herican Political Science Review,
89(3): 634-647.

Beck, Nathaniel, Katz, Jonathan N. and Richard Tucker (1998) “Taking
Time Seriously: Time-Series-Cross-Sectional Analysis with argina
Dependent VariableAmerican Journal of Political Sciencé2(4): 1260-
1288.

Benjamin, Daniel and Steven Simon (2002 Age of Sacred Terror
New York: Random House.

Burgerman, Susan (2004) “First Do No Harm: US Foreign Policy and
Respect for Human Rights in El Salvador and Guatemala, 1980-96” in Debra
Liang-Fenton (ed.dmplementing US Human Rights Policwashington,
DC: United States Institute of Peace Press.

Bush, George W. (2001) Speech delivered in a joint news conference with
French President Jacques Chirac on 6 November. Available online at
http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/11/06/gen.attack.on.terror.

Bush, George W. (2002) “Hope is an answer to terror” Whitehouse press

143



release (archived). Available online at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/release/2002/03/2002032.

Carleton, David and Michael Stohl (1985) “The Foreign Policy of Human
Rights: Rhetoric and Reality from Jimmy Carter to Ronald Reaganian
Rights Quarterly7:205-229.

Carleton, David and Michael Stohl (1987) “The Role of Human Rights in
US Foreign Assistance Policy: A Critique and Reappraisalérican
Journal of Political Science31: 1002-18.

Central Intelligence Agency (201The World FactbookAvailable
online at https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook.

Christie, Kenneth (20083merica’s War on Terrorism: The Revival of the
Nation-State versus Universal Human Righiswiston, NY: The Edwin
Mellen Press.

Cingranelli, David L. and Thomas E. Pasquarello (1985) “Human Rights
Practices and the Distribution of US Foreign Aid to Latin American
Countries’American Journal of Political Scienc29(3): 539-563.

Cingranelli, David L. and David L. Richards (2010)e Cingranelli-
Richards(CIRI) Human Rights DataseAvailable online at
http://www.humanrightsdata.org.

Clark, Duncan L. and Daniel O’Connor (1997) “Security Assistance Policy
After the Cold War,” in Randall B. Ripley and James M. Lindsay’s (&dfS.)
Foreign Policy After the Cold WarPittsburg, PA: University of Pittsburg
Press.

Colombia Encyclopedia (2008) "Council for Mutual Economic Assistance,”
in The Columbia Encyclopedia™@&dition. Available online at
http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1E1-Councilf.html.

Congressional Research Service (CRS) (2005) “East Timor: Potestiakls
for Congress,Report for CongressAvailable online at
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22136.pdf.

Correlates of War (COW) Project. Available online at
www.correlatesofwar.org.

Demirel-Pegg, Tijen and James Moskowitz (2009) “US Aid Allocations:

The Nexus of Human Rights, Democracy, and Developméotinal of
Peace Research6(2): 181-198.

144



Donnelly, J. (1995) “Post-Cold War Reflections on the Study of
International Human Rights,” iBthics and International Affairs: a Reader
edited by J. Rosenthal, Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

Drury, Cooper A., Olson, Richard Stuart and Douglas A. Van Belle (2005)
“The Politics of Humanitarian Aid: US Foreign Disaster Assistance, 1964-
1995,” Journal of Politics67(2): 454-473.

Forsythe, D.P. (1987) “Congress and Human Rights in US Foreign Policy:
The Fate of General Legislatioriiluman Rights Quarterl9: 382-404.

Forsythe, D.P. and Beetham, D. (1995) “Human Rights and US Foreign
Policy: Two Levels, Two Worlds,Political Studiest3(4): 111-30.

Eberstadt, Nicholas (1988preign Aid and American Purpose
Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Rekear

Gibler, Douglas (2008) “United States Economic Aid and Repression: The
Opportunity Cost Argument,The Journal of Politic§0(2): 513-526.

Gibney, M., Cornett, L., and Wood, R. (20R))litical Terror Scale,
1976-2006 Available online atvww.politicalterrorscale.org.

Guess, G. (1987)he Politics of United States Foreign Aikdew York:
St. Martin’s Press.

Gurr, Ted Robert, Marshall, Monty G. and Keith Jaggers (2P08%y
IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2008.
Available online at www.systemicpeace.org.

Greene, William (1990EconometricAnalysis New York: MacMillan.

Hattori, T. (2003) “The Moral Politics of Foreign AidReview of
International Studie@9: 229-47.

Heckman, James (1979) “Sample Selection Bias as a Specification Error,”
Annals of Economic and Social MeasuremBn#75-492.

Hinckley, Barbara (1994)ess than Meets the Ey@hicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Holsti, Ole (2000) “Public Opinion on Human Rights in American Foreign
Policy,” in David P. Forsythe’s (edThe United States and Human Rights
Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

Huntington, Samuel P. (199Democratization in the Late Twentieth

145



Century Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.

International Monetary Fund (IMF) (200B)jrection of Trade Yearbook
Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund.

Kane, Tim (2011) Global U.S. Troop Deployment database, available
online at www.heritage.org.

Korb, Lawrence (2009Reassessing Foreign Assistance to Pakistan
Center for American Progress, online article (April edition).

Korb, Lawrence (2008) “Foreign Aid and Security: A Renewed Debate?” in

Louis A. Picard, Robert Groelsema, and Terry F. Buss (dawggjgn Aid and
Foreign Policy: Lessons for the Next Half-Centuiyew York: M.E.
Sharpe.

Lai, Brian (2003) “Examining the Goals of US Foreign Assistance in the
Post-Cold War Period, 1991-9@l6urnal of Peace Researdi®(1): 103-128.

----- (2003) “Journal of Peace Research Dataset.” Available online at
http://www.uiowa.edu/~c030061a/data.html.

Lebovic, James H. (1998) “National Interests and US Foreign Aid: The
Carter and Reagan Yeardgurnal of Peace Resear@®(2): 116-135.

Lewis-Beck, Michael (1980 pplied Regression: An IntroductioBeverly
Hills: Sage University Press.

Library of Congress (2010) “Status of Appropriations Legislation for
Fiscal Year 1998-2011.” Available online at
http://thomas.loc.gov/home/approp/app10.html.

Lowenthal, Abraham (1974) “Liberal, Radical, and Bureaucratic
Perspectives on US Latin American Policy: The Alliance for Progress
in Retrospect,” in Hertfagenlsatin America and the UStanford University
Press.

McCormick, James and Neil Mitchell (1988) “Is US Aid Really Linked to
Human Rights in Latin America2American Journal of Political Scien&2:
231-39.

McKinlay, Robert D. and Richard Little (1977) “A Foreign Policy Model of
US Bilateral Aid Allocations,'World Politics30(1): 58-86.

Meernik, James, Krueger, Eric L. and Steven C. Poe (1998) “Testing

146



Models of US Foreign Policy: Foreign Aid during and after the Cold War,”
Journal of Politics60(1): 63-85.

Mearsheimer, John J. (2001he Tragedy of Great Power Politiddew
York: Norton.

Morgenthau, Hans J. (196Rplitics Among Nations: the Struggle for
Power and PeaceNew York: McGraw-Hill.

NATO (2010) “NATO Member Countries.” Available online at
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/nato_countries.htm.

---- (2010) “What is NATO'’s Role in the Fight Against Terrorism?”
Available online at http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/faq.htm#Ab5.

Neumayer, Eric. (2003)he Pattern of Aid Giving: The impact of good
governance on development assistaim®y York: Rutledge.

Nye, Joseph (2009) Television interview with Joseph Nye on “Soft Power”
Philadelphia Inquirer Available online at
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F8udhM8QKxg.

Poe, Steven C. (1990) “Human Rights and US Foreign Aid: A Review of
Quantitative Studies and Suggestions for Future Rese&taman Rights
Quarterly12: 499-512.

----- (1991) “Human Rights and the Allocations of US Military
Assistance,'Journal of Peace Resear@d(2): 205-216.

----- (1992) “Human Rights and Economic Aid Allocations under Ronald
Reagan and Jimmy CarteAimerican Journal of Political Scien@6(1):
147-167.

Poe, Steven C. and James Meernik (1995) “US Military Aid in the 1980s: A
Global Analysis,”Journal of Peace Resear82(4): 399-411.

Poe, Steven C. and Rangsima Sirirangsi (1994) “Human Rights and US
Economic Aid during the Reagan YearSdcial Science Quarterlgs(3):
494-5009.

Poe, Steven C., Sabine C. Carey, and Tanya C. Vazquez (2001) “How are
These Pictures Different: A Quantitative Comparison of the US State
Department and Amnesty International Human Rights Reports, 1976-1995,”
Human Rights Quarterl23: 650-677.

Poe, Steven, Suzanne Pilatovsky, Brian Miller, and Ayo Ogundele (1994)

147



“Human Rights and US Foreign Aid Revisited: The Latin American Region,”
Human Rights Quarterl$6: 539-558.

Powell, Catherine (2008) “A Tale of Two Traditions: International
Cooperation and American Exceptionalism in US Human Rights Policy,” in
William F. Schulz’sThe Future of Human RightBhiladelphia, PA: The
University of Pennsylvania Press.

Reagan, Ronald (1989) “Farewell Address to the Nation,” delivered on 11
January. Available online at www.RonaldReagan.com.

Robinson, Sherman and Finn Tarp (2000) “Foreign aid and Development:
Summary and Synthesis,” in Finn, Tarp (eBgreign Aid and Development:
Lessons Learnt and Directions for the Fututdew York: Routledge.

Schraeder, Peter J., Steven W. Hook and Bruce Taylor (1998) “Clarifying
the Foreign Aid Puzzle: A Comparison of American, Japanese, French and
Swedish Aid Flows, World Politics50: 294-323.

Stark, Barbara (2000) “US Ratification of the Other Half of the
International Bill of Rights,” in David P. Forsythe’s (e@he United States
and Human RightdNebraska: University of Nebraska Press.

Stimpson, James A. (1985) “Regression in Space and Time: A Statistical
Essay,”American Journal of Political Scien@9(4): 914-947.

Stinnett, Douglas M., Jaroslav Tir, Philip Schafer, Paul F. Diehl, and
Charles Gochman (2002) "The Correlates of War Project Direct Contiguity
Data, Version 3,Conflict Management and Peace Scieh®8¢2): 58-66.

Stohl, Michael, Carleton, David and Steven E. Johnson (1984) “Human
Rights and US Foreign Assistance from Nixon to Cartinirnal of Peace
Researcl21(3): 215-226.

Tarnoff, Curt and Larry Nowels (2005) “Foreign Aid: An Introductory
Overview of US Programs and Policy,” ilC&RS Report for Congress.
Available online at http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/31987.pdf.

Tarnoff, Curt and Marian Leonardo Lawson (2009) “Foreign Aid: An
Introduction to US Programs and Policgbngressional Research Services
Report for Congres®vailable online at
http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PCAAB904.pdf.

Thorbecke, Erik (2000) “The evolution of the development doctrine and the

148



role of foreign aid, 1950-2000" in Finn, Tarp (ed:dreign Aid and
Development: Lessons Learnt and Directions for the Futidew York:
Routledge.

Tucker, Richard (1991BTSCS: A Binary Time-Series-Cross-Section Data
Analysis Utility(Version 4.0.4), Cambridge, MA: Harvard University.
Available online at
http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~rtucker/programs/btscs/btscs.html.

US Agency for International Development (USAID) (20U Overseas
Loans and Grants: Obligations and Loan Authorizations, July 1, 1945-
September 30, 2008vailable online at http://gbk.eads.usaidallnet.gov/.

US Congress (196 Horeign Assistance AcPub.L. 87-195, 75 Stat. 424,
22 USC. § 2151. Available online at http://www.usaid.gov/policy/
ads/faa.pdf.

---- (2011) “Proceedings and Debate of the™.G@ngress,”
Congressional Records Indéx¥6(4). Available online at
http://www.gpoaccess.gov/cri/index.html.

US Department of Defense (DOD) (201Bartners in the War on terror.
Available online at http://www.centcom.mil/en/countries/coalition.

US State Department (2008puntry Reports on Human Rights Practices.
Available online at http://www.state.gov/g/drl/rIs/hrrpt/.

---- (2009)State Sponsors of TerrorisAwailable online at
http://www.state.gov/s/ct/c14151.htm.

Uslaner, Eric M. (1976) “The Pitfalls of Per CapitArherican
Journal of Political Scienc20: 125.

Vignard, Kerstin (2003) “Beyond the Peace Dividend: Disarmament,
Development and Security,” available online from the UN Institute for
Disarmament Research at www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art1953.pdf.

Walldorf, C. William Jr. (2008)ust Politics: Human Rights and the
Foreign Policy of Great PowersNew York: Cornell University Press.

Waltz, Kenneth (1979)heory of International PoliticdMcGraw-Hill.

Wead, Doug (1986) “George Bush: Where Does He Sta@ti?istian
Herald (June issue)

Weiss, Thomas G., Margaret Crahan, and John Georing (eds.) {2ag!)

149



on Terror and Irag: Human Rights, Unilateralism, and US Foreign Policy
New York: Routledge.

White, Halbert (1980) “A Heteroskedasticity Consistent Covariance Matrix
Estimator and a Direct Test for Heteroskedasticigdnometricad8:
817-38.

Wipfler, William L. (1979) “Human Rights Violations and US Foreign
Assistance: The Latin American Connection,” in Peter Brown and Douglas
MacLean’s (eds.Human Rights and US Foreign Policy: Principles and
Applications Massachusetts: Lexington Books.

World Bank (2010World Development IndicatorsAvailable online
at www.worldbank.org.

150



