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ABSTRACT 

This work examines U.S. recognition policy toward 

governments obtaining power through extra-legal means (coup 

d'etat or revolution). The purpose of the research is to 

evaluate the effectiveness of withholding diplomatic 

recognition as an instrument of U.S. foreign policy. 

Through empirical analysis of U.S. recognition policy toward 

Latin American states (1913-1994), the research determines 

if the withholding of diplomatic recognition enabled the 

United States to influence the behavior and policies of 

target governments, under what conditions the strategy is 

successful, and what conditions influence the U.S. to 

withhold recognition. Withholding recognition is treated as 

a bargaining strategy intended to elicit a desired response 

from the target state in exchange for diplomatic recognition 

by the United States. An analytical framework derived from 

the coercive diplomacy model, developed by Alexander George, 

is used to evaluate policy effectiveness. The intent is not 

only to determine if the U.S. recognition strategy succeeded 

or failed but also to identify conditions conducive to 

successful use of the policy in order to guide contemporary 

foreign policy choices. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

While the contemporary world of international politics 

may have relegated issues of diplomatic recognition to the 

back burner of "high politics," to the dreary realm of the 

State Department basement, recent events have made very 

clear that governments continue to confront decisions about 

recognition of new states and governments. Although no 

longer encountering the thorny ideological issues that made 

the recognition of China central to U.S. foreign policy for 

much of the 1950-1970 period, the post-Cold War 

international system of the 1990's is not immune from events 

necessitating recognition choices. New states are created 

from old, as evidenced by events in the Baltics, Yugoslavia, 

and the Soviet Union (Warbrick 1993, 1), and new governments 

attain control in ways that are troublesome to other 

governments. 

Baltic state independence from the Soviet Union enabled 

the U.S. and others to extend full diplomatic relations to 

new Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian governments in 1991. 

The U.S. refused to recognize Soviet dominance over the 

republics following Stalin's 1940 annexation, instead 

recognizing governments in exile and denying Soviet control 
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of Baltic assets frozen by the U.S. for use only by the 

exiled governments (Atlanta Journal-Constitution 1991a; 

Lafore 1956). The dissolution of Yugoslavia and the Soviet 

Union created recognition choices less easily resolved. The 

end of the 75-year old Yugoslavian federation has been the 

most complex situation, complicated by protracted civil war, 

human rights atrocities and international military 

intervention (Facts on File 1992; Schweid 1995). The former 

Soviet republics faced less reluctance by other governments 

to grant recognition for myriad reasons, among them the 

euphoria surrounding the end of the Cold War, optimism about 

the prospects for the spread of democracy and the potential 

for global economic investment. U.S. and European readiness 

to grant early recognition to Ukraine in November 1991 

caused a stir in the still intact, albeit crumbing, Soviet 

superpower (Dahlburg & Shogren 1991; Jehl & McManus 1991; 

Parks 1991); however, once it was clear that the Soviet 

Union was disintegrating, the United States and other 

governments recognized Russia, Ukraine, and others as 

independent states. The United States temporarily withheld 

recognition of some republics, including Georgia, citing 

concerns over security issues and commitments to democracy 

(Atlanta Journal-Constitution 1991a; Atlanta Journal-
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Constitution 1991b; Glass 1991). 

Also tied to the end of the Cold War was the 

conciliation between the U.S. and Vietnam. U.S. withholding 

of recognition and refusal to establish diplomatic relations 

had been a mainstay of U.S. foreign policy toward Vietnam 

since 1975 when South Vietnam fell to the commiinists. The 

U.S. recognized the Vietnamese government in 1995, followed 

in 1997 by the establishment of full diplomatic relations 

and the appointment of a U.S. ambassador (McDowell 1976; 

Washington Post National Weekly Edition 1997). 

A United Nations-brokered peace settlement to a long 

and bloody civil war in Cambodia was shattered by a coup 

d'etat in 1997. Although exiled Cambodian leaders called 

for various sanctions against the rebel government 

(including nonrecognition), the U.S. and others announced 

only the withholding of aid (Gedda 1997; McDowell 1997) . 

There has been no clarification about whether the 

withholding of aid is accompanied by nonrecognition. The 

only apparent international response to the 1997 Zairian 

coup d'etat which removed President Mobutu Sese Seko's 32-

year dictatorship was the Swiss freezing of President 

Mobutu's bank accoiints in that country, a move which the 

Swiss cautioned did not constitute recognition of the new 



military regime (Drozdiak 1997; French 1997) . The sanction 

of withholding foreign aid was not an option by other 

governments since Zaire lost Western aid at the end of the 

Cold War due to human rights abuses and refusal to move to 

democracy (Bonner & French 1997) . Both cases afforded an 

opport;unity to use the diplomatic sanction of withholding 

recognition to elicit promises from the new government to 

move toward democracy. Some governments, but particularly 

the U.S., would not miss the opportunity in the past.-

This overview of recent events demonstrates that 

occasions for diplomatic recognition decisions continue to 

occur. Absent, however, is the politicized and public 

debate that in the past often surrounded recognition 

decisions (for example, U.S. nonrecognition of the 

governments of the Soviet Union and People's Republic of 

China). Most recently, too, is the disregard for 

recognition's potential as a bargaining tool. The central 

question in this work, therefore, is the extent to which 

U.S. withholding of recognition has been successful in 

influencing the behavior or policies of the target 

government. Because of the recency of a government's 

ascension to power in recognition cases, the U.S. goal in 

withholding recognition may of necessity be limited simply 
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to obtaining a commitment to follow a particular policy in 

the future. Not concerned with the process of deciding 

whether to recognize another government, the focus here is 

specifically with the outcomes of that process once the 

decision is made to withhold recognition. Even more 

specifically, is the withholding of recognition successful 

in eliciting behavioral and policy changes (or promises of 

future changes) from the target government? Under what 

conditions is it successful? And of related interest, what 

circumstances appear to influence the U.S. to withhold 

recognition from a government? 

Diplomatic Recognition as Foreign Policy Instrument 

Diplomatic recognition is a long-standing legal 

institution and diplomatic function whereby a government 

makes a conscious decision to acknowledge the existence of 

another and signal its willingness to enter into relations 

with the other government (Brown 1950, 619, 639; Peterson 

1982, 324). Since there is no central global agency which 

can pass on the new regime's qualifications and certify that 

it deserves the name and status of "government, " each 

individual state makes the determination whether it will 

recognize a new government (Peterson 1982, 325) . The 
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transfer of power from one group to another in a state, 

following established constitutional or legal provisions, 

does not pose a recognition question for other states 

because there is no "new" government. One political party 

replacing another in government through elections does not 

constitute, at least from an international legal point of 

view, a new government (von Glahn 1986, 91). 

Uncertainty about granting recognition arises when a 

government's form changes through an extra-constitutional or 

irregular transfer of authority (von Glahn 1986, 90) , most 

often when a regime takes power through coup d'etat or 

revolution." Under international law, each state has the 

authority to determine its own form of government, but the 

manner in which a new government comes to power and whether 

it can maintain effective rule over the state raises a 

question, at least for some states, whether the new 

government should be recognized. A state may choose to 

withhold recognition from the new government until it 

satisfies conditions for recognition stipulated by the 

recognizing state. But ascension to power through coup 

d'etat or revolution does not always elicit withholding of 

recognition; a new government gaining power through extra-

constitutional means may be recognized quickly, without 
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question. The apparent arbitrariness of recognition 

decisions (Peterson 1983b) suggests the political nature of 

diplomatic recognition of new governments. 

It is clear that political leaders view recognition not 

only as a method to identify actors in the system but also 

as a means to express opinions about them and to secure 

concessions from them (Peterson 1982, 324). And, the U.S., 

more frequently than other states, has used recognition for 

political purposes (Franck 1990, 124; Warbrick 1981, 572; 

Peterson 1982, 334, 351) , withholding recognition from new 

governments gaining power through extra-constitutional means 

as a coercive instrument to elicit changes in behavior or 

policy. 

Recognition accords status and legitimacy in the 

international community, an element of certification and 

symbolic validation, and provides the cohesion necessary for 

the orderly conduct of international relationships (Brownlie 

1983; Cohen 1987, 138; Franck 1990; Hackworth 1931, 131; 

Peterson 1982). New governments desire recognition by other 

governments because it authorizes treatment of the new 

government as a presumptive equal, narrowing the options of 

more powerful states when they are tempted to take advantage 

of weaker states (Franck 1990). Revolutionary governments 
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want recognition as quickly as possible to give some 

indication of permanency (Goebel [1915] 1968, 210) . 

Recognition provides the basis for an entire range of 

relationships and interaction with other governments, 

particularly when recognition is accorded by powerful and 

authoritative states (Cohen 1987, 139; Murty 1989). 

Governments in less powerful states value recognition and 

are especially desirous of recognition by the U.S., a 

superpower with substantial global influence and economic 

resources. It affects their ability to establish diplomatic 

relations, secure foreign aid and commercial credit, 

establish trade relations, and it can also serve to 

discourage attempts to overthrow the new government— 

economic and political, rather than legal, effects (Needier 

1963, 65; 1972, 55). U.S. recognition, particularly, gives 

the recipient prestige and influence domestically and 

globally (Brownlie 1983; LaFore 1956). It is this 

desirability for recognition that explains the usefulness of 

recognition as a coercive policy instrument (Needier 1972, 

57) . 

States possess an entire range of policy instruments 

with which to influence the behavior of other states and 

"...by which participants engage each other in coercion to 



effect the realization of their objectives..." (McDougal & 

Feliciano 1961, 27) . Foreign policy instruments are of four 

types (Baldwin 1985, 13-14; McDougal & Feliciano 1961, 27-

36; Murty 1989, 16) : 

1. propaganda/ideological: reliance on deliberate 

manipulation of verbal symbols 

2. diplomacy: reliance primarily on negotiations 

3. economic statecraft: reliance on resources which 

have reasonable semblance of a market price in terms of 

money 

4. military statecraft: reliance on violence, 

weapons, force 

These categories are not mutually exclusive and typically 

are used in varied sequences, combinations and intensity 

(Baldwin 1985; McDougal & Feliciano 1961; Murty 1989, 16). 

For example, refusal to immediately recognize a government 

falls into the category of diplomacy, where the 

nonrecognizing government attempts, through the process of 

bargaining and negotiation, to elicit specific behavior or 

policy change from the target state in exchange for 

recognition (Needier 1963, 70; Peterson 1982, 335). 

However, nonrecognition may also serve as a signal or cue to 

a third party (another state sponsor of the revolutionary 
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government or to a revolutionary group in another state) or 

a symbolic gesture of disapproval for domestic consumption. 

These uses would fall into the propaganda category. 

Nonrecognition also could provide the legal basis to prevent 

the new government's access to state assets held in banks in 

the nonrecognizing state. In this instance, a policy of 

nonrecognition would also function as economic statecraft. 

Thus, while the granting and withholding of recognition is 

traditionally a diplomatic strategy, it also serves as a 

propaganda or economic instrument, depending on the context 

of the event. While all of these provide a potentially 

coercive policy instrument, the use of force is avoided 

(although the effectiveness of the other strategies may be 

enhanced by a threat to resort to force if they fail). The 

point is that recognition is a relatively versatile policy 

instrument which avoids the use of force. 

Powerful states possess the ability to utilize any of 

the instriiments although they too, are limited by the nature 

of the situation and the global environment (time 

constraints, the nature of the relationship with the target 

of the policy instrument, the incident precipitating a 

policy choice, previous decisions and policies, and so on) 

(Papadakis & Starr 1987). In their discussion about foreign 
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policy siibstitutability. Most & Starr (1989, 98) suggest 

that through time and across space similar factors plausibly 

could be expected to trigger different foreign policy acts 

or different processes could be expected to lead to similar 

results. If foreign policies can be alternate routes for 

policy makers to achieve their goals, it is logical that 

policy makers under certain circxamstances could substitute 

one such means for another (Most & Starr 1989, 102). As the 

rational actor model suggests, policy makers sort through 

alternative courses of action, assess the likelihood of 

success and the cost(s) of each instrument, and adopt 

courses of action which have the highest probability of 

success at the least cost (Allison 1973). If the 

alternative selected fails to elicit the desired behavior, a 

decision maker may choose to ratchet up the pressure and 

select another policy instrument, perhaps selecting one 

which is relatively more costly but has a higher probability 

of success. Thus, if a diplomatic strategy fails, the next 

tactic may be economic, and so on. 

Two recent cases are illustrative. The U.S. withheld 

diplomatic recognition from the Noriega regime in Panama 

(1988) and from the Cedras regime in Haiti (1991). In both 

instances, the authoritarian regimes had seized power from 
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popularly elected presidents. The similar U.S. responses by 

two different administrations is not unexpected. Caribbean 

and Central American states (the U.S. "backyard") are 

particularly vulnerable to U.S. intervention because of 

their strategic locations and proximity to the U.S. Both 

regimes refused to respond to U.S. demands to obtain 

recognition, and the U.S. instituted economic sanctions to 

impose further pressure on the recalcitrant military 

leaders. Diplomatic and economic sanctions having failed, 

the Panamanian crisis was resolved by U.S. military 

intervention, abduction of Noriega by U.S. officials and his 

subsequent trial for drug trafficking, and reinstatement of 

President Endara. 

The Haitian situation became a serious hemispheric 

crisis, forcing the U.S. to deal with the exodus of refugees 

from Haiti and an increasingly defiant and oppressive regime 

in the Caribbean. Strengthened multilateral economic 

sanctions failed to elicit concessions from the Cedras 

regime. The unexpected foreign policy crisis for the 

Clinton administration brought pressure from some to 

intervene militarily and restore President Aristide to power 

and from others to allow the diplomatic and economic 

sanctions to work and thus avoid the use of force. An 
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eventual resort to "gunboat diplomacy" and mobilization of 

U.S. troops coerced General Cedras to relinquish leadership. 

Aristide was reinstated as president after U.S. military 

forces were actually deployed in Haiti. As these examples 

demonstrate, states settle on a course of action which, if 

unsuccessful, may then require selection of a different, but 

potentially more costly, strategy. 

The use of recognition to influence the behavior of 

governments which have gained power extra-legally is 

potentially cost effective, assuming that withholding of 

recognition elicits the desired behavior by the targeted 

state. Its cost effectiveness stems from three sources: 

its legitimacy as a traditional state practice, minimal 

domestic political influence, and the avoidance of the use 

of force. 

First, diplomatic recognition is a long-standing 

practice in international law. Withholding recognition as a 

strategy to coerce desired behavior from the target state 

clearly violates the principle of nonintervention, but 

international and domestic criticism is less likely to 

develop compared to other methods of intervention because of 

its tradition as a norm of acceptable diplomatic practice. 

It possesses legitimacy missing in other forms of coercion. 
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The threat to sever diplomatic relations or refusal to 

recognize a new government are coercive in their effect, but 

they are not considered unlawful (Murty 1989, 232). Taking 

exception to this view, of course, are those states which 

typically have been the targets of coercive nonrecognition 

strategy. Latin American states, because of their long 

history of U.S. intervention (including refusal to recognize 

new governments in order to extract concessions) , have been 

consistent in their criticism of U.S. recognition policies 

as a tactic of intervention. With few exceptions (Hackworth 

1931, 131-132), the refusal to recognize a government is 

generally not viewed by scholars as a typical instrument of 

intervention nor a sanction. 

In a typology of non-violent sanctions (Doxey 1986), 

withholding of recognition is absent. Higgins (1986) refers 

to nonrecognition as only a minor intrusion upon a state's 

sovereignty. Schraeder (1989; 1992) surveys the various 

methods of U.S. intervention in the Third World. Economic 

and military aid, other economic scinctions, covert 

intervention, paramilitary activities, and direct military 

intervention are addressed—the practice of withholding 

recognition is not. A recent analysis of issues facing the 

U.S. in the post-Cold War world included a segment on the 
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advisability of intervention and defined intervention as 

"...interference in the internal or external affairs of a 

state; as coercive or noncoercive intrusion; or as a threat 

to elicit compliance" (Riibenstein 1994, 86). Another 

scholar regards as intervention any "...acts which try to 

affect not the external activities, but the domestic affairs 

of a state" (Bull 198 6, 10). Withholding recognition to 

effect a change in the targeted government's policies 

clearly fits this definition but was not mentioned in the 

volume's collection of articles debating U.S. intervention. 

Thus, withholding recognition escapes the censure typically 

accorded other methods of coercion and intervention because, 

as Murty (1989) contends, a diplomatic instrument when used 

coercively is far less destructive of human values than the 

economic, military or perhaps even the ideological 

instrument of coercion. 

A second reason for the cost effectiveness of 

withholding recognition is that domestic politics in the 

initiating state imposes relatively few restrictions. Only 

in the most controversial cases faced by the U.S.(the 

People's Republic of China and Vietnam, for example) has 

domestic public opinion impacted on the executive's 

recognition decisions. Media attention to recognition 
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decisions is limited to a few nationally circulated 

newspapers reporting U.S. State Department announcements of 

recognition decisions. It is probably safe to say that 

Americans are generally uninformed and disinterested in 

foreign affairs (Cohen 1987, 27; Raymond 1992) and unaware 

of most diplomatic practices (including recognition) and 

their implications. The grant or denial of recognition 

involves no expenditure of economic resources (unlike 

foreign aid which citizens incorrectly think takes an 

inordinate bite of each year's federal budget) nor does it 

threaten domestic economic sectors represented in Congress 

(e.g., American wheat farmers who opposed the cessation of 

wheat sales to the Soviets) . Further, the diplomatic 

sanction of withholding recognition avoids the use of 

military force, anathema for most Americans. 

Thus, the third reason the diplomatic practice of 

withholding recognition of governments is cost effective 

becomes apparent. "Diplomacy supplies a better alternative 

than recourse to violence" (Murty 1989, 105). Withholding 

recognition entails no use of violence or force, relying 

instead on diplomatic bargaining and negotiation, and avoids 

the contentious domestic and international debate about the 

appropriate use of force. And a crisis resolved without the 
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use of force is less likely to contaminate the future 

relationship between the parties involved (George & Simons 

1994, 9) and less harmful to global community values (Murty 

1989, 105). 

The usefulness of diplomatic recognition seems 

apparent. It is considered a traditional legal diplomatic 

practice, possesses versatility, and may be used in 

conjunction with other foreign policy instruments. 

Empirical Research and Evaluation of Diplomatic Recognition 

Policy 

Scholarship regarding U.S. recognition practices 

confirms the coercive nature of withholding recognition, but 

fails to systematically evaluate the practice as a coercive 

instrument of policy and the conditions under which it is 

effective. It is not that scholars have failed to address 

the effectiveness of U.S. recognition policy. Critical of 

U.S. recognition policy as a form of intervention in Latin 

American affairs, Neumann concludes that the instriament of 

nonrecognition is inadequate in effecting a change of the 

political milieu within a nonrecognized state (1947, 44). 

Dozer, however, claims that under Wilson's policy of 

constitutionalism in withholding recognition from Latin 
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American governments, ambitious revolutionary leaders were 

sometimes deterred from starting revolts for fear of non-

recognition (1966, 323). 

The flurry of recognition literature appearing in the 

1960s and 1970s, generated by the debate over whether the 

U.S. should recognize the People's Republic of China, dealt 

with the issue of effectiveness of withholding recognition, 

though indirectly. The literature focused on Kennedy's 

policy of withholding recognition from Latin American 

governments which came to power through coup d'etat by 

overthrowing a popularly elected government, sometimes 

comparing Kennedy's decisions to those made by Johnson and 

Nixon. Cochrane (1971), Galloway (1978), and Maher (1968) 

declare that Kennedy's policy failed to achieve its 

objectives of discouraging the incidence of coups d'etat and 

encouraging democracy. Galloway's claims justified his 

position that the U.S. should adopt a policy of "continuing 

relations" with governments gaining power through extra

legal means, thus avoiding the issue of recognition and the 

appearance that recognition implied approval and 

nonrecognition implied disapproval of governments.^ Needier 

supports the notion that withholding recognition is a cost-

effective technique, useful for its symbolic effect, and 
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points out that for every case demonstrating that 

withholding recognition is ineffective, examples of 

effectiveness also exist (1972, 58-59). 

Unfortunately, these conclusions regarding 

effectiveness rest on overly narrow and often undefined 

criteria for determining success and failure of policy and 

suffer from the cibsence of a systematic evaluation of cases 

over a siibstantial period of time. Nor does the literature 

clarify under what circumstances withholding recognition is 

successful and unsuccessful. These shortcomings diminish 

the usefulness of the research for policy makers. 

Only more recently have social scientists emphasized 

the need for empirical research to evaluate foreign policy 

even though evaluation of domestic public policy is a 

vigorous and well established field of endeavor (Bobrow & 

Stoker 1981; Gerner 1991; Raymond 1987; Vasquez 1986a, 

1986b). Most foreign policy analysis has focused on 

explaining state behavior, emphasizing output (why a 

particular policy was formulated) rather than outcome 

(Raymond 1987). Policy outputs tell little if anything 

about performance or to what extent desired objectives are 

achieved (Nachmias 1979, 3) . Extensive research informs us 

about the policy making process or demonstrates how the 
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domestic and global environment impact on policy making.^ 

However, it says little about the success or failure of 

policies. We have increased our knowledge about how 

policies are made and the variables that affect state 

behavior, but have neglected to systematically evaluate the 

effectiveness of particular policies and the extent to which 

they achieved desired objectives. Further, foreign policy 

evaluation research must utilize more rigorous and 

systematic empirical research methods of inquiry rather than 

simply investigating and postulating whether a policy serves 

the "national interest," the avenue most evaluators followed 

in the past (Raymond 1987). Diplomatic recognition research 

suffers in both regards. 

A cursory survey of recent foreign policy literature 

reveals a growing body of research which is specifically 

evaluative, focusing on policy performance and the extent to 

which it achieved intended objectives. For example, policy 

studies evaluate the effectiveness of economic sanctions 

(Baldwin 1985; Hufbauer et al 1990; Leyton-Brown 1987; 

Lindsay 1986); gunboat diplomacy (Mandel 1986); superpower 

attempts to deter and support Third World coups d'etat 

(David 1987); U.S. political, military, and economic 

assistance to elicit reform commitments from Third World 
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client governments (Macdonald 1992); Reagan administration 

promotion of democracy in Latin America (Carothers 1991); 

and the strategy of coercive diplomacy (George 1994b; Hall 

1994; Hermann 1994b; Jentleson 1994; Sagan, 1994; Simons, 

1994; Zimmerman, 1994). Generally the studies delineate the 

policy goal, specify the criteria for success, and assess 

progress toward the goal. This policy impact evaluation 

approach (described in Nachmias, 1979, 5) also is used in 

this research on the withholding of diplomatic recognition. 

Although its characteristics suggest that diplomatic 

recognition, and particularly withholding recognition, lends 

itself to use as a coercive foreign policy instrument, the 

paucity of empirical research on its effectiveness hinders 

its use. This research, which analyzes and evaluates almost 

a century of U.S. recognition policy toward Latin American 

governments, will provide some insight as to whether it 

could be incorporated into the menu of useful foreign policy 

instruments. 

Conclusion 

The versatility and cost effectiveness of a policy 

instrument is of little merit if there is no occasion for 

its use. While the potential for governments taking power 
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through extra-legal means is negligible in states with a 

tradition of democratic government, the same is not true of 

many other states. As this chapter suggests, the potential 

for extra-legal changes of government still exists in much 

of the world. Lack of meaningful participation on the part 

of general populations, absence of legitimate governments, 

nationalistic aspirations, serious economic problems, 

restive military forces, repressive dictatorships, and 

inability of states to achieve desired levels of economic 

and social development characterize many states, making them 

vulnerable to coup d'etat, revolution, civil war or 

invasion. Thus, the decline in extra-legal changes of 

government in recent years may be short-lived (David 1987, 

154) . Further, the end of the Cold War has created a power 

vacuiom in which political violence is no longer dampened by 

one or the other superpower. The international arms bazaar 

resulting from the end of the Cold War makes weapons readily 

available to any group with the resources to pay for them, 

further contributing to the potential for political 

instability and violence. Political instability in the 

"powder keg" Balkans is held at bay only by international 

pressures and sanctions. Sub-Saharan Africa is explosive, 

racked by civil wars, coups d'etat, and anarchy. North 
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African and Middle Eastern states are predominantly governed 

by monarchies (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Jordan) or 

authoritarian regimes (Iran, Iraq, and Libya) which could 

experience violent overthrows through coups d'etat, civil 

war or revolution. They also face increasingly powerful 

and politicized Islamic fiindamentalist movements. 

Democratization is tenuous or absent in Asian states, making 

this region a candidate for political instability as 

illustrated by the recent Cambodian coup d'etat. Latin 

America experienced a surge of democratization in the 1980s 

(Starr 1991), but fledgling democracies are vulnerable to 

coups d'etat. Venezuela, long considered one of most stable 

democracies in Latin America, experienced a coup attempt in 

1992. The 1991 attempted coup d'etat in Russia, perhaps the 

most stable of the former Soviet republics, is indicative of 

the tenuous hold of democracy in this region. Thus, a 

substantial potential exists for events which could prompt 

U.S. intervention, with the possible choice of withholding 

recognition as a policy instriament to coerce compliance with 

U.S. demands in exchange for U.S. recognition. 

AJLthough the demise of the Soviet Union and the end of 

the Cold War "now requires a redefinition of fears, 

ambitions, and policies" of the U.S.(Calleo 1994, p. 176-7), 
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the core goals which have consistently defined U.S. foreign 

policy still obtain: security, promotion of democracy 

(including the protection of human rights), and protection 

of U.S. economic and commercial interests. Threats to these 

values have prompted U.S. intervention to protect its 

interests at different times throughout the world. Because 

of its geographic proximity, Latin America has been 

particularly vulnerable to U.S. intervention, including the 

strategy of withholding recognition addressed in this study, 

when these core values are threatened. In addition to Latin 

America, the U.S. still has interests (which can be defined 

by one or more of the three values) to protect in Europe 

(Calleo 1994), Asia (Ellings & Olsen 1994), the Middle East 

(Hermann 1994b), and Africa. An assumption of this study is 

that the U.S. will continue to find these values worthy of 

protection and is willing to intervene in certain states and 

regions of the world in order to protect them (MacDonald 

1992, 3), regardless of the adjustments necessitated by the 

end of the Cold War. 

While some may disagree on the extent to which the Cold 

War affected U.S. domestic and foreign policies, there is 

little disagreement that the demise of the Soviet Union and 

end of the Cold War requires U.S. policy changes. 
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particularly in foreign affairs. The U.S., whose global 

role is still uncertain, must reassess the utility of an 

entire range of foreign policy instrxoments (from the use of 

force to the diplomatic practice of recognition) to deal 

with a variety of states and situations. This is in 

response not only to the practical necessity of conducting 

international relations but also in response to domestic 

pressure to adjust the U.S. role in the world. Further, the 

Vietnam syndrome still pressures policy makers to find 

methods short of the use of force to influence the behavior 

of other states (Klare 1981). Opinion surveys suggest the 

American public has become more discriminating regarding the 

appropriate uses of force. Jentleson (1992) claims that the 

American public is "pretty prudent" when it comes to the use 

of military force, supporting the use of force to coerce 

foreign policy restraint by an aggressor state threatening 

the U.S. but opposing the use of force to influence or force 

internal political change within another state. In many 

instances, U.S. military interventions since the end of the 

Vietnam conflict occurred only after diplomatic and economic 

sanctions failed (in Panama, the Persian Gulf, and Haiti). 

Economic sanctions (withholding aid and trade, for example), 

breaking diplomatic relations, and the withholding of 
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recognition attempt to influence the behavior of a target 

state through economic and diplomatic bargaining strategies, 

thus avoiding the use of force. 

Because of the potential for instability in various 

regions, U.S. policy makers will continue to face decisions 

regarding the most effective way to influence the behavior 

of new governments gaining power through extra-legal means. 

The foreign policy instrxament of withholding diplomatic 

recognition is a possible alternative due to its pacific 

nature, versatility and cost effectiveness. Foreign policy 

choices often have extremely important consequences for 

significant numbers of people. Therefore, those choices 

should be made in as informed a way as possible, based on a 

comparative analysis of alternatives and their consequences 

(Bobrow & Stoker 1981, 100). As the U.S. struggles to 

define its global role and formulate policies to accommodate 

a significantly changed global system, on what basis can 

policy choices be considered if policy makers are uncertain 

about the effectiveness of past policies and the conditions 

under which they are effective? 

Unfort\inately, there is no guarantee that foreign 

policy practitioners use or find value in scholarly work 

(Sullivan 1973). Research which evaluates the effectiveness 
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of foreign policy practices, such as this work on diplomatic 

recognition, is a necessary and timely endeavor and one that 

bridges the gap between analyst and practitioner (Gerner 

1991, 10). Practitioners themselves evaluate past policies 

or elicit advice from experts to accomplish the same task. 

Wells (1979, 275) suggests that if policy studies on 

international affairs are to serve the needs of policy 

makers, the basic task for scholars is to improve the 

general quality and policy relevance of literature. This 

work attempts to meet Wells' criteria of quality and 

relevance. 

First, existing research on U.S. recognition policy is 

limited in scope, often anecdotal, and does not investigate 

under what circiamstances the strategy of withholding 

recognition is worthwhile. While claims are made regarding 

the ineffectiveness of withholding recognition, they are 

based on a small ntimber of cases (Cochrane 1971; Maher 1968) 

or used to advocate changes in diplomatic recognition 

practices (Galloway 1978). However, policy advocacy is 

useful for persuasion but not for the development of policy 

alternatives (Bobrow & Stoker 1981, 112) . This analysis of 

U.S. recognition policy as applied to Latin American 

governments from 1913 to 1994 captures policy changes. 
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investigates effectiveness based on a sxibstantial number of 

cases, and offers evidence on the conditions conducive to 

successful use of the strategy of withholding recognition. 

Second, foreign policy evaluation has particular relevance 

for practitioners because it will enhance their ability to 

select from among possible alternatives to make informed 

policy choices and decisions (Baldwin 1985; Vasquez 1986a; 

1986b) and improve the basis on which policy makers can 

exercise their judgment (Nachmias, 1979). 

This systematic analysis and evaluation of U.S. 

experience in withholding recognition, using the coercive 

diplomacy model described in chapter three, will provide 

empirical knowledge to inform and guide decisions regarding 

the use of various policy instruments, granting and 

withholding of recognition, and the strategy of coercive 

diplomacy. 

Specifically, three research questions are posed in 

this study. The central research question is whether the 

withholding of diplomatic recognition is an effective 

strategy in coercing target governments to change policies 

and behavior. Two related questions addressed are what 

circumstances appear to prompt withholding of recognition 

and what conditions contribute to its successful use as 
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coercive strategy. 

Endnotes 

1. The Kennedy administration, for example, (mirroring 
President Wilson's policy toward Mexico earlier in the 
century) withheld recognition from Latin American 
governments gaining power through coup d'etat in an attempt 
to discourage coups and encourage the spread of democracy 
(Cochrane 1971; Galloway 1978; Maher 1968). 

2. Another instance in which recognition of a government is 
likely withheld occurs in conjunction with the invasion of 
one country by another. When the Soviet Union invaded 
Afghanistan in 1979, the U.S. and other governments refused 
to recognize the new regime installed by the Soviet Union. 
Recognition was also withheld from the government imposed on 
Kampuchea (Cambodia) by Vietnamese armed forces in 1978 
(Carter & Trimble 1991, 423) . 

3. The U.S. became increasingly wary of the possibility 
that recognition signified approval during the long-term 
debate over recognition of the People's Republic of China. 

4. For a survey of this extensive body of research, see for 
example Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 1990; Herman, Kegley and 
Rosenau 1987; Kegley and Wittkopf 1991; Sullivan 1976. 
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CHAPTER 2 

DIPLOMATIC RECOGNITION 

Because diplomatic recognition has languished as a 

central focus of international relations, this chapter 

establishes its basic parameters by investigating the 

essentials of the concept of recognition, how recognition 

became politicized over the years, as well as a history of 

U.S. recognition policy. 

The Concept of Diplomatic Recognition 

The most essential distinction that must first be 

established is that between diplomatic relations, 

recognition of states, and recognition of governments. 

"Recognition" and "diplomatic relations" unfortunately often 

are used interchangeably in common usage and sometimes in 

diplomatic dialogue (U.S. State Department 1993, 296; 

hereinafter USSD), although under international law the two 

are guite different concepts. Diplomatic relations and 

recognition are similar in that they both constitute a form 

of diplomatic signaling or tacit communication (Cohen 1987). 

A rupture of diplomatic relations does not contest the 

international status of the government or state concerned, 

but rather is an expression of dissatisfaction with the 
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Other state. Governments find severing diplomatic relations 

an effective gesture to express strong disapproval of 

current policies because it appeals to excited populaces and 

is not very hard or costly to make (Peterson 1983b, 45, 47). 

It also can be reversed easily. 

Withholding recognition disputes the ability of the 

government or state to function as a subject of 

international law. Diplomatic relations between governments 

may be reduced (by recalling an ambassador) or severed 

completely and then re-established depending on the 

political climate between the two governments (Warbrick 

1981, 569), but recognition of new states or governments, 

once granted, is not withdrawn. The notable exception, of 

course, is U.S. withdrawal of recognition from the 

government of the Republic of China (Taiwan) in 1979 and 

subsequent recognition of the government of the People's 

Republic of China (PRC) (Myers 1989), an unusual 

circumstance in which a state withdrew recognition from one 

government in order to recognize another. Establishment of 

diplomatic relations and subsequent exchange of accredited 

diplomats occurs only between governments which recognize 

one another, but recognition does not automatically mean 

establishment or continuation of diplomatic relations 
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(LaFore 1956, 158). Although the U.S. recognized the Cuban 

government that overthrew the Batista regime in 1959, it 

subsequently broke diplomatic relations with the Castro 

government in 1961, relations which have not been re

established. 

Extending recognition to a new state involves serious 

legal considerations such as the impact on the state from 

which the new state seceded and the new state's admission to 

international organizations and participation in treaties 

because the mother state may continue to claim to be the 

sole representative. At issue is the question of the new 

state's existence as an international unit. Granting 

recognition to a new state may occur because of the 

recognizing government's distaste for the mother state, a 

situation which Dozer claims hastened U.S. recognition of 

the independence of Latin American states in the early 1800s 

(1966, 319). In the case of recognition of new governments, 

the right to continued existence of the state is not 

disputed. The recognition of new governments is more 

sxibjective than the recognition of new states and thus is 

more subject to political considerations (Levi 1991, 66) . 

Withholding recognition from a new government implies 

disapproval of the manner in which the government is set up 
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and questions its ability to act as the agent of the state 

in the international community. (Unless otherwise noted, 

these distinctions were drawn from Bot 1968, 15-21.) 

Lack of recognition does not constitute a total absence 

of diplomatic interactions between governments since it is 

often desirable for communications to continue.' Unofficial 

agents may be sent and received, although they are not 

accorded diplomatic privileges and immunities; bilateral 

negotiations may be conducted on an ̂  hoc basis with the 

unrecognized government; and a multilateral treaty which 

includes the unrecognized government may be entered into 

without causing prejudice to the state withholding 

recognition (Murty 1989, 182-6). Nonrecognizing governments 

are careful to announce that a particular action between it 

and an unrecognized government should not be construed as 

constituting tacit recognition. Before U.S. recognition of 

the PRC (withheld from 1949 to 1979), U.S. and Chinese 

officials conferred on many issues, including Korean 

armistice negotiations, U.S. prisoners held by China, the 

future of Taiwan, policies in Asia, and trade (LaFore 1956, 

155; Peterson 1983b, 46; Weston, Falk & D'amato 1980, 279) . 

Meetings, often arranged through third-party diplomatic 

officials, took place from 1955 until 1972, and official 
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government liaison offices were opened in Washington and 

Peking in 1973, but recognition was not accorded until 1979 

(von Glahn 1986, 83). The U.S. also withheld recognition 

from the Vietnamese government from 1975 until 1995, but 

diplomatic talks occurred on issues of U.S. POWs/MIAs, the 

Orderly Departure Program for Vietnamese wishing to 

emigrate, and emigration of Amerasian children (USSD 1993, 

265-266). 

Compared to recognition of new states, recognition of 

new governments has fewer legal consequences. However, an 

important legal effect of nonrecognition of a new government 

is its inability to sue in the domestic courts of a 

nonrecognizing state (Hervey 1928, 112), a convention U.S. 

courts generally enforce (Franck 1990, 130-3; Levi 1991, 66-

67). A series of cases arising out of U.S. nonrecognition 

of the Soviet government (1917-1933) set the doctrine in 

place for U.S. courts (USSD 1993, 296-297). A common 

practice by nonrecognizing states is the freezing of all 

assets in the territory of the nonrecognizing state 

ostensibly belonging to the unrecognized new government. 

Thus, denied standing to sue in domestic courts, the 

unrecognized new government is often unable to gain access 

to those assets—in essence facing an economic as well as 
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diplomatic sanction. The breaking of diplomatic relations 

does not have the same legal consequence. For example, the 

U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Banco Nacional de r.nha v. 

Sabbatino. 376 U.S. 398 (1964) , that a government with which 

the U.S. had broken diplomatic relations, but which had been 

recognized prior to the breaking of relations, was entitled 

to sue in U.S. courts (USSD 1993, 297; von Glahn 1986, 101). 

Diplomatic Recognition Politicized 

The decision to recognize another government is a 

political and optional act, an act of political faith and 

conscience, based on the recognizing government's assessment 

of the situation and its standards for recognition (Brownlie 

1983; Goebel [1915] 1968; Lafore 1956; von Glahn 1986). 

Most scholars agree that governments are under no obligation 

to recognize a new government (Brownlie 1983), although a 

few legal scholars disagree (Lauterpacht 1947). Each state 

reserves complete freedom to determine whether its own 

interests are best served by the granting or withholding of 

recognition (Brown 1950, 625), the view held by the U.S. 

(Franck 1990, 126). When a government gains power through 

extra-legal means and the question of recognition arises, 

the new government must demonstrate that it exercises, and 
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can maintain against all challengers, effective control over 

the state (Peterson 1982, 325). This is the only rule 

governing decisions on whether to grant recognition: the 

necessary, but not sufficient, criterion is whether a 

government effectively controls the state. 

The government's control of the state is verified 

through the following tests: (1) the new government 

exercises sie, facto control over its state's administrative 

machinery;- (2) no resistance to the new government's 

authority exists; and (3) the government appears to have the 

backing of a siibstantial segment of public opinion in its 

state (von Glahn 1986, 92). Other than this rule, which 

forbids recognizing before control is evident, governments 

are free to adopt any other rules for decision. And 

governments have added other criteria, adding to the 

confusion about recognition (Peterson 1983b, 37). 

Recognition may be delayed to determine whether the new 

government meets the traditional legal rule for recognition 

and any other criteria that the recognizing government 

stipulates. If a determination is made that the new 

government does not meet the stipulated criteria, 

recognition may be withheld. 

No rules exist under international law to guide states 
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in determining the extent to which a new government' s 

ideological orientation and its extra-legal method of 

gaining power may be taken into account in making a 

recognition decision (Fenwick 1944, 450) . Since there is no 

legal obligation to recognize, states may withhold 

recognition for reasons other than failure to meet the legal 

criteria for recognition—reasons which obviously serve 

their own purposes and interests. As Peterson points out, 

these are the political uses of recognition (1982, 326), 

clearly intended to be coercive in nature. Therefore, 

recognition is withheld from governments failing to meet the 

traditional legal criteria for recognition but also withheld 

on the basis of politically motivated criteria (disassociate 

with other states, schedule elections, guarantee 

improvements in human rights, and so on). In either 

instance, the purpose is to coerce the target government to 

make concessions or meet certain stipulated conditions 

immediately or promise to do so in the future. 

International obligations test. An additional test, added 

in the second half of the nineteenth century and used 

frequently since, is the requirement that new governments 

demonstrate the ability and willingness to honor the state's 

international obligations (Hackworth 1931, 122; von Glahn 
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1986, 92). This actually was not a new criterion since it 

had always been assumed as a principle under international 

law that a state's obligations are not altered by a change 

in government and that a new government would take over 

treaty and debt obligations to the best of its ability 

(Neumann 1947, 7; USSD 1950, 29). Ability and willingness 

to honor international obligations differ. Willingness 

signifies a conscious decision by a new government whereas 

ability to honor obligations is simply one aspect of 

effective control of government (the basis of traditional 

recognition policy) and is seldom articulated (Galloway 

1978, 22; Neumann 1947, 12). Two developments apparently 

brought about the additional requirement for recognition. 

The first was a concern that a government gaining power 

through extra-legal means would view its international 

obligations in the same cavalier attitude that it apparently 

viewed its domestic constitutions and laws (von Glahn 1986, 

93). The second was the increased level of international 

commerce by more states and a concern for the financial and 

economic interests of the recognizing state in states which 

experienced political instcibility and erratic changes of 

government (Hackworth 1931, 122). 

Some ambiguity is associated with the requirement that 
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a new government demonstrate its willingness to honor 

international obligations. The test appears suitably-

categorized as a legal rule or criterion for recognition 

since it involves compliance with treaties and international 

law and had its genesis in the long-standing assumption that 

new governments would honor legal commitments made by 

predecessors. In those instances when it was not explicitly 

stated as a prerequisite for recognition, it was probably 

implicit in the requirement that the government be stable 

and in control of the machinery of the government (Hackworth 

1940, 176). However, since it depends on expected future 

behavior of a government and cannot be determined by a 

factual investigation, the rule also lends itself to use for 

political purposes (von Glahn 198 6, 92-3). A new government 

can demonstrate that it is in control of territory or 

administrative machinery of the state but cannot prove what 

it will do in the future. Usually a new government issues a 

statement regarding its intent to carry out the state's 

international obligations and other states accept the 

assurance at face value and recognize the new government 

(Fenwick, 1944, 450). 

Some governments, including the U.S., have found the 

international obligation test a useful justification for 
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withholding recognition in a variety of circumstances. By 

the twentieth century, the U.S. used the criterion to 

protect U.S. financial interests in Latin America, requiring 

assurances from a new government that it would pay its debts 

and respect foreign investment as conditions for 

recognition. The test also has been used to justify 

withholding recognition from new governments whose 

ideological orientation was regarded as subversive or 

hostile. Political motives play a part in making 

recognition decisions in cases where a new regime indicated 

its st±)versive ambitions prior to seizing power because it 

would be logical that the new regime would not honor any 

obligations that conflicted with those aims or impeded their 

achievement (von Glahn 1986, 92-93). The test was one of 

the criteria used by the U.S. to withhold recognition for 

extended periods from the communist governments in the 

Soviet Union and China (discussion of the cases is in the 

following section of this chapter). 

In both instances, it is unclear whether U.S. 

nonrecognition was governed by a desire to uphold 

international legal norms by requiring that communist 

governments honor their international obligations or by 

political motivations (with the international obligations 
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test an expedient justification for nonrecognition). As 

Peterson suggests, traditional or legal criteria have been 

used as a fig leaf for decisions taken for arbitrary reasons 

(1983b, 38). Security concerns and balance of power 

considerations eventually prompted U.S. recognition of the 

two communist governments, regardless of initial motivations 

for withholding recognition. 

The U.S. has relied on both the traditional legal rules 

for recognition and politically generated tests, the latter 

determined by considerations of national security and the 

international situation at the time (Dozer 1966, 335; 

Galloway 1978, 5; USSD 1948a; Whiteman 1963, 73) . "Both by 

tradition and because of political considerations the U.S. 

has long affirmed a combination of norms essential for 

recognition" (Maher 1968, 186). While the U.S. and most 

states continue to extend recognition to new governments in 

the traditional manner based on objective legal criteria, 

the U.S. differs in the extent to which its recognition 

decisions have been politically motivated and continues as 

one of the few states using criteria based on special 

political considerations (Franck 1990, 124-5). 

As evidenced by the withholding of recognition from the 

Soviets in the 1920s and China, the U.S. has found the 
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international obligations test a particularly useful, dual 

purpose criteria to withhold recognition—a means of 

enforcing compliance with a legal rule by the target 

government or as an obfuscation for coercive power politics. 

The former use suggests the U.S. accepts international law 

as law and simply is involved in the self-enforcing task 

necessary in the aibsence of a central international 

authority (Joyner 1988). The latter use depicts the U.S. as 

using international law as an instrument of purpose—the 

"harlot" view of international law (Fried 1971; Joyner 

1988). Motives and goals could be mixed since unilateral 

sanctions can be the product of a government's concern to 

defend its own interests as well as those of the whole 

international community (Doxey 1988, 58). As Kocs suggests 

"...one sometimes encounters... the curious spectacle of 

states helping to enforce world legal norms in one situation 

while simultaneously flouting international law in a 

different situation" (1994, 543), but the legitimacy of the 

system of legal rules is undermined when rules are used as 

an object of bargain or for political considerations (Franck 

1990, 110; Sen 1988, 509) . 

However, powerful states constantly navigate between 

the temptation to ignore legal rules in favor of immediate 
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gains and the realization that gross disrespect for 

international law might backfire by eroding the normative 

constraints that protect all states in the international 

system (Kocs 1994, 543). Due to the difficulty in 

determining specifically for what purpose the U.S. has used 

the international obligations test in each individual case 

(to serve its own interests or to uphold a legal rule), this 

specific guestion is not investigated in this work. 

However, in a related question this research does attempt to 

determine whether recognition withheld on the basis of legal 

rules (which tend to impart legitimacy) is more or less 

effective in coercing target governments to comply with U.S. 

stipulations for recognition. 

It is tempting to assume that recognition flows from 

legal norms and nonrecognition from the dictates of 

political policy. However, in some of the cases included in 

this research, the U.S. granted recognition to a new 

government on the basis of its ideological orientation 

(anti-Axis or anti-communist) rather than traditional legal 

criteria. Thus, it appears that the U.S. not only withholds 

recognition on the basis of legal and political criteria, 

but also on occasion grants recognition based on political 

criteria as well as traditional legal criteria. The anti-
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Axis/anti-communist criteria perhaps served as a U.S. signal 

to confirm to authoritarian governments that a pro-Allied/ 

pro-Western stance was more than adequate justification for 

U.S. acceptance and recognition,^ 

Recognition decisions as signaling. In addition to 

requiring compliance with stipulations, states use 

recognition to express opinions about the new government, 

granting recognition as a signal of support and withholding 

recognition as a sign of hostility (Peterson 1982, 328) 

Aside from a statement of fact regarding failure to meet the 

necessary legal criteria for recognition, withholding 

recognition from a new government could send any niomber of 

nonverbal political messages—disapproval of the method of 

gaining power, policies of the new government, external 

influences and support, and so on. Likewise, recognition 

may just as readily signal approval as it does compliance 

with criteria for recognition. 

States increasingly became aware of political signals, 

both intended and unintended, conveyed by recognition 

decisions (most likely as a consequence of the 

politicization of recognition). In perhaps one of the 

earliest attempts to depoliticize recognition of governments 

and eliminate the signaling potential of official 
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recognition announcements, the Estrada Doctrine (introduced 

by the Foreign Secretary of Mexico in 1930) declared that 

Mexico would issue no declarations in the sense of grants of 

recognition, a policy which Mexico generally still follows 

(Galloway 1978; Warbrick 1981) Recognition decisions most 

often are explicitly announced although in recent years the 

tendency is to announce continuing relations with the new 

government. For example, Britain, its disclaimers failing 

to convince people that its recognition did not imply 

approval of a government but was only a "neutral formality," 

announced in 1980 that it would acknowledge a new regime by 

continuing diplomatic relations but would make no formal 

announcements of recognition (Warbrick 1981). U.S. concerns 

regarding the implication that recognition implies approval 

of a government, its attempts at deniability, and sxibsequent 

policy implications are discussed in the following section. 

While diplomatic relations and diplomatic recognition 

are similar in that they both may be used as a form of 

diplomatic signaling, they are distinct concepts with 

different conseguences, particularly in international law. 

Diplomatic recognition, the focus of this research, has a 

long, rich history in international relations, and its usage 

became increasingly politicized during this century. 
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History of U.S. Policy in Recognizing Governments 

Throughout its history, the U.S. used recognition and 

non-recognition decisions as means of achieving a "higher 

purpose." Recognition has been granted or withheld as a 

means of supporting the good, the democratic, the 

constitutional and anti-communist, and of punishing the 

evil, totalitarian, unconstitutional or the communist 

(O'Brien & Goebel 1965, 102) . 

Recognition an executive decision. The decision to 

recognize another state or government is the U.S. 

executive's prerogative (USSD 1977, 462), unlike other 

foreign policy instruments which require congressional 

action or presidential consultation with Congress. The 

power to recognize is not explicitly stated in the U.S. 

Constitution, but instead is implied in the executive's 

authority to appoint and receive ambassadors (Hervey 1928, 

24; Moore 1933, 615) . During the debate over U.S. 

recognition of the Latin American republics in the early 

1800's, the eventual Congressional decision to defer to the 

executive's policy confirmed early in U.S. history the 

executive right to determine U.S. recognition policy 
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(Goebel, [1915] 1968). 

Congress takes an active interest in recognition 

decisions on occasion, but not to the extent that it 

challenges the president's authority. Controversial 

recognition cases elicit Congressional attention—new Latin 

American republics in the early 1800's, communist government 

in Russia (Hervey 1928, 24), government of the People's 

Republic of China, and communist government in Vietnam. In 

1969, during continuing domestic debates over recognition of 

China, the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee passed 

Senate Resolution 205 "to make it plain that recognition of 

a new foreign government does not necessarily imply that the 

U.S. approves of the form, ideology, or policy of that 

government" (U.S. Congress 1969, 2). U.S. Senator Alan 

Cranston, co-sponsor of the resolution, claimed that 

withholding recognition was an ineffective way to advance 

U.S. values or to exert influence and suggested the U.S. 

develop a policy more conducive to allowing communications 

with governments of which the U.S. disapproved (U.S. 

Congress 1969, 4-5). As Galloway points out, the resolution 

had no impact on policy nor did it address the issue of what 

criteria should be used to accord recognition (1978, 106). 

Congress also passed the Taiwan Relations Act (Public Law 
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96-8) in April 1979, providing the unigue instrmaent for the 

U.S. and Taiwan to conduct official relations in the absence 

of normal inter-state relations following the recognition of 

the government of the People's Republic of China and the 

derecognition of Taiwan (Myers 1989; von Glahn 1986, 99). 

The more recent debate over recognition of the Vietnamese 

government elicited Senatorial involvement with Senators 

Dole and Smith sponsoring a bill attempting to delay-

normalization of relations and Senators McCain and Kerry 

sponsoring a Senate resolution backing recognition (Alter 

and Moreau 1995) The congressional debate probably was 

more for public consumption than for any sort of guidance 

for the executive's decision to grant recognition. 

When faced with a case involving an unrecognized 

government, U.S. courts, like most national courts, 

typically defer to the executive's decision and deny access 

to the nonrecognized government (von Glahn 1986, 99-104). 

Denied standing to sue in U.S. courts, an unrecognized 

government is unable to adjudicate a claim in the courts for 

access to the frozen assets (USSD 1993, 294), thus enabling 

the U.S. to impose economic sanctions in conjunction with 

nonrecognition. For example, following the 1988 coup d'etat 

in Panama, through the coordinated efforts of the U.S. State 
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and Treasury Departments, the Federal Reserve Bank, U.S. 

courts, and ousted Panamanian President Delvalle, the 

unrecognized government of General Manuel Noriega was denied 

access to the Panamanian government's accounts in U.S. banks 

(USSD 1993, 316-322). President Delvalle was able to divert 

payment of Panamanian income taxes, debts, fees, or other 

obligations to U.S. bank accounts rather than to the Noriega 

regime (Leich 1988; USSD 1993, 320). Subsequently, 

Panamanian banks were forced to close for lack of cash and 

only cash transactions were possible in Panama (Keesina^ s 

Archives 1988, 35818). 

The Secretary of State, U.S. ambassadors, and other 

diplomatic personnel play an advisory role in recognition 

decisions and act as the president's agents, but ultimately 

the decision to recognize or withhold recognition rests with 

the president. 

Early recognition decisions. U.S. recognition policy was 

first articulated in 1792 by Thomas Jefferson, then 

Secretary of State under Washington (Goebel [1915] 1968; 

McMahon [1933], 1975). The question of recognition arose 

over the new government in France following the fall of the 

French monarchy. Jefferson's policy, often referred to as 

traditional or ̂  facto recognition policy (USSD 1950, 9), 
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was specifically followed for almost half a century 

(Hackworth 1931, 121). The policy of de. facto recognition 

was based on Jefferson's ideas about individual and 

political liberty, popular sovereignty, and the right to 

revolution. At the time, the policy challenged accepted 

canons of existing international law (disregarding the 

notion that legitimacy comes only from the monarch and 

divine right) and became the basis for a new norm of 

international law (Goebel [1915] 1968, 99-114; USSD 1950, 

5). States in Europe (the only place the issue would arise 

at the time) refused to adhere to the new policy based on 

the notion of popular consent (Goebel [1915] 1968, 114). 

Jefferson advocated granting recognition if the government 

was in actual (^ia facto) control of governmental authority 

and it represented the "will of the nation, substantially 

declared" (Hackworth 1931, 120; USSD 1950, 8). The latter 

requirement suggests that Jefferson did not assume that a 

new government would assiame power in defiance of the will of 

the people nor did he stipulate which was the more important 

in instances when a government failed to meet both criteria 

(USSD 1950, 9). Subsequent administrations encountered 

difficulty in determining "the will of the nation, 

substantially declared," and over time interpreted it as the 



acquiescence of the people—most likely not what Jefferson 

had in mind. For all practical purposes, traditional U.S. 

recognition policy was virtually automatic, turning on the 

question of whether the new government had effective control 

(Galloway 1978, 15). Jefferson's decision established a 

policy that has since served as the guiding principle of 

American diplomacy when recognition was accorded (McMahon 

[1933] 1975, 15). 

The earliest recognition questions for the U.S. in the 

western hemisphere occurred in the early 1800's with Latin 

American independence. The South Americans lobbied for 

recognition, but the U.S. was concerned about offending 

Spain which refused to recognize the independence of its 

revolutionary colonies. Spain alleged that U.S. activities 

were less than neutral, claiming that the U.S. was aiding 

the colonies (Goebel [1915] 1968, 125) . Initially, the U.S. 

hesitated to talce an independent course, desiring that 

European powers recognize first or agree to a coordinated 

recognition. When Europe rejected joint recognition and as 

the U.S. assumed a greater role in the hemisphere, U.S. 

recognition was the first granted (outside of Latin America 

itself) (Goebel [1915] 1968, 118-145; McMahon [1933] 1975, 

17-22; USSD 1950, 12-15). 
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In its earliest recognition decisions, the U.S. applied 

the same criteria to the recognition of new states and new 

governments (McMahon [1933] 1975, 22). A distinction was 

drawn in the debate over the Republic of Texas in 1836-1837 

and further clarified during the controversy over 

recognition of the Confederacy during the Civil War (Goebel 

[1915] 1968, 149, 193) . A U.S. Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee report stated that actual control was sufficient 

criteria for recognition of new governments, but new states, 

such as the Republic of Texas, had to demonstrate the 

ability to fulfill international obligations (USSD 1950, 

16). However, by the end of the century, the latter also 

was included in the criteria for recognition of new 

governments as recognition decisions became increasingly 

politicized. 

Sympathy with European revolutions in the mid-19th 

century resulted in U.S. recognition policy more supportive 

of democratic government. The Buchanan corollary (after 

Secretary of State Buchanan) echoed Jefferson's interest in 

recognizing governments which reflect the "will of the 

people," and at least for a time, the U.S. granted prompt 

and enthusiastic recognition to democratic governments in de 

facto control after successfully overthrowing tyrannical 
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governments (Galloway 1978; Goebel [1915] 1968; USSD 1950). 

The U.S., however, had not strayed far from the traditional 

policy of recognizing any government in ̂  facto control as 

evidenced by recognition of a succession of Mexican 

governments in 1856-57. In what was an "extreme 

simplification of the facto principle," the U.S. 

recognized any government which controlled the larger part 

of Mexico, not necessarily including the capital, without 

regard for an expression of the will of the people. The 

emphasis was on finding a government which could demonstrate 

that it had some semblance of administrative power (Galloway 

1978, 18; USSD 1950, 23) . 

Changes in U.S. recognition policv. Recognition practice 

from 1860 to 1913 marked a substantial change in U.S. policy 

with a more varied and complex policy and one that looked 

beyond ds facto control as a basis for recognition. "U.S. 

recognition policy grew more complex as various 

administrations applied differing criteria for recognition 

and expressed differently the reasons for their decisions" 

(USSD 1977, 462). New criteria adopted during this period 

included the extent to which the new government really 

represented the "will of the nation," the degree of 

stability it possessed, and its willingness to fulfill 
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international obligations (USSD 1950, 24). 

The first significant change in policy grew out of U.S. 

experience in the Civil War. Fearful that the British 

government would recognize the Confederacy, U.S. Secretary 

of State Seward cautioned the British against recognition, 

claiming that the matter was local and removed from 

diplomatic action and foreign cognizance (Goebel [1915] 

1968, 191-2). As Goebel points out, this was a complete 

abandonment of past U.S. iie facto recognition policy. The 

British and French governments declared neutrality in the 

matter which actually acknowledged the Confederate states as 

belligerents in the war but avoided recognition of the 

Confederate states (USSD 1950, 24-5) . Seward maintained 

that since the Confederate states never convened a 

legislative assembly nor held elections to elect 

representatives for an assembly, the Confederacy could not 

appropriately be recognized (technically, it is a guestion 

of recognition of a new state rather than a new government). 

Galloway suggests that Seward's policy originated over the 

question of the Confederacy as well as from changing U.S. 

attitude toward Latin American governments (1978, 20). The 

U.S. was increasingly concerned about instability in Latin 

America and its never-ending line of military dictatorships. 
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The traditional iie. facto recognition policy, intended by 

Jefferson to support the successful challenge by a people to 

the will of a monarch, had resulted in U.S. recognition of 

dictatorial regimes which clearly did not reflect the will 

nor the desire of the people. U.S. policy had made it too 

easy for any self-seeking group of revolutionaries to obtain 

governmental status (USSD, 1950, 27). 

Thus, Seward established a new criterion for U.S. 

recognition—a da facto government ushered in by revolution 

with full consent of the people or consent evidenced by a 

legislative act or by formal elections (Goebel [19151 1968, 

198). On the basis of the new policy, U.S. recognition was 

withheld from new governments in Venezuela in 1862 and Peru 

in 1866 and 1868, in the absence of an indication that the 

people accepted and supported the new governments (USSD 

1950, 25-26). It was also the basis of refusal to recognize 

the Maximilian government in Mexico (1864-1867), although 

nonrecognition was as much attributable to the view that the 

government represented foreign intervention in the 

hemisphere (Goebel [1915] 1968, 194; USSD 1950, 26). While 

Seward's immediate successors did not adopt his policy in 

principle, they nonetheless used the criterion of popular 

support to deny recognition when chronic revolutions and 
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coups d'etat plagued Latin America (USSD 1950, 27-28). 

Another criterion received increasing emphasis in U.S. 

recognition policy following the Civil War: the requirement 

that a government demonstrate its willingness to fulfill its 

international obligations. As indicated earlier in the 

chapter, it always had been assumed as a principle of 

international law that a state's obligations are not altered 

by a change of government and a new government would take 

over the treaty and debt obligations to the best of its 

ability (Neumann 1947, 7; USSD 1950, 29). By the turn of 

the century, however, this requirement became a specific 

prerequisite, particularly applied to Latin American 

governments, with recognition often refused on this basis. 

In some instances it was given more consideration than 

effective control of government (Nermann 1947, 7-8). 

Galloway suggests that its use resulted from increased U.S. 

economic interests and investments in other states (1978, 

2 2 )  .  

The U.S. experienced sustained economic growth and 

became one of the leading creditors for Latin American 

states. Since many U.S. investments were in states which 

suffered chronic political instability, some assurance was 

necessary that a new government would pay its debts and 
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respect foreign investment. In some instances (the Obregon 

government in Mexico in 1920, for example) , the fundamental 

concern and basis for use of the international obligation 

criterion was safeguarding property rights against 

confiscation (Neumann 1947, 11) . Thus, recognition became a 

bargaining instriiment to protect U.S. financial interests, 

with U.S. recognition withheld until a new government could 

give some assurance that it was willing to honor its 

international obligations (Galloway 1978, 21-23). 

The U.S. did not abandon its traditional recognition 

policy during the latter part of the nineteenth century, in 

most instances relying on a new government's ability to 

demonstrate that it was in ̂  facto control as justification 

for recognition. The criteria of popular support and 

willingness to honor international obligations also were 

used when circumstances warranted. Latin American states 

experiencing persistent instability were most often required 

to demonstrate popular support for a new government, but 

there was some hesitation to use the requirement frequently 

for fear that it would appear that the U.S. was passing 

judgment on the regimes. By the 1880's European states had 

adopted the traditional ds facto recognition policy 

instituted by the U.S. in the early 1800's, often 
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recognizing new governments months before the U.S. Goebel 

suggests that this situation, which demonstrated that the 

U.S. had fallen from radical innovator to the most 

conservative, was a reason for abandonment of the Seward 

policy and return to the traditional policy of recognizing 

new governments in ds facto control ([1915] 1968, 210) . Use 

of the international obligation test continued since it was 

considered an element of the traditional policy. In fact, 

by the start of the twentieth century the traditional policy 

was modified by the addition of this criterion although it 

was specifically stipulated with increasing frequency (USSD 

1950, 31-34). 

Early in the twentieth century the U.S. deviated from 

the traditional recognition policy in its relations with 

Central American republics. Plagued by coups d'etat and 

general instability, the republics in a 1907 General Treaty 

of Peace and Amity agreed not to recognize any government 

coming to power by coup d'etat or revolution against a 

recognized government. The object was to discourage extra-

constitutional changes of goveriuaent. Although not a 

signatory to the treaty, the U.S. agreed to follow the 

recognition policy contained in the treaty in its relations 

with the Central American republics, justifying the practice 
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on the basis that the agreement was one developed by the 

republics themselves (Dozer 1966, 321; Galloway 1978, 24-5; 

Hackworth 1931, 125-5; McMahon [1933] 1975, 25-28; USSD 

1931, 9-12; USSD 1950, 57) 

The recognition policy instituted by President Wilson 

proved the greatest deviation from traditional policy (USSD 

1950, 35). Shortly after taking office in 1913, Wilson 

articulated the policy in conjunction with his decision to 

withhold recognition from the revolutionary Huerta regime in 

Mexico. The principal requirement of Wilson's recognition 

policy was constitutional democracy, the only type of system 

to insure maintenance of peaceful domestic' relations and 

amicable external relations. He believed that any other 

form of government would not be compatible with the 

interests of the Mexican people, of foreigners residing in 

Mexico, or of Mexico's neighbors (McMahon [1933] 1975, 37-

45). Wilson's constitutionalism was not new—the principle 

of constitutional government had previously appeared in 

Jefferson's "will of the nation, substantially expressed," 

in Seward's requirement for popular support, and the 1907 

Central American treaty. It was the emphasis on 

constitutional democracy which differed. "...Wilson took a 

criterion which had been of marginal importance in our 



66 

recognition policy and made it a major element of his 

philosophy of recognition" (USSD 1950, 36). U.S. 

recognition policy reflected Wilson's objective to teach 

Latin American nations to elect good men (Ambrosius 1985, 

84; Schulzinger 1990, 101) . Constitutionalism consistently 

was the basis of recognition decisions by the Wilson 

administration in Mexico, Central America, and the 

Caribbean. It also served as the basis for recognition 

decisions in South America and Europe, although less 

uniformly. 

Nonrecognition of the revolutionary Huerta government 

in Mexico exemplifies Wilsonian recognition policy (McMahon 

[1933] 1975, 128-9). Although Huerta promised in early 1913 

that he would settle claims against Mexico for loss of 

American lives and American property damage if the U.S. 

first granted recognition, Wilson refused and set the 

following prereguisites for recognition: an armistice in 

the Mexican revolution, early and free elections, and an 

agreement by Huerta not to be a candidate for President. 

Huerta rejected the conditions, and U.S. recognition was 

withheld although Huerta was eventually elected president in 

July 1914 (USSD 1950, 38). Neumann claims that U.S. 

nonrecognition and the U.S. armed intervention in Vera Cruz 
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in April 1914 eventually drove Huerta from office (1947, 

105). After Huerta's resignation in August 1914, factions 

led by Carranza, Villa, and Zapata struggled for control of 

Mexico (Blaiser 1985, 104) . 

By mid-1915 Wilson's policy changed from one of 

reguiring free elections to settling for one of the 

revolutionary factions which could insure order. Since 

Carranza was becoming the dominant leader in Mexico anyway, 

the Wilson administration extended iia facto recognition in 

October 1915 (Blasier 1985, 104; Neumann 1947, 15), although 

Carranza was no less critical of U.S. intervention and 

meddling in Mexico's affairs than Huerta (Ambrosius 1985, 

84) 

However, as Blasier (1985) suggests, U.S. relations 

with the Carranza government can be understood only in the 

context of Mexican-German relations. Fearful that U.S. 

antagonism would assist the German cause in Mexico, the 

Wilson administration was compelled to recognize Carranza. 

Of concern to the administration was that if military 

conflict with Mexico broke out and the U.S. also entered the 

war against Germany, the impossible situation of having to 

fight two fronts simultaneously would occur (Blasier 1985, 

103-116). The Zimmerman telegram evidenced German interests 
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in Mexico—Gemany hoped to tie down the U.S. in a war with 

Mexico, thus keeping it out of war in Europe (Ambrosius 

1985, 84-85). Carranza, however, skillfully avoided further 

U.S. intervention and maintained Mexican neutrality during 

World War I (Blasier 1985, 115-116). 

Constitutionalism also played a role in U.S. 

nonrecognition of the Bolshevik regime which came to power 

in 1917 in Russia although it was not the sole 

justification, at least initially, as it had been in Mexico. 

Wilson recognized the provisional government which took 

power when the czar abdicated in March 1917 because there 

was no apparent opposition to the government and elections 

were planned, but withheld recognition from the Bolshevik 

regime when it seized power in November 1917. Initial U.S. 

concerns involved the instability prevalent in Russia, the 

new government's failure to show formal evidence of popular 

support, and the possibility that the new government planned 

a separate peace with Germany. Potential recognition 

disappeared as a result of the Soviet-German peace treaty of 

Brest-Litovsk, open hostility of the communists toward the 

West, terrorist measures used by the Bolsheviks to 

consolidate power, and their repudiation of all loans 

floated by pre-Soviet Russian governments (McMahon 1933 
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[1975], 128-129; USSD 1940, 177-178; USSD 1950, 46, 49-51). 

While Wilson justified continuing nonrecognition 

following World War I based on his policy of 

constitutionalism and the government's inability to show 

formal evidence of popular support, st±)sequent U.S. 

administrations (1921-1933) withheld recognition on the 

basis of the Soviet government's unwillingness to 

acknowledge its international obligations (McMahon [1933] 

1975, 128-129; Hackworth 1940, 177-178; USSD 1950, 46, 49-

51). In this instance, the latter criteria served as a 

summary statement for Soviet refusal "...to restore 

confiscated property or make effective compensation, to 

repeal the decree repudiating Russia's obligations to the 

U.S., and to abandon the propaganda aimed to overthrow 

American institutions'* (USSD 1950, 51). The U.S. was the 

only major power to withhold recognition until 1933. 

According to the U.S. State Department (1950, 64), U.S. 

recognition was granted in 1933 because President Roosevelt 

desired to return to a policy of recognizing new governments 

based on their facto existence. However, U.S. 

recognition was not granted until the Soviet Union agreed in 

the so-called Litvinoff agreement that it would refrain from 

attempts to undermine the U.S. political and social order 
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and would settle debts owed to Americans by preceding 

Russian governments'^" (USSD 1950, 64-65; Whiteman 1963, 98, 

123-128). 

Wilson's policy of constitutionalism (requiring 

explicit, formal evidence of popular support) was replaced 

during the Harding, Coolidge, ajid Hoover administrations 

(1921-1933) with a recognition policy which resembled 

Jefferson's but with added emphasis on a government's 

willingness to abide by international obligations 

(Hackworth, 1931, 129) . The only exception was U.S. policy 

toward the five Central American states, in harmony with the 

Treaties of Peace and Amity of 1907 and 1923. Although the 

U.S. was never a party to the conventions, it adhered to the 

policies in the treaties until the early 1930s. 

The international obligations test assumed new meaning 

under the Stimson Doctrine of nonrecognition, instituted in 

1932 with U.S. nonrecognition of the Japanese puppet 

government in Manchukuo, Manchurian territory seized from 

China. Secretary of State Stimson annoiinced that the U.S. 

would not recognize any situation, treaty or agreement 

brought about by means contrary to the 1928 General Pact for 

the Renunciation of War (Kellogg-Briand Pact) . The policy 

statement did not stipulate whether it applied to 



recognition of new governments or states, but did apply to 

any changes brought about by force in violation of 

international obligations. The policy, which to some extent 

was a form of sanction for the Kellogg-Briand Pact, was 

endorsed by the League of Nations and by individual states 

(McMahon [1933] 1975, 116-127; USSD 1950, 60-62). 

Roosevelt returned to the traditional legal criteria 

for recognition, recognizing governments on the basis of 

their facto existence and placing less emphasis on the 

international obligations test. The policy cleared the way 

for U.S. recognition of the Soviet government in 1933, 

recognition which had been denied since 1917. Roosevelt 

stressed the need for mutual consultation among states in 

the inter-American system before extending recognition to 

new governments (Galloway 1978, 31) and abandoned the 

constitutional criteria in recognizing Central American 

governments (Dozer 1966, 324; USSD 1950, 63). These changes 

toward Latin America demonstrate that Roosevelt took 

seriously his Good Neighbor Policy, a policy which stressed 

nonintervention. 

Events preceding World War II and during the war 

resulted in modifications to Roosevelt's recognition policy. 

In Europe, Roosevelt adopted the Stimson Doctrine to deny 
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recognition in numerous instances.'-^ Although Galloway 

(1978, 34) claims that during this period the question of 

recognition did not arise in enough instances outside Latin 

America for the U.S. to follow a consistent policy, the 

number of European cases suggests otherwise. In Latin 

America, the Inter-American Emergency Advisory Committee for 

Political Defense (created in 1941 to combat subversive 

activities by non-American nationals and joined by the U.S.) 

issued a 1943 resolution on recognition policy for the 

Americas (Neumann 1947, 33-35) which echoed the Stimson 

Doctrine. The resolution stipulated that the American 

republics which had declared war against the Axis powers 

would not grant recognition to governments gaining power by 

force without first consulting among themselves. Placing a 

new type of emphasis on the international obligation 

criteria, new governments would be tested for compliance 

with the inter-American obligation to defend the continent 

(USSD 1950, 69). Although not joined by all Latin American 

states, many cooperated with the U.S. in using the 

resolution as justification to withhold recognition from 

governments with pro-Axis sympathies.^" 

In 1946 the U.S. officially announced that it would 

return to its traditional policy of recognizing any 
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government in fiia facto control. U.S. officials believed 

that keeping diplomatic channels open was the best means of 

securing information and of most clearly expressing the 

views of the U.S. (Neumann 1947, 41). Following the war, 

however, the Truman administration faced difficult 

recognition decisions. When the Soviet Union failed to 

comply with the agreements made at Yalta and Potsdam to 

assist liberated European states establish broadly 

representative governments selected through free elections. 

President Truman protested but in most cases recognized the 

non-democratic Eastern European governments. U.S. officials 

believed that withholding recognition would further isolate 

the governments within the Soviet bloc. The U.S. made 

clear, however, that recognition did not imply approval of 

the new governments or its policies (USSD 1950, 77-78). 

Following World War II Latin America experienced a 

number of extra-constitutional changes of government, almost 

all military-inspired. Typical U.S. response was a short 

delay to determine if the new government met the traditional 

criteria for recognition as well as any other criteria 

believed necessary, followed by the announcement of 

recognition and a statement denying that recognition implied 

approval of the regime or its policies (Galloway 1978, 35-
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37). The delays, as described by George Kennan in the 

instance of a 1948 Venezuelan coup, were of an "interval 

neither so short as to be undignified nor so long as to make 

a prestige issue of the recognition question" (USSD 1975, 

42). As Galloway suggests, the U.S. sometimes was 

interested in a return to constitutional government but was 

hesitant to use recognition as a club to secure the promise 

of elections (1978, 36-37). Recognition policy during the 

Truman administration is indicative of the dilemma faced by 

the U.S. during the Cold war regarding extra-constitutional 

changes of government, balancing the principled desire to 

champion democratic governments against the national 

security necessity of supporting anti-communist governments. 

With but few exceptions, the latter practice prevailed. 

Truman's most difficult recognition decision, and one 

that plagued subsequent administrations, involved China. 

U.S. refusal to recognize the Chinese communist regime when 

it won the civil war in 1949 continued for thirty years 

(1949-1979), while the U.S. continued to recognize the 

government of the Republic of China (Taiwan) as the sole 

representative of the Chinese people. U.S. officials were 

straightforward about specifying political reasons for 

withholding recognition: hostility toward the U.S., 
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association with the Soviet Union, national security 

interests of the U.S. and its allies. But, the question as 

to whether the communist government represented the will of 

the Chinese people and the unwillingness of the communist 

government to honor its international obligations also were 

frequently mentioned, with specific examples of the latter 

given from time to time (USSD 1963, 90-110).""^ 

Extra-constitutional changes of government continued to 

plague Latin America during the Eisenhower administration. 

Most often recognition was granted if the new government 

demonstrated that it was in control of the state and anti-

communist. There was no stipulation that elections be 

scheduled to move toward democratic government although some 

of the military governments assured that they would. The 

few government changes outside Latin America also elicited 

relatively prompt U.S. recognition with some governments 

stating their intent to honor international obligations. 

The continued nonrecognition of the communist government in 

the People's Republic of China caused some distortion of 

U.S. recognition policy and required periodic justification. 

Although the U.S. professed to follow a policy of 

recognizing governments in ds facto control, the 

nonrecognition of the Chinese government was defended in 
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sophisticated legal arguments, perhaps intended to convey 

that the U.S. was acting in a law-abiding way. 

Considering U.S. response to revolutionary seizures of 

power in the Soviet Union and People's Republic of China as 

well as Eisenhower's anti-communism stance, perhaps the most 

intriguing decision made by Eisenhower was recognition of 

the Cuban provisional government only six days after it was 

designated by Fidel Castro in 1959. Fenwick criticizes the 

rapid decision, claiming that the time was too short to 

determine stability, circumstances too obscure to accept as 

valid Castro's declarations of willingness to observe 

principles of international law, and the determination about 

popular support nothing more than a guess (1964, 110-111). 

According to Fenwick, recognition was granted based on U.S. 

hope in Castro's promises of political and social reform. 

Peterson suggests that U.S. recognition was a mistake and 

the Eisenhower administration missed an opportunity to use 

recognition as a political instrument to isolate Castro 

(1982, 351). Once the ideological differences became clear 

(and unable to withdraw recognition), diplomatic relations 

were broken and economic sanctions imposed. 

Blasier (1985) maintains that U.S. officials, after 
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having failed to find a suitable replacement for Batista and 

aware of Castro's prestige as symbol of the revolution, 

recognized Castro and hoped to be able to reason with him. 

Blasier agrees that U.S. officials may not have been aware 

of the extent of ideological differences because Castro's 

objectives were vague not only before 1959 but in the early 

months of his regime (26-27, 32) . Castro came to power on a 

reformist platform and only gradually did it become clear 

that he was seeking a fundamental transformation not only of 

Cuban society but also the character of Ciiba's relationship 

with the U.S. (182-183). Blasier further contends that U.S. 

official policies toward rebel movements in Latin America at 

the time generally were not antagonistic- The extremely 

hostile U.S. policies toward guerrilla movements began in 

the 1960s when guerrillas identified the U.S. as a major 

enemy and U.S. agencies helped suppress them by assisting 

governments in power with, for example, the counter-

insurgency program launched by President Kennedy (Blasier 

1985, 32; Maechling 1988). 

Kennedy renewed constitutionalism as a criterion for 

recognition of Latin American governments, reminiscent of 

U.S. adherence to the 1907 and 1923 Central American 

treaties and Wilson's policy. The ideals of economic. 
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social, and political development underlying the Alliance 

for Progress, the notion that "all good things go together" 

(Packenham 1973), were also evident in U.S. recognition 

policy. Believing that communism was a consequence of 

military regimes and democratic governments were a bulwark 

against communist influence in the region, Kennedy refused 

to recognize military regimes which overthrew constitutional 

governments (Maher 1968, 185). However, the policy created 

a predicament—in attempting to deter coups d'etat 

(ostensibly the objective of the recognition policy), the 

U.S. was hindering one of the most vigorously anti-communist 

forces in Latin America (Maher 1968, 185) . The recognition 

policy was clearly at odds with the anti-communist 

counterinsurgency program initiated under Kennedy which 

included training of foreign military officers at U.S. staff 

colleges, training them in civil government courses and 

encouraging them to participate in the political process 

(Maechling 1988, 30-31). While the intent was to reorient 

indigenous military establishments away from their 

traditional focus on external defense toward internal 

security and counterinsurgency, the consequence 

(particularly in Latin America) was the unprecedented 

military involvement in the political process through coups 
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d'etat that overthrew constitutionally elected governments 

{Maechling, 1988, 31). Kennedy adhered to his recognition 

policy (although somewhat inconsistently), often bartering 

recognition for the reestablishment of constitutional 

government through elections (Galloway 1978, 45) and tying 

Alliance for Progress aid to it. 

U.S. policy for Africa and the Middle East, the other 

regions in which the guestion of recognition arose, differed 

in that recognition was used less aggressively as an 

instrument to insure democratic government (Galloway 1978, 

70) . Recognition in most instances was granted relatively 

guickly if U.S. interests were better served by the new 

government's anti-comtaunist stance, willingness to honor 

international obligations, and regional considerations 

(Galloway 1978, 60-70). 

Subseguent administrations abandoned Kennedy's policy. 

Johnson, Nixon, and Ford appeared more pragmatic about 

recognizing military regimes because they typically imposed 

order and stability, advocated economic development and 

reform, and were anti-communist (Cochrane 1971; Galloway 

1978; Maher 1968). While constitutional, democratic 

governments were preferred, officials believed policy that 

promised support to democratic governments against all 
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others and actively supported efforts to oust extra-

constitutional governments was unwise. In some situations, 

it might even work against U.S. interests that had a higher 

priority or value in the hierarchy of interests (Cochrane 

1971, 284)—intimating that security interests (i.e., anti-

communism) possessed a higher priority than the desire to 

promote democracy. 

Essentially, there was no specific U.S. recognition 

policy under the subsequent administrations nor any 

particular criteria for recognition. Officials reviewed 

extra-constitutional changes of government on a case-by-case 

basis and granted or withheld recognition to serve U.S. 

interests (Cochrane 1971). Various criteria were used as 

the basis for granting and withholding recognition, 

depending on the circumstances: traditional facto 

criteria, ideological orientation of the government, 

regional politics, pledge to democratize but without 

specific dates, and so on (Cochrane 1971; Galloway 1978; 

Maher 1968) . 

De-emphasizing recognition. A trend toward de-emphasizing 

recognition gained momentum under Johnson and intensified in 

the Nixon administration (Galloway 1978, 86) . The desire to 

downplay recognition stemmed from a growing U.S. concern 
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that recognition implied approval of governments, their 

method of seizing power and policies. As indicated in an 

earlier section of this chapter, other states moved away 

from the practice of announcing recognition of new 

governments, noting instead a continuation of relations. 

Some scholars argue for the abandonment of recognition. As 

one indicates, "Abandonment of recognition as an 

international practice would seem to present few problems" 

and "Certainly a good deal of international misiinderstanding 

and domestic hyperbole would disappear with the 

disappearance of the doctrine of recognition" (Weston, Falk 

& D'Amato 1980, 281). And Galloway's study of U.S. 

recognition policy (1978) was an argument for the 

elimination of the practice. 

U.S. officials voiced some apprehension about the 

signals sent by recognition decisions following World War II 

when, after returning to its traditional policy of 

recognizing governments in facto control, recognition was 

granted to military regimes in Latin America and then to 

commxinist governments in Eastern Europe (Dozer 1966, 328; 

Neumann 1947, 41; USSD 1950, 78, 80). Although the U.S. 

would have denied recognition to the governments under 

certain previous phases of U.S. policy, the exigencies of 
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the post-World War II period and the start of the Cold War 

necessitated recognition. Not only was misinterpretation of 

U.S. recognition by other governments problematic; it was 

clear that the American public misunderstood recognition 

(Jessup 1949; LaFore 1956, 158) . 

The debate over recognition of China intensified 

concerns. While public attitudes cibout recognition under 

most circumstances cause little anxiety for the executive 

branch, recognition of the Chinese communist government was 

a delicate domestic matter in 1949 when it was withheld and 

remained so until recognition was granted in 1979. Initial 

recommendations in 1949 by the U.S. State Department for a 

pamphlet explaining the historical development of U.S. 

recognition policy suggested that, if necessary, it could be 

used "to get popular background for the Chinese question" 

(Jessup 1949). The project "The Problem of Recognition in 

Airferican Foreign Policy" was completed by the U.S. State 

Department in 1950 (USSD 1950), but its circulation was 

restricted. Because of the McCarthy attack on the U.S. 

State Department, its officials foiind themselves by 1951 in 

the position of having to deny that there had ever been 

consideration given to recognizing the Chinese government, a 

position which possibly would have been precluded had the 
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pamphlet been pxiblished for public consumption in 1950 

(Franklin 1951). 

The continued sensitivity of recognizing the communist 

government is evident in Senate Resolution 205 (already 

noted), passed in 1969, to reiterate that recognition does 

not imply that the U.S. necessarily approves of the form, 

ideology or policy of the government. The hearing record 

contains a disclaimer that the resolution is "a camouflaged 

attempt to bring about the immediate, unconditional 

recognition of the Government of Communist China" (U.S. 

Congress 1969, 2), although it is apparent that the 

potential recognition of the People's Republic of China 

precipitated Senate action. 

Executive branch officials in the Johnson and Nixon 

administrations instituted two methods to de-emphasize 

recognition when extra-constitutional changes of government 

occurred. In one instituted by Johnson, the U.S. explicitly 

announces "no question of recognition arises." This method 

is used if there are enough elements of continuity between 

the old and new regimes (for example, some officials from 

the deposed government are retained by the new regime) and 

the U.S. either has a minimal interest in the change of 

government or favors the new regime (Galloway 1978, 86). 
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The approach was used by Johnson following coups d'etat in 

Africa (where U.S. attention was minimal) and in South 

Vietnam in 1964 and 1965 (where U.S. interests were served 

by the new regimes) (Galloway 1978, 96-97, 102). 

In the second method, instituted by Nixon, there is no 

public announcement that the overthrow of the government 

suspended diplomatic relations (typically the case when 

recognition is uncertain) and implicit recognition occurs 

with some sort of notification to the new government that 

relations with it are continuing (Galloway 1978, 106-107). 

In this implicit method, even the use of the word 

"recognition" is avoided. Nixon and Ford used the two 

methods in most instances of extra-constitutional changes of 

government in Africa, Asia, Europe, the Middle East, and 

Latin America (Galloway 1978, 106-124), and subsequent 

administrations have followed suit (USSD 1977, 4 62-4 63; 

1980, 64-65; 1993). 

For example, the Carter administration emphasized the 

necessity of continuing diplomatic relations in order to 

maintain effective contacts with other governments (USSD 

1977) and noted that the question was not one of recognition 

of a new government but rather whether diplomatic relations 

will continue (USSD 1979, 127-129; USSD 1980, 65). An 
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instance when this was clearly stated was in response to 

questions regarding whether the U.S. would recognize the new 

government in El Salvador following a military coup in 

October 1979 (USSD 1979, 128). Interestingly, the Foreign 

Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1979, approved 

by President Carter in October 1978, reiterated that 

recognition of a foreign government does not imply approval 

of a government nor of the political-economic system it 

represents (USSD 1980). This clearly was setting the stage 

for U.S. recognition of the Chinese government on January 1, 

1979. And always the exceptional situation, U.S. 

recognition of China was specifically announced by the 

Carter administration (USSD 1980, 70-75); obviously, there 

could be no de-emphasizing the grant of recognition withheld 

for thirty years. 

The Reagan, Bush and Clinton administrations have 

continued the policy of de-emphasizing recognition, but have 

faced some particularly troublesome recognition decisions in 

Grenada, Panama, Haiti, and Vietnam because of the highly 

politicized nature of the situation. In the first three 

instances, nonrecognition of governments was followed by 

overt U.S. intervention which had not occurred since the 

1965 U.S. intervention in the Dominican Republic (LaFeber 
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1984). 

The Carter administration with no fanfare recognized 

the revolutionary Bishop government in Grenada following a 

coup d'etat in 1979 (as it had the Sandinista regime in 

Nicaragua in the same year). However, by 1983 the Reagan 

administration considered Grenada under Bishop's leadership 

a serious security threat because of its association with 

Cviba and the situation in Nicaragua. When Bishop was 

overthrown and murdered by members of his own governing 

group in 1983, there was no apparent consideration given to 

granting recognition to the new government because the new 

government was considered more radical than Bishop 

(Schoenhals & Melanson 1985). In less than two weeks 

following the coup, the U.S. military intervention was 

carried out, ostensibly to rescue U.S. medical students, but 

also to prevent Grenada from becoming another Cuba 

(Schoenhals & Melanson 1985, 143). 

The U.S. relationship with Panama was problematic prior 

to the U.S. refusal to recognize General Noriega's 

government following the overthrow of President Delvalle in 

February 1988. Difficulties with implementation of the 1979 

Panama Canal Treaty, U.S. allegations of Noriega's 

involvement in drug trafficking and the sale of restricted 
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technology to Cuba, rising anti-U.S. sentiment in Panama, 

and the suspension of U.S. military and economic aid from 

Panama preceded the coup d'etat in 1988. In conjunction 

with nonrecognition of the Noriega government and 

continuing support of the Delvalle government-in-exile, the 

Reagan administration froze all Panamanian assets in U.S. 

banks and suspended all payments to the Panamanian 

government, diverting them to Delvalle. The Bush 

administration directed the military intervention that 

overthrew Noriega and installed a civilian government in 

December 1989 (Keesina's Archives April 1988; Leich 1988; 

Schoaley 1993). 

The Haitian situation was even more complex and spread 

across three U.S. presidential administrations. Although 

the U.S. had supported Jean Claude Duvalier's government, by 

1986 the U.S. faced two alternatives in Haiti: (1) continue 

backing a discredited Duvalier regime and risk further 

radicalization of opposition and the spread of anti-U.S. 

sentiment in Haiti or (2) abandon Duvalier (Dupuy 1997). 

The U.S. choice was the latter alternative, and from 

February 1986 (when Duvalier left Haiti) until March 1990 

(when the democratic opposition formed a transitional 

government until elections could be held), "...Haiti 
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experienced an unparalleled political crisis marked by the 

rise and fall of four military-dominated governments and an 

unrelenting popular struggle for a democratic alternative" 

(Dupuy 1997, 47). The U.S. role in the crisis was 

substantial (as it had been in Haiti throughout this 

century). U.S. diplomatic recognition decisions, although 

not central to the sequence of events, were involved. The 

Reagan and Bush administrations followed the policy of 

continuing relations without any sort of official 

recognition, apparently believing that U.S. interests were 

better served if U.S. officials were able to interact with 

Haitian leaders regardless of the manner in which they came 

to power. 

The transitional government was in office for 

approximately a year, succeeded in February 1991 by 

President Aristide, the first democratically elected 

president in Haiti. Aristide survived until September 1991 

when he was overthrown in a miliary coup d'etat and a 

military junta, led by General Cedras, installed. But, as 

Dupuy suggests, Haitians backing the new military government 

had miscalculated U.S. response—this was 1991, not 1986. 

No longer following the long-standing Cold War policy of 

supporting (and recognizing) military or right-wing 
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dictatorships in the hemisphere in the name of anti-

communism (Dupuy 1997, 131-132), the Bush administration and 

the Organization of American States {OPiS) refused to 

recognize the Cedras regime (Alexander 1991; Atlanta 

Journal-Constitution 1992a). Nonrecognition was followed by 

various other tactics (including economic sanctions and gun

boat diplomacy) by the U.S., OAS, and United Nations 

intended to coerce the Cedras regime to step down, with the 

eventual decision by the Clinton administration in September 

1994 to intervene militarily in Haiti. Although neither the 

Bush or Clinton administrations necessarily supported 

Aristide's return (Dupuy 1997, 137-158), it eventually 

became clear to the Clinton administration that "..as long 

as the military junta stayed in power, the crisis in Haiti 

would remain unresolved, as would be the refugee problem for 

the U.S." (Dupuy 1997, 158). And, military intervention, 

which was sanctioned by the United Nations, was the only way 

to eliminate the recalcitrant Cedras regime. 

The end of the Cold War enabled the Clinton 

administration to grant U.S. recognition to two governments 

which had failed to obtain diplomatic recognition due to 

their relationship with the former Soviet Union. After the 

U.S. withheld recognition for over 15 years. President 
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Clinton recognized the Angolan government of President dos 

Santos in 1993. Recognition was granted in response to the 

government's compliance with U.S. demands to sever ties with 

its communist patrons, eliminate the presence of Cuban 

troops and demobilize its own military forces, hold United 

Nations-supervised national elections, and proceed with 

attempts to end the Angolan civil war (Atlanta Journal-

Constitution, 1993; Sinai 1993). The decision by the 

Clinton administration in 1995 to recognize the communist 

government in Vietnam renewed images of the U.S. domestic 

battle over recognition of the Chinese communist government. 

Although a heated domestic debate preceded U.S. recognition, 

increasing interaction between the U.S. and Vietnam 

necessitated closing the chapter on the Vietnam conflict and 

according U.S. recognition to the government in power since 

1975. 

De-emphasizing recognition decisions is not limited to 

the U.S., and other states have adopted a variety of 

practices to do so. Some states follow an Estrada Doctrine 

policy, making no decision about new governments (regardless 

of the way the government changed), and instead recognize 

only new states. Other states, including the U.S., downplay 

the recognition decision by announcing that "relations are 
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continuing" or "the question of recognition did not arise" 

(Galloway 1978, 128-129, Peterson 1983b). Britain's 

announcement in the 1980's that it had adopted an Estrada 

Doctrine-like policy suggested that the trend toward de-

emphasizing recognition had strengthened (Peterson 1983a). 

Several factors account for the trend. First, the use 

of nonrecognition to signal ideological dislike of a 

government resulted in lengthening the period of 

nonrecognition (making it difficult to eventually grant 

recognition) . Consequently, governments were forced to 

interact on an ad hoc informal basis in order to deal with 

issues when they arose. Second, the increasing interaction 

by governments in economic, scientific, social and health-

related activities necessitates greater levels of 

cooperation among states and the need to "stay in more 

constant and more varied contact with one another" (Peterson 

1983b, 33). Third, increased multilateral relationships 

among states, particularly through intergovernmental 

organizations, has worked against the isolation associated 

with nonrecognition (Peterson 1983b). Fourth, the desire to 

avoid the implication that recognition connotes approval and 

nonrecognition disapproval of a government, and thus 

generally depoliticize recognition, has caused states 
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increasingly to make recognition decisions without fanfare. 

While the official U.S. recognition policy since the 

Johnson administration is to de-emphasize recognition and 

continue relations with governments regardless of how they 

attained powerit is also the case that decisions by U.S. 

presidents regarding diplomatic recognition continue to 

depend on the circumstances in each particular case (as 

evidenced by the recent recognition of the Vietnamese 

government). 

Conclusion 

As this chapter demonstrates, the U.S. has used the 

granting and withholding of diplomatic recognition as a 

foreign policy instrument attempting to influence 

governments which have come to power through extra-

constitutional means, and diplomatic recognition has been 

politicized by the U.S. to an extent greater than other 

states. Since U.S. recognition decisions continue to be 

made (and announced when politically expedient) , an 

evaluation of U.S. recognition as a coercive policy 

instrument, with the goal of informing future decisions, 

seems a fruitful iindertaking. The next chapter provides the 

analytical framework for this endeavor. 
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Endnotes 

1. Hans Blix, legal advisor of the Swedish Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs, calls this peculiar relationship 
"cognition." Governments know when other states and 
governments exist, and although they may not extend 
recognition (for whatever reason), some issues require that 
they have some degree of limited interaction (Weston, Falk 
and D'Amato 1980, 280). 

2. The use of the term de facto relative to recognition, 
used to differentiate from de nure. is rife with ambiguity. 
As Levi explains, recognition of a government can be 
facto when a recognizing state has to deal with a group in 
control of another state in order to preserve the 
recognizing state's interests in the territory. The 
recognition is limited in scope, allowing minimal, factual 
relations. A government recognized de jure has all the 
rights, duties and capacity to act under international law 
(1991, 65-66). von Glahn claims that de facto recognition 
of a state is provisional, but then suggests that logically 
the term de facto recognition should not be used since it 
is not a question of whether recognition exists or not, but 
rather when the state (or government) exists. Thus, 
"recognition of a de facto government" or "recognition of a 
de jure state" seem more appropriate (1986, 86-89). 

Brownlie will have none of this, claiming that the 
difference between de jure and de facto is rather small, 
principally a difference between the degree of political 
approval and acceptance involved. As he points out, de jure 
does not refer to legality as such although it appears to do 
so, but instead tends to mean without reservation and on a 
definitive basis; de facto would indicate significant level 
of acceptance with legal implications in spite of the 
provisionality implied in the phrase (1983, 20-21). 
Brownlie claims that the use of the terminology is out of 
date and texts that differentiate between de facto and ̂  
jure recognition are three decades behind (1983, 20-21). 

As a means of clarification, the term de facto is used 
in this work as it is used in the source documented. See 
endnote 9 in this chapter for a discussion of President 
Wilson's recognition of the Carranza government in Mexico in 
1915. In this case the use of the term de facto has 
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particular significance. 

3. There is little doubt that during the Cold War non-
democratic governments successfully used the anti-communist 
mantle to obtain U.S. approval and assistance. 

4. As a form of nonverbal communication, diplomatic 
signaling transmits a more svibtle and complex range of 
political messages compared to military signaling which is 
accomplished by the demonstration of power. Diplomatic 
signals are neither trivial nor marginal but are central to 
the conduct of international relations (Cohen 1987, 5) . 
Cohen suggests that a signal must be clearly intended as 
such, but if explicitly acknowledged by its initiator as a 
signal, it may lose its point; the advantage of a nonverbal 
signal may lie in its being ambiguous and disclaimable 
(1987, 19). 

5. The doctrine stipulates that recognition applies only to 
states, all effective regimes are to be accepted as 
governments, and this acceptance is to be indicated by 
continuing formal diplomatic relations with the new regime. 
The Estrada Doctrine has been adopted either officially or 
in practice by Belgiiom, Britain, Finland, Germany, 
Indonesia, Mexico, Peru, and Turkey (Brownlie 1983, 209; 
Carter & Trimble 1991, 422; Galloway 1978; Peterson 1983b; 
Warbrick, 1981). 

6. Recognition had stalled over alleged noncooperation by 
the Vietnamese government in the issue of American MIAs 
(Alter and Moreau 1995). 

7. As Neumann contends, however, recognition on the basis 
of willingness to fulfill previous commitments did not 
necessarily improve a new government's capacity to meet its 
financial obligations when internal factors worked against 
stability and responsibility (1947, 8-9) . 

8. The treaty was replaced in 1923 by a more restrictive 
version which stipulated that recognition would not be 
accorded a government whose leaders were involved in a coup 
or revolution even if they were subseguently elected (Dozer 
1966, 321; Galloway 1978, 24-5; Hackworth 1931, 125-6; 
McMahon [1933] 1975, 25-28; USSD 1931, 9-12; USSD 1950, 57). 
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9. The distinction between de facto and de jure recognition 
is central in this instance. Since it was politically 
expedient for the U.S. to recognize the Carranza government 
due to extra-regional concerns, the U.S. was willing only to 
grant de facto recognition (acknowledging the actual state 
of affairs in Mexico) but tinwilling to grant full de jure 
recognition. 

10. The Litvinoff agreement was negotiated November 1933 by 
President Roosevelt and People's Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs Maxim Litvinoff. None of the Soviet promises made 
in the agreement were fulfilled. 

11. Roosevelt refused to recognize the Italian occupation 
of Ethiopia (1936) and Albania (1939); German annexation of 
Austria (1938) and dismantling of Czechoslovakia (1939); 
incorporation of Danzig into Germany (1939); Soviet 
absorption of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania (1940); and the 
Soviet-German division of Poland (1939) (USSD 1950, 70-74). 

12. Recognition was withheld from governments in Argentina 
(1944), Bolivia (1944) and El Salvador (1945) (Neumann 1947, 
34-41; USSD 1975; Whiteman 1963). 

13. Ironically, by the early 1970's when the U.S. desired 
to normalize relations, the PRC set the conditions for 
establishment of diplomatic relations (U.S. severance of 
diplomatic relations with Taiwan, ending the security treaty 
with Taiwan, and withdrawal of U.S. forces and military 
installations from Taiwan) which the U.S. complied with upon 
recognition in 1979 (Clough 1989, 123; USSD 1980, 71-75; von 
Glahn 1986, 98). 
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CHAPTER 3 

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 

The withholding of diplomatic recognition, as the 

previous chapters show, is a complex phenomenon, one element 

in its use as a conflict bargaining strategy to coerce a 

target state to comply with U.S. demands. Surprisingly, 

withholding recognition has not been examined as a coercive 

bargaining strategy nor has there been an attempt to 

evaluate in any systematic way whether it is an effective 

strategy, a void which this study attempts to fill. To be 

very explicit, the central research question is whether the 

withholding of recognition is an effective strategy to 

elicit behavioral and policy changes from target 

governments. Two related questions which the work will 

attempt to answer are: (1) what circumstances appear to 

prompt U.S. withholding of recognition from a government and 

(2) under what conditions is the strategy successful? 

Policy evaluation research has not developed a body of 

specific theories as have other foreign policy areas, but 

instead draws on (and may contribute to) other theories 

about patterns of activity pertinent to international 

affairs (Bobrow & Stoker 1981, 110) . Thus, this research 

employs George's coercive diplomacy model (George, Hall & 
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Simons 1971; George 1991; George & Simons 1994) as a 

framework to analyze U.S. practice in withholding 

recognition from Latin American governments from 1913 to 

1994, a succinct model providing the basis for generating 

hypotheses concerning the "diplomacy of recognition." A 

data set developed by the author of Latin American extra-

constitutional changes of government (coup d'etat and 

revolution) from 1913-1994 and subsequent U.S. recognition 

response provides the cases for analysis. 

This chapter develops nonrecognition as a coercive 

bargaining strategy and articulates assumptions underlying 

this endeavor. Hypotheses are developed on the basis of 

George's coercive diplomacy model and the extended field of 

bargaining research. 

Withholding Recognition as Bargaining 

The literature on the diplomatic practice of 

recognition acknowledges that it is bargaining, particularly 

if recognition is withheld on the basis of political 

criteria (Galloway 1978; Lauterpacht 1947, 33-36; Sen 1988, 

509; Warbrick 1981, 572), and alludes to its coercive nature 

(Dozer 1966, 335; Goebel [1915] 1968, 67; McDougal & 

Felicieno 1961, 29; Murty 1989, 232; Notter 1937, 278). 
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Some, however, have disagreed with this assessment. 

Following an irregular change of government in Chile in 

1932, the U.S. briefly delayed recognition to determine 

whether the military government was in control of the 

country and to assess its position concerning respect for 

international obligations. U.S. Secretary of State Stimson, 

in a message to the U.S. Ambassador to Chile, said that the 

State Department "...is of course not bargaining concerning 

the matter of recognition and you must be careful to avoid 

giving any appearance of bargaining" (Hackworth 1940, 233) . 

Perhaps in this case no bargaining was involved {with 

recognition delayed only for the purpose of determining 

whether the government was in effective control), but 

Stimson's admonition is curious given that U.S. use of 

recognition policy clearly constitutes bargaining behavior. 

Coercive bargaining entails the use of power to force, 

persuade or influence a target government to do something 

that it ordinarily would not do (Macdonald 1992, 5) . 

Withholding recognition creates a situation in which 

nonrecognition is intended to have costs for the target 

government which, it is hoped, will induce it to alter its 

behavior or policy (Warbrick 1981, 572)—something it would 

not ordinarily do. In this cognitive approach to 
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bargaining, the state withholding recognition must convince 

the target that it controls resources, that the target needs 

the resources, and that it is willing to use power (that is, 

apply the sanction of nonrecognition—and others, if 

necessary) 

As explained in an earlier chapter, new governments 

require recognition in order to establish international 

legal personality, gain access to resources controlled by 

the recognizing state, and function effectively in the 

international community. As the most powerful state in the 

inter-American system and a major power in the international 

system, the U.S. has withheld recognition to coerce policy 

or behavioral changes by governments attaining power extra-

legally in order to eliminate or reduce threats to U.S. 

interests. Particularly vulnerable to these U.S. attempts 

to influence are the governments in the Caribbean Basin 

(Central America and the Caribbean) (Needier 1968, 75; 

Williams 1929, 142) and to a lesser extent those in South 

America. The U.S. demands "...concessions in economic and 

political matters in return for recognition. Sale of 

American recognition for a price..." governments are willing 

to pay "...is not exactly in accord with the orthodox 

notions of international law but is, nevertheless, a potent 
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means of dictating the policies of weaker governments 

without the necessity of the use of force" (Williams 1929, 

142) . If the target is recalcitrant and refuses to meet the 

stipulated conditions for recognition, the ir.S. (by first 

using the diplomatic sanction) still has other coercive 

instruments to further press targets to comply. An 

assortment of economic sanctions may be imposed and force 

used as a last resort. It also is possible that 

nonrecognition could weaken the target government and it 

would be overthrown by opposition forces (Burr 1967, 59-61) 

acceptable to the U.S. 

How successful withholding recognition is as a coercive 

bargaining strategy, the results of a coercive bargaining 

process, and the conditions conducive to successful use of 

the strategy differ from descriptions of the bargaining and 

negotiation processes (Bacharach & Lawler 1981; Ikle' 1964; 

Lockhart 1979; Macdonald 1992; Patchen 1988; Snyder & 

Diesing 1977) or the effectiveness of withholding 

recognition as a deterrent strategy. 

Deterrence attempts to persuade a target to refrain 

from taking a certain action whereas coercion attempts to 

persuade the target to stop or reverse an action (George 

1994a, 7-8; Jentleson 1991, 57; Lauren 1979, 192-193; 
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Schelling 1980, 195-6; Tedeschi & Bonoma 1977, 216). The 

difference is in the timing of sanctions—with deterrence, 

the punishment is administered if the target acts whereas 

coercion imposes punisliment until the target acts (Schelling 

1966, 70). Withholding recognition occurs in response to an 

act which has already occurred (an extra-constitutional 

change of government) and attempts to change or stop 

behavior or policies instituted by the new government. 

Ostensibly Wilson's and Kennedy's policies stipulating 

constitutional prerequisites for recognition intended to 

deter extra-constitutional changes of government in Latin 

America (Dozer 1966, 323; Lafore 1956, 157; Maher 1968; 

Needier 1963, 69; Notter 1937, 618). The General Treaty of 

Peace and Amity (1923), specifying that recognition be 

withheld from governments gaining power through coup d'etat, 

was a multilateral attempt by the five Central American 

republics to discourage military coups d'etat among 

themselves (Peterson 1982, 335). Claims that withholding 

recognition is not an effective policy instrument stem from 

observations that extra-constitutional changes of government 

continued to occur after these attempts at deterrence were 

implemented (Burr 1967, 59-61; Cochrane 1971, 284-289; 

Galloway 1978; Langley 1989b, 90; Neumann 1947, 19; Niess 
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1990, 91; Peterson 1982, 335). The literature offers no 

evidence beyond the fact that extra-constitutional changes 

of government continued to occur in Latin America after the 

policies were implemented. But Latin American states have 

been plagued by coups d'etat and revolution since their 

independence in the 1820s, so to claim that withholding 

recognition failed is a questionable conclusion. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to determine 

whether sanctions are an effective deterrent against future 

actions (a problem that hampers studies of deterrence in 

general) (George & Smoke 1974, 516-517; Hufbauer, Schott & 

Elliott 1990, 11; Lindsay 1986, 162; Needier 1968, 75). And 

as Lindsay suggests, when sanctions are intended to deter a 

group of states, objectionable behavior by one or more 

states does not establish failure of deterrence since other 

states may have complied because they were deterred (1986, 

162). This work asks a different question and subjects it 

to empirical verification. Is withholding recognition an 

effective coercive diplomacy strategy? Is the U.S. 

successful in persuading a target government that its 

interests are best served by changing the direction of its 

behavior or policy (Lauren 1979, 193)? 

Another important distinction between the two 
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strategies involves their purpose—deterrence is defensive 

but coercion may be either defensive or offensive (Lauren 

1919, 193; Tedeschi & Bonoma 1977, 216, 228). Deterrence 

forbids only one particular behavior, allowing the target to 

do anything else. But, coercion, if viewed as an offensive 

strategy, is considered more hostile and constraining 

because it typically requires that the target make one 

stipulated response and forego others. (Tedeschi & Bonoma 

1977, 216). 

It is important to make the distinction between 

defensive and offensive coercive acts because people react 

differently to them (Tedeschi & Bonoma 1977, 228), finding 

defensive coercion less objectionable. Determining whether 

withholding recognition is defensive or offensive coercion 

is difficult because different actors will classify the 

purpose of the strategy differently. The U.S. would claim 

that recognition is withheld because a new government's 

behavior or policy threatens U.S. interests (perhaps posing 

a threat to the region as well) and must be defended 

against. Thus, from the U.S. perspective, it is a defensive 

strategy, an act of self-defense which most societies do not 

find objectionable (Tedeschi & Bonoma 1977, 228). Due to 

Latin America's experience with U.S. interventionism, Latin 
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American governments (the targets) would see the strategy as 

offensive—simply another way to intervene in the affairs of 

Latin American states. This view is clear in the Estrada 

Doctrine and the attempt to eliminate recognition as a 

possible U.S. interventionary tool. 

The coercive diplomacy model treats coercion as a 

defensive strategy with three possible objectives pursued: 

(1) stop short of a goal; (2) undo an action; and (3) make 

changes in the composition of government or in the nature of 

the regime (George 1994a, 8-9). The U.S. has attempted to 

achieve each of these objectives through the withholding of 

recognition. The third objective is the most ambitious, 

making coercive diplomacy more difficult (George 1994a,8; 

Jentleson 1994) and may blur the line between defensive and 

offensive uses of the strategy (George 1994a, 8). George 

claims that the use of coercive diplomacy for offensive 

purposes is different and best designated as blackmail 

strategy (1994a,7), but unfortunately fails to provide 

adequate explanation or examples to assist in making a 

further distinction between its use as an offensive versus 

defensive strategy (Licklider 1994, 345) . 

Bargainers try to avoid being labeled as aggressive 

(Tedeschi & Bonoma 1977, 233). Since target governments 
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denied recognition view the U.S. as interventionary and 

aggressive, the U.S. must find additional justification for 

its actions by calling attention, first, to the extra-legal 

nature of the governments, and second, under international 

law the right of a state to recognize (or not) a new 

government. Governments rationalize the use of sanctions in 

language which stresses the bad behavior of the target and 

their own role in defending community values (Doxey 1986, 

112). It is in the U.S. interest to establish the 

legitimacy of its position since perceptions of legitimacy 

(not only legality but the broader notions about the justice 

of one's own and the opponent's cause) are potent in 

determining bargaining power and outcomes (George & Simons 

1994, 272; Snyder & Diesing 1977, 184, 498-499). 

The party that believes that it is in the right and 

communicates the belief to a target who has some doubts 

about the legality of its own position, nearly always wins 

(Snyder & Diesing 1977, 498-499). In a discussion on 

bargainer's usable options, Lockhart proposes that a 

resourceful bargainer will detour a conflict into an arena 

which enhances her bargaining power (1979, 101-106). Using 

the diplomatic practice of withholding recognition (as 

opposed to other policy instruments) enables the U.S. to 
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bargain from a position of legality and legitimacy (albeit 

arguably), an advantageous posture when dealing with a 

government which has seized power through extra-legal means. 

"Being able to invoke legitimacy on behalf of one's demands 

in coercive diplomacy can also be helpful... in persuading 

the opponent that its behavior is indefensible and must be 

altered" (George & Simons 1994, 272). 

By comparison, attempting to coerce a constitutionally 

elected government which threatens U.S. interests is far 

more problematic. Avenues to elicit changes in policy are 

singularly restricted because of the government's legitimacy 

and the inability of the U.S. to justify an offensive 

strategy. As evidenced by U.S. actions against elected 

governments of Arbenz in Guatemala (1954) and Allende in 

Chile (1971), covert remedies often are the instrijments of 

choice.-

Withholding recognition is a bargaining strategy 

initiated to coerce the target government to change policy, 

its behavior, or in some instances, make changes in the 

composition of the government. The quid pro quo is that if 

the desired changes are made, recognition is granted. And 

because of the nature of the circxamstances surrounding 

nonrecognition of a government which has taken power through 
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extra-legal means, the initiating state is able to claim a 

position of legitimacy and legality in making its demands, 

thereby strengthening its bargaining position. 

Withholding Recognition: Conflict and Crisis 

An extra-constitutional chcinge of government, followed 

by U.S. withholding of recognition, creates a conflict 

episode and bargaining situation. A conflict episode begins 

when a change occurs in existing circumstances, creating a 

situation in which one state must confront another—one 

party implements a policy that another finds intolerable and 

chooses to oppose (Lockhart 1979, 139). States at times may 

consciously create conflict situations but can also drift 

into conflicts of interest inadvertently by failing to 

realize that they have violated the tolerance boundaries of 

other states (Lockhart 1979, 140). Leaders who take power 

extra-legally may have some awareness that the domestic 

crisis is of interest to other governments, but their 

foremost concern is acquiring and maintaining power. Thus, 

the new government may not anticipate external opposition to 

its taking power nor that other governments would withhold 

diplomatic recognition. 

Nonrecognition is a possible response to two different 
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circiamstances. In one, the new government has not 

demonstrated that it is in effective control of the state, 

but in the other, the new government's behavior or policies 

are intolerable because they are detrimental to U.S. 

interests. In the first, U.S. recognition is withheld until 

the government demonstrates to U.S. satisfaction that it 

meets the traditional legal criteria for recognition. In 

the second scenario, which is the focus of this work, the 

U.S. withholds recognition as a coercive bargaining 

strategy, stipulating politically motivated criteria for 

recognition. The objective is to obtain imm.ediate changes 

or guarantees about future behavior and policies such that 

U.S. interests are no longer threatened. This assiomes, of 

course, that the government has met the requisite legal 

criteria for recognition. It is possible that both 

traditional legal and politically motivated criteria have 

been the basis for withholding recognition (as it was with 

the Soviet Union and China) with the legal criteria used to 

buttress (or camouflage) the politically motivated demands. 

Whether the conflict episode created by the U.S. 

withholding recognition evolves into a regional crisis 

depends on the target government's response. If it is 

accommodative and acquiesces to U.S. demands, perhaps after 
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some negotiations on the actual terms of settlement, 

recognition is granted and the conflict episode ends. 

Should the target government refuse to comply with U.S. 

demands and the U.S. is unwilling to tolerate noncompliance, 

the conflict episode could escalate into a regional crisis. 

The eventual use of military force for resolution is 

possible. The initial conflict episode does not constitute 

a crisis because of the absence of a high probability of 

war, central to definitions of international crisis (Brecher 

1978; Leng 1983; Snyder & Diesing 1977). Also absent are 

time constraints for decision-making, typically a necessary 

factor in international crises (Brecher 1978; Hermann 1969; 

Morse 1972). 

The absence of a high probability of war between the 

U.S. and the target government at the onset of the conflict 

episode does not eliminate the possibility of the eventual 

use of military force. According to George, coercive 

diplomacy requires using just enough force of an appropriate 

kind (if used at all) to demonstrate resolve to protect 

interests and the credibility of resorting to the use of 

force, if necessary (1994a, 10). The strategy seeks to make 

force a psychological instrxament of policy (George 1994a, 

10), one which appears particularly effective in the 
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relationship between the U.S. and Latin American states. 

U.S. preponderance of power in the hemisphere and the 

empirical evidence of U.S. resort to force to protect its 

interests (however defined) suggest that the use of force by 

the U.S. is an often unarticulated but ever-present threat 

to its Latin American neighbors as evidenced by U.S. actions 

in Grenada, Panama, and Haiti. All began with the 

withholding of recognition and escalated to the use of U.S. 

forces when the target governments refused to respond to 

other sanctions.^ 

There is no evidence in diplomatic records that the 

U.S. typically imposes time limits for response when 

recognition is withheld. It appears unnecessary for the 

U.S. to convey a sense of urgency to the target. By 

withholding recognition, U.S. is denying status highly 

desired by the target government. Pressure is on the target 

to respond quickly in order to obtain recognition and thus 

establish diplomatic relations and conduct other inter-state 

relations denied by nonrecognition. Thus, time constraints 

do not appear to be a particularly important variable 

because of the absence of the sequence of events typically 

present in crises with a high potential for escalation to 

war (Brecher 1978; Hermann 1969; Snyder & Diesing 1977) . 
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The conflict created when U.S. diplomatic recognition 

is withheld in response to an extra-legal change of 

government in most instances is resolved easily if the 

target government makes the changes demanded of it and U.S. 

recognition is granted. In other cases, although the 

conflict initially does not constitute a crisis, it could 

escalate into a more serious situation with the probability 

of the use of force heightened by the imposition of time 

constraints. The recent confrontation between the U.S. and 

the Cedras government in Haiti, while seemingly benign at 

its inception when U.S. recognition was withheld, evolved 

into a hemispheric crisis involving thousands of Haitian 

refugees and the eventual use of a multinational force 

sanctioned by the United Nations (Dupuy 1997). Thus, 

empirical evidence suggests that withholding diplomatic 

recognition is appropriately studied as a coercive diplomacy 

strategy. 

Coercive Diplomacy: The Analytical Framework 

The manner in which the U.S. has used the withholding 

of recognition closely resembles the strategy of coercive 

diplomacy, a form of coercive bargaining. Since its 

introduction in George, Hall & Simons (1971), which focused 
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on coercive diplomacy as a strategy treating the use of 

military force as a sanction for non-compliance, the concept 

of coercive diplomacy has been expanded to include non-

military threats and incentives (George & Simons 1994), and 

appropriately so. Powerful states do not necessarily have 

to use military force "in an exemplary, demonstrative 

manner, in discrete and controlled increments'* to achieve 

political objectives (George, Hall & Simons 1971, 18) . Nor 

is it essential that powerful states threaten the use of 

force, particularly in conflicts with less powerful states. 

Coercive diplomacy is a complex political-diplomatic 

strategy which may include the threat or actual use of force 

but primarily focuses on the signaling, bargaining, and 

negotiating that are absent or of secondary interest in 

traditional military strategy (George 1994a, 10). The 

objective of the strategy is to resolve a conflict of 

interest—which is the point of withholding recognition—by 

backing demands "...with a threat of punishment for 

noncompliance that will be considered credible and potent 

enough to encourage compliance" (George 1994a, 13). It is 

an appealing strategy because it involves less cost and risk 

than military strategy (George 1994a, 9-10). The coercive 

diplomacy model is used in this work as a framework to 
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analyze U.S. practice in withholding recognition from Latin 

American governments from 1913 to 1994 to determine its 

effectiveness as a coercive bargaining strategy. 

The model is not without limitations (George 1994a, IS

IS; Licklider 1994, 345; Sullivan 1976, 284-285) . First, 

coercive diplomacy is an abstract model which provides only 

the general logic for its use as a successful strategy. It 

is not a robust deductive theory to guide policy makers 

through a crisis; therefore, a decision maker who decides to 

use it as the basis for resolving an actual conflict of 

interest must adapt the model to fit the specific situation 

(George 1994a, 13-14) and relationship with a target. Until 

the model is developed into a theory, policy makers who seek 

guidance on how best to use the strategy in current 

situations must depend on combinations of the abstract model 

and knowledge gleaned from studies of past events (George, 

1994a, 21). 

Second, researchers using the coercive diplomacy model 

in case studies have been unable to provide operational 

definitions for some of the independent variables (the 

conditions that favor successful coercive diplomacy). 

Perhaps the most troublesome concepts are related to 

motivation—strength of motivation of the initiating state 
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and asymmetry of motivation. The general hypothesis is that 

coercive diplomacy is more likely successful if the state 

employing it is more highly motivated than the opponent by 

what is at stake in the conflict (George & Simons 1994, 

281). Advice is given on possible ways of creating 

asymmetry to favor the actor using coercive diplomacy, such 

as offering a "carrot" that reduces the target's motivation 

to resist demands (George & Simons 1994, 281). But no one 

yet has been able to develop an independent measure of 

asymmetry of motivation (Sullivan 1976, 285; Licklider 1994, 

345) nor of strength of motivation. Presence or absence of 

the varicdDles is inferred post facto—if coercive diplomacy 

was successful, then the initiating state must have been 

more highly motivated (Sullivan 1976, 285; Licklider 1994, 

345). George admits that the magnitude and complexity of 

operationalizing these variables in the model may preclude 

its development into a theory with predictive capability 

(1994a, 15, 20-21). 

Thus, the abstract model provides at best a useful, 

although incomplete, framework to serve as a starting point 

to inquire why coercive diplomacy is successful in some 

instances but a failure in others (George 1994a, 20-21) . As 

George points out, the model may help investigators raise 
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some relevant questions and to formulate hypotheses as to 

why coercive diplomacy succeeded or failed, but it still 

lacks explanatory power and the ability to predict (1994a, 

20). Studying and comparing historical cases of coercive 

diplomacy in a systematic way constitutes the present task 

for researchers in order to move toward the development of 

an empirical theory with strong explanatory and predictive 

capability. 

Cases of coercive diplomacy analyzed in the two 

editions of The Limits af Coercive Diplomacv (George, Hall & 

Simons 1971; George & Simons 1994) suggest varying degrees 

of success in the use of the strategy (George & Simons 1994, 

269-270). The studies from the first edition on the Cuban 

Missile Crisis (George), Laos 1960-1961 (Hall), and Vietnam 

(Simons) are updated in the second edition, with cases added 

on Pearl Harbor (Sagan), Nicaragua (Jentleson), Libya 

(Zimmerman), the Persian Gulf crisis (Hermann 1994b), the 

Reagan administration's use of the strategy (Jentleson), and 

the use of ultimata (Lauren). While these case studies are 

informative, there is no consistent case format among them, 

making comparison between cases difficult (Licklider 1994, 

345) . It is with some hope that this analysis of the 

withholding of recognition, using the coercive diplomacy 
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model as an analytical framework, contributes to the 

development of an empirical theory of coercive diplomacy. 

It is a structured, focused case study, asking the same 

questions of different cases, thereby allowing comparison 

among them (George 1979; Licklider 1994, 345). The 

comparative approach is necessary if we are to increase our 

knowledge, not only about the effectiveness of withholding 

recognition as a coercive bargaining strategy, but also 

about the use of coercive diplomacy generally. 

Assumptions^ 

Several assumptions are necessary. The first two 

assumptions pertain to inter-state relations generally and, 

because there are differing views on these issues, are 

specifically articulated here to apply the coercive 

diplomacy model to recognition issues. The remainder 

concern the inter-American relationship and are perhaps less 

assumptions than statements about the historical interaction 

between the U.S. and Latin American states, but are 

presented in this format to clarify the relationship for the 

purpose of this analysis. 

States as unitary actors. The U.S. and target governments 

are assumed to be unitary actors. Diplomatic recognition as 
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a policy instrxament is relatively free from domestic 

influence (either bureaucratic forces or the public). As 

indicated in the previous chapter, U.S. recognition 

decisions are the prerogative of the executive. Limitations 

or denial of public discourse and influence are inherently 

characteristic of the target governments, and foreign policy 

decisions, particularly, ultimately rest with the national 

leadership. Further, in cases of serious international 

disputes (which nonrecognition constitutes), it is likely 

that foreign policy decisions are made by a central decision 

maker (Bueno de Mesquita 1981, 21-29; Leng 1983, 382-383; 

Patchen 1988, 19-22). Because the U.S. and the target 

governments are treated as lonitary actors, the effect of 

perceptions (or misperceptions) of national leaders is not 

investigated. -

Rational decision makers. This assumption is central to the 

abstract model of coercive diplomacy developed by George 

(1994a, 13). In actual situations, however, policy makers 

use an "empirically derived behavioral" model, taking into 

account psychological, cultural and political factors which 

influence the target's response to coercion (George 1994a, 

19-20). But in decisions about recognizing new governments, 

the initiating state has little or no knowledge about or 
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experience with the new government on which to base an 

"empirically derived behavioral" model. In the absence of 

previous interaction between two governments, the rational 

decision maker described by Patchen (1988, 14)—who tries, 

either by careful analysis or by intuition, to find an 

option that he believes will meet his basic objectives—is a 

necessary assumption for recognition decisions. 

Inter-American relationship asymmetcical. The U.S. is 

the most powerful actor in the hemisphere as evidenced by 

the disparity in wealth and power (Connell-Smith, 1974, 28; 

Lowenthal 1990, 27; Pastor 1992, xii, 204; Smith 1996, 7) . 

With its technology, productive capacity, markets, financial 

resources, and military power, the U.S. clearly has 

maintained a bargaining advantage in its relations with 

Latin American governments (Blasier 1985, 6). Thus, the 

U.S., a powerful state enjoying hegemony over the region, 

has a much easier time at diplomatic strategies (such as 

imposing its desires through recognition policy) (Murty 

1989, 69; Peterson 1982, 346). As Peterson claims, 

"disparity of material capability clearly affects the 

success of political uses of recognition..." (1982, 343), 

U-S. intervenes ia protect itS interests. Intervention, the 

coercive influence directed at changing the policy or 
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governmental character of a target society (Falk 1992, 129), 

is central to the conflict between the U.S. and Latin 

American states (Conne11-Smith 1974, 32). The Monroe 

Doctrine (1823), intended to prohibit European intervention 

in the hemisphere, unilaterally reserved for the U.S. the 

right to protect the American states and by extension to 

intervene in their affairs (Connell-Smith 1974; Thomas 1985, 

33). "The United States' relationship to Central American 

and the Caribbean has been interventionary since the 

beginning of the republic, at least since the Monroe 

Doctrine..." (Falk 1992, 132), and U.S. predisposition to 

intervene was extended to South America during the Cold War. 

The U.S. has used the full range of policy instr\jments to 

intervene in Latin America: diplomacy (including 

withholding of recognition) (Ambrosius 1985, 83-84; Connell-

Smith 1974, 32; Hackworth 1931, 131-132; Niess 1990, 91; 

Williams 1971; USSD 1950, 87-88); positive and negative 

economic sanctions; and military force (from threatening the 

use of force via gunboat diplomacy to actual invasion) 

Latin American countermeasures to reduce the influence of 

U.S. interventionary power, although seldom successful, have 

included appeals to international law (often used by the 

weak against the powerful), international and regional 
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organizations, calling in nonhemispheric powers, and to a 

lesser extent, Latin American integration (Connell-Smith 

1974, 36-39; Hartlyn, Schoultz & Varas 1992, 11; Williams 

1971) . 

U-S- relationship with Latin America alternates between 

fixation and beni<?n neglect. The inter-American system is 

characterized by cycles of U.S. concern and relative neglect 

(Atkins 1992, 10; Lowenthal 1990, 39; Pastor 1992) with 

siibsequent impact on U.S. policies toward Latin American 

governments. Cottam describes the pattern of U.S. policy 

making toward Latin America as lurching from the extremes of 

military intervention to outright neglect (1993, 3). 

Adverse events and hemispheric crises draw U.S. attention to 

Latin America, but once they are resolved, the region is 

once again a victim of U.S. inattention. Regardless of the 

claim that the inter-American relationship is special and of 

vital importance, other regions divert U.S. attention from 

Latin America (Atkins 1992, 10). 

This vacillation in U.S. attention to the area is 

consistent with the notion that U.S. motives are primarily 

strategic rather than economic or political, although it can 

be difficult to determine the motivating factor in some 

cases."' The U.S. really does not want to impose a 
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particular political or economic system on Latin America but 

rather wants to avoid the possible emergence of hostile 

governments or policies; thus, the U.S. responds (and pays 

attention to Latin America) when the situation threatens 

U.S. interests (emphasis in original)(Pastor 1992, 35-36). 

The pattern intensified during the Cold War with a sporadic, 

crisis-ridden approach by the U.S. to Latin America: long 

periods of ignoring Latin America alternating with moments 

of frantic obsession (over communists in Guatemala in 1954, 

Soviet presence in Cuba in the 1960s and after, the 

Sandinistas in Nicaragua in the 1980s) (Smith 1996, 6), and 

Cuban and Soviet influence in Grenada in 1983. As Waltz 

suggests, "...strong states can be inattentive; they can 

afford not to learn; they can do the same dumb things over 

again" (1979, 194). 

Avoidance of military conflict. Latin American states and 

the U.S. share a common interest in their desire to avoid 

military conflict. Although some level of conflict is not 

\incommon between the U.S. and the Latin American states, the 

pacific settlement of disputes has been a general principle 

of the inter-American system from the beginning (Connell-

Smith 1974, 202). The relationship between the U.S. and 

Latin American states is comparable to Schelling's mixed-
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motive game in which there is both conflict and mutual 

dependence—the conflict provides the dramatic interest 

whereas mutual dependence necessitates mutual accommodation 

to avoid mutual disaster (1980, 83-89) . While any sort of 

U.S. intervention is undesirable and causes resentment among 

Latin Americans, military intervention is obviously the 

least desirable. Because of the power disparity between the 

U.S. and Latin American states, the U.S. is able to utilize 

successfully policy instruments other than the use of force 

to influence Latin American governments. "Powerful states 

need to use force less often then (sic) their weaker 

neighbors because the strong can more often protect their 

interests... in other ways—by persuasion and cajolery, by 

economic bargaining and bribery, by the extension of aid, 

and finally by posing...threats" (Waltz 1979, 185). This 

assumption does not suggest, however, that the U.S. will not 

resort to the threat of force (gunboat diplomacy) or actual 

use of force when all other measures fail, although it risks 

seriously straining relations with Latin American states and 

makes nonhemispheric allies uncomfortable (Doxey 1988, 69). 

Hypotheses 

The case studies on coercive diplomacy contained in 
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George, Hall & Simons (1971); George (1991); and George & 

Simons (1994) have produced two sets of variables which 

potentially affect the use and outcome of coercive 

diplomacy. Deriving from the claim that coercive diplomacy 

is highly context-dependent (George 1991, 69; George & 

Simons 1994, 270-271), the first is a set of contextual 

variables which may apply in some cases, but not others. 

The variables with notations to clarify their possible 

effect on the use of coercive diplomacy (George & Simons 

1994, 271-274) are: 

1) global strategic environment (affects decision 
maker's approach to particular regional crises) 

2) type of provocation (some types that trigger 
confrontation are easier to undo if coerced than others) 

3) image of war (provides motivation toward 
cooperation) 

4) unilateral diplomacy (more easily carried out than 
coalitional diplomacy) 

5) isolation of adversary (makes coercive diplomacy 
less complex) 

The second set of variables, if present, favor the 

success of coercive diplomacy, but if absent, reduce the 

likelihood of its effectiveness. However, no single 

variable can be regarded as necessary or sufficient for 

success (George 1991, 75; George & Simons 1994, 279). 

1) clarity of the objective 
2) strength of motivation of initiating state necessary 
3) asymmetry of motivation (side employing coercive 

diplomacy must be more highly motivated by what is at stake) 
4) sense of urgency 



124 

5) strong leadership in initiating state 
6) adequate domestic support 
7) adequate international support 
8> unacceptability by target of threatened escalation 
9) clarity of precise terms of settlement of crisis 

The following hypotheses, which will be tested in this 

work,^ were developed from George's coercive diplomacy model 

variables, case studies of coercive diplomacy, and other 

literature on bargaining.® 

The first two hypotheses concern the circumstances 

likely to generate withholding of U.S. recognition from 

Latin American governments, both relating to the coercive 

diplomacy model's global strategic environment variable. 

Case studies on coercive diplomacy suggest that the approach 

to a particular regional conflict is affected significantly 

by the global strategic environment (George & Simons 1994, 

271). Global strategic conflicts may be afforded a higher 

priority, thus demands made on the target may be predicated 

on the larger, overarching strategic interests when these 

interests are also at stake in the regional conflict (George 

&  S i m o n s  1 9 9 4 ,  2 7 1 ) .  T h i s  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e  i n  U . S .  

relations with Latin American governments, evidenced by a 

description of inter-American relations during the Cold War: 

most U.S. policy makers didn't want much of anything from 

Latin America, but they didn't waint the Soviet Union to have 
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it (Schoultz 1987, 310) . Obviously this relates only to the 

strategic relationship between the U.S. and Latin America— 

U.S. policy makers consistently have wanted to maintain the 

cozy economic-dependent relationship that exists. System 

characteristics and U.S. relationships with major powers 

clearly provide the context for U.S. policy toward Latin 

America (Langley 1989, 44-48). U.S. relations with or 

concern about Spain, Britain, and France influenced U.S. 

policy during the nineteenth century, and fear of Geirman 

influence motivated U.S. policy during World Wars I and II. 

Post-World War II U.S. policy toward Latin America can be 

understood only in the context of the Cold War and U.S. 

relations with the Soviet Union (Blasier 1985, 9-11; 1987, 

176; Connell-Smith 1974, 39; Williams 1971). An analysis of 

the political use of recognition by states from 1815 to 1980 

confirms the influence of system level variables 

(particularly ideological conflict between states) on 

recognition decisions; however, the author cautions that 

other variables (regional systems, inter-state relations) 

also play a role (Peterson 1982) 

1. The U.S. Xs. more likeiv withhold recognition 

resolve security issues rather :th£Lii Iqjl thsi purpose oZ 

promnl-ing democracy ̂  protecting pr.nnnmic COHiniercial 
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Investments: U.S. foreign policy generally, but 

particularly in its relations with Latin America, is based 

on three inter-related, yet often competing, issue areas: 

security, desire for democratic governments (including the 

advancement of human rights), and protection of economic and 

commercial interests (Girling 1980, 122; Macdonald 1992, 

15). U.S. security interests and concern over intrusions by 

non-hemispheric powers have dominated the inter-American 

relationship since the early nineteenth century (Ambrosius 

1985, 83; Atkins 1992, 2-4; Blasier 1985, 9; Needier 1963, 

71; Schoultz 1987). Strategic denial (the exclusion of 

extra-hemispheric rivals) has been the organizing principle 

of U.S. foreign policy toward Latin America (Hartlyn, 

Schoultz and Varas, 1992, 4-5) 

An ideological element often accompanied the fear of 

physical intrusion in the hemisphere, exhibited by U.S. 

concern about the threats of monarchism in the nineteenth 

century, fascism during the 1930s and 1940s, and communism 

during the Cold War (Atkins 1992, 2), demonstrating that 

U.S. security concerns and the desire for democracy were 

sometimes interrelated. However, foreign policy emphasis on 

promotion of democracy and protection of U.S. economic and 

commercial investments has been less constant, the basis of 
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policy when no security threats were on the horizon 

(Peterson 1983b, 38; Schoultz 1987), and pursued 

inconsistently (Burr 1967, 45). 

Similarly, the reasons for U.S. nonrecognition of Latin 

American governments are rooted in the security, economic 

and ideological objectives of policy (Needier 1972, 58), 

with U.S. recognition decisions more frequently determined 

by considerations of national security. The desire for 

physical security may be accompanied by the goal of 

ideological security which seemingly requires a hemisphere 

of "democratic" governments (Dozer 1966, 335). 

The second hypothesis relates to Peterson's (1982) 

conclusion and looks not only at U.S. strategic interests 

generally but also at the impact of Latin American states' 

proximity to the U.S. on U.S. recognition decisions. 

2. Ths. u-s. more likeiv to. Withhold cecognitioR in 

response extra-constitutional changes qL government In 

Central America and the Caribbean compared America: 

This second hypothesis deals with the extent to which the 

U.S. attempts to control events in states nearest its 

borders, but more specifically, the extent to which 

withholding recognition is used to do so. The proximity of 

Mexico and the states in the Caribbean and Central America 
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(the Caribbean Basin) make them more vulnerable to U.S. 

intervention. The Caribbean Basin has been referred to as 

the U.S. third border (Watson 1995, 460). The U.S. has 

dominated the area politically and economically since the 

end of the nineteenth century, and the region experienced 

disproportionate levels of U.S. investment and intervention 

(Blasier 1985, 4-5; LaFeber 1984, 5, 8). Although U.S. 

influence spread deeper into South America following World 

War II with the defeat of Germany and retreat of Britain 

(Blasier 1985, 5; Lowenthal 1990, 28), the 1970s and 1980s 

demonstrated that events in Central America and the 

Caribbean inordinately capture U.S. attention (USSD 1979, 

133-135). The extent of U.S. interest in events in these 

states suggests a greater likelihood that U.S. recognition 

would be withheld in order to shape or control events 

(McMahon [1933] 1975, 25; Peterson 1982, 344) while South 

American governments would less likely be targets of U.S. 

coercive diplomacy. 

The remaining hypotheses examine conditions which 

effect the extent to which withholding recognition 

successfully elicits changes in policy or behavior by the 

target government. 

3. Ili£ likelihood q £. success Ig higher conditions 
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for recocmition traditional legal criteria IQ£. 

recognition: The issue here is whether new governments are 

more likely to comply with a stipulation for recognition 

based on traditional legal criteria (control of the 

governmental machinery and territory of the state, general 

acquiescence of the people, willingness to honor 

international obligations)-^ compared to a stipulation which 

is clearly political (for example, the requirement to 

schedule elections or refrain from associating with other 

states). 

Conditions for recognition which are political in 

nature most likely are perceived by the target as excessive 

(violating the legal principle of nonintervention) and 

needlessly humiliating, thereby increasing the target's 

resistance to comply. This would be an instance of a target 

failing to respond as desired because they perceive coercion 

as a violation of international norms (Lockhart 1979, 180-

181) . 

Latin American states have felt particularly resentful 

of the vacillating U.S. attention to the area, U.S. belief 

that Latin America is a rightful sphere of influence, and 

its proclivity to intervene in the affairs of Latin American 

affairs to protect U.S. interests in the region (Lowenthal 
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1990, 30, 39). Lockhart claims that a resourceful bargainer 

will attempt to detour a conflict into a for\jm in which the 

detouring party has a better chance to compete (1979, 101) . 

Because Latin America has not had the economic and military 

power to challenge U.S. intervention, it has often attempted 

to detour conflicts with the U.S. into the arena of 

international law in attempts to challenge or limit the 

power of the U.S. (through regional organizations like the 

Organization of American States, the International Court of 

Justice, treaties, the Estrada Doctrine, and so on). States 

will balance against renegade states (those that 

systematically violate international norms (Kocs 1994, 550) 

—as the U.S. has in its dealings with Latin American 

states). In his depiction of a law-based model of the 

international system, Kocs claims that "...states survive by 

upholding the basic norms of international law..." since the 

central purpose of international legal norms is to protect 

states' political independence (1994, 540). Their reliance 

on international law suggests that Latin American states 

have a relatively high regard for principles of 

international law in their dealings with the U.S.; thus, a 

legal condition for recognition would possess legitimacy 

which purely political conditions would not. 
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From the U.S. perspective, invoking "...legitimacy on 

behalf of one's demands in coercive diplomacy can also be 

helpful...in persuading the opponent that its behavior is 

indefensible and must be altered" (George & Simons 1994, 

272) . The U.S. may claim legitimacy for its refusal to 

recognize based on the traditional criteria for recognition. 

Therefore, the U.S. is more likely successful in changing 

the target's policy or behavior if it relies on traditional 

legal conditions for recognition compared to those that are 

political in nature. 

4. The likelihood ̂  success higher when target 

government achieves Power through COUP d'etat and lower 

power is. seized through revolution: This hypothesis is 

predicated on the notion that some provocations of coercive 

diplomacy pose greater challenges and thus are more 

difficult to undo than others (George & Simons 1994, 272). 

Revolutions and coups d'etat are quite different phenomenon 

with distinctive objectives and consequences. A revolution 

entails change in the political institutions, dominant 

values, social structures, leadership, and governmental 

policies and activities of a society whereas a coup changes 

only leadership and possibly policy (Packenham 1973, 129). 

Military coup-makers perceive threats to the military 
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organization's position in society and its resource base, or 

on an individual level, to their personal position(s) and 

resource base(s) (Thompson 1973). The desire for societal 

reform so prevalent in revolutionary governments is fairly 

atypical of military coups (Thompson 1973). Dependence on 

the U.S. became a major concern of revolutionary movements 

in Latin America, and revolutionary activities have been 

directed not only at incumbent governments and the system 

that sustained them but also at the U.S. (Blasier 1985, 6) . 

The defining feature of a revolutionary crisis is general 

rejection of the regime, and such rejection is likely to 

extend to its patron (Staniland 1991, 8)—typically the U.S. 

The revolutionary government must be seen as heading the 

forces of rejection, and its authority depends on its 

keeping a reputation for resistance, especially resistance 

toward any outsiders blamed for encouraging or prolonging 

the outgoing regime's tyranny (Staniland 1991, 8). 

Revolutionary movements in Latin America have sought greater 

public control over the economy, over political life, and 

over foreign relations (Blasier 1985 9), objectives which 

potentially threaten U.S. investment and national security 

interests. Military governments achieving control through 

coups d'etat are unlikely to nationalize the property of 
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foreign investors, and, in Latin America, have typically 

sought to maintain or establish relationships with the U.S. 

as a source of foreign aid. Thus, revolutionary governments 

are more likely to reject U.S. stipulations for recognition 

whereas military governments, because they desire U.S. 

assistance and have less need to demonstrate independence 

from the U.S., would be willing to acquiesce to U.S. 

demands. 

5. Success more likelv H there other maior 

power willing to recognize and provide resources ia new 

government: This hypothesis is based on the claim by George 

& Simons that the task of coercive diplomacy is likely to be 

more complex and difficult when the target is not isolated 

but is supported by allies (1994, 273-274). In a study on 

the effect of the distribution of power on recognition 

decisions, Peterson concludes that if there are other strong 

powers in a region, recognition decisions become much more 

problematic because of the possibility of the target 

government getting recognition and assistance from one of 

them when denied by the other strong power (1982, 343, 346) . 

Leyton-Brown notes the same problem with the use of economic 

sanctions—targets can often find alternate suppliers to 

replace those abiding by economic sanctions (1987, 307) and 
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therefore successfully resist the sanctions intended to 

coerce policy or behavioral changes. 

6. Success more likelv H target crovernment 

isolated ^ coalition states ln hemisphere (V,Sf 

and other Latin American states) refusing 

recognition multilateral sanction): According to the 

coercive diplomacy model, the state initiating coercive 

diplomacy needs adequate international support (George & 

Simons 1994, 284-285), although in the inter-American 

context of this research, regional support is a more 

important variable.^" In many instances, Latin American 

states align themselves against the power of the U.S., but 

when Latin American states join with the U.S. against one of 

their own, the isolation is particularly acute. Peterson 

maintains that while recognition decisions are unilateral 

acts, their success is often dependent on the attitudes of 

third governments, and isolation of target governments 

contributes to the success of withholding recognition (1982, 

346) . 

Coalitional coercive diplomacy is not without risk, 

however. George & Simons posit in a coercive diplomacy 

variable that unilateral diplomacy is more easily carried 

out than coalitional diplomacy because not only are 
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coalitions difficult to put together, their unity and sense 

of purpose are often fragile (George and Simons 1994, 

273)And short of coalitional coercive diplomacy, 

consultation with allies is important even if their support 

and participation is not essential to the achievement of 

objectives (Leyton-Brown 1987, 309) . 

7. & clearly stated demand contcibutes tO. SUCCggg: 

This is intended to capture two coercive diplomacy 

variables—clarity of objectives (and demands) and clarity 

of precise terms of settlement of crisis. Both the 

initiating state and the target government must know 

precisely what is desired to be accomplished and what will 

settle the crisis. If the initiating state is not sure what 

it realistically wants to accomplish and its goals are 

elusive and ambiguous, the likelihood of success in 

bargaining is reduced (George & Simons 1994, 280; Leyton-

Brown 1987, 306). If demands are not clear, the target will 

be unable to determine whether it can meet them (Lockhart 

1979, 118-119). Further, a clearly stated demand may 

persuade the target of the initiating state's strength of 

purpose (George & Smoke 1994, 280) or, as desired in some 

circumstances, will establish a bargaining position which 

can be used as the basis for haggling or "bazaar bargaining" 
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between the two parties (Ikle' 1964, 208). For example, a 

clearly articulated demand (albeit one that asks for more 

than the initiating state expects to receive) sets up the 

scenario for a round of negotiating to find a settlement 

that both parties can accept. However, clarity of 

objectives may be inadequate to achieve a desired outcome; 

setting specific terms for resolution that both sides cain 

agree on and work toward may also be necessary (George & 

Simons 1994, 286) . The target may want some assurance that 

the coercing power does not have in mind "...more sweeping 

interpretation of the formula for ending the crisis or will 

be tempted to renew pressure and push for ever greater 

concessions after the initial agreement..." is reached 

(George & Simons 1994, 286). When using coercion, the 

objectives and boundaries for settlement must be clear so 

that the target does not believe that the demands are much 

greater than they are to prevent expanding the issues of the 

dispute (Patchen 1988, 259). (A related variable—the 

effect of accommodating gestures by the initiating state—is 

discussed in Hypothesis 10). 

Although not as problematic as some of the other 

variables in the coercive diplomacy model in terms of 

measurement, the variables clarity of demand and terms of 
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settlement, too, pose some difficulty. The most recent 

volume on the coercive diplomacy model (George & Simons 

1994) demonstrates that even the authors most familiar with 

the model have some difficulty in handling the variables. 

For example, a table in the concluding chapter (George & 

Simons 1994, 288) reflects uncertainty as to whether 

objectives were clear in the Libya case study in the volume. 

However, Zimmerman specifically states in the case study 

that the objective was clear in that the Reagan 

administration wanted Qaddafi to stop his sponsorship of 

terrorism (1994, 203) and demonstrates with empirical 

evidence in his analysis that U.S. actions against Libya 

were only partially successful (217-219). Another example 

from the volume demonstrates the measurement problem 

inherent in the clarity of objectives/demcind variable. 

Hermann lists Bush's objectives in the Persian Gulf conflict 

at the outset of the case study (1994b, 231-232) and 

concludes that while coercive diplomacy failed to prevent a 

resort to war. Bush's four objectives were accomplished. 

Two of the objectives are straightforward (Iraq's 

unconditional and complete withdrawal from Kuwait; the 

restoration of Kuwait's legitimate government) and the 

empirical record confirms their having been accomplished. 
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However, the other objectives (a commitment to security and 

stability in the Persian Gulf; the protection of American 

citizens abroad) are open to interpretation, thus making 

Hermann's conclusion questionable, particularly given that 

the case study does not indicate how the latter goals were 

measured. 

The last example identifies an even more troublesome 

aspect of the variables—the initiating state may well 

believe that the objectives and terms for settlement are 

clearly articulated, but is it evident to the target? We 

can only speculate and then potentially must resort to 

reaching conclusions in a manner that have been criticized 

with other variables in the coercive diplomacy model. If 

coercion was successful, the goals and terms of settlement 

must have been clearly stated, and it is assumed the target 

found them so. 

This analysis of diplomatic recognition cannot claim to 

have made any progress in resolving these obstacles. The 

study attempts to determine only whether demands made by the 

U.S. on Latin American governments are clear based on what 

is specified in the State Department diplomatic records or 

news reports for each case. (See further discussion and 

conclusions reached in the test of this hypothesis in the 
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next chapter.) No attempt is made to ascertain whether the 

U.S. has a hidden agenda or goals that are not clearly 

articulated in public announcements or to the target 

government. Information of that nature could only be 

gleaned from more detailed case studies on each diplomatic 

recognition event, assuming that the material is available 

at all. Thus, this query can only reach tentative 

conclusions at best on the clarity of demands in the cases 

analyzed. 

8. Target Is. more likelv ̂  cooperate with the Ut S. 11 

delayed recognition announcpd ^ opposed tO. refusal tO. 

recognize: An announcement by the U.S. that it refuses to 

recognize a government may signal a rigid position and 

inflexibility which works against successful bargaining. A 

statement saying recognition is being delayed until certain 

conditions are met conveys flexibility and appears less 

confrontational compared to an announcement that recognition 

is refused. Related to the discussion in the previous 

hypothesis, delaying recognition and setting as a condition 

for recognition more than is really desired may set up a 

negotiating sequence that results in an eventual settlement 

acceptable to the initiating state and the target, 

"...negotiation is a creative process: the less attached 
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parties are to a certain position, the more receptive they 

will be to the discovery of new solutions" (Ikle' 1964, 

103) . 

9. Target less likelv CQOPSfate (thereby 

reducing the likelihood d success) H COnditAOnS fOC 

recognition are stipulated In such a way that they 3l2S. the 

target no options or choices: This complements the two 

previous hypotheses and is derived from the cautions against 

the use of ultimata expressed by George & Smoke (1994, 274-

277) and Lauren (1972, 1994). Lauren suggests that an 

ultimatum, the most extreme variant of coercive diplomacy, 

which gives the target no options and a time limit to 

comply, strengthens the target's resistance to compliance 

(1972, 1994). Although the withholding of recognition 

typically is not accompanied with a time limit for 

compliance (as discussed previously in the chapter), an 

ultimatum which allows no options may be rejected by the 

target "...because he regards acceptance of it as 

humiliating, as incompatible with honor, as too damaging 

politically..." (George & Smoke 1994, 276). 

10. Success ±s. more likely H the seguence slL 

bargaining begins with U.S. convevina yrhat Is. rsquiced 

q£. the target ^nsi then Is. willing tsi make agCOmmOdatignS ^Q. 
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compromise: "...bargaining games quite typically involve a 

dynamic process of mutual accommodation rather than pure 

communication culminating in a crystallized agreement" 

(Schelling 1980, 102) . Most crises pass through two phases 

—confrontation phase with the coercive strategy, then a 

resolution phase in which one or both parties adopt an 

accommodative strategy (Snyder & Diesing 1977, 207-209). An 

accommodative strategy is one in which parties first develop 

fairly clear (although perhaps not correct) images of each 

other's value structure and resolve, then values are 

sacrificed or exchanged in the process of resolving the 

conflict (Snyder & Diesing 1977, 195). According to 

Patchen, this sequencing of coercion and then conciliation 

appears effective in getting an opponent's cooperation 

(1988, 291) and utilizes one of the most common negotiating 

tactics of asking for more than one expects to receive, in 

order to move the point of compromise in one's favor (Ikle' 

1964, 207) . 

As Lauren (1979, 196) and Snyder (1972, 255) suggest, 

the use of accommodating gestures made concurrently with 

coercive tactics may defuse a confrontation of much of its 

overtones of hostility and duress. "^Sometimes you may 

eliminate from your proposed terms aspects that are 
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objectionable to the opponent without being of great 

importance to yourself" (Ikle* 1964, 68) . The 

"...feasibility of coercive diplomacy may be dependent upon 

the inclusion of genuine concessions" (Lauren 1979, 195-

196) . 

11. Success Is. less likelv iX the U-S. demands thsX. 

the new government make changes in the composition siL the 

government: According to George (1994a, 8-9) and Jentleson 

(1994, 178-200), this is the most difficult coercive 

diplomacy to carry out. It stretches coercive diplomacy to 

its limits, blurring the distinction between defensive and 

offensive uses of threats (George 1994a, 8) . This 

hypothesis is related to the coercive diplomacy model's 

variable of asymmetry of motivation wherein coercive 

diplomacy tends to be more successful if the initiating 

state is more highly motivated than the target by what is at 

stake (George & Simons 1994, 281). A demand of this nature 

obviously threatens the very existence of the target 

government and creates a situation in which the likelihood 

and level of resistance is extremely high—skewing asymmetry 

of motivation toward the target. As Jentleson points out in 

a study of the Reagan administration's policy toward 

Nicaragua, such a demand challenges principles that are the 



143 

closest things the international system has to a universal 

set of rules and norms—nonaggression, national self-

determination, rights of sovereignty (1994, 178) . 

Perhaps the most vital interest of a regime gaining 

power through a coup d'etat or revolution is maintaining 

power, and a demand to change the government or its 

officials threatens that vital interest. A U.S. demand to 

change policy or postpone implementing policy which clearly 

threatens vital U.S. interests allows the new regime to 

comply with U.S. demands without threatening its own vital 

interests. "...the demand requiring an opponent to stop 

what he is doing asks appreciably less of him than a demand 

requiring him to undo whatever he has already gained at the 

cost of time, money, and perhaps even lives" (Lauren 1979, 

195). As Jentleson concludes, an effort to overthrow a 

government through coercive diplomacy is highly unlikely to 

succeed, carries substantial costs, and can crowd out better 

policy alternatives (1994, 196). 

12. Likelihood SUCCeSS greater 11 target l£ offered 

positive indnr.ements In addition Lo. remQvjng ths. negative 

sanction q£ withholding recognition: Lauren (1979, 199) and 

Baldwin (1971, 19) lament the limited view of international 

bargaining in that too much attention is paid to conflict 
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and negative sanctions and too little paid to cooperation 

and positive sanctions (rewards), suggesting that research 

should investigate the importance of incentives or 

inducements in facilitating the bargaining process. Perhaps 

one of the earliest hints about the possible use of 

inducements in bargaining was offered by Schelling who 

claimed that "...bargaining can entail threats as well as 

offers..." (1966, 1).'^" 

George, Hall & Simons (1971) suggests that a combined 

carrot and stick inducement may help in overcoming the 

target's reluctance to do what is demanded of him. Tedeschi 

and Bonoma conclude that "...accommodative escalation, where 

the threatener used the stick of punishment combined with 

the carrot of joint rewards for compliance, elicited maximal 

target-compliance in the long run" (1977, 235). If there is 

little doubt that the state initiating coercive diplomacy is 

the stronger party, a "carrot" can be offered without 

iindermining the stronger side's bargaining power and helps 

the weaker side (the target) to shift strategies with 

minimum humiliation (Snyder & Diesing 1977, 256). And from 

a system level perspective, since the international system 

arena tends to be associated with anarchy and negative 

sanctions, the incentive to use positive sanctions should be 
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greater (Baldwin 1971, 29). 

13. coercive diplomacy qZ "gradual tUCning 

qI. the screw" more successful "trv-and-see" 

tactic: George identifies four possible variants of the 

coercive diplomacy model: two involve the use of ultimata 

(cautioned against in Hypothesis 6), the "gradual turning of 

the screw," and "the try and see" tactic (1994a, 18). In 

the latter tactic, a demand is made with no time limit 

stipulated nor a sense of urgency conveyed; then the 

initiating state waits to see what happens before making 

another demand. The "turning of the screw" involves some 

sort of indication at the outset that if the conditions 

stipulated are not met within some particular time frame, 

other more serious sanctions will be imposed. "Turning of 

the screw" in this hypothesis means that the U.S. stipulates 

that the target fulfill some required action in order to 

secure recognition but if that demand is not met, additional 

negative sanctions (e.g., economic sanctions) will be 

imposed. 

Galloway's cautionary words may give an indication 

of the outcome of the testing of this hypothesis. In using 

nonrecognition as a political tool, if recognition is 

withheld for too long a period, the policy may backfire. 
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causing hostility on the part of the new government and the 

people. When using recognition as a bargaining tool, 

initiating states should be mindful of the dangers of being 

boxed into a permanent state of nonrecognition (1978, 58) . 

And Peterson implies that long-term nonrecognition may be 

more difficult to reverse (1983b, 32-33). This might 

suggest that the gradual "turning of the screw" tactic is 

more successful. This hypothesis attempts to test the 

effectiveness of the two tactics but George advises that the 

analytical distinction between the two may be difficult to 

determine if the initiating state wavers or behaves 

inconsistently (1994a, 19). 

These hypotheses were specifically designed to 

ascertain under what conditions the withholding of 

diplomatic recognition is successful in coercing targets to 

change policy and behavior. They derive in part from 

George's coercive diplomacy model and thus encounter some of 

the same difficulties generally found in the coercive 

diplomacy model. Measurement problems have plagued George's 

model, particularly what Sullivan classifies as cognitive 

elements (asymmetry of motivation, sense of urgency, 

arousing fear of escalation)(1976, 285). George 

acknowledges that fully operationalizing the model is a 
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complex task that is difficult, if not impossible, to 

achieve (1994a, 14-15). This analysis of withholding 

recognition, drawing as it does on the coercive diplomacy 

model variables, cannot claim to have successfully resolved 

this obstacle. To some extent, the problem is avoided by 

not using the variables specifically articulated in the 

model, but instead modifying them to more specifically 

capture the strategy of withholding recognition. Some are 

not problematic. For example, the traditional legal 

criteria for recognition have been clearly articulated in 

legal and diplomatic literature and in actual practice. 

Likewise, there is no difficulty differentiating between 

coups d'etat and revolution (required in Hypothesis 4) or in 

identifying major powers (necessary in Hypothesis 5). But, 

as indicated in the earlier discussion on Hypothesis 7 

(requiring a determination about the clarity of a demand 

made by the U.S. of a target), measurement of some variables 

presents some real difficulties and is virtually impossible 

to overcome. It does not mean, however, that preliminary 

findings cannot be reached and then used as the basis for 

further study. 
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Conclusion 

The withholding of diplomatic recognition, for whatever 

else it may be, has been situated here as a coercive 

bargaining strategy, drawing on George's coercive diplomacy 

model and other bargaining literature. The next chapter is 

a discussion of the results of tests to determine what 

circumstances prompt withholding of recognition and what 

conditions are conducive to its use as an effective 

strategy. 

Endnotes 

1. See Bacharach & Lawler 1981; Patchen 1988; Sullivan 
1976, 279-285 for a discussion of the cognitive model. 

2. For U.S. actions in Guatemala, see Blasier (1985) and 
LaFeber (1984); in Chile, see Cottom (1994, 55-60) and Smith 
(1996, 132-137) . 

3. The Grenada case differs from Haiti and Panama in that 
the use of military force occurred in a matter of days after 
U.S. refusal to recognize the Austin regime following the 
coup d'etat. In Haiti and Panama the U.S. resorted to 
military force only after the passage of months when it was 
obvious that diplomatic and economic sanctions were 
unsuccessful. 

4. It is imperative to note that these are assumptions, 
especially in the case of the first assumption concerning 
the state as a unitary actor. Everyone, including the 
author, knows that states are not unitary actors, but for 
the purpose of the coercive diplomacy model and research 
design, I am making the assumption. 
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5. For the impact of U.S. policy maker's perceptual images 
on U.S. policy toward Latin America, see Schoultz (1987) and 
Cottam (1994). 

6. Obviously, the extent of U.S. intervention in Latin 
American states differs, but the circumstances surrounding 
the departure of General Avril from the Haitian presidency 
in March 1990 suggests the magnitude of U.S. power in some 
states. General Avril stepped down after having received 
"the phone call" from the U.S. ambassador. A "phone call" 
or "visit" by a "...U.S. ambassador has come to be used as a 
euphemism in popular Haitian political discourse to mean the 
decision taken by the White House to oust a particular 
dictator from power" (Dupuy 1997, 65, 69). 

7. The Alliance for Progress initiated by the Kennedy 
administration to provide foreign aid to selected Latin 
American countries is an example. The assumption underlying 
the program was that foreign aid (both public and private 
investment) would foster economic development in those 
countries, leading to social improvements, and then eventual 
political stability (thus avoiding revolutionary change). 
This "all good things go together" approach (Packenham 1973, 
123-124) was motivated by the strategic (Cold War), economic 
(private investment), and political (democratization) 
interests of the U.S. One of the criticisms of the Alliance 
for Progress is that it accomplished the first two but 
failed dismally in promoting democracy. Many of the 
countries receiving Alliance aid experienced military coups 
d'etat that brought in authoritarian governments. 

8. The bargaining literature includes Ikle' 1964; Lockhart 
1979; Patchen 1988; Schelling 1966; Schelling 1980; Snyder & 
Diesing 1977. 

9. Historical evidence of the global influence on U.S. 
recognition decisions includes: U.S. hesitation to 
recognize the independence of Latin American states in the 
early 1800s over fear of alienating Spain (Langley 1989a, 
44; USSD 1950); Wilson recognition of a Mexican 
revolutionary government due to U.S. fears of German 
influence in the hemisphere; U.S. recognition decisions 
during World War II based on new government's relations with 
the Axis powers; and during the Cold War, tying recognition 
to a new government's relations with the Soviet Union or 
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orientation as anti-communist. 

10. The No-Transfer Resolution of 1811, forbidding cession 
of Spanish Florida to a nonhemispheric state, first 
indicated that U.S. hemispheric policy would be predicated 
on U.S. security considerations (Connell-Smith 1974, 45-46; 
Hartlyn, Schoultz and Varas 1992, 3-5; Langley 1989b, 152-
153}. The Monroe Doctrine followed in 1823, warning that 
extra-continental intervention in the hemisphere threatened 
the interests of the U.S. (Connell-Smith 1974, 62, 120) . 

11. In this instance, willingness to honor international 
obligations is included in the traditional legal criteria 
due to its origins in international law and from indications 
throughout the recognition literature that it is typically 
included as yet another test to determine whether a new 
government could act as an agent for the state in the 
international community (Neiamann 1947; USSD 1950; Whiteman 
1963). 

12. In this hypothesis, the value of regional support for 
the initiating state is operationalized with the presence or 
absence of regional collaboration, thus avoiding the 
difficulty of measuring the coercive diplomacy model 
variable of "adequate" support. 

13. For an indication of the difficulties encountered in 
coalitional coercive diplomacy, see case studies on U.S. 
policy toward Laos (Hall 1994), Libya (Zimmerman 1994), and 
Iraq in the Persian Gulf conflict (Hermann 1994b). 

14. The benefit of "carrots" or positive sanctions 
(inducement) is suggested in work by Baldwin (1971, 1985), 
Kriesberg (1981), Lauren (1972, 143-4; 1979), Lockhart 
(1979), Patchen (1988), and Snyder & Diesing (1977). 



151 

CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

As the previous chapters suggest, governments desire 

recognition because it gives them identity and status in the 

international community and thus enables them to participate 

in various political and economic relationships with other 

governments. This chapter confronts the central research 

question of this inquiry: is the withholding of diplomatic 

recognition an effective coercive diplomacy strategy? Do 

target governments make behavioral or policy changes 

stipulated by the state withholding recognition to obtain 

diplomatic recognition? The analysis in this chapter (based 

on hypotheses developed in Chapter 3) focuses on those 

instances when the U.S. delayed or withheld recognition as a 

coercive bargaining strategy. Some observations will be 

made about U.S. recognition practice in general in response 

to two related questions: (1) what circiimstances appear to 

prompt withholding of recognition and (2) what conditions 

contribute to successful use of the strategy? 

Data Collection and Coding 

While in-depth case studies provide richness of detail 

and are appropriate for certain research endeavors (for 
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example, foreign policy decision-making and the Cuban 

missile crisis), comparison between comparable cases 

provides a broader base of empirical evidence from which to 

generalize regarding cause and effect relationships (George 

1979; Macdonald 1992, 3-4; Most & Starr 1989, 13). 

Diplomatic bargaining research suffers from the absence of 

systematic empirical studies of influence attempts, and in 

order for research on diplomatic bargaining to provide any 

useful advice to policy-makers, it must derive from studies 

of bargaining situations that possess similarities (Sullivan 

1976, 298-300). This study is an attempt to move beyond the 

traditional approach of analyzing a specific, isolated event 

in a case study (typical of diplomatic bargaining research) 

by examining a number of diplomatic recognition cases which 

share common characteristics. Thus, generalizations can be 

made about the circiamstances which appear to induce 

withholding of recognition from new governments, its 

effectiveness as a coercive strategy, and the conditions 

under which it is effective. 

From an original data set of 112 extra-legal changes of 

government (coup d'etat and revolution) in Latin American 

states and subsequent U.S. recognition responses from 1913 

to 1994, in 26 instances recognition was withheld for the 
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purpose of influencing the behavior or policies of the 

target government (see Appendix A for relevant information 

on the 26 cases). The following analysis focuses on these 

cases of coercive bargaining. Specifically, withholding 

recognition created situations in which nonrecognition was 

intended to have costs for the target governments which, it 

was hoped by the U.S., would induce the targets to alter 

their behavior or policy (Warbrick 1981, 572). Two types of 

incidents are included: (1) those officially announced by 

U.S. officials as instances of nonrecognition (conditions 

for obtaining recognition may or may not have been specified 

immediately) and (2) cases in which the U.S. announced that 

it was delaying recognition and the target government was 

required to provide some evidence of policy or behavioral 

change which the U.S. stipulated was necessary for 

recognition. (For example, if the U.S. specifically 

required some indication that a new military government was 

moving toward democratization by scheduling elections or 

promised to return to democratic processes, the case is 

included.) Although these two circiamstances may not seem 

distinctive (nonrecognition versus delayed recognition), 

diplomatic bargaining is rife with subtleties, and seemingly 

inconsequential words or actions send meaningful signals. 
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Differentiating in an official annoxincement between 

nonrecognition and delayed recognition appears one of those 

instances, and the manner in which a refusal to recognize is 

phrased has import. Instances of delayed recognition which 

are not included in this latter category, but instead are 

coded as recognition and not included in the sample of 26, 

are those in which the U.S. delayed recognition for a period 

of time to determine whether a new government met 

traditional legal criteria for recognition or to allow U.S. 

officials to reach consensus about an appropriate 

recognition response^ (sometimes conferring with other 

governments) and subsequently recognized the new government. 

In these instances, no bargaining situation is created.-

The time frame for the data set was not selected 

arbitrarily. The beginning year 1913 contains one of the 

most intriguing cases of U.S. recognition withheld for 

political purposes—the refusal to recognize the 

revolutionary Huerta regime in Mexico. The last year 1994 

was chosen because the Haitian case which began with U.S. 

withholding recognition from the Cedras government in 1991 

was not finalized until 1994 when U.S. military intervention 

restored the democratically elected Aristide government. 

There were no extra-legal changes in Latin American 
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governments after the September 1991 Haitian coup d'etat 

through 1994.- The data set begins and ends with comparable 

cases—extra-legal changes of government with similar U.S. 

reaction and subsequent escalation to a hemispheric crisis. 

Specifically, the initial U.S. response to the Huerta regime 

in Mexico in 1913 and the Haitian military regime in 1991 

was nonrecognition, followed by additional sanctions and 

ultimately U.S. military intervention—two of few instances 

in which the sequence occurred. Further, the 1913-1994 time 

frame includes two major world wars as well as significant 

changes in the international system (from a pre-World War II 

multipolar system, through the bipolar system of the Cold 

War, then the beginning of the post-Cold War period), events 

which influenced inter-American relations and U.S. 

recognition policy. 

The full data set of 112 cases provides an adequate 

representation from which to draw cases to analyze the 

strategy of withholding diplomatic recognition for four 

reasons. First, perhaps more than any other state, the U.S. 

has most actively used the withholding of diplomatic 

recognition for political purposes (i.e., to coerce the 

target to change its policies or behavior), particularly 

this century. Second, coup d'etat and revolution have been 
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persistent features of Latin American politics, thus 

providing a large number of cases from which to build the 

data set initially. Third, as Chapter 2 suggests, the time 

period 1913-1994 encompasses significant changes in U.S. 

recognition policy and practice. Wilson's refusal to 

recognize the Mexican revolutionary government in 1913 

abandoned the traditional de facto recognition policy 

followed during the nineteenth century for a clearly 

coercive policy that stipulated political rather than 

traditional legal criteria for recognition. It was this 

case that marked a notable change in U.S. policy; afterward, 

recognition decisions and the criteria used for recognition 

became far more politicized. And fourth, because of U.S. 

continued although erratic interest in influencing events in 

this hemisphere through a variety of foreign policy 

instriiments, the political environment of the inter-American 

system in all likelihood provides the largest number of 

instances in which diplomatic recognition was withheld for 

the purpose of coercing target governments to change 

behavior or policy. 

The analysis of bargaining between states requires the 

use of events data drawn from written records (Sullivan 

1976, 278-279). Since there was no existing single source 
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of events data on extra-legal changes of Latin American 

governments and accompanying U.S. recognition decisions, the 

data set was developed by the author. Two categories of 

written records were used as sources: running records and 

episodic records (Johnson & Joslyn 1995, 227-259). Running 

records (ongoing, systematic record-keeping programs) 

included U.S. State Department documents, world news digests 

(Facts-on-File. Keesina's CpntgffiPOrary AcchiYgS)/ and 

newspapers (Atlanta Journal-Constitution. IntemationaJL 

Herald Tribune. Timesr Lsis. Angsles Times/ New York 

Times, Washington Post). Episodic records (those produced 

and preserved in a less structured manner) included annual 

regional chronologies of events (South America. Central 

America and the Caribbean; Latin American Caribbean 

Contemporary Record) and secondary sources (historical 

accounts of specific events and material on Latin American 

politics, inter-American relations, military coups d'etat^) . 

Use of events data necessitates a cautionary note 

(Johnson & Joslyn 1995, 253-255; Sullivan 1976, 277-278; 

Thompson 1973, 8). Some events are not deemed newsworthy 

and not recorded or the material on an event is incomplete, 

in both instances eliminating the event from analysis. The 

availability and quality of information often are not 
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xiniform. For example, a U.S. State Department study of U.S. 

recognition and nonrecognition of Latin American governments 

(USSD 1975) provided comprehensive information on cases 

occurring between 1933 and 1974, doubtlessly drawn from 

extensive U.S. State Department archives. Another State 

Department document provided detail for events prior to 1933 

{Hackworth 1940). But material for cases after 1974 is much 

less complete, forcing reliance on other, less comprehensive 

sources (news media reports, for example) which potentially 

had different perspectives about the relevance of a 

diplomatic event or failed to capture the context of the 

event.= But, "...data-making is restricted to sources that 

are currently available" (Thompson 1973, 9); it is only in a 

perfect world that complete and accurate information is 

available. 

The use of publicly reported events data also 

introduces the variable of censorship (Sullivan 1976, 278). 

For example, the State Department material used to document 

the cases on recognition often are compilations of press 

releases by the State Department, stipulating the conditions 

for recognition and the reasons recognition is granted or 

withheld. Public announcements may hide more than they 

reveal (Small 1977, 27), particularly if they are used to 
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send a political message (see Chapter 2). It is difficult 

to determine foreign policy goals from public policy-

statements because of the distortion of national leaders' 

goals, the enunciation of non-existent goals or the non-

acknowledgment of existing ones (Clark 1995, 572-573). The 

circumstances surrounding U.S. withholding of recognition 

from the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China are 

illustrative. Although there is little doubt that the 

ideological orientation of the two governments prevented 

U.S. recognition, the reason for withholding recognition 

given publicly by U.S. officials was the governments' 

failure to honor international obligations. And, in the 

case of Latin America during the Cold War period, U.S. 

recognition ostensibly was granted to authoritarian regimes 

on the basis of their having met the traditional legal 

criteria for recognition (i.e., control of the territory, 

consent of the people, willingness to honor international 

obligations) when in all likelihood it was their non-

commiinist stance that motivated U.S. recognition. While 

some of the problems with events data can be alleviated to 

an extent through systematic recording of events (Johnson & 

Joslyn 1995, 255; Sullivan 1976, 278), nonetheless there are 

various imperfections in data collection and analyses 
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(Thompson 1973, 11). The pictures of the international 

system drawn by scholars are not perfect replicas of the 

world and "...should be considered only as indicators of the 

real world" (emphasis in original) (Sullivan 1976, 278) . 

Success or Failure? 

The primary goal in studying the outcomes of bargaining 

situations in international relations, including the use of 

coercive diplomacy, is to ascertain what contributes to the 

successful use of bargaining strategies. But, determining 

whether an influence attempt is successful is perhaps one of 

the thorniest issues in bargaining research. Any scholar 

who endeavors to determine whether coercion works (whether 

the coercive instrument is diplomatic tactics, economic 

sanctions, threatened or actual use of military force) 

wrestles with the dilemma of operationalizing the dependent 

variable (the outcome) as a success or failure." 

The difficulties encountered are two-fold; 

(1) assessing the objectives of the actor initiating 

coercive bargaining and thus know the purpose of the 

coercive act and (2) determining whether the desired action 

by the target, if it occurred, was the direct result of the 

threatened sanction (Mandel 1986, 66). With the first, the 
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difficulty is knowing exactly what the initiator desires. 

As suggested earlier, it is difficult to discover foreign 

policy goals from pxiblic policy statements (a source 

typically consulted for events data collection) because the 

statement(s) may distort the desired objectives, some are 

not stipulated at all or those given are not the fundamental 

underlying goals (Clark 1995, 572-573). The publicly stated 

objectives may have been only instrumental to other 

objectives the initiator had in mind (Blechman & Kaplan 

1978, 64). Thus, it is possible that the initiator may 

desire compliance with the stated goal or that compliance is 

not necessarily the desired behavior (Lindsay 1986, 155-

156). The stated goals may be symbolic, sending messages to 

others in the world community or for domestic symbolism 

(attempting to increase public support or prevent criticism) 

(Lindsay 1986, 155-156). Goals may change over time (Olson 

1979, 493), so an attempt at coercive bargaining which does 

not elicit the desired behavior (assuming that it can be 

known) could be considered a failure. For example, because 

U.S. recognition may be granted in response to policy 

changes which were less substantive than the U.S. initially 

stipulated. Galloway (1978) claims that withholding 

recognition is an ineffective policy instriiment and, thus. 



162 

should be eliminated. It may well be, however, that the 

initial U.S. demand is its "sham bargaining position," an 

inflated demand which allows it flexibility to make 

concessions once it knows what the target is willing to do 

(Ikle & Leites, 1962; Sullivan, 1971). Unfortunately for 

scholars (cind the targets of coercion attempts), public 

officials seldom help in this regard by saying, for example, 

"A" is what we specifically desire from the target but would 

settle for "B" as an outcome. 

Categorizing outcomes as "success" and "failure" 

implies causation, and the second difficulty (linking the 

desired objective, assuming it is known, to the outcome) can 

be just as problematic as the first. In a controlled 

laboratory where it is possible to manipulate all possible 

variables, cause and effect conditions can be ascertained. 

But, coercive bargaining situations involve behavior by 

individuals and groups in diverse societies where all 

variables are not known, and it is virtually impossible to 

determine with certainty whether the outcome is even 

indirectly related to the threatened sanction (Blechman & 

Kaplan 1978, 67-68). It is more difficult to determine 

success because the desired outcome may have occurred in any 

event {Kaplan 1981, 646). Failure can be determined more 
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easily by observing whether the target behaved in the 

desired way (Kaplcin 1981, 645) although this is problematic, 

too, because it assvimes that the target was aware of the 

sanction but was not swayed by it. The tendency is to rely 

on post facto explanations—if the threatened sanction for 

noncompliance is not applied, then coercion must have been 

successful. And it follows that if the sanction is applied, 

then coercion failed (Sullivan 1976, 260-285, 294-300). 

This inquiry confronts the same predicaments and can 

make no claims of having resolved these problems. All but 

two of the hypotheses posed in the previous chapter 

necessitate determining if coercive diplomacy succeeded or 

failed. The events data relies heavily on the public policy 

statements of U.S. officials in U.S. State Department 

documents and the print media. Since it is beyond the scope 

of this research endeavor, little attempt was made to 

conduct extensive research on all circiimstances prior to and 

during an event or to go beyond the outcome found in these 

sources in order to determine whether the target government 

actually carried out the policy changes promised. (After 

all, U.S. officials are willing to grant diplomatic 

recognition based on assurances about future behavior, and 

in some instances recognition was granted on that basis 
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without further delay.) Conducting extensive research on 

each event necessitates a different methodological approach, 

that of developing a case study for each of the 26 cases. 

Clearly, this investigation on the effectiveness of 

withholding recognition is not xinlike other studies on 

bargaining in that the results of the analysis are very 

general and only suggestive in nature (Sullivan 197 6, 298). 

The dependent variable for hypotheses 3 through 13 is 

operationalized as a dichotomous variable using the 

following criteria: 

S (success) the target government changed policy, 

behavior, or leaders considered objectionable by the U.S. 

(or promised to do so in the future) and U.S. recognition 

was granted 

NS (no success) the target government failed to respond 

to the satisfaction of U.S. officials and recognition was 

not granted.^ 

The results are shown in Appendix A. Coding of the 

remaining variables, since they differ considerably, is 

discussed in the next section under each hypothesis. 

Findings 

Hypotheses 1 The U.S. is more likelv tO. withhold 
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recQonition resolve security isSUSS CatheC than fOC ths. 

purpose ̂  promoting df^ocracv ̂  protecting economic and 

commercial 1nterests: The data do not support this 

proposition (see Table 4.1). Recognition was withheld in 8 

instances for security reasons (security threats to the 

region and those instances of possible intrusion by powers 

external to the hemisphere) . Three occurred during World 

War II over U.S. fears of Axis influence in governments 

seizing power in Argentina (1944), Bolivia (1943), and El 

Salvador (1944). Four of the cases involved Cold War 

concerns over communist influence by the Soviet Union or its 

allies Cuba and Nicaragua. The last and most complex case 

(the Cedras regime in Haiti) was coded as involving security 

issues because of the political instability in Haiti and 

Haitian refugee crisis.' In 2 of the 8 cases one other 

issue area also was a reason for withholding recognition. 

For example, the Pas Estenssoro government in Bolivia (1952) 

caused U.S. security and economic concerns (Blasier 1985; 

USSD 1975). The security issue involved the revolutionary 

nature and ideological orientation of the government, 

particularly whether Soviet influence was present, and of 

economic interest was the nationalization of tin mines 

(Blasier 1985, 116, 130). 
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TABLE 4.1 REASONS RECOGNITION WITHHELD 
(N = 26) 

Change 
Date 

Recog 
Date 

Latin 
American 
State/ 
Leader* 

U.S. 
Presi
dent 

Reason 
Recog 
With
held 
** 

Out-
Come 
*** 

2/18/13 
MX 
Huerta 

Taft 
Wilson D S 

7/15/14 10/19/15 
MX 
Carranza Wilson D NS 

11/7/14 
HA 
Theodore Wilson D,E NS 

1/27/17 
CR 
Tinoco Wilson D S 

5/21/20 9/3/23 
MX 
Obregon 

Wilson 
Harding D,E S 

7/12/20 2/9/21 
BO 
Saavedra Wilson D,E S 

9/15/24 
CO 
Altamirano Coolidge D 8 

7/9/25 8/14/28 

EC 
de la 
Torre Coolidge D S 

10/25/25 11/14/26 
NC 
Chamorro Coolidge D S 

12/12/30 1/8/31 
GU 
Orellana Hoover D S 

12/4/31 1/26/34 
EL 
Martinez Hoover D S 

6/4/32 10/21/32 

CO 
military 
junta Hoover E S 
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Change 
Date 

Recog 
Date 

Latin 
American 
State/ 
Leader* 

U.S. 
Presi
dent 

Reason 
Recog 
With
held 
** 

Out
come 
**• 

9/3/33 
1/23/34 

CU 
Grau San 
Martin Roosevelt D S 

2/17/36 3/14/36 
PR 
Franco Roosevelt 0 S 

12/20/43 6/23/44 
BO 
Villarroel Roosevelt S S 

2/25/44 4/9/45 
AR 
Farrell Roosevelt S S 

10/21/44 2/28/45 
EL 
Aguirre Roosevelt S S 

8/14/47 5/5/48 
NC 
Somoza Truman D 5 

4/9/52 6/2/52 
BO/Pas 
Estenssoro Truman S,E S 

7/11/63 7/31/63 

EC 
military 
junta Kennedy D S 

9/25/63 12/14/63 
DO 
military 

Kennedy 
Johnson D NS 

10/3/63 12/14/63 

HO 
military 
junta 

Kennedy 
Johnson D NS 

4/24/65 
DO 
jvinta Johnson S NS 

10/14/83 
GD 
Austin Reagan S NS 

2/26/88 
PN 
Noriega 

Reagan 
Bush S NS 
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Change 
Date 

Recog 
Date 

Latin 
American 
State/ 
Leader* 

U.S. 
Presi
dent 

Reason 
Recog 
With
held 
** 

Out-
Come 
*** 

9/30/91 HA 
Cedras 

Bush 
Clinton S,D NS 

*AR Argentina; BO Bolivia; CO Colombia; CR Costa Rica; CU 
Cuba; DO Dominican Republic; ED Ecuador; EL El Salvador; GD 
Grenada; GU Guatemala; HA Haiti; HO Honduras; MX Mexico; NC 
Nicaragua; PN Panama; PR Paraguay 

**Reason Recognition Withheld: 
D democracy 
E economic 
0 other 
S security 

***Outcome: 
S success 

NS no success 

As Table 4.1 indicates, promotion of democracy was the 

prevailing reason for withholding recognition. Cases were 

coded in this category if the U.S. stipulated that 

elections be held or scheduled, a civilian government be 

selected, constitutional procedures be followed in the 

selection of a president (which could differ from simply 

holding elections), or the constitutionally selected 

president overthrown by a coup d'etat be returned to 

office. In 17 cases, recognition was withheld in an 

attempt to move a target government toward more democratic 
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practices, with three cases having another issue area 

present. The majority of the cases occurred during the 

Wilson cind Kennedy administrations, not unexpectedly 

because both presidents advocated withholding recognition 

from governments taking power through extra-legal means. 

For Kennedy, the matter was tied to the Alliance for 

Progress, an economic development assistance program 

initiated to stabilize governments to prevent communist 

incursions in the hemisphere and enhance the opportunity 

for democratization in Latin America. Three other cases 

(Nicaragua 1925, Guatemala 1930, El Salvador 1931) ensued 

because the U.S., although not a party to the treaty, 

complied with the terms of the 1923 Treaty of Peace and 

Amity negotiated by Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, 

Honduras, Nicaragua. The treaty required signatories to 

withhold recognition from governments seizing power through 

extra-legal means in the five countries. 

In five cases recognition was withheld to protect U.S. 

economic and commercial interests, but in only one instance 

were none of the other issue areas present. In each case 

U.S. officials questioned the willingness of new 

governments to honor the state's international obligations, 

but more specifically, involved concerns about the 



170 

protection, of U.S. property and investments. 

One case could not be coded with any confidence 

because it did not fit the categories of security, 

promotion of democracy or economic interests.-

Although not the focus of this hypothesis, a 

comparison of the success rates of the various issue areas 

(shown in Table 4.2) is revealing. Cases involving the 

promotion of democracy or economic issues had higher 

success rates than those involving security issues. Those 

involving security issues were just as likely to fail as 

they were to succeed. These results are compatible with 

those in hypothesis 3 which demonstrate that the use of 

legal criteria appear to enhance the potential for success. 

TABLE 4.2 REASONS RECOGNITION WITHHELD SUCCESS RATES 
(N = 26) 

Democracy Economic Other Security 

Success 12 (70.6%) 4(80%) 1(100%) 4(50%) 

No Success 5(29.4%) 1 (20%) 4(50%) 

17 5 1 8 

NOTE; Will not total 26 due to multiple reasons 
recognition withheld in some cases. 

As suggested in Chapter 3, reliance on traditional 

legal criteria for recognition imparts legitimacy to the 
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coercive maneuver that is lacking with the use of criteria 

that are political in nature. Reviewing the distribution 

of cases in Table 4.2 reveals that in 7 of the 12 

successful cases in which recognition was withheld for the 

purpose of promoting democracy, the U.S. stipulated 

criteria for recognition that were derived from traditional 

legal criteria (requiring elections to demonstrate the will 

of the people, free and open elections, requiring a 

government that has support of the people, representative 

government). In an additional four cases, legal 

considerations also were involved, but of a different 

nature. In these cases, the U.S. (although not a 

signatory) voluntarily complied with and made recognition 

decisions based on the 1907 and 1923 General Treaties of 

Peace and Amity. Thus, in 11 of the 12 successful cases, 

the U.S. used recognition criteria that in varying degrees 

were law-based, thereby imbuing the withholding of 

recognition with legitimacy that is absent in politically 

motivated recognition criteria. 

The same holds true in the cases where economic issues 

provided the basis for withholding recognition. In the 4 

successful cases, U.S. recognition was withheld over 

concerns about the target government's ability or 
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willingness to pay its debts and respect or protect foreign 

investments. As indicated in Chapter 2, the international 

obligations test (that a new government take over treaty 

and debt obligations to the best of its ability) has always 

been assumed as a principle in international law and by the 

late 18th century was included as part of the traditional 

legal criteria for recognition due to the increased level 

of international commerce between states. 

The lower success rate among cases involving security 

issues, therefore, is not surprising. As operationalized 

in this study, for the most part security issues involved 

U.S. concerns over encroachment in the hemisphere by 

foreign powers during World War II and the Cold War. The 

one exception is the most recent Haitian case where U.S. 

security concerns were based on regional instability caused 

by the crisis in Haiti and the related refugee crisis. In 

these cases, recognition decisions were derived from U.S. 

concerns for its own security, and thus politically 

motivated. The target states in all probability viewed 

U.S. actions as interventionary and lacking in legitimacy 

and were less likely to respond to U.S. demands— 

These results suggest that (1) some issue areas are 

more easily resolved than others, and (2) withholding 
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diplomatic recognition is more likely to work successfully 

as a coercive diplomacy tactic in cases involving the 

promotion of democracy and the resolution of economic 

issues compared to those involving security issues for the 

reasons suggested. 

Hypothesis 2 The U.S. is more likelv tO. withhold 

recognition jji response extra-constitutional changes Ol. 

government in Central America ths. Caribbean compared to. 

South America: The U.S. clearly is interested in 

controlling events in its "backyard," withholding 

recognition from governments in Central America and the 

Caribbean in 65.4% of the cases (see Appendix A).-° It is 

tempting to assume that U.S. interest was justified because 

the area experienced more political instability. However, 

of the 112 cases of extra-constitutional changes of 

government from 1913 to 1994, 45.5% occurred in Central 

American and the Caribbean. And, the U.S. was twice as 

likely to withhold recognition from a new extra-legal 

government in Central America and the Caribbean (17 of 52 

cases/33%) compared to South America (9 of 61 cases/14.8%), 

suggesting that the U.S. does have an inordinate interest 

in influencing events near its border. 

And, drawing from the data used in Hypothesis #1, U.S. 
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interest in the Central American/Caribbean area involves 

not only security issues. Of the 8 cases involving 

security issues, 5 occurred in the area, and of the 17 

instances in which recognition was withheld for the purpose 

of promoting democracy, 13 were in Central America or the 

Caribbean. Thus, it appears that the U.S. not only wants 

to prevent extra-hemispheric influence in the area but also 

prefers leaders selected through democratic processes. 

Security concerns, however, often mitigate the preference 

for democratic neighbors. For example, although President 

Wilson initially refused to grant recognition to Carranza 

because he was not democratically elected, recognition was 

granted due to security concerns about Germany and border 

instability. Perhaps more telling is U.S. policy during 

the Cold War. U.S. recognition (as well as foreign aid) 

was readily granted to authoritarian governments in Latin 

America and other regions because they tended to be anti-

communist and pro-Western.--

Hypothesis 3 The likelihood of success is. higher if 

CgnditiQUS £0C recognition traditional criteria 

for recognition: The use of legal criteria for recognition 

(control of the government machinery and territory of the 

state, acquiescence of the people, willingness to honor 
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international obligations) enhances the likelihood of 

success (see Table 4.3). Of the 4 cases stipulating only 

traditional legal criteria, all were successful, compared 

to the 53.3% success rate of cases in which U.S. criteria 

for recognition was clearly political. 

TABLE 4.3 CONDITIONS FOR U.S. RECOGNITION 
(N = 26) 

Tradi
tional/ 
Legal 
Only 

Political 
Only 

Tradi
tional/ 
Legal euid 
Political 

All Cases 
Tradi
tional/ 

Legal Used 
(columns 
1 and 3) 

Success 

No Success 

4 (100%) 8 (53.3%) 

7 (46.7%) 

6 (85.7%) 

1 (14.3%) 

10 (90.9%) 

1 (9.1%) 

4 15 7 11 

In those instances where both political and 

traditional legal criteria were used, the success rate was 

85.7%. If all cases involving the use of traditional legal 

criteria (whether used alone or in conjunction with 

political criteria) are combined, the success rate is 

90.9%. Thus, utilizing legal criteria improves the chances 

of successful bargaining by the initiating state. 

Hypothesis 4 The liKeXihOOd success is higher when 

target government achieves power through coup d'etat ansi 

lower when power Is. seised through revolution: The data 
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suggest that the manner by which a government seizes 

control has little effect on the outcome (see Table 4.4). 

TABLE 4.4 EXTRA-CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGES OF GOVERNMENT 
(N = 26) 

Coup D'etat Revolution 

Success 

No Success 

15 (68.2%) 

7 (31.8%) 

3 (75%) 

1 (25%) 

22 4 

Although these results merit some caution because of 

the small nijmber of cases involving revolution, the 

revolutionary governments in the four cases appear less 

resistant to U.S. coercive diplomacy tactics than the 

governments gaining power through coup d'etat. For 

example, the Theodore (Haiti 1914), Noriega (Panama 1988), 

and Cedras (Haiti 1991) governments caused far more 

difficulties for the U.S. than the revolutionary 

governments. In these three cases, the military regimes 

refused to comply with U.S. demands and instead were 

removed through U.S. military intervention. Ironically, 

revolutionary governments which received prompt recognition 

(Castro in Cuba and the Sandanistas in Nicaragua) proved 

much more troublesome to the U.S. than the four 

revolutionary governments included in this study where 

recognition was withheld. 
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Other explanations for the willingness of 

revolutionary regimes to acquiesce to U.S. coercion also 

must be taken into account. For example. Presidents 

Obregon of Mexico and Paz Estenssoro of Bolivia yielded to 

U.S. demands in order to obtain U.S. recognition because of 

economic conditions in their countries, conditions which 

could not be resolved in the absence of U.S. recognition 

(Blasier 1985, 116-121, 129-134). 

Hypothesis 5 Success more likely IX there Is. HQ. 

other major power willing ̂  cecognize and pcovide 

resources to new government: Unfortunately, specific 

information about the willingness of other major powers to 

recognize new governments was not readily available. 

However, there was evidence in the source material to 

indicate U.S. awareness of or suspicions about the 

possibility of influence by other major powers in 8 cases. 

Thus, there were two possible categories of cases—those 

where another major power's presence was known or suspected 

and those where there was not. The data shown in Table 4.5 

support the proposition that withholding recognition as a 

coercive tactic is more likely successful if there is no 

other major power in the picture. 
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TABLE 4.5 OTHER MAJOR POWER INVOLVEMENT 
(N = 26) 

Present Absent 

Success 

No Success 

4 (50%) 

4 (50%) 

14 (77.8%) 

4 (22.2%) 

8 18 

Of the 18 cases absent another major power, 77.8% were 

successful compared to a 50% success rate in the cases 

where smother major power's influence was possible. In 

three of the four instances where withholding recognition 

failed as a coercive tactic, another major power (either 

directly or indirectly) played a role in enabling the 

target to withstand U.S. attempts at coercion. Germany's 

courting of the revolutionary factions in Mexico (Blasier 

1985, Hall & Coerver 1988), Cuba's presence in Grenada 

(Schoenhals & Melanson 1985), and Noriega's relations with 

Cuba and Nicaragua and reported closer ties with the Soviet 

Union (Keesing's 1988, 35815) in all probability 

strengthened the target's resolve in resisting U.S. 

intervention. The unsuccessful outcome in the fourth case 

(Dominican Republic 1965) resulted from the U.S. decision 

to exclude the use of other foreign policy instruments in 

favor of military intervention to install a desirable 

government rather than a failure of the coercive tactic of 
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withholding diplomatic recognition. In one of the cases of 

successful coercive diplomacy, the Bolivian government was 

able to demonstrate to the U.S. that it was neither 

communist nor pro-Soviet (Blasier 1985, 133). In the 

remaining cases (Bolivia 1943, Argentina 1944, El Salvador 

1944), Axis influence in the new regimes was known or 

suspected by the U.S., but the U.S. (working with other 

Latin American countries) was able to trade diplomatic 

recognition for the elimination of the Axis presence (Desch 

1993, USSD 1975, Whiteman 1963). 

Hypothesis 6 Success more likelv the target 

goyernment isolated & coalition ol states In 

hemisphere (U.S. and other American states) gefusing 

grant recognition (recognition multilateral sanction): 

Whether the U.S. acts alone or withholds recognition in 

collaboration with other American republics seems to make 

little difference (see Table 4.6); the success rates were 

approximately the same (75% success rate using multilateral 

sanctions compared to a 71.4% success rate when the U.S. 

acted alone). 

It may well be that the number of states withholding 

recognition is less important than who the states are. In 

these events, it is more likely the power of the U.S. (with 
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substantial resources to draw upon to reward or punish the 

target government) that is the influential factor in 

coercing target states to comply. Although some types of 

multilateral sanctions are difficult to impose because 

tangible costs may tempt some states to abandon enforcement 

(economic sanctions, for example), that was not a factor in 

these cases. 

TABLE 4.6 MULTILATERAL VERSUS UNILATERAL SANCTIONS 
(N = 26) 

Mul ti. lateral 
Sanctions 

(Coalition of 
American 
States) 

U.S. 
Consultation 
with Other 
American 

States (their 
actions 
unknown) 

Unilateral 
Sanctions 

(U.S. Acting 
Alone) 

Success 

No Success 

12 (75%) 

4 (25%) 

1 (33.3%) 

2 (66.7%) 

5 (71.4%) 

2 (28.6%) 

16 3 7 

Hypothesis 7 h Clearly stated demand contributes ia 

success: The independent variable (clarity of demand) was 

operationalized as "clear" or "less clear." The conditions 

for recognition were compiled from source documents 

described in a previous section of this chapter, but 

primarily from U.S. State Department dociiments. If the 

U.S. criteria for recognition was specifically articulated 

(for example, election of new congress, guarantees to 
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foreigners and foreign interests, when legally constituted 

government set up, deportation of all Nazis and Japanese) 

it was coded as "clear." See the discussion below 

regarding demands that were not considered clear. Of the 

18 cases in which demands appeared relatively clear in the 

records consulted, 16 (88.8%) were successful compared to 

those where the demands were less clear which had a success 

rate of 12.5%. Thus, as the data in Table 4.7 suggests, 

clearly articulated demands contribute to successful 

coercive diplomacy. 

TABLE 4.7 ARTICULATION OF U.S. DEMANDS 
(N = 26) 

Demands Clear Dexneuids Less Clear 

Success 

No Success 

16 (88.8%) 

2 (11.1%) 

1 (12.5%) 

7 (87.5%) 

18 8 

In cases categorized in the less clear category, it 

was not necessarily that demands lacked clarity but rather 

that no criteria for recognition were specified (at least 

in the sources consulted) or changed over time. For 

example, in the Dominican Republic and Honduran cases in 

Fall 1963, the Kennedy administration withheld recognition 

and terminated economic aid, claiming there was "...no 

opportunity for effective collaboration by the U.S. under 
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the Alliance for Progress or for normalization of 

diplomatic relations" (USSD 1975, 88; Whiteman 1963, 73-

74) 

In the Dominican Repiiblic (1965) and Grenada (1983) 

cases, no conditions for recognition were evident in the 

source documents. U.S. military interventions in these 

countries followed shortly after the change of government. 

In these cases, that withholding recognition was 

unsuccessful may have been a function of the timing of U.S. 

actions since it appears that the target government was not 

given adequate time to respond to U.S. demands prior to 

U.S. intervention. In the Haitian cases in 1914 and 1991, 

U.S. demands changed over time and then U.S. military 

interventions occurred (although in the earlier case, the 

military officer had already been overthrown and his two 

successors eliminated within days prior to the U.S. 

military intervention). In the remaining case (Mexico 

1914), U.S. recognition was granted to Carranza primarily 

due to U.S. fear over Germany's influence, but demands for 

policy changes came after recognition was granted. 

Although seemingly straightforward, the results of the 

test of this hypothesis must be viewed as inconclusive. As 

indicated in Chapter 3, determining whether demands and 
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objectives are clear is rife with problems. In the cases 

in this study, it may well be that the lack of clarity 

exists in the documentation consulted and not in the 

dialogue between U.S. and target government officials. Or, 

while the demcinds and objectives may appear clear in the 

documentation, that may not have been true in actual 

communication between the two governments. Determining 

whether clearly stated demands and objectives contribute to 

successful coercive diplomacy may continue to be elusive. 

Even access to transcripts of original diplomatic 

interaction between governments may not solve this problem 

because there is always the possibility that the target 

government views the demands made of it as less than clear. 

Hypothesis 8 Target ia more likely cooperate with 

the U.S. delayed recognition ±s, announced ̂  OPPOSed 

refusal ia recognize: It is difficult to say with 

certainty why the phrasing in annoiincements by U.S. 

officials (assuming one is given) differs from case to 

case. It could depend on a number of factors, but that is 

not at issue here. Of interest is what effect the phrasing 

of the announcement has on the outcome. Three categories 

were used for the independent variable as shown in Table 

4.8. Two of the categories are relatively straightforward: 
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those announced as delays and those where recognition is 

refused. Since there were a number of cases where there 

was no specific comment regarding recognition or it was not 

recorded in the documents consulted, a third category 

"vmknown" was included. 

TABLE 4.8 U.S. RECOGNITION DECISION (DELAY VERSUS NO 
RECOGNITION) 

(N = 26) 

£}elay 
Stipulated by 

U.S. 

No 
Recognition 

Stipulated by 
U.S. Unknown 

Success 5 (100%) 9 (64.3%) 4 (57.1%) 

No Success 5 (35.7%) 3 (42.9%) 

5 14 7 

All cases announced as delays achieved a successful 

outcome. It may well be that in those cases the U.S. fully 

intended to grant recognition, but wanted a specific 

commitment from the target government regarding plans to 

return to civilian government or intentions in dealing with 

the protection of foreign investments. In the 1952 

Bolivian case, once the U.S. was able to get a commitment 

that compensation would be paid for the nationalized tin 

mines, recognition was granted (Blasier 1985). 

In those instances when the U.S. specifically 

announced that recognition was being withheld or that it 
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had no intention of granting recognition, 64.3% of the 

cases were successful. 

Hypothesis 9 Target Is. less likelv ta cooperate 

(thereby reducing the likelihood siL success) conditions 

£Q£i. recognition ajcs. stipulated In a. way iJiat. they give 

the target na options qjh choices: Whether options or 

alternatives were given the target was determined by how 

conditions for recognition were expressed. For example, if 

the announcement contained phrases such as "regularize in 

some way," "hold or schedule elections," or "where 

government stands on fulfilling its international 

obligations," then the case was coded as having given the 

target options in responding. Otherwise, it was coded as 

"no options." Those cases with no conditions stipulated 

(the Dominican Republic in 1963 and 1965, Honduras 1963, 

and Grenada 1983) were placed in the "no options" category. 

It is assumed that the target would understand that this 

particular response by the U.S. meant that the U.S. wanted 

the government to step down. However, in the cases of the 

Dominican Republic in 1965 and Grenada the U.S. decision to 

intervene militarily was initiated so quickly that the 

target governments had little opportunity to negotiate. 

As Table 4.9 indicates, giving the target options seems to 
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make little difference since the outcome in both instances 

is almost the same (70% versus 68.8%). 

TABLE 4.9 OPTIONS GIVEN TARGET GOVERMENTS 
(N = 26) 

Options Given 
Target 

Mo Options 
Given Target 

No Options 
Given Teurget 
Modified 

(Eliminate 8 
Cases/Legal 
Conditions 
Preclude 
Options) 

Success 

No Success 

7 (70%) 

3 (30%) 

11 (67.8%) 

5 (31.2%) 

3 (37.5%) 

5 (62.5%) 

10 16 8 

A caveat seems necessary in interpreting these 

results, however. In 8 of the cases coded as "no options 

given" (all having successful outcomes)*^ the reason no 

options were given is that the U.S. responses were tied to 

treaties (1907 and 1923 Central American Treaties on Peace 

& Amity) or emanated from regional organization resolutions 

(Chaco Peace Conference and the Inter-American Emergency 

Advisory Committee for Political Defense). Although in a 

different context. Hypotheses 1 and 3 demonstrated that 

using legal criteria for recognition enhances the 

possibility of successful outcome for coercive diplomacy. 

In these 8 cases, the conditions for recognition were 
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primarily political in nature and not traditional legal 

criteria; nonetheless, the conditions may have possessed 

greater legitimacy because of the legal nature of their 

source. If it can be assumed that the U.S. was bound by 

legal commitments and could give no options, then the 

elimination of these cases from the "no option" category 

appears appropriate. If that is done, the results in Table 

4.9 are significantly altered. The modified data suggest 

that giving the target options contributes to successful 

outcomes. 

Hypothesis 10 Success Is. more likelv the sequence 

^ bargaining begins with the U.S. convevina what 

required ̂  the target Is. willing 

accommodations ia compromise: i^proaching these events 

from this perspective especially captures the essence of 

bargaining. As Ikle' suggests, one of the most common 

negotiating tactics is asking for more than one expects to 

receive in order to move the point of compromise in one's 

favor (1964, 207), not unlike selling a used car. Of 

course, there is no way of knowing whether the U.S. 

demanded more of a target than it anticipated achieving, 

but in some cases, it is clear that the U.S., after having 

made its original position known, was willing to make 
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accommodations to reach a compromise outcome. In the 

remaining cases, U.S. initial conditions for recognition 

were not altered (in some instances in the face of offers 

from the target government for a compromise solution) . 

The testing of this hypothesis must include the same 

caveat contained in the discussion of the findings in 

Hypothesis 9. In those 8 cases where treaty provisions or 

international organization resolutions were the basis for 

the recognition decision, the U.S. was restricted in its 

ability to make accommodations to compromise. Therefore, 

Table 4.10 reflects the outcome with and without the 8 

cases. 

TABLE 4.10 U.S. WILLINGNESS TO COMPROMISE 
(N = 26) 

U.S. Willing to 
Comproniise 

U.S. Unwilling to 
Compromise 

Success 

No Success 

6 (66.7%) 

3 (33.3%) 

4 (44.4%) 

5 (55.6%) 

9 9 

If the 8 cases are excluded, the initiating state's 

willingness to make concessions increases the likelihood of 

success. U.S. apparent willingness to compromise was 

ineffective in two cases which had an unsuccessful outcome 

because of the recalcitrance of the target governments. 

The Theodore (Haiti 1914) and Cedras (Haiti 1991) 
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governments were unwilling to negotiate although in the 

latter case, U.S. willingness to compromise waned as the 

Haitian refugee crisis worsened and the Cedras regime 

became more repressive. In the third unsuccessful case, 

the U.S. compromised by recognizing the Carranza government 

without its having made any concessions to U.S. demands 

(thus its coding as an unsuccessful outcome) 

Hypothesis 11 Success is less likelv i£ the U.S. 

demands tML the government Changes In the 

composition of the government: If source documents 

indicated that the U.S. wanted a specific individual to 

step down or withheld recognition due to the nature of the 

regime with no allowances for the governing individual or 

group to "regularize its position" through elections or 

some other constitutional procedures, the case was coded as 

"change composition of government." If the U.S. gave some 

indication that it would be willing to recognize if the 

government "regularized its position," promised elections 

or returned to constitutional government within some 

stipulated time frame, or if recognition depended on a 

change in policy by the target government, it was coded as 

"other." This proposition is supported by the data with 

53.8% of the cases successful when a change in the 
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composition of government comprised the U.S. criteria for 

recognition compared to an 84.6% rate when some other 

condition for recognition was stipulated. 

TABLE 4.11 U.S. DEMANDS CHANGE IN TARGET GOVERNMENT 
(N = 26) 

Change in Target 
Government 

Stipulated by U.S. 

No Change in 
Target Goverment 
Stipulated by U.S. 

Success 

No Success 

7 (53.8%) 

6 (46.2%) 

11 (84.6%) 

2 (15.4%) 

13 13 

Thus, it does appear that changing the composition of 

the government is more difficult to accomplish through 

coercive diplomacy as other research has demonstrated 

(George 1994a, 8; Jentleson 1994) because it challenges the 

most vital interest of the target government—its ability 

to stay in power. 

Hypothesis 12 Likelihnnri qX_ success greater target 

l£. offered positive inducement In addition remoYinq the 

negative sanction Ol withholding recognition: Not all 

cases involved the use of other sanctions. In only four 

instances was there a suggestion that the U.S. offered a 

"carrot" to the target government. In three of the cases, 

the target government's willingness to comply with U.S. 

demands earned not only recognition but also some economic 
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benefit siabsequent to recognition. In the fourth an 

invitation to an inter-American conference (however 

insignificant it may seem in retrospect) may have 

contributed to a successful outcome.Although the sample 

is small, it does appear that offering some additional 

benefit or inducement may contribute to successful use of 

coercive diplomacy. 

TABLE 4.12 IMPACT OF ADDITIONAL SANCTIONS 

Positive 
Inducanents 

Offered by U.S. 
(N = 4) 

Additional 
Negative Sanctions 

Threatened 
(N = 9) 

Success 

No Success 

4 (100%) 3 (33.3%) 

6 (66.7%) 

4 9 

Although not stipulated in this hypothesis, it is 

interesting to see the effect of the imposition of 

additional negative sanctions (in addition to the negative 

sanction of withholding recognition). Thus, Table 4.12 

reflects these cases as well. The sanctions ranged from 

imposing additional diplomatic sanctions (for example, 

withdrawing the U.S. ambassador or closing the U.S. 

embassy) to the cessation of economic aid to the threat and 

use of military forces. Imposition of additional negative 

sanctions were to little avail with only 33.3% of the cases 
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successful. 

Hypothesis 13 The coercive diploitiacv tactic 

"gradual turning ̂  gCCew" more successful the 

"try-and-see" tactic: The result of this hypothesis test is 

inconclusive. The "try-and-see" and "gradual turning of 

the screw" tactics (as well as the ultimatum, the third 

variant of coercive diplomacy strategy) begin with a demand 

made of the target. Six cases in the data set were 

eliminated from analysis because the U.S. refused 

recognition with no demands made of the target government. 

In two of the six cases (Dominican Republic 1965, Grenada 

1983) U.S. military intervention was carried out so quickly 

that had a demand been made, there was inadequate time for 

the target to respond. The remaining cases occurred during 

the Wilson and Kennedy administrations (Mexico 1914, Mexico 

1915-1916, Dominican Republic 1963, Honduras 1963) and in 

these instances the U.S. presidents refused recognition of 

extra-constitutional governments. It was tempting to 

categorize the six cases as instances of the U.S. having 

issued ultimata to the targets since the U.S. refused 

recognition under any circxamstances, implying that the only 

alternative for the new government was to step down. 

However, the cases would not meet criteria for the coercive 
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diplomacy variant of an ultimatiam since there was no time 

limit given for compliance to establish a sense of urgency 

nor was there a threat of a more serious sanction (e.g., 

the use of force to remove the government) (George 1994b, 

Lauren 1994) . 

Attempting to categorize cases as using one or the 

other tactic was problematic. Source docioments lack 

sufficient detail of each move and counter-move to 

determine whether steps beyond the initial demand actually 

occurred, making it virtually impossible to determine the 

variant used. Each of the 20 remaining cases began with a 

U.S. demand of the target (for example, schedule elections, 

honor international obligations), suggesting that at the 

very least a "try-and-see" tactic was used. The "turning-

of-the-screw" tactic requires a second step by the coercing 

party—conveying a threat to gradually step up the pressure 

with imposition of additional sanctions. (Missing in the 

"try-and-see" variant is any sense of urgency for 

compliance by the target.) Only the 1988 Panama case would 

possibly fit this category, but there is no indication in 

the sources consulted that the U.S. actually conveyed a 

threat to step up pressure. Rather, the U.S. carried out a 

series of sanctions, and ultimately resorted to military 
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intervention. So, potentially this case was a series of 

"try-and-see" tactics, although without cin in-depth case 

study, it is difficult to claim with any certainty. 

The analytical distinction between the "try-and-see" 

and "gradual-turning-of-the-screw" variants described in 

George {1994a, 18-19) and George & Simons (1994, 291-292) 

is difficult to make without extensive documentation. 

Because of the detail required to determine which tactic is 

used, initial case studies of each of the instances where 

recognition was withheld would possibly inform the 

comparison suggested in the hypothesis statement. However, 

the case studies in George & Simons (1994) suggest that 

policy makers do not try one tactic at the exclusion of 

another nor is the sequencing necessarily clear. For 

example, in the first five days of the Cuban missile crisis 

Kennedy used a "try-and-see" variant, then turned to a 

gradual "turning-of-the-screw," and finally declared an 

ultimatum (George 1994b) . And according to Zimmerman 

(1994), U.S. coercive diplomacy actions against Qaddafi to 

convince him to cease sponsorship of terrorism was a series 

of the "try-and-see" variant rather than a ^^gradual-

turning-of-the-screw." As the cases indicate, policy 

makers try various tactics in no particular sequence. 
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searching for one that will bring the desired result, with 

each maneuver predicated on the response by the target. 

Thus, suggesting that one tactic or the other is more or 

less successful may be inappropriate since they are used in 

varying combinations and sequences. 

Summary 

The U.S. experience in withholding diplomatic 

recognition as a foreign policy instrument to coerce Latin 

American governments to implement behavioral and policy 

changes reveals conditions that prompt states to use the 

strategy and that contribute to its successful use. It 

also suggests there are limits to its applicability. 

The U.S. most often used the withholding of 

recognition to promote democratization, and pursuit of this 

objective also was the most effective. Security concerns 

ranked second in compelling the use of withholding 

recognition as a coercive strategy. However, when driven 

by the pursuit of security, the strategy was no more likely 

to succeed than fail. Economic interests (particularly 

protection of U.S. investments) least frequently prompted 

withholding of recognition, often in tandem with pursuit of 

other interests. The strategy's effectiveness related to 
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economic interests also was relatively high. Not 

surprisingly and confirming extant empirical research, the 

U.S. was more likely to use the strategy in Central America 

and the Caribbean, having withheld diplomatic recognition 

most often from governments in the region proximate to the 

U.S. 

Withholding recognition is most effectively used when 

legal criteria provide the basis for demands made on the 

target government (even when coupled with demands that are 

politically motivated), suggesting that traditional legal 

diplomatic practice lends legitimacy to coercive diplomacy. 

The method by which a government comes to power, 

whether through a coup d'etat or revolution, seems to have 

little consequence for the effectiveness of withholding 

recognition. In either case, it is relatively effective. 

Conversely, governments gaining power through coup d'etat 

can be just as resistant to the coercive diplomacy strategy 

of withholding recognition as revolutionary governments. 

Withholding recognition is more effective when no 

other major power is involved (whether actual or only 

suspected). While support from another major power may not 

be tangible, the possibility of support from another power 

or its allies in all likelihood serves to strengthen the 
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resolve of the target to resist coercion. Whether 

withholding recognition is used as a unilateral sanction 

(the U.S. acting alone) or a multilateral sanction (in 

collaboration with other states in the region) appears to 

make little difference; both are relatively effective. 

However, it may well be that it is the power of one state 

that is consistent across cases (in these events the U.S.) 

which is the determining factor in the effectiveness of the 

sanction. 

Clearly articulated demands contribute to successful 

use of coercive diplomacy. Obviously, a target must have 

some sense of what is expected of it before a response is 

formulated. 

Announcing the delay of recognition (as opposed to an 

announcement that recognition is not granted) appears to 

contribute to more successful outcomes. Conceivably the 

phrasing of a recognition decision signals that the 

initiating state has already determined whether the 

recognition dilemma will be easily resolved and this may in 

turn influence the target government to be more or less 

responsive to demands made of it. 

Target governments appear no less likely to cooperate 

if given no options by the initiating state. However, the 
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success rate in these instances may be artificially high if 

options were absent because the recognition decision 

emanated from treaties or resolutions by regional 

organizations. Thus, the legal source of the conditions 

under which recognition was withheld in these cases may 

have enhanced the probability of cooperation by the target 

and thus a successful outcome. When cases of this type are 

excluded, the result is substantially different, suggesting 

that giving options to the target does enhance the 

possibility of cooperation and thus a successful outcome. 

Further, it appears that an initiating state's willingness 

to compromise may contribute to a successful outcome. 

Successful bargaining depends on the willingness of actors 

to compromise. 

The coercive strategy of withholding recognition is 

less likely to succeed if the initiating state demands a 

change in the composition of the government. When the 

condition for recognition was to regularize in some way the 

status of the target government (particularly through 

ostensibly democratic processes) or to change policy, the 

outcome was more likely successful. 

Offering "carrots" (positive inducements) for 

compliance, in addition to the benefit of obtaining 
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recognition, increases the likelihood of successful 

outcomes whereas the use of "sticks" (negative sanctions) 

does not. The timing of the inducements and sanctions may 

be the key factor, but the data gathered on these cases was 

not adequate to make that determination. 

The final chapter provides concluding comments and 

recommendations about the successful use of withholding 

recognition as a coercive diplomacy strategy. 

Endnotes 

1. i^parently, even the timing of an appropriate response 
is given consideration. Following a coup d'etat in 
Venezuela in November 1948, U.S. recognition was delayed 
until the following January. George Kennan, head of the 
State Department's Policy Planning Staff at the time, had 
recommended that "... recognition should be accorded after 
an interval neither so short as to be undignified nor so 
long as to make a prestige issue of the recognition 
question" (USSD 1975, 42). Similarly, after a coup d'etat 
in El Salvador in December 1948, the U.S. ambassador 
recommended recognition at the earliest possible moment so 
that no serious strain would be placed on the excellent 
relationship between the U.S. and El Salvador but that the 
U.S. might want to avoid giving the "...impression of undue 
haste" (USSD 1975, 43-44). 

2. A typical instance (although one tinged with irony 
because of subsequent developments) is recognition of the 
new government in Cuba in January 1959 following its 
successful ouster of President Batista. The government, 
under the leadership of President Urrutia (who had been 
named provisional president by Fidel Castro) requested U.S. 
recognition. When contacted by the U.S. ambassador in 
Havana, Department of State officials said that in view of 
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xinsettled conditions, it was assessing the situation 
regarding recognition. Having been assured that the 
Urrutia government was in complete control, that peaceful 
conditions prevailed in the country, and that the 
government would comply with its international obligations, 
U.S. recognition was granted (USSD 1975, 72). 

3. There has been some suggestion that Peruvian President 
Fujimori was responsible for a coup d'etat in 1991 (Smith 
1993, 524) . However, his action to dissolve Congress and 
have himself designated as leader of a new Government of 
Emergency and of National Reconstruction did not constitute 
a change in government leadership, although it did grant 
him extraordinary powers. 

4. Existing datasets on military coups d'etat (Galloway 
1978, O'Kane 1987, and Thompson 1973), although focusing on 
different time periods, were helpful in developing an 
initial list of Latin American extra-constitutional changes 
of government. 

5. The paucity of detailed accounts of recognition 
decisions and announcements after 1974 is curious given the 
availability of often overwhelming amounts of information 
provided by communications and computer technology. 
However, information accessibility is dependent on, first, 
an awareness that a topic is of interest to warrant the 
record-keeping in the first place. And second, an entity 
must make a commitment (and obtain the resources) to 
research and compile the information and then insure that it 
is published in an accessible format. Unfortunately, 
information about U.S. diplomatic recognition practices 
appears to suffer from a general lack of interest in the 
topic by a large enough audience to justify the 
documentation and compilation of the material by the U.S. 
State Department, the appropriate agency to do so. That the 
decline in the compilation of detailed accounts of 
diplomatic recognition decisions occurred when it did (mid-
1970s) is most likely not coincidental but tied to the 
recognition of China and derecognition of Taiwan. Although 
recognition was granted January 1, 1979, the process had 
commenced earlier when the U.S. agreed in 1974 in the 
Shanghai Communique that certain steps would be taken to 
move toward recognition and the conditions were met before 
1979 (von Glahn 1986, 98). It was also about this time that 
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the U.S. clearly moved toward a policy of downplaying 
recognition decisions. 

The informative U.S. State Department tomes that 
recorded the diplomatic interactions of states (e.g. 
Hackworth 1931; Whitemcin 1963) are no longer published and 
no comparable docimentation is replacing them. 

6. For example, see Blechman & Kaplan (1978), Cable 
(1994), Kaplan (1981), Lindsay (1986), Mandel (1986), and 
Olson (1979). Also see Sullivan (1976) for a general 
discussion of the problems encountered in operationalizing 
variables in bargaining research, including the difficulty 
of defining success and failure. 

7. Two gualifications are necessary. If the U.S. 
recognized the target government because of a variable 
external to the U.S./target government bargaining 
relationship where no capitulation was made by the target 
state to comply with U.S. demands, the case was not 
categorized as successful. For example, U.S. recognition 
of the Carranza government in Mexico was withheld for over 
a year. Recognition was granted in 1915 not because the 
Carranza government acquiesced to U.S. demands but due to 
U.S. fears of German influence in Mexico and that fighting 
between rival factions in the Mexican revolution along the 
U.S./Mexican border would prompt U.S. military intervention 
(Blasier 1985; Desch 1993, 44; Hall & Coerver 1988) . 
Therefore, the case will be coded as an unsuccessful case 
of coercive diplomacy. 

Two cases (Dominican Republic 1965, Grenada 1983) were 
coded as unsuccessful due not to the failure of the target 
governments to respond to U.S. demands but because the U.S. 
made no demands. In both cases (which share striking 
similarities), the U.S. responded to extra-constitutional 
changes of government by carrying out rapid military 
interventions. There is no indication that consideration 
was given to allowing time for other possible sanctions to 
work (including withholding recognition) prior to the 
military intervention. It seems appropriate to include the 
cases in this inquiry because the new governments were not 
granted recognition prior to U.S. military intervention and 
the potential existed for other sanctions to have worked 
had they been applied. 
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8. The complexity of this case stems from the myriad 
issues involved: the use of violence and human rights 
abuses by the Cedras regime, the Haitian refugee crisis, 
the nature of the democratically-elected Aristide regime 
overthrown in the military coup d'etat that brought Cedras 
to power, cind the change from the Bush to Clinton 
administrations in the midst of it (Dupuy 1997, Perruse 
1995). 

9. Because of anxiety over the government's handling of 
the negotiations ending the Chaco War between Bolivia and 
Paraguay, the military seized power in Paraguay in 1936. 
Although the new government appeared to meet all the 
traditional legal criteria, U.S. recognition was withheld 
pending consultation with the American states mediating the 
treaty ending the Chaco War. Of concern was whether the 
new government would comply with its international 
obligations, and more specifically the agreement involving 
the repatriation of prisoners of war. The new government 
was able to demonstrate that it had already complied with 
those conditions that had been negotiated and provided 
statements that it fully intended to continue to do so. 
The U.S. and other Latin Americcin states then recognized 
the government (Hackworth 1940, 1975). 

10. In standard practice Panama is not considered part of 
Central America. However, it has been included for this 
study because of the strategic location of the Panama Canal 
and Panama's proximity to the U.S., Central America and the 
Caribbean. 

11. Two cases in this study reveal U.S. overriding concern 
about security during the Cold War. Following coups d'etat 
in both countries, Kennedy refused to recognize the new 
governments in the Dominican Republic (September 1963) and 
Honduras (October 1963), claiming that there was no way to 
normalize relations and that there was no opportunity for 
effective collaboration by the U.S. under the Alliance for 
Progress. Both countries were receiving foreign aid under 
the program and therefore were probably an embarrassment 
for the Kennedy administration since the ostensible goal of 
the Alliance was to enhance democracy. Foreign aid was 
suspended to both countries. However, Johnson recognized 
the governments on December 14, 1963 (shortly after 
Kennedy's death) stating that they had both issued decrees 
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providing election timetables and promised to respect civil 
liberties (USSD 1975, 87-89; Facts on File 1963)—which in 
all probability would not have been enough for Kennedy to 
grant recognition. Johnson had returned to the policy of 
granting recognition if new governments met traditional 
legal criteria (Cochrane 1971). Based on its tendency to 
recognize anti-communist authoritarian regimes, the Johnson 
administration was clearly more concerned about protecting 
U.S. security interests than promoting democracy in Latin 
America. 

This is not to say that Kennedy's recognition policy 
was consistent—without requiring any specific action by 
the government and after consulting with other Central 
American governments, he had recognized a military 
government in Guatemala in April 1963, following a coup 
d'etat two weeks earlier. In a press conference, he 
acknowledged the inconsistencies in U.S. recognition 
policy, claiming that circumstances are often inconsistent 
(USSD 1975, 82-83). Following a coup d'etat in Ecuador in 
July 1963, Kennedy withheld recognition in order to obtain 
a public statement from the military regime that it 
intended to return to democratic government within a year. 
Recognition was granted by the end of the month following 
negotiations which resulted in a compromise of two years 
rather than one (USSD 1975). 

12. The U.S. position on these two cases is curious, 
considering that two months earlier the military regime in 
Ecuador was recognized after agreeing to make a public 
statement regarding the scheduling of return to civilian 
government and elections (USSD 1975; Whiteman 1963, 74). 
Given time for negotiations perhaps that would have occurred 
in these cases. However, Kennedy died in November, and 
Johnson recognized both military governments in December 
1963. And, there may have been more at stake for Kennedy in 
these cases since they were in the Central America/Caribbean 
region and apparently were showcases receiving Alliance for 
Progress funds. 

13. One case in the group is noteworthy because of the way 
a successful outcome was accomplished. Although not a 
party to the treaty, the U.S. made a commitment to honor 
the 1923 Central American Treaty of Peace & Amity and in 
1931 joined the Central American states in denying 
recognition to the Martinez government in El Salvador. The 
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treaty stipulated that the signatories agreed not to 
recognize governments talcing power unconstitutionally in 
auiy of the 5 member states. El Salvador and Costa Rica 
abrogated the treaty and thus were no longer bound by it. 
Recognition was then granted by Costa Rica, the other 
Central American states still members of the treaty, and 
the U.S. El Salvador resolved the recognition question by 
changing the context of the event. 

14. As indicated in previous discussions, the U.S. 
decision to recognize was made because of the fear that 
withholding recognition would increase the possibility of 
German influence in Mexico and that the continuing 
skirmishes between revolutionary factions along the U.S.
Mexican border would prompt U.S. intervention (Blasier 
1985, Hall & Coerver 1988). 

15. In May 1947 the Nicaraguan elected president was 
overthrown by former president Anatasio Somoza. The U.S. 
and other American republics refused to grant recognition, 
and the U.S. closed its military mission pending 
establishment of an internationally recognized Nicaraguan 
government. Two interim presidents were designated, but 
the U.S. and others continued to withhold recognition, 
claiming that the new presidents were an extension of 
Somoza. After months of consultation among the American 
republics and negotiations with Somoza, a compromise was 
reached which Somoza was apparently willing to adhere to 
but he desired that Nicaragua receive an invitation to the 
Inter-American Conference in April 1948 as a prelude to 
recognition. According to a State Department official he 
believed that the invitation would solidify his control. 
At the conference (which Nicaragua did attend) a resolution 
was passed which said that continuity between American 
republics was desirable and that recognition of a 
government did not imply judgment of its domestic policies. 
U.S. recognition was granted May 5, 1948 (USSD 1975; 
Whiteman 1963). 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

States possess a variety of policy instrxaments with 

which to influence other states, ranging from legally 

groxinded diplomatic practices to the less desirable use of 

military force. This research has examined the strategy of 

withholding diplomatic recognition from governments which 

have gained power extra-constitutionally to influence their 

policies or behavior. The purpose of the inquiry is three

fold: (1) to fill a void in the literature on the use of 

the diplomatic practice of withholding recognition (in this 

instance as a coercive strategy); (2) to contribute to 

theory development on coercive diplomacy; and (3) to inform 

foreign policy decision-making. 

To accomplish these goals, the study has attempted to 

determine whether the withholding of diplomatic recognition 

is an effective coercive diplomacy strategy. Specifically, 

are target governments willing to make behavioral and policy 

changes stipulated by the initiating state (the U.S.) to 

obtain diplomatic recognition? Attention also was given to 

the circumstances that prompt the withholding of recognition 

and the conditions that contribute to the successful use of 

the strategy. 
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To answer the research questions, a data set of Latin 

American extra-legal changes of government from 1913 to 1994 

with subsequent U.S. diplomatic recognition responses was 

used. In 26 instances the U.S. withheld diplomatic 

recognition as a coercive strategy to influence a new 

government's behavior or policies. Although no situation 

exactly replicates another, "historical studies shaped to 

current requirements can provide a type of vicarious 

experience..." to mitigate a decision maker's belief that 

"...each aspect of today's international environment is 

xinique" (Wells 1979, 271). Scholarship is more relevant if 

past policies are analyzed against a broad historical 

background (Wells 1979, 275) which this inquiry has 

attempted to do. More specifically, the evaluation of U.S. 

experience in using the withholding of diplomatic 

recognition as coercive diplomacy informs our understanding 

of the use of the strategy and provides the basis for policy 

guidelines for the future. 

Withholding Recognition as a Coercive Strategy 

The general trend to de-emphasize recognition does not 

mean that the diplomatic function of recognition has been 

abandoned although its use is inconsistent (Franck 1990, 
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124; LaFore 1956, 157; Peterson 1983b, 334) and its 

effectiveness questioned (USSD 1993, 295). States, 

particularly the U.S., have not fully adopted an Estrada 

Doctrine policy of automatic recognition of new governments 

since they sometimes make specific announcements regarding 

recognition of a government cind in some cases withhold 

recognition (Peterson 1983b, 42-43; USSD 1993, 295). When 

circumstances are appropriate and the U.S. perceives its 

interests at issue, the use of recognition is revived to 

pursue policy goals (Galloway 1978, 124-125). 

Brownlie claims it is important to appreciate what the 

Secretary of State does not say when an announcement is made 

that U.S. relations with a particular government are 

continuing, suggesting that the necessary assessment of law 

and fact still must be made to determine whether and when 

new governments meet traditional legal criteria for 

recognition (emphasis in original) (Brownlie 1983, 210). If 

it is not possible to maintain an invariable policy of 

automatic recognition and withholding recognition continues 

to be used for political purposes, if only occasionally, 

then a political decision must be made in every case 

(Needier 1972, 57). 

Perhaps the reason recognition survives as an 
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independent concept is that it has legal and symbolic 

dimensions, raising the notions of legitimacy and approval. 

Regardless of attempts by the executive branch to separate 

recognition and approval conceptually, they are still 

connected in the public consciousness (USSD 1993, 295). The 

connection was obvious in the acrimonious debate that 

accompanied the recent decision to afford recognition to the 

communist government in Vietnam. 

Hypothesis tests revealed that the U.S. used the 

strategy of withholding recognition in ways which were 

anticipated, but in other instances at variance with 

expected findings. And, the strategy's effectiveness 

differed from expected outcomes in some instances. 

For example, the U.S. was most likely to withhold 

recognition in order to promote democracy. Due to 

recognition's reputation as a political tool, it was 

anticipated that security interests would most often 

motivate nonrecognition. It was also the case that use of 

the strategy was more likely successful if the objective was 

promotion of democracy. Thus, as some suggest, the use of 

sanctions (in this case the withholding of recognition) to 

coerce states to move toward democracy could be helpful 

(Allison & Beschel 1992, 96; Pastor 1992; Starr 1991, 377) . 
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Carothers cautions that if the U.S. works toward this 

goal, it must be a well-designed policy, steadily fiinded, 

implemented over years, and be overt but quiet in order to 

be successful (1991, 258-259). Although this study reveals 

no steadily funded, well-designed policy of promoting 

democracy, it is obvious that such a policy has been pursued 

(at least this century in the inter-American context). 

While an overt policy focus during the Wilson and Kennedy 

administrations, the promotion of democracy has been more 

svibtle at other times—indeed, quiet—and sometimes 

successful, at least when withholding diplomatic recognition 

is the means of pursuing the policy. That the U.S. has 

pursued this policy quietly and relatively continuously 

(when circumstances allowed) was an unexpected finding in 

this study. 

This outcome lends support not only to those who 

advocate U.S. promotion of democracy (Allison & Beschel 

1992; Diamond 1994; Gaddis 1994; Lake 1993; Pastor 1989, 

1992) but also those who caution against promoting or 

imposing democracy by violent means (Pastor 1989; Russett 

1993, 135-136) The promotion of democracy is successfully 

pursued, not through force and covert operations, but rather 

through mechanisms akin to the legal and constitutional 
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limits that are the essence of democracy (Pastor 1989, 140-

141). As indicated in this study, the success of 

withholding recognition as coercive diplomacy may well rest 

on its legal underpinnings, particularly when used to coerce 

an extra-legal government to move toward more democratic 

governance. 

The justification to promote democracy is 

understandable because democratic governments generally are 

less bellicose, tend to interfere less in the internal 

affairs of their neighbors and are more pragmatic (Wiarda 

1991). Wiarda's claim reflects the democratic peace 

proposition that an international system comprised of 

liberal democratic states would be a more peaceful system. 

The liberal peace literature is grounded in Immanuel Kant's 

treatise on ^^perpetual peace" and traditional liberal 

internationalism which contends that war could be virtually 

eliminated in such a system due to "the peaceful internal 

disposition of liberal states, the potential effectiveness 

of institutionally embodied international law, and the 

conflict-mitigating effects of economic interdependence" 

(Huntley 1996, 46) 

Because the U.S. has attempted to promote democracy in 

Latin America and done so successfully, as shown in this 
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study, it is tempting to challenge the assumption prevalent 

during the Cold War that the U.S. was really supporting 

realpolitik and anti-communism. Thus, a claim could be made 

that the U.S. was more interested in promoting democracy. 

However, if the extent to which the U.S. granted recognition 

to non-democracies in Latin America is taken into acco\int, 

it appears the U.S. did both. In those instances when the 

U.S. surmised that new governments were clearly anti-

commxinist due to their military character but were unlikely 

to change policy or behavior even if coerced, recognition 

was granted (thereby enhancing U.S. security). In those 

cases where a new government appeared a suitable target for 

coercive diplomacy, the U.S. withheld recognition with the 

goal of moving the government toward more democratic 

practices (but only if U.S. security was not compromised in 

any way). This suggests that the U.S. was prudent in 

selecting governments it attempted to coerce through the 

withholding of diplomatic recognition. U.S. security 

concerns and an interest in promoting democratization and 

protecting U.S. economic interests are inextricably linked, 

but the U.S. is unlikely to sacrifice security interests 

when actively pursuing the other two goals. 

As expected, the U.S. was more likely to attempt to 
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influence target governments in Central American and 

Caribbean states compared to South America. The traditional 

geopolitics school of realist thought stresses the influence 

of geographic location on a state's foreign policy behavior 

(Kegley & Wittkopf 1999, 46-48) and these results confirm 

that geographic proximity influences states' foreign policy. 

The U.S. tendency to intervene in the affairs of its closest 

neighbors is a consistent pattern in inter-American 

relations. While all states are more concerned about and 

likely to intervene in the affairs of neighboring states, 

the U.S. interventionary zeal, regardless of the manner in 

which it has been carried out, has been problematic for 

other states in the region. 

As some of the cases in the data set reveal, 

withholding diplomatic recognition is not always a 

successful strategy, necessitating the use of more costly 

policy instruments, including the use of military force, to 

protect U.S. interests. However, in those instances when 

the strategy fails to achieve its goals, withholding 

recognition could be viewed as a useful prelude or threshold 

to other more coercive actions (Clawson 1993, 35-37) , 

including economic sanctions, gunboat diplomacy or the use 

of military force. 
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Contribution to Coercive Diplomacy Theory 

This study tested hypotheses developed from the 

coercive diplomacy model. At its present stage of 

development, the coercive diplomacy model is abstract, at 

best a framework for developing a strategy for a specific 

situation or to determine whether the strategy would likely 

be successful (George 1994a, 16). To develop coercive 

diplomacy as a theory necessitates "...studying and 

comparing in a systematic way actual historical cases of 

success and failure" (George 1994a, 21). 

Coercive diplomacy is a strategy that can be used when 

appeasement, deterrence or war are inappropriate. It is 

particularly attractive because it avoids the actual use of 

military force. As the case studies in George & Simons 

(1994) suggest, there are a variety of circumstances that 

lend themselves to the use of coercive diplomacy, some more 

successfully than others. While the previous studies of 

coercive diplomacy analyze cases that are noticeably 

different, this inquiry not only includes cases that share 

many similarities but also explores a use of the strategy 

that had not previously been examined. 

The findings in this inquiry will contribute to the 

development of an empirical theory of coercive diplomacy by 
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broadening the scope of circumstances in which coercive 

diplomacy may be used effectively. Not only is the coercive 

diplomacy model appropriately used in instances when the 

threatened sanction is the use of force (as evidenced by the 

case studies in George & Simons, 1994) but also is 

applicable to sanctions that avoid the threat or actual use 

of force. 

The coercive diplomacy model could be applied to any 

foreign policy instrument that is coercive in nature, such 

as the withholding of diplomatic recognition from new states 

(a different issue from that studied here) and the breaking 

of diplomatic relations, both coercive in nature and used 

against targets to elicit a desired response. Further, 

while the research on the effectiveness of economic 

sanctions is extensive, treating the imposition of economic 

sanctions specifically as a coercive diplomacy strategy and 

applying the hypotheses contained in George & Simons (1994) 

could further illuminate our understanding of the sanctions' 

effective uses. 

Policy Implications 

In addition to expanding our understanding of 

international events and the foreign policy strategies of 
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various states, a valuable consequence of foreign policy 

evaluation research is the provision of policy guidelines 

for possible future use of the policy. In this instance, 

the research outcome is applicable for policy makers 

attempting to coerce target states through a variety of 

foreign policy tools, and more specifically the withholding 

of diplomatic recognition. The policy implications that 

follow are grouped in three categories: setting, law, and 

politics. 

Setting: Since the U.S. most often used the strategy in 

Central American and Caribbean states and against 

governments gaining power through coups d'etat (as opposed 

to revolution) with relative success, U.S. decision makers 

could more confidently use the strategy to achieve its goals 

in those circumstances. The absence of involvement by 

another major power would enhance the probability of 

success. 

Law: Perhaps the most intriguing conclusion this research 

offers is that legal norms and law-based behavior matters, 

supporting Kocs' (1994) claim that even in an anarchic 

realm, legal norms can determine strategic behavior. Small, 

weak states appeal to international law since they have no 

other recourse. But, powerful states are just as likely to 
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uphold the integrity of the international legal order (Boyle 

1985, 178-179). International legal norms are more likely 

to reflect preferences of powerful states than those of weak 

states (Kocs 1994, 554); therefore, it is in their best 

interest to comply with the norms (Levi 1991, 21). This is 

not to say that powerful states consistently observe 

international law. U.S. intervention in Grenada and Panama 

and the mining of Nicaraguan harbors demonstrates that at 

times powerful states flagrantly disregard international 

norms (MoiTiihan 1990) . 

This research also confirms the claim that 

international law can be a political instrument for states 

to reach their goals (Levi 1991, 15) , indicating that law-

based behavior can contribute to the achievement of state's 

goals and is thus advantageous. "International law often 

enables states to pick and choose the legal norm best suited 

to serve their interests" (Levi 1991, 323). For example, 

during the Cold War the U.S. in some instances recognized 

non-democratic governments, complying with the legal concept 

of non-intervention, while also enhancing its security by 

gaining yet another anti-communist ally.^ In other 

instances (as studied here), the U.S. withheld recognition 

to coerce states to move toward democracy (again, a practice 
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grounded in international law but one that allowed the U.S. 

to attain its goals) 

The practice of discounting international law when 

states revert to some type of coercion is flawed since it is 

possible, as demonstrated here, to comply with law-based 

norms while using coercive tactics. Thus, although not the 

original intent of this study, it has contributed to a 

better understanding of the nexus between international law 

and foreign policy behavior. Perhaps this work would cause 

Gaddis (1994, 31) to re-think his claim that the conduct of 

international relations all too often has operated apart 

from and not alongside international law. 

Politics: 

The political guidelines offered by the study's results 

are clear. In using coercive diplomacy, and more 

specifically nonrecognition, the U.S. should consider 

delaying rather than rushing decisions, be clear in its 

demands, give careful consideration to the language by which 

a decision is conveyed, offer options and positive 

inducements, be willing to compromise and avoid the extreme 

demands of asking for a change in government. While these 

may be logical recommendations, they are based on empirical 

evidence. 
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A Last Word 

As this evaluation of the strategy has revealed, 

withholding recognition to influence a target government to 

change policies or behavior is effective. Thus, its use as 

a diplomatic strategy should not be discoiinted nor should it 

be abandoned. The trend to readily grant recognition to new 

governments and states based on the assumption that pressure 

can be more easily exerted after recognition through the use 

of sanctions (Peterson 1982, 348) should be reconsidered. 

The U.S. and other states perhaps would have been more 

successful in their dealings with Bosnia-Herzegovina (thus 

avoiding the use of United Nations peacekeeping forces, NATO 

troops, and multinational enforcement of a tenuous cessation 

to civil war) if diplomatic recognition had been withheld as 

a bargaining chip when Yugoslavia disintegrated. As it is, 

states have had little success in influencing recalcitrant 

governments in these new states. Use of force has been 

relatively unsuccessful and costly whereas an initial 

decision to withhold recognition to isolate the governments, 

accompanied by the threat of the imposition of additional 

sanctions, could have been a more successful and less costly 

first strategy. The international community gave up 

significant bargaining potential when it granted 
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recognition. 

As to future use of the strategy, the recent wave of 

economic downturns in Asian and Latin American states and in 

Russia could spawn political instability and the possibility 

of extra-legal governments which the U.S. could influence 

successfully toward goals of democratization or economic 

stabilization through a combination of sanctions including 

the withholding of recognition. Since this same strategy 

naturally lends itself to the withholding of recognition 

from new states, if necessary it could be used to elicit 

concessions from governments in a variety of potential new 

states—Chiapas (Mexico), Kosovo (Yugoslavia), a Kurdish 

state, Palestine, Tamil (Sri Lanka), and Timor (Indonesia). 

Diplomatic tactics typically do not capture headlines 

nor do they hold any relevance for a public audience willing 

(as it was during the Persian Gulf conflict) to watch the 

same missile enter the same window on the same target ̂  

infinitum. However, the strategy's utility will not be lost 

on policy makers intimately involved in the difficult task 

of searching for alternative policy instruments, 

particularly strategies that have proven effective in the 

past, possess legitimacy in the international arena and, 

most importantly, avoid the use of military force. 
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Endnotes 

1. Others claim that for the U.S. to promote or impose 
democracy by any means on other states is counter-productive 
and dangerous. For example, Layne cautions that the U.S. 
should not link its security on other state's internal 
political system because it pushes the U.S. to adopt an 
interventionist strategic posture (1994, 46). Huntley 
agrees and supports the notion that democracy is best 
promoted by example (1996, 71) . 

2. Interest in the idea of a liberal peace was renewed by 
the trend toward democratization in the 1970's and 1980's, 
particularly in Europe and Latin America, and the end of the 
Cold War. This literature is so extensive that Gartzke 
refers to it as a "cottage industry" (1998, 1). For 
examples of the literature, see Gartzke 1998; Huntley 1996; 
Layne 1994; Oneal et al 1996; Ray 1995; Russett 1993; 
Russett et al 1995; Volgy & Schwarz 1997. There is almost 
universal agreement in the literature that democracies 
"...are unlikely to engage in militarized disputes with each 
other. When they do get into disputes with each other, they 
are less likely to let the disputes escalate" (Russett 1993, 
119) . The pacific behavior of democratic states does not 
carry over to their relations with autocratic states, in 
which they are just as war and conflict prone as autocratic 
states (Ray 1995, 17). Debates continue, however, as to the 
source of peaceful relations between democracies, 
investigating whether resulting from the limitations imposed 
by institutional structures and public accountability in 
democracies or emanating from cultural norms that mitigate 
against the use of violence to resolve disputes and instead 
follow avenues of conflict resolution that include 
bargaining and compromise. Also debated are: (1) claims 
that economic interdependence among democracies is a causal 
element and (2) the neorealist's position that all states 
ultimately are influenced not by internal characteristics 
but rather by the system characteristics of anarchy and 
uncertainty. 

3. This scenario builds on examples suggested by Levi 
(1991). 

4. Fried (1971, 170-172) contends that when domestic legal 
practices are violated (for example, an extra-constitutional 
change of government) it is international law that steps in 
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the void to sanction the violation (as occurs when states 
refuse to recognize the extra-legal government). According 
to Fried, this demonstrates the supremacy of international 
law. 
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APPENDIX A 
U.S. Recognition Withheld from Latin American Governments 

1913-1994 
(N = 26) 

Cheuige 
Date 

Recog 
Date 

Latin 
AmerlCeUi 
State/ 
Region* 

Latin 
American 
Leader 

Type 
Chsmge 
** 

Out-
ccme 
*** 

2/18/13 
Mexico 
(C) Huerta R S 

7/15/14 10/19/15 
Mexico 
(C) Carranza R NS 

11/7/14 Haiti (C) Theodore C NS 

1/27/17 
Costa 
Rica (C) Tinoco C S 

5/21/20 9/3/23 
Mexico 
(C) Obregon R s 

7/12/20 2/9/21 Bolivia Saavedra C s 

9/15/24 Colombia 
Alta-
mirano C s 

7/9/25 8/14/28 Ecuador 
de la 
Torre C s 

10/25/25 11/14/26 
Nicaragua 
(C) Chamorro C s 

12/12/30 1/8/31 
Guatemala 
(C) Orellano C s 

12/4/31 1/26/34 

El 
Salvador 
(C) Martinez c s 

6/4/32 10/21/32 Colombia junta c s 

9/3/33 1/23/34 Cuba (C) 
Grau San 
Martin C s 

2/17/36 3/14/36 Paraguay Franco C s 
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12/20/34 
6/23/44 Bolivia 

Villar-
roel C S 

2/25/44 4/9/45 Argentina Farrell C S 

10/21/44 2/28/45 

El 
Salvador 
(C) Aguirre C S 

8/14/47 5/5/48 
Nicaragua 
(C) Somoza C s 

4/9/52 6/2/52 Bolivia 

Pas 
Estens-
soro R s 

7/11/63 7/31/63 Ecuador 
military 
junta C s 

9/25/63 12/14/63 

Dominican 
Republic 
(C) military C NS 

10/3/63 12/14/63 
Honduras 
(C) 

military 
junta C NS 

4/24/65 

Dominican 
Republic 
(C) junta C NS 

10/14/83 
Grenada 
(C) Austin C NS 

2/26/88 
Panama 
(C) Noriega C NS 

9/30/91 Haiti (C) Cedras C NS 

*(C) designates Central American/Caribbean state 

**Type of Government Change: 
C coup d'etat 
R revolution 

***Outcome 
S success 
N no success 
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